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CHRISTIANITY AND THE EDUCATION

OF THE WORLD;

OR,

,3V gialop* 0n % Stoomb at % feajrs mb

WELL, H., have you read the Essays and Revicivs ?

H. I have ; I am somewhat late in doing so ; I

thought I might have seen them abroad, but the book

was not sent me as I expected. But my sojourn there

has enabled me to judge somewhat more distinctly of

the character of this effort. As might be supposed, it

is not an isolated one in the remarkable working of

principles, both good and evil, which we see in the

present day.

W. You do not mean that rationalism is on the

Increase in Germany,—I think you were last in that

country ?

H. By no means. It had found the extreme of its

limits, both religiously and philosophically, and the

reaction has necessarily set in : for truth there is, and

good there is, at least in God, in spite of man ; and

when men have displayed the extremes to which the

evil of human nature, and human will, and its revolt

against God can go, there is, under Divine light, at

least till man, as we read, be given up to believe a

lie, a reaction of natural conscience, and the instinct

which knows and feels that a God there is, and that

He is and must be good. Under this influence man

revolts against what shocks a conscience informed by

A 2



Christianity, and in a general way, desires to have to

say to God, because he has learned that He is good,

and feels that a bad God, a God with whom we

have nothing to do, and a revelation that is only de

ceit and falsehood, can give no comfort. I have no

thought that a man can go right without grace, but

there is. a natural conscience which sees through dis

honesty, and wants truth and grace ; sees, at least,

that the contrary is not a true representation of God.

It wants something more sure in a revelation, than a

product of man's mind, a history of the Hebrew mon

archy, or an inspiration somewhat, perhaps, superior

to Shakspeare, which learned men can criticise. This

may do for Essayists and Keviewers, but it won't do

for the wants of the soul in daily life. It won't do

for the poor. Such views may make pretentious infi

dels of them, retailing what they have read, and

thinking themselves wise, because they have a certain

number of objections against what is good and blessed;

but they can give no help or food to any. I have al

ways remarked of infidels, or infidel writers, (for it is

better to call things by their names,) that they can

make you doubt (no wonder) of many things, but they

can give you nothing. They never give you one cer

tain truth. The word of God gives you many certain

truths. It makes ydu doubt of nothing. It has no

need ; for it possesses the truth, and gives what is

positive. This is an immense difference ; it stamps

both morally. When infidel minds speak of a love of

truth, they never, that I can see, go further than Pilate :

What is truth ? It is never a holding fast truth they

have got, but a casting doubt on what others believe,

and professing to search for it, always to be ready to

receive it, I suppose, because they have never got it.

W. But when you speak of the wants of the soul, do

you believe that in the mass of men these spiritual

wants exist ?

H. I believe there are hidden wants everywhere. I

do not 6ay a new nature, a changed will, but cravings of



a soul that has capacities beyond the sphere in which

it is imprisoned ; rarely shewing themselves in the

toil and follies of life, but which press into notice on

particular occasions through the disordered throng of

thoughts which crowd the avenues, and people the

busy kiterior, of a dissipated and care-burdened exis

tence. But it is not of this I speak now. I think

that the mass of the poor have more reality of thought

than reasoners,—see more justly the true character of

things. Their occupation with labour gives this ; they

toil to exist. That is now God's ordinance. What

they get outside this, must be real. Speculation has

no place here. They may know nothing of a revela

tion, but if they have the thought that there is one,

they want one that is a revelation from God,—;

something He has told them, not an improved Shak-

speare. If they have Diana and Jupiter, they take

Diana and Jupiter as realities. If they are under the

law of Moses, they will not spiritualise everything

with Philo, or his modern imitators. They will take

it as Moses gave it, or not at all. If they are idolaters,

they will be idolaters bond fide, not readers of Lucian.

If they are sceptical,—if this pervades the population,

not merely religion, but the state, is near its end. I

mean by that, society. When man speculates on the

sanctions of social life,—when the divine, ever-living

power of faith is gone, what holds man subject to

something superior to himself;—when what links

man to man is gone, self is dominant, conscious that

it is self. A few minds may speculate on how much

may be true, and seek refined notions out of the

condemned mass of materials ; the mass of men will

be indifferent to all. Despotism or anarchy ensues.

How long did the Roman empire survive Lucian, who

was but a sign of the times ? or the French monarchy

the Encyclopedists ? On the fall of Rome, Christianity

came in as a bond ; now I see not what will, save the

faithfulness of God and the Lord himself from heaven.

This does not prove that anything is true, I admit; but



it proves that there is moral power in faith, and that

the absence of faith is the destruction of society.

And upon the face of it, the faith of the masses is

not discriminative speculation.

W. But are you one of those who take religion to

be a means subservient to society?

H. God forbid. The revelation of God is, for me,

the putting an immortal soul, through grace, in com

munication with the eternal fountain of blessedness,

of light, of love—with God himself. Doubtless, most

important revelations accompany it, necessary for

the existence or full development of this. I have

God manifest in the flesh. I have the blessed re

lationships of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, without

which it is impossible for man to be thus connected

with God. I have besides, the Church united to

Christ ; subjects into which I cannot enter now, but

which, while, when revealed, they give to us conscious

links of union with what is divine, and develop divine

affections in the relationships they place us in, must

be the subject of revelation. Man's mind cannot go

beyond its own sphere. It is not God, and if it is to

be really elevated, must be elevated by something that

is outside and above itself. That is, there must be a

positive revelation of something not within the sphere

of its own proper apprehensions. It may develop its

own powers, it may create poetically what is within

the sphere of those powers ; but in the nature ofthings

it cannot by itself get beyond itself. You may have

Shakspeare to give all the scope of the human mind,

all its workings, in a course of pictures, from its high

est to its lowest forms, with a graphic truth which

may interest in the most absorbing way inferior minds

to his—minds which cannot do this for themselves ;

but it is always and must be the human mind, and

within the sphere of its own limits, or it would not

be the human mind. The consequence is, that

though it may elevate these inferior minds above their

level, it contents them with man, and in result,



by excluding God, degrades them from what they

might be. Poetry is the effort of the human mind to

create, by imagination, a sphere beyond materialism

which faith gives in realities. But then it cannot rise

above the level of its source, whatever displays offeree

there may be by its being conducted in a secret

channel, and not exposed to be wasted in the open

intercourse of the world. In result, it sinks down to

the level towards which all human nature runs, and

then settles, not to rise again. There may be a certain

subjective development ofmind in its use, but no more.

W. But men speak of the inspiration of Shakspeare

and others ; even of ordinary men under happy or

religious influences.

H. There is a confusion of language and thought

between revelation and inspiration. We may use

the latter term figuratively of the animated efforts of

the human mind, compared with the platitudes of

ordinary life, or as is habitually done of the instru

mental power by which unknown truths are com

municated by God to the human mind ; but revelation

is quite another thing, of which inspiration in the

highest sense is but the form or instrument (for it is

both) ; that is, the actual presentation to us of an

object, or truth, or a fact not otherwise known. Here

I get an additional object, not otherwise obtained

for the human mind. As to will, moral or spiritual

qualities, the mind may or may not be capable of

discerning or appreciating it. That is a theological

question, a most important one, but not exactly our

topic now. But revelation is the declaration, the

actual promulgation of otherwise unknown truths ;

often those which could not otherwise be known.

Sometimes of those which in the actual condition of

the individuals could not be known.

There is another enormous moral mistake, that

internal power is that by which man advances in the

moral scale of being. Power in man is limited to

what man is. That is no advance beyond what he is.
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An acorn may become an oak, but in its nature it is

never but an oak. Even so power is not tbe real

thing that elevates man (though in man there is an

other question, an oak is not a corrupt fallen thing).

" I can do all that may become a man ; who can do

more is none." There is man's power at its limit.

If I may quote one who amongst men had hardly his

like, I find more. I only say now, he pretends to

more. Let history and facts judge of his claim. I

can do all things through him that strengthens me.

Here I find another and divine source of strength

carrying him morally beyond man. But to state to

you distinctly the principle I refer to ; a dependent

being (and a creature is a dependent being, or a

revolted one, perhaps a revolted dependent one), but

a dependent being is elevated by its wants, not by its

powers. Its powers may develop it, but cannot

elevate it. But if I have a want, which is not power,

and there is that which meets my want outside my

self, I become acquainted with it. I appreciate it, not

by power, but by dependence on the quality by which

my want is supplied. Hunger is not power, but it

enjoys and appropriates food which gives power.

Weakness is not power, but if my languid body leans

on kindly and supporting strength, my felt weakness

makes me know what strength is. But I learn more

by it. I learn the kindness, patience, goodness,

readiness, help, and perseverance in helping which

sustain me. I have the experience of independent

strength, adapted, suited, to my weakness. I know its

capacity to sustain what is beyond itself, which is not

my power elevating itself in internal development, self-

filling power. There is love. Now this relationship

of wants to that which supplies them in another, is

the link between my nature and all the qualities of

the nature I lean on, and which supplies these wants.

I know its qualities by the way it meets my not

having them, my want of power. It is a moral link,

too. I know love by it, and all the unfolding of
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goodness ; self-power never does. The exaltation of

what is human in itself is the positive loss of what is

Divine, that is infinite, positive loss. There is im

mense moral depth in the apostle's word : When I am

weak, then am I strong. And the more I have of

God, and the more absolutely it is so, the more I gain.

All is appropriated, but self is destroyed. It is not

that I cease to exist, or to enjoy. It is not a Budd

hist or stoical pantheistic absorption into God. I am

always the conscious I, for ever ; but an I which does

not think of I, but of God, in whom its delight is.

It is a wonderful perfection—an absolute delight in

what is perfect, but in what is perfect out of ourselves,

so that self is morally annihilated, though it always is

there personally to enjoy. This is partly now in the

form of thirst, though there be enjoyment. Hereafter,

for those who have it, perfect enjoyment face to face.

God alone is sufficient for himself, is auTcxpxrji;, and

hence not self-seeking, for that comes from not being

satisfied, not sufficient for self. Out of Him the

ayratpx« cat is pride, is satisfaction with misery and itself

a sin—dependence the right, holy, loving, excellent

place. To be independent, if we are not God, is folly,

stupidity, and a lie, living in a lie. If we are God, we

must be the only one, or we are it not at all. Yet in

Christianity we are made partakers of the Divine

nature, in order to our having the fullest capacity of

enjoyment ; but for that very reason have, He being

perfectly revealed, such a knowledge of him as makes

us undividedly delight in his infinite excellence, and

makes our dependence to be our deriving in love from

infinite excellence, and in our normal state un-

mingled delight in it. The connection of the deriva

tive and perfect objective character of Divine life and

love, is what is so brought out in John, particularly in

his epistle ; it makes its essential depth and beauty,

and when not seized, because not possessed, its diffi

culty and apparently mystic character. It is this

which makes the Trinity have so sure and perfect a
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place to the soul. I do not use this as a proof, save

as the real present enjoyment of anything proves to

the heart it is true. In the Father I have absolute

Godhead in its own intrinsic permanent perfection.

In the Son, I find what is Divine (if not in the same

perfection, I have not God revealed) brought out in

man, fully wrought into all that is sinlessly human ;

so that it is not only suited to man, but to be appre

hended (if morally capable of it) by man. All the

fulness of the Godhead dwells in him bodily, at the

same time in the personal relationship of Son ; and

the Holy Ghost, besides my having a life from God,

and so being partaker of the Divine nature, is the

power in me, (morally as well as in power of appre

hension,) by which I apprehend and enter into com

munion with God, with the Father and the Son.

While this presence of the Holy Ghost secures in my

feebleness the truth and purity of this communion,

because any inconsistency grieves him, and He works

in the conscience by the revelation of God, though

not then in communion.

Now you must see that there is much that must be

directly revealed in such subjects as these. Even of

what is bodily brought before us, as in the life of

Jesus on earth, though in itself a revelation, an

account of it is needed, not only to perpetuate it—

which is quite true—but also to give a Divine view of

the thing revealed, which it is evident man by sight

would have hardly seized in its full extent or bear

ings ; or could not in its links with other unseen or

unknown things. But besides this, we want a Divine

account of what is short of the revelation of God

himself to man ; namely, a revelation of the terms on

which man stood with him, and of his ways with

man. This will involve man's imperfection, and if

historically given, the expression of that imperfection,

but will be God's account of it.

W. Yes ; but it is just when we get on this ground

that there are difficulties and objections which per
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plex the mind. Difficulties, I mean, both as to the

record of truth, and as to the moral proprieties of

evangelical truths.

H. I do not deny it, not that I judge they are very

weighty ; but as to the first point, it does not sur

prise me, that in a record which reaches over some

fifteen hundred years or more, committed to the care

of man, for that it professes to be, I should find the

traces of the infirmity of man, while its state in those

circumstances, and its whole history, is the most

'striking possible proof of the providence of God. Jt

is of the essence of a revelation made in grace, to

be adapted to man, connected with man, to pass

through the medium of man's moral nature, and be

put, so to speak, into his hands. It could not draw

the sympathies of his nature in the same way if it

did not. It would not associate man with God—not

connect God and man in interests, affections, moral

nature—give a common ground of moral association,

if it did not. Hence the New Testament does it

much more than the Old—is more familiar, more

human, takes its place more in every element of

human circumstances. In the Old, after the reve

lation of the creation as a starting-point, and sphere

of God's manifestation by and in man, I find history

as to which I am left to judge morally ; most in

structive history, if I know how to use it ; but a

public government of this world, or occasional rela

tionships between God and man, in which I have to

form a spiritual judgment how far men are up to the

height of a true association with God. For the true

link was not yet formed by the full revelation of God

in grace, only a partial revelation of it anticipatively,

and particular communications ; and God dwelt in

the thick darkness ; then oracular dicta, a " Thus

saith the Lord." God shewing grace, speaking to

man, but speaking himself alone. No doubt by the

mouth of man, His word using them so as to ap

proach man in sovereign goodness where man had
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failed. The word of the Lord came to such a one,

it is said. But it was as an instrument, a chan

nel of communication, so that they searched out the

meaning of their own prophecies. In the New, I

find a history of perfection ; for God is manifest in

the flesh. It is not communications from a God not

revealed, but the revelation of God. Hence it is

perfect, on His part, in that association of which I

spoke. It is the Word made flesh. God in man

moving in the circumstances of men amongst men,

and is not what I have to judge of spiritually in

man, but the perfection which judges all else ; the

truth, an object, which, if I have a heart capable

of seeing it and loving it, engages it absolutely,

because it is God, because it is man, because it is

God in man, and I am a man ; the perfect object

linking itself with every moral delight of my new

nature, meeting at the same tune every want of my

moral being, in perfect grace ; finding in those wants,

yea, even in my sins, the occasion of manifesting

grace to it, of making me know God by them, at

least by the perception of the way He meets them in

love. It forms and fills the capacities of my nature

in what is Divine, as beauty does a capacity to per

ceive it. Yet it meets all my wants with good, which

puts man in his right place of dependence, in grace,

on God ; but gives entire confidence, because He is

come as myself, as far as being a man, in every thing

but what is a defect in man ; that is, sin. He is

that by which I judge everything, not which I have

to judge as a history of man, though it be of man in

various relationships with God. Besides, I have in

the New Testament another immensely important ele

ment of our relationship with God. This blessed One

was rejected. Such is the history we have. It is

the full discovery of this solemn truth, that the carnal

mind is enmity against God. And the other part of

the New Testament, is the unfolding of the way in

which, through Gods being sovereign in love over
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man's evil, He has, in the perfect display of right

eousness, been able, glorifying himself perfectly in

the work of Christ in the putting away of evil, to

associate man in his new nature with himself, out of

the reach of the evil, and according to his own per

fection ; where the feebleness and the misery will

and can exist no longer. Thus a perfect heavenly

relationship is formed, ourselves holy and without

blame before him in love, and his own children in

his house, associated with, and like him who became

a man for us in grace. To this is added, the various

exercises accompanying the knowledge and faith of

this in weakness, and the fitting display of the fruits

of it, in those partakers of this life, in connection with

heaven, but in the weakness of an earthly vessel.

This display of the Divine in man, and the bringing

man up to God in his own blessedness, form the

contents of the New Testament. We may add, the

setting the world right ultimately, in peace, by the

Divine government in man. What I have just re

marked, if you examine it a little closely, you will

find to be the difference between the writings of

Paul and John, and the reason of the special attrac

tiveness of the writings of the latter. John brings

God down in man to earth. It is the Divine down

here, and it is the perfection of loveliness and truth.

Paul brings man out of the earth and up to heaven.

You will see that, save in casual allusions necessarily

made, or complementary to the mam subject, John

never takes even Christ up to heaven. He brings

the Divine person down here in human kindness,

diffusing what is perfectly divine into the hearts of

men that can receive him, through his own person,

and at any rate manifesting it among them. And

hence too it is, that it was John's part to go on to

the Apocalypse, because though in certain respects

on much lower ground, inasmuch as it is the govern

ment of the world, it is still the display of God's

ways and character on the earth.
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W. This to me, though thus briefly sketched, is

profoundly interesting. But what place do the Psalms

hold in this view of the character of the Old and

New Testaments ?

H. I was going to say a word on them ; they have

their own and a very peculiar place. We have no

devotional pieces prepared for the Church in the

New Testament, which gives this point more impor

tance, and I think additionally shews the grace of

God, and the perfect and Divine harmony of that

hook we call the Bible. I say, that book ; for though

there be many authors instrumentally, it is one book

—our Bibliotiwca Sancta, as Jerome says.

In the New Testament, the saints having the know

ledge of perfect Divine favour, the love of God shed

abroad in their hearts by the Holy Ghost given to

them, and that blessed Spirit dwelling in them, are

supposed to be capable of praising God freely. It

is expressed in a very wonderful manner in the

twenty-second Psahn. After giving prophetic utter

ance to the sorrows of Christ, and his being for

saken of God, He is heard from the horns of the

unicorns. As soon as He enters into the full light of

his Father's countenance, according to the power of

redemption and the work that He had wrought, He

declares his Father's name, as He thus knows it, to

his brethren, puts them as He is in relationship with

the Father. As He historically did : " Go tell my

brethren, I go to my Father and your Father, to

my God and your God." This was a position entirely

new, consequent upon his resurrection, in which He

had not only taken a new place as man, but acquired

it for them. Then in the Psahn, He says, " In the

midst of the Church I will sing praise unto thee."

Our praises then are the free and joyful following of

Christ in the praises which He can raise, as man, in

entering into the full light of his Father's counte

nance, according to the work He has wrought. But

this could not be till perfect and intimate love was
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revealed to man, and men were brought, according to

a righteous exercise of it, into the enjoyment of the

light of God's countenance, according to the value of

that work which had given them the title to be there.

Hence, if I should find the same perfection pourtrayed

in the Old Testament as in the New, I should know it

was not true. Before the revelation of God himself, and

our being brought on a new footing into his presence,

that is, in the Old Testament, the dealings of God

with man, on the moral condition in which he was as

a child of Adam, are unfolded. God never leaving

himself without witness, for He is good, but for a

time without an express revelation ; afterwards with

one of promise or of law, and the moral nature of

man wrought in by hopes, fears, promises, warn

ings, judgments, and mercies. In a word, God was

dealing with man on the ground of man's responsi

bility, and trying the effect of motives. Could man,

in flesh walking on the earth, be in relationship with

God ? It was not God himself revealed, and man

reconciled to him according to his unclouded heavenly

character, but God governing the earth in mercy

and righteousness, and man's moral condition tested

thereby. On the one hand wickedness and self-will

breaking forth, and where there was really grace,

failure no doubt, but, faith in God, confidence, hope,

integrity, acknowledgment of sin, dependence on,

and delighting in him, in spite of all. But man,

not being reconciled to God, knows God only by

his ways, and a word adapted to man in this outside

position. How, with failure and conscious sin,

could that confidence be maintained, without which

no heart-link could exist ? If reconciled, where

the Spirit of adoption is, where by one offering

we are perfected for ever, praise is easy and spon

taneous, though acknowledgment of failure be called

for. If repeated sacrifices give momentary ease,

yet even these were the witness that sin still

subsisted. The way into the holiest was not yet
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made manifest ; nor was God revealed outside it. He

was a God of hope, not of communion. Here the

Psalms, in the most gracious and lovely way, find

their place, not the peaceful breathings of a recon

ciled soul, but God furnishing the true but tried soul

with divinely given, and therefore surely accepted ex

pressions, of every feeling which a soul in such a state

could need to express, and tbe witness of the entire

sympathy of the Spirit of Christ in all their sorrows

and exercises of heart. To be perfect, man must be

within—children in a new accepted state. But for

the heart divinely quickened, and exercised without,

wishing, hoping, fearing, confiding, yet tried, guilty,

sometimes almost despairing, yet still clinging, the

Spirit of Jehovah puts his word in the tongue of the

Psalmist, to give a Divine utterance to otherwise a

perhaps distrusted feeling, or to draw the heart from

a feeling of distrust : and the Psalms become the

comfort of every tried and godly soul. Hence it is

that, as the expression of a soul tried in the present

dark government of this world, the judgment and

destruction of enemies in this world is looked for : a

judgment which must take place for the power of evil

to be removed by government out of it. The Chris

tian has nothing to do with that, because he is en

tirely associated with heaven, enters within the veil by

a new and living way, and will leave the evil, to go to

heaven, and is above it morally all his life long. Hence

the thoughts and feelings of spiritual minds in the Old

Testament must be imperfect. They are the fruit of

grace, giving confidence to the soul when yet far from

God, and the expression of its feelings at that distance,

and according to the state it finds itself in, looking to

God in and out of that. And all this I must have to

know what the true condition of the human heart is,

looked at in its exercised responsible position out of

paradise, man with a knowledge of good and evil ;

the goodness and righteousness of God as regards

that state revealed to him, and all the various work
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ings of his nature under this, with the promise of a

better deliverance to come. Christianity is another

thing altogether ; exercises there are, no doubt, but

they are the exercises of a reconciled soul, which has

its place and dwelling with God, known himself in

love.

W. But you do not feign that Old Testament saints

looked only for temporal promises ?

H. I do not. I do not doubt that, according to the

measure of their faith, though they did look for the

exercise of God's government for deliverance here,

yet in the delay of this, they looked out of it all to

a better place, though obscurely enough. But this

changes nothing. They looked to it as a resource

out of a scene they belonged to. The Christian dwells

in it if in his right place, and has to cultivate the

affections which belong to his Father's house as his

own home. You will remark that I do not merely

mean that in result Old Testament feelings are im

perfect, for that may well be said of ours ; but that

the basis of them, the moral sphere in which they

moved, necessarily made them imperfect ; they were

not in place, if they were not. God might inspire

feelings right for those without,—hope, desire, confi

dence ; but He could not truly inspire to those without

the feelings which expressed being within, for those

feelings would not have been true. My feelings, if

right, are the feelings of one within in my Father's

house as a known home, reconciled to God. Theirs,

if right, were those of persons without, looking for

the present government of this world, and confiding

in God in spite of subsisting evil in a world to which

they belonged. He that is of the earth is earthy,

says the greatest born of woman, and speaketh of the

earth : He that cometh from heaven is above all ; and

what He has seen and heard that He testifieth.

W. I think I understand you ; but it was very great

grace God's entering into the very sorrows and con

dition of an earthly people, at least, by his Spirit and
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Word, furnishing them with assurances of his faith

fulness, and expressions for a heart which could not

speak as at peace, reconciled, and within, and yet

needed the sense and sustaining of favour: Yet, of

course, it is better to have affections which belong to

the house developed within as children of the house.

It gives a wonderfully interesting and enlarged scope

of thought in reading Scripture, and makes God

more familiar with the soul as truly estimating and

dealing with its thoughts. But these saints will be

in heaven ?

H. Doubtless, they will. They received that Divine

nature which has its place there, but not in the con

scious heavenly relationship formed on known re

demption. God had reserved some better thing for

us, that they without us should not be made perfect.

They will be made perfect in resurrection ; but what

a lesson shall we have learnt,—aye, will the angels

have learnt, of the ways and dealings and goodness of

God, and, instead of that miserable aurapxeia which

was the heathen's boast, what a moulding of a thou

sand excellent feelings through dependence on God,

in the midst of evil and in the sense of imperfection,

which He met by his word as a resource for faith.

How tender and familiar, while exalting his Majesty

by goodness, God thus becomes. Yet it was right

we should understand that by a perfect sacrifice we

could in a new nature enjoy God as He is in himself,

and that is our Christian place. This is what the

apostle unfolds in its elements in Rom. v. Justified,

for it must be a divinely righteous thing, or it is not

really introduction to God's nature, we have peace

with God ; as regards all evil the question is settled ;

grace or favour wherein we stand ; our hope that of

the glory of God himself. These, you would say, are

all. Yes, as regards my place, but not my exercises

of heart. " Not only so, but we glory in tribulations,"

not looking out of them merely in nope, but glory in

them as a refining work, because the love of God is
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shed abroad in our hearts by the Holy Ghost given to

us, and I have the key to all my sorrows. God's love

is the joy of my heart. Hence, again, not only so,

but I joy in God, through our Lord Jesus Christ, by

whom we have now received the reconciliation.

W. It makes rationalism and infidelity appear very

superficial.

H. There is nothing more characteristic of it than

superficiality. It never gets beyond the bark and

shell of the Divine fruit of the Word. In the midst

of the most admirable development of Divine ways,

it will stop to complain that the numberings of Israel

and Judah are not the same in Samuel and Chroni

cles. How, they ask me, do you account for that ?

Suppose I answer, I cannot account for it at all. I

should not be a bit the worse off. I have a positive

proof of perfect Divine wisdom in the book and in

all its details, for these details give to the whole the

character it has. Man's estimate of things, partly

influenced by the Spirit of God, his thoughts, his

feelings, the evil, the rebellions, the faults, the un

belief, the way God met it,—all go to make up the

picture of what man was before God, and the scene

of God's dealings in mercy and truth with men, till,

as it is expressed, mercy and truth meet together,

and righteousness and peace kiss each other. Every

detail lost, would be a loss of the completeness.

Some trait would fail of these wonderful unfoldings

of what man is in relationship with God. Suppose

my intelligence of some of the details fails me, that

I cannot account for some phenomenon, I lose some

thing, of course. The proofs of the completeness,

the dealings of God, however, have not disappeared.

I cannot (I suppose the case) explain some particular

point, nor solve an apparent discrepancy in a number.

I pity the person whose perception of the perfection

of all is hindered by a difficulty he cannot explain.

To my mind, the greatest part of these difficulties

are the fruit of the ignorance and traditional views of
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the objectors. This volume proves it. I may not he

able to solve, God may try our faith by some such

things, through the human weakness of those to

whom these Divine oracles were entrusted, but He

will always answer and bless our faith.

W, Have you any case on your mind ?

H. I judge that superficiality is universally charac

teristic of rationalist views, but I will allude to one

prominent subject with them. Before I heard of

rationalists I had, as others no doubt, clearly seen

the Petrine, and Pauline, and Johannean characters

into which parts of the Divine revelation were thrown.

The beauty and moral harmony, the goodness of

God in this, the enormous gain. and advantage to us,

which fill the believer's mind, they have not the

smallest perception of. They can only spell out

possible historical inconsistencies, and think of the

books as the fruit of some ecclesiastical intrigues

to reconcile Christian factions, or give the authority

of apostolic names to cover resistance to heresies

come in long after. That God in perfect love to

man should give, in one, instruction how far the

Christian, redeemed from the world, should, as a

pilgrim in it, be connected with its government by

God as more directly displayed in the Old Testament,

as Peter does ; that the blessed revelation of God

himself, as it is expressed, No man hath seen God

at any time, the only begotten Son, who is in the

bosom of the Father, He hath declared Him, and of

eternal life in Him in all its nature and qualities

should be given in John ; and man presented to God

in righteousness and resurrection, and conferred pri

vileges in heaven, be developed in Paul : all this is

lost on them. They are trying to prove it imposture,

or reconcile dates, or discuss the possible author,

provided no one pretend it to be genuine. There is

an incapacity to perceive the Divine which is difficult

to conceive. Yet I believe it is useful. Happily the

most advanced of these wise men are so entirely
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unhistorical, that they have no credit with sober

minds, even those who are not much affected by the

Divine.

English theologians are so shut up in traditional

love, that they think rationalists have upset all in

spiration, if they overthrow then. own traditions.

Just as a poor Roman Catholic turns infidel often, if

he comes to think a bit of bread is not the body,

blood, soul, and divinity of the Lord Jesus. Thus

our essayists tell us as a great discovery, that no man

can now suppose that the tower of Babel was built to

be high enough to escape the flood ; a puerile conceit

of which there is not a trace in the scriptural ac

count, but an immense moral historical fact. Their

declared object was to make themselves a name, have

a centre, which should hinder their being scattered

abroad upon the face of the whole earth. It was cen

tralization, not with God for a centre ; but to com

bine the whole race in one system of united power.

This God confounded, and made them into nations,

which they had never been before at all. This im

mense fact in the history of the world they see

nothing of, and think they have made a great dis

covery which upsets the Scripture account, in shewing

that it could not be to escape the flood. " No doubt

they are the men, and wisdom shall die with them."

We get in this part of Scripture the two great elements

on which all the world has proceeded since,—nation

alities, and individual ambitions seizing imperial

power. But you must never trust the statements of

this class of persons as to anything. There is the

greatest pretension to new light, and some very

questionable hypothesis of a moment is stated as a

settled ascertained fact, with a coolness which is a

mark of want of the honesty of a conscience fearing

God. In these Essays and Reviews there are state

ments which are a disgrace to any upright or honest

man,—Jesuitical to a degree which is sufficient to

destroy all moral confidence in one who could have
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such sentiments ; the publication of which proves

that those who publish them are arrived at a point

of moral insensibility at which they have lost the

sense of shame in making their shame known. They

are not aware how bad it is.

W. But this is rather strong language.

H. To be sure it is ; there are acts and traits

which, if they do not excite indignation, one is a par

taker in morally. What do you say to this :—

" It is stated to be the affirming, that any of the Thirty-nine

Articles are in any Bart 'superstitious or erroneous." 'Set an

article may be very inexpedient, or become so ; may be unin

telligible, or not easily intelligible to ordinary people ; it may be

controversial, and sucn as to provoke controversy and keep it alive

when otherwise it would subside ; it may revive unnecessarily the

remembrance of dead controversies—all or any of these, without

being ' erroneous ;' and though not ' superstitious,' some expres

sions may appear so; such as those which seem to impute an

occult operation to the sacraments."

" The other canon which concerns subscription is the thirty-

sixth, which contains two clauses explanatory, to some extent, of

the meaning of ministerial subscription, ' That he allotoeth the

Book of Articles,' •fcc., and ' that he acknowledged the same to be

agreeable to the Word of God.' We ' allow ' many things which

we do not think wise or practically useful ; as the less of two

evils, or an evil which cannot be remedied, or ofwhich the remedy

is not attainable, or is uncertain in its operation, or is not in our.

power, or concerning which there is much difference of opinion,

or where the initiation of any change does not belong to ourselves,

either of the things as they are, or of searching for something

better. Many acquiesce in, submit to, ' allow,' a law as it operates

upon themselves which they would be horror-struck to have

enacted ; yet they would gladly and in conscience, ' allow ' and

submit to it, as part of a constitution under which they live,

against which they would never think of rebelling, which they

would on no account undermine, for the many blessings of which

they are fully grateful—they would be silent and patient rather

than join, even in appearance, the disturbers and breakers of its

laws. Secondly, he ' acknowledgeth ' to be agreeable to the Word

of God. Some distinctions may be founded upon .the word ' ac-

.knowledge.' He does not maintain, nor regard it as self-evident,

nor originate it as his own feeling, spontaneous opinion, or con

viction ; but when it is suggested to nim, put in a certain shape,

when the intention of the framers is borne in mind, their probable

purpose and design explained, together with the difficulties which
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surrounded them, he ia not prepared to contradict, and he

acknowledges. There is a great deal to be said, which had not at

first occurred to him; many other better and wiser men .than

himself have acknowledged the same thing—why should he be

obstinate ? Besides, he is young, and has plenty of time to re

consider it ; or he is old, and continues to submit out of habit,

and it would be too absurd, at his time of life, to be setting up

as a church reformer."

" We have spoken hitherto of the signification of subscription

which may be gathered from the canons ; there is, also, a statute,

a law of the land, which forbids, under penalties, the advisedly

and directly contradicting any of them by ecclesiastics, and

requires subscription with declaration of " assent " from beneficed

persons. This statute (13 Eliz. c. 12), three hundred years old,

like many other old enactments, is not found to be very applicable

to modern cases ; although it is only about fifty years that it was

said by Sir William Scott to be in viridi obscrvantia. Nevertheless,

its provisions would not easily be brought to bear on questions

likely to be raised in our own days. The meshes are too open for

modern refinements. For not to repeat concerning the word

" assent " what has been said concerning " allow " and " acknow

ledge," let the Articles be taken according to an obvious classifica

tion. Forms of expression, partly derived from modern modes of

thought on metaphysical subjects, partly suggested by a better

acquaintance than heretofore with the unsettled state ot Christian

opinion in the immediately post-apostolic age, may be adopted

with respect to the doctrines enunciated in the five first Articles

without directly contradicting, impugning, or refusing assent to

them, but passing by the side of them—as with respect to the

humanifying of the Divine Word and to the Divine Personali

ties."—Essays and Reviews, pp. 182—186.

And remark here, this does not refer to minute

' discrepancies of view which are often connected with

the very structure of individual mind where there is

no real difference in substance. It is directly referred

to the fundamental doctrines of the incarnation and

the persons in the Trinity; as to this they justify

signing your assent, meaning that you do not agree,

but pass by the side of them. Now I say, that a

person who could unblushingly avow such opinions

does not deserve to be heard on any moral question

whatever.

W. But you cannot charge them all with the views

of one.
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H. Not of course as to details, but when they agree

to appear together, and bind up their articles in

a common volume to act together on the public

mind, by a common testimony, they are practically

associated. I admit, not in details of opinions, but

in the general purport and moral aim and character

of the book. And I do say, that such pages as 182

—186 put them out of court as to their title to be

heard on Divine things.

W. They are very bad, in truth.

H. We will leave that, though to my mind it is not

an evil that the minds of all who believe in the revela

tion God has given should know where the system

of rationalism leads morally,—at any rate, when it is

attempted to be connected with established Chris

tianity.

W. What were you saying as to the tendency yon

had observed on the Continent ?

H. We have indeed had a long preface, but the

perfect beauty of Scripture leads me on.

W. It is no loss to have had this much. I believe

that the positive perception' of the excellency and

beauty of what is true and good is the best security

. against cavil and difficulties. These difficulties take

their right proportion and their right place. The

truth is divinely certain. And there are difficulties,

not objections.

H. Surely, and the difference is of all-importance.

A person who makes an objection out of a difficulty

proves the spirit he is animated with, especially when

the thing he objects against is supremely, lovely. He

shews himself incapable of judging. Either he does

not perceive the loveliness, or he dislikes it. But

what you refer to was this, an effort to popularize, in

France as well as England, the infidel conclusions

drawn from German research. I bought a translation

of Job by a first-rate oriental scholar in France,

not heeding his opinions, but hoping to find some

profound examination of the text. I found in his
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introduction merely the assumption, that all the Ger

man infidelity was a conceded matter, and putting it

into plain French. This is just what the Essays and

Reviews are attempting. Now where there is Divine

faith, this does not do much ; but the mass may have

educational faith in the Scriptures, so that they are

respected as true, and have a hold on the conscience.

They cannot have by this, the proof that the believer

has, that the word has divinely reached his own con

science. But when the confidence of those who are

believers in the Word as such, by habit and education

merely, is gone, you have to begin further back in the

matter ; the population are tending to apostacy, not

mere heart unbelief; and that is what Satan is seeking

to do now. It is not the open, honest denial of the old

Deist, against which the claims of a denied Christi

anity, raised with most, a rampart in the conscience

too strong to be overcome ; but the keeping up the

name and garb of Christianity, and blunting its edge,

and undermining its foundations, so that what is of

God in it may be wholly given up, and the authority

of God's word over the conscience gone ; for if it be

God's word, it has absolute authority. A man that

would speak of Shakspeare having authority over my

conscience would be a fool. They may parade human

inspiration, and compare degrees of it. God's autho

rity is wholly gone, and man is free in the perversion

of his will. Shakspeare never made a saint. Modern

infidelity will allow Christianity as much as yon

please, provided Christ be, as another, a minister to

elevate humanity as it is, comes in in his own place

as one eminent instrument, and man, I, be all. I

maintain the authority of God's word because it is

God's, that man is lost in himself, and that God has

appeared. Owned, we possess him in blessing ; re

jected, we are his self-condemned enemies. I main

tain redemption, which brings man out of the con

dition he was in, into another new and blessed one

before God, according to his own righteousness and
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holiness. I do not want humanity educated, but

God known.

W. I see you have finished your preface, at any

rate, and that your zeal has landed you at Rugby.

Let us hear what you have to say of Dr. Temple.

H. I am sure you will excuse my zeal. I have not

an unkindly feeling, that I am conscious of, towards a

living being; but when I see what is divinely perfect,

and good, and reverenced, flippantly assailed, I have

no wish to exhibit indifference : and when men

jeopard the faith of millions, as far as their acts are

concerned, when they treat with a light hand the

Lord of glory, and the authority of his words, they

merit scornful rebuke for what they do, if even its

execution be pretentious and superficial.

Such, whatever my feebleness in showing it may

be, is the judgment I have formed of these Essays

and Reviews, They are mischievous, not by their depth

and seriousness, for they are neither deep nor serious :

but as a spark that falls among shavings in a ware

house filled with oil. I agree with two Irish Arch

bishops, that they are dishonest, and with an English

one, that they are very feeble. But let us examine

Dr. Temple on the education of the world.

The first thing that strikes me is, that there is no

glimpse or appearance of a thought of anything in

man, but of the lower part of man—of man arriving

as a race, at a certain result down here in this world.

God and a soul in connexion with him are altogether

shut out. Supposing, what I do not believe, a suc

cession of races, beginning and running through the

same career in a succession of cycles, this would

render, Dr. Temple tells us, the existence of each one

of them unnecessary: the annihilation of a whole

human race is absolutely nothing. Now, as to pro

gress in this world, or a development of man, as

man merely, that is quite true. But what about the

relationship of the souls which compose the race with

God ?—Is that nothing ? Or is that under the iron
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rule of a cycle which leads to no result ? The sup

position leaves out altogether every relationship

between God and the soul. Redemption being an

infinite thing in its nature, I do not believe there

can be a repetition of such cycles, because I believe

the second man is the last Adam. Of course, this

Christian Doctor and instructor of youth does not

trouble himself about redemption in his education of

the world, nor will I here insist upon it ; but if there

were uniform cycles, and the result of each the same

as to the public result, as to humanity in this world ;

the difference might be infinite as to everything of

the highest nature in man, unless man is morally

an absolute slave to the circumstances through which

he passes. To say nothing of redemption, that is,

God's actings about men, which makes the whole

theory of the education of the world nonsense. The

whole reasoning of Dr. T. excludes the idea of God

and a soul.

W. Excuse me ; he speaks of the effect on the

souls of men in the second paragraph of his paper.

H. To be sure he does, and this is the clearest

proof of what I say, and that it is true in the most

offensive way. He says, that on the supposition of

his uniform cycles, the lives and souls of men become

so indifferent, that the annihilation of a whole human

race, or of many such races, is absolutely nothing.

Now this makes the soul of man absolutely nothing,

but for a result of progress in this world. It goes so

far that the soul's non-existence after death is abso

lutely indifferent ; for their annihilation is nothing, if

progressive result as a race is not induced. And

supposing the soul were not immortal, and were an

nihilated after death, the progress of the race could

go on just as well ; the succeeding generation would

inherit the progress of the preceding, and go on to

wards the ultimate result. Those that were dead

need not exist at all for that.

W. Yes, my friend, but there is an aspect of this
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you have not considered ; it may be alleged that the

doctrine of the immortality of the soul is necessary

for this progress.

H. Excuse me, my dear W. I have considered it.

Either the doctrine of the immortality of the soul is

true, or it is not. (And the doctrine itself proves the

doctrine true). If it be not true, I have, on the suppo

sition you make of its being used, an imposture which

involves considerations leaving this poor world and

its progress in the shade of nothingness, used for the

Sole purpose of leading the race to progress, as its

result, a use which makes the immortality absolutely

nothing—which is really as absurd as it is false and

dishonest ; or immortality and the all-important con

siderations which accompany it are true; and they

make the progress of the race a mere accident, com

paratively, and all Dr. Temple's views miserably false,

to the shame of one who could have held them. No,

he has a world without souls, and souls without God.

W. I see you have considered it, and what you say

is true. It is evident that this system ignores, or

worse, God, and all the higher parts and relationships

of man.

H. But it is as intrinsically feeble as it is morally

low. His statement is, " Now, that the individual man

is capable of perpetual or almost perpetual develop

ment, from the day of his birth to the day of his

death, is obvious, of course." If he had said

development, and decay, and extinction, (that is, as

far as this world goes,) he would have been right, but

that would not have served his purpose—a cycle of

education of the race which ended in decay and ex

tinction is a poor kind of progress. Yet this enters

essentially into the condition of man. The sense

that he is mortal is a necessary part of his moral

existence. A Christian knows it has come in by

sin ; that it is a silent, yet loud-speaking witness of

it, and of God's judgment against it. But is the

education of the world to end in its progressive
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death, as well as the rest of its development ? If

not, the analogy is wholly false, for this is as real

and true a part of the course of the individual as

his growth from childhood.

W. It is true. I suppose, however, Dr. T. does

not consider the world as arrived at its dotage.

H. No ; of course, all the world were infants or

boys till now. Now the human race is left to itself,

to be guided by the teaching of the Spirit within.

W. The human race ! Is he a quaker, then ?

H. Oh, you must not look for anything like exac

titude of thought in drawing-room rationalists. That

the mass of men are heathens is all nothing, or that

the Bible, of which they profess to be teachers, declares

as one of its most solemn truths, that the Spirit is

given to those that belong to Christ. To speculation,

heathenism, or Christianity is all alike. It is an

element of progress of the human race. You must

not be so particular as that. You must believe that

the human race is left to itself, to be guided by the

teaching of the Spirit within.

W. Well, but there is a revelation. Surely Chris

tianity is something. Do they believe that the Son

of God is come to seek and to save what is lost ?

H. Oh ! that is part of the progress—one of the

things you can sign your assent to as agreeable to

the Scriptures, and pass by the side of. It is " hu-

manifying the Divine Word."

W. Now don't be bitter. That is not Dr. Temple.

H. It is not ; but it is one with whom Dr. Temple,

the head-master of Rugby, has associated himself,

and given his weight to, in the hope that it will be

received as an attempt to illustrate the advantage

derivable to the cause of religion and moral truth,

'from a free handling, in a becoming spirit, of subjects

peculiarly liable to suffer by the repetition of conven

tional language, and from traditional methods of

treatment.' You see, however independent of each

other, it is a Band of Hope Review. They approve
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of each other, they consider the articles as handled

in a becoming spirit, though evidently some were a

little squeamish in doing it. But we will go on with

Dr. Temple.

Man, he tells us, cannot be considered as an indi

vidual.

This is a most startling but instructive statement,

which I must take up, though I have touched upon it.

Note, his soul is individual, his responsibility is indi

vidual, his moral state is individual, his feelings are

individual, his conscience is individual. All that is

elevated, excellent, and that raises him above the

common stream of passions, is individual. All that

constitutes him a moral being, ail the inward man,

all in which he is personally related to God, every

thing that does not perish with his death : and all is

ignored, cannot be considered, by Dr. Temple. He

is part of a great machine formed by the influences

around him, that is ah1. Neither is he morally indi

vidual in himself, according to Dr. Temple ; nor

raised to be so by a known relationship to God.

And this leaks out further on. In speaking of the

elements of progress, he says, " The conviction of

the unity and spirituality of God was peculiar to the

Jews, among the pioneers of civilization." Think

of the unity and spirituality of God, or at any rate

the conviction of it, making men simply the pioneers

of future civilization.

Dr. T. argues that a child, brought up from its

birth apart from its kind, becomes rather a beast in

human shape, than a man in the full sense at all.

If he used this merely to shew that God had so

constituted man, that he should learn intelligently

from others, and not grow up as animals with a mere

instinct, I suppose he needed not have feared much

opposition ; but when he uses it to shew that man

cannot be individually considered, it is utterly illo

gical. That man learns 'from others does not prove

in the least that he is not a responsible individual
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when he does learn. Dr. Temple's statement destroys

totally the whole moral responsibility of man.

That there is progress in knowledge, in civilization,

up to a certain point in man's development as a race,

is partially true. That a part of the race has been

placed under progressive religious light is also true.

But that that is the obliteration of individuality, or

individual responsibility in and according to that

state, is utterly and degradingly false.

If the education at Rugby were necessary to enable

a man to go up to Oxford, does that prove he cannot

be considered an individual when he is gone up ?

But all is so carefully generalized as to be false the

moment we apply it to facts. Thus Dr. T. says,

" We may expect to find in the history of man,

each successive age incorporating into itself the

substance of the preceding." Now I suppose no in

telligent person would deny, that where European

civilization has prevailed, the acquirements of one

age become, in many points, that is when discoveries

are concerned, the elements of the next. Every

child who learns astronomy learns the Newtonian,

or if you please, the Copernican system, not the

Ptolemaic. But when you say the history of man, it

is entirely false. The vastly greater part of the human

race remain in statu quo. The Chinese are not more

advanced than they were centuries ago. Nor indeed,

may we say, any of the Asiatic nations, that is, the

greatest part by far of the population of the globe.

Indeed, they have in many respects retrograded.

None of the Africans have advanced ; on the con

trary, there also they have fearfully retrograded. In

America, Europeans have supplanted the native popu

lation, but there has been no advance save in the

conquerors. It is a question if Mexico and Peru be

as civilized as when Aztecs and Tezcucans possessed

the country of Anahuac, and Incas exercised their

mild despotism as the legitimate descendants of the

sun. There has been a history of man in these races
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that have come in connection with the despised

people of God, but no where else. Somehow or other,

the people whose records rationalism delights to call

in question, are the necessary centre, and, I may say,

foundation of all known history. The mind of man

may speculate with interest on other histories, the

rums of Nineveh, and the hundred-gated Thebes, and

Babylon may furnish evidence for antiquaries to build

dynasties and histories on ; but a documented history

of those early days, belongs to Israel only. It may

of course be attacked, and conjectures hazarded to

disprove it, as they may be hazarded to make kings

out of tombs, and centuries out of priestly traditions ;

but in Israel alone are the documents there to be

disproved. In this history only do we find the prin

ciples which Dr. T. speaks of as the true education

of man. We will speak afterwards of the influence

of Greeks and Romans on the present age and edu

cation of man, but they have nothing to do with his

analogy of educational epochs, which are the law,

Christ, and the Spirit : for of course we must de

cently Christianize everything, that is, reduce Chris

tianity to the level of man and his progress. And

this introduces another immensely important point,

carefully suppressed by Dr. T. in his account of this

progress of man. I mean, the fact of revelation. He

speaks of the progress of man ; but the facts in which

the progress is estimated are, really, exclusively, re

velations and interventions of God. He says, " First,

the law, then the Son of Man, then the gift of the

Spirit." Is this progress essential to a spiritual

being ? Is this each generation receiving the benefits

of the cultivation of that which preceded it ?

But let us consider the facts. However he may

borrow the principles of his education of the human

race from Scripture, except to array himself in these

borrowed plumes, revelation is totally ignored and all

it contains. If there has been a fall, the progress of

the human race, save in its lower aspects, comes to
 



83

nothing at once. We are fallen beings ; there is a

guilty soul before God ; the whole scene is one

departed from and out of the condition He set it in.

It is in progress in what, then ? It wants, and wants

individually, and in every way, restoration,—progress

in its highest relationship. Christianity, and all the

revelation from which the head master of Rugby

quotes his principles of progress, treats man as in

this state of alienation from God. It is false, or the

theory is false. The law was given, but broken. The

Son of Man in the world, but rejected out of it by

man, and a work of redemption revealed for a being

not in progress, but lost. I reserve the consideration

of what thought that man must have of God, who,

looking at this world's universal state, does not believe

in the fall of man.

But further, as to the world's history. The flood

has taken place, so the Old Testament teaches, so

the Lord declares, as Peter warns that it is by wilful

ignorance it is forgotten. But if the flood has taken

place, the whole race has beenjudged once, and judged

for the progress it had made. That judgment will, it

is true, not be repeated, but the now world is reserved

for fire. At what point of progress will that come ?

Has Dr. T. ever heard of days in which mockers will

be, who say, Where is the promise of his coming ? for

all things continue as they were ; of perilous times

that will come, in which the Scripture will be the

resource of the faithful who continue in the things

they have learned ? But I am wrong to reason on

Scripture with them, as if they believed it. Let us

take their own system as they take it up professedly

from Scripture. That I am not unjust in charging

them with ignoring this mighty dealing of God with

the world, which, while keeping the place they do,

they have not the honest boldness to deny, while in

troducing what sets it aside, you may easily see. Dr.

T.'s words are these : " The education of this early

race may strictly be said to begin when it was formed
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into the various masses out of which the nations of

the earth have sprung. The world, as it were, went

to school, and was hrokenup into classes." Now that

refers to the confusion of tongues at Babel. You

would suppose, that, before this Rugby education of

the race when a wise master began to deal with and

educate it, in order that there might be some hope

of the race's turning out well, it had been, as yet,

nurtured in the graceful affections and first confiding

impressions of the home of its childhood. Alas !

no. It was a world outcast from God, so bad that

He had to destroy it. The childhood of man before

it went to school, according to Dr. T., was violence,

and that followed by sensuality, fallen or not. But

the flood—no trace of it is found. We are told, that

the earliest commands almost entirely refer to bodily

appetites and sensual passions. This may suit the

theory, because they have to be corrected as children,

but is otherwise a dream. There is no command

before the flood, and after it the one declaration is,

" Whoso sheddeth man's blood, by man shall his blood

be shed." It appears that wilfulness of temper, germs

of wanton cruelty, characterize childhood, and are

easily corrected by a mother ; but here there was no

education, no wise educator. The Governor of the

world left the childhood of man to itself, to run into

wanton violence unrestrained, to perfect its evil edu

cation without any restraint at all. This was a singular

system of the education of the human race. "Each

generation receiving the benefit of the cultivation of

that which precedes it." " The easily corrected cruelty

was here," we are told, " developed into a prevailing

plague of wickedness." Now let the reader remember

that this was, to take Hebrew dates, as long a period

nearly as since Christ, some 1656 years ; but this is

not all ; from thence to the giving of the law there

were some 800 years. That is, during some 2500

years the race did not get any education at all ; and if

that history is to be believed which Dr. Temple uses as
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his proof of the value of the education, the whole race,

save eight persons, had been destroyed because of the

result of the education they had given themselves.

But this is not only a discrepancy in the analogy, but

it upsets the whole system. There was no such edu

cation going on. The world went on, on another

principle; leaving man, not without witness indeed

from God, but otherwise to himself and with no

education. And if Scripture is to be believed as

to one of the most solemnly attested facts in it, the

whole world was judged once, before its alleged edu

cation began. But here we stumble on another strange

instance of the falseness of all this. I quote still Dr.

Temple. " The world was once a child under tutors

and governors, until the time appointed by the Father.

_. . . The education of the world, like that of the

child, begins with the law." Now note, not only was

there 2500 years of the race without any education

at all, if we pass over the flood, and the whole world

judged if there was, and the theory an absurdity ;

but, even supposing this left aside, the facts are mis

stated. " The education," Dr. T. tells us, " of this

early race, may strictly be said to begin when it was

formed into the various masses out of which the na

tions of the earth have sprung." That was at Babel,

or in Peleg's time; but there were some 700 years

between Peleg and the law, so that the education of

the human race began 700 years before it began.

And I pray you to remark, that this is not a question

of confounding chronology with a great principle.

The theory of Dr. Temple is, that the dividing into

nations strictly begins the education ; it was the form

ing them into classes. But the very vital principle of

his system of analogy with individual education is,

that it began with law, but there were more than

seven centuries between the two. I suppose the

classes at Rugby are in before Dr. Temple. That we

may admit. At least they used to be, as the rule, at

Westminster, when I was there ; but if Dr. Temple

c2
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were to leave some period analogical to seven centuries

before he came, I am afraid the sanction of the law,

not the law, would be wanting. What riot in the

schoolroom ! It is true, the present generation may

have profited by the cultivation of the last, but at

any rate, in my time, we should have had notable

confusion. But we will be serious. Dr. Temple will

forgive my recollections of these early days ; he tells

us they are often vividly remembered. But I turn

to our Scripture history, and you will see the whole

principle of the theory proved false.

Scripture treats man as a sinner, to be restored to

God or judged ; rationalists as a race to be educated,

and the previous parts sacrificed to the condition of

a little fragment at the end. It is a base idea, but it

is its justness we have now to think of. Now, in

Scripture we are carefully told, that in the sense in

which there was an education and progress in it, law

was not the beginning. The promise came 430 years

before it. Now, this is an all-important principle. It

brings in God, whom Dr. Temple leaves out. Grace,

only in germ it is true, precedes law, and law comes

in by the bye, as a needed convincer of the conscience.

That is the Divine, the blessed form of education

revealed in the word, because it reveals God, and

must reveal, therefore, love and grace. Law may be

needed. It was needed. The question of righteous

ness must be raised. But God had to say to it, and

grace, and goodness, and love, must be the point of

departure with him, because He is it, and is it with

man. Dr. Temple's is an education of man without

God; and therefore, as he cannot deny "the prevailing

plague of wickedness," he begins with man's only

remedy, commandments, to an unintelligent nature.

But think of such a scheme which lets the person to

be educated get to a prevailing plague of wickedness

before he begins to educate him. It is well Dr. T.

leaves God out. But this confusion of Peleg's time

and the law, this lapse of some seven centuries,

/

^
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omits facts which shew, in another respect, the false

ness of the whole system. After Babel, or Peleg's

time, when nationalities and races had been formed,

a kind of departure from God came in of which we

find no trace before. Not violence and evil ; that is

the recorded state of man before the flood. Now,

man had been forced to recognize Divine judgments.

But far from the true God, yea, not liking to retain

the true God in his knowledge, he changed the truth

of God into a lie, and worshipped and served the

creature more than the Creator ; changed the glory

of the incorruptible God into an image made like to

corruptible man, and to birds, and four-footed beasts,

and creeping things. Your fathers, says Joshua,

worshipped other gods beyond the flood ; Terah, the

father of Abraham, and the father of Nahor. Now

the God of glory appears to Abraham, and calls him

to leave entirely the system into which, as Dr. Temple

justly remarks, God had formed the world—coun

tries, and kindreds, and father's house. The world

was broken up into classes, but when God began to

educate, He called out of all the classes one to be for

himself; not indeed by law, but then He gave the

promises. The principle of a called people, or saint,

was brought out, and Abraham became, as an im

mense principle, the father of the faithful, who were

known as called out of the world. That the world

was educated by it is absolutely false. The world, or

the nations, had rejected God altogether, and taken

devils to be their gods ; and God, patient in mercy,

begins a race of his own, calls Abraham and his seed,

be they in the flesh or in the Spirit. I have partially

noticed some particular proofs of the progress of the

world according to Dr. Temple and his companions ;

but, as they belong to this epoch, I will refer to one

or two of their discoveries here. Lamech makes no

comparison of himself with God whatever. It is all

a dream. Unless taking vengeance is comparing

oneself with God, because vengeance belongs to him.
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If so, many are guilty of it still, I fear. At any rate,

he compares himself with Cain, and he is not God,

I suppose. As to the gross ignorance as to building

a tower high enough to escape God's wrath ; it is,

without any contempt of Dr. Temple, his ignorance,

not that of the sons of Noe. They acted very wisely

according to man. They made, what Nebuchadnezzar

tried afterwards, and a man who founds empires ever

does, a great public centre which could be a name—

which God alone ought to have or give—that they

might not be scattered, but have united force. It

was to be a Rome in the world. It was not ignor

ance, but profound political skill, met the power of

one who had other purposes ; and under his hand it

brought on the very thing they wished to avoid.

They built a city and a tower, a central capital to

unite them all as one great company, and a tower

which should distinguish itself, and to which all

should be bound as belonging to it. Dr. Temple's

notion is ignorance of the 19th century after, not of

the 22nd before Christ.

But to return to our history. God separates a

people carefully from the world, and gives them a

law when He has separated them. The world was

never under tutors and governors at all. When God

dealt with the world, He returned, and returned ne

cessarily, to the principle of grace, on which alone,

even if law existed, He could really deal with a sinner.

The education of the world never began with law.

The world never had any law. God did give a law

to a carefully isolated people, and carefully isolated

them by it ; made, as it is expressed, a middle wall of

partition, so that if a Jew associated himself with the

world, he was a denIed and guilty Jew. No doubt in

this law great principles of moral government lay, I

may almost say, concealed ; but this only proves still

more the great truth. God. must separate a people

out of the world to deposit, in a system carefully ex

cluding others, the perfect rule of creature estate;
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and to preserve the knowledge of one true God in a

world given to idols in their will, and given up by him

to a reprobate mind to work all uncleanness with

greediness, as every one who has studied the working

of heathen idolatry knows they were, and indeed are ;

and the whole system to be a consecration of vice

in its filthiest and most abhorrent shapes. Yet these

efforts of God with Israel were fruitless, and the law

given in vain. Israel first went after idols ; and when

that unclean spirit was gone out, their house was

empty, swept, and garnished; they neglected the

pearl which the blessed Lord drew out of the setting

of the law, turned its outward ceremonies, which

unregenerate flesh could perform, into their righteous

ness, and hardened themselves against grace and

him that brought it. So true is it that the law was

not given to the world to educate it, and the educa

tion of the world is not in God's thought, that Israel,

in order to be taken as a people, is redeemed out of

it. Till that redemption, there is no dwelling of God

with man. Not in Paradise, not with Abraham.

When redemption is even figuratively presented, it is

said (Ex. xxix.), I have brought them out of the land

of Egypt that I may dwell among them. Hence, as

God's dwelling with man is never seen, so holiness is

never spoken of till then. Because redemption is

necessary to man's being near God, and that is

(morally understood) holiness. The moment (Ex. xv.)

Israel is out of Egypt, holiness is spoken of. No

doubt, all this was in an outward, carnal way then ;

but the principle taught is all-important. Doubtless

there were holy persons before ; but here great prin

ciples are revealed.

W. Well, I must say, that this effect is produced

on my mind, by the facts you have gone through. If

we are to take the Scripture account of facts (and

what you have remarked is true, that save ignoring

the flood, Dr. Temple's statements are based on

Scripture statements), but if we are to take them,
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not only is he mistaken as to the alleged facts, but

what is far more important, if the Scripture view be

true, his is totally false. It is not a question of

details of ancient history which a rationalist might

contest, but the whole principle on which God has

dealt with man is the opposite of that on which Dr.

Temple estimates what has taken place. It seems

to me very shallow indeed. It shelters itself under

references to Scripture, which might seem to give

credit to the statements with those who have not yet

thrown off all respect for those wonderful records ;

but when examined, it has not a shadow of founda

tion. The Bible is false in its whole teaching, or

Dr. Temple's views are as unfounded as they are

trifling and superficial. I am glad of this conversa

tion ; for, though I reject the principles of the book

as really infidel, and morally unsatisfactory, I had

not an idea of the hollowness of its views, at least

thus far. The utter want of honesty of the part

which speaks of consenting and allowing had offended

me, as contrary to all uprightness. I confess that

turned me at once away from all confidence. I can

not conceive how a man could openly avow such

principles. But I had not examined the reasonings.

H. Mark another thing, dear W. It is a point to

me most striking in the character of this system.

You may have the law for a schoolmaster ; Christ and

the primitive church for an example ; the Spirit to set

you free, and leave you to yourself to be guided by

the Spirit within ; you may have Greece to teach you

taste, cultivation and logic; Rome self-restraint,

obedience, and patriotism ; mediaeval popery, to keep

Clovis in order ; but God revealing himself, revealing

himself in love so as to draw out the heart, to teach

it goodness by its enjoying it, so as to link the heart

with himself, and raise it above the carnal and worldly

and selfish interest of this low and sin-ridden world;

God producing the reflection of his own nature in

the thankful and enlightened heart ; God revealing
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what He is,—no, that must not be ; the thought of

being thus imitators of God as dear children—you

must not seek it here. Everything but God, every

thing for man to think well of himself by, to be what

Paul calls gain to him, that is, the nurture of self ;

but God, no : no revelation of Him must enter into

the education of man.

W. It's true. This is immensely important. How

often one reads books without seeing what is under

neath the surface. But this is indeed grave ; the

whole moral education of man, without his being

brought into heart-association with God by the ele

vating revelation of Him. I see it is anti-Christian

in principle, anti-Divine. It lowers the whole of

what is carrying on in man to what he is in flesh,

and thus separates from God, instead of bringing

to Him in living capacity to enjoy Him, and making

man morally like Him. I have difficulty, do you

know, in expressing what the effect is on my mind :

for leaving God out makes all so false, that it is im

possible to express anything then fully. A being

who can exist truly only in relation to another, can

have no truth of his existence without introducing

the other.

H. To be sure ; and then if he be a sinner, intro

ducing that other must be accompanied by that which

reconciles the sinner to that nature according to its

own holy and blessed qualities. This brings in re

demption, and the education of the world is trifling,

immoral nonsense. You must give up that which

alone elevates man, his association with God, or as

sociate him with Him according to what He is. The

nature and character of God must be maintained, or

it is not with Him I am associated. And I must

have morally the qualities which judge of good and

evil, as He does, to be really associated with Him.

But I do judge the evil, and see the guilt. Now

Christianity meets this, and gives me a full blessing,
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because it gives me life. He that hath the Son hath

life. He is a life-giving Spirit. But then, besides

that, it takes away all guilt from me. I can judge evil

rally in my heart and conscience, because I know I

shall never be judged for it ; that Christ has by him

self purged my sins, and sat down on the right hand

of the Majesty on high. I affirm that, without these

two principles, a new life and the perfect purging of

sins according to God's nature by redemption, no

real moral elevation of man can take place, because

he cannot be spiritually associated with God accord

ing to the perfection of God's nature. The com

munication of the Divine nature, though absolutely

necessary, does not suffice, because the communica

tion of that nature makes one judge evil as God does,

at any rate in principle. I see the selfishness and im

purity that is in man's mind—that is, now, in mine.

And for that very reason, I see guilt and wretchedness

in myself. I have the conscience of evil or guilt

(not necessarily by crimes or vices, but by comparing

my whole inward life with the loveliness of the

Divine nature,) on my soul ; my conscience must be

purged for God, as a consciously responsible creature

before Him, that my heart may be free before Him,

that His holy nature, which must repel evil, and

which is the very source of my delight, may be

maintained even for my soul to enjoy.

W. I see this very plainly, what God is, must be

morally maintained for my soul, if I am to enjoy

Him. If it is, I must judge sin as He does, that is,

if I am honest myself. It is a gain, in a certain

sense, to have a bad conscience in this way.

H. Yes ; but a terrible burden, because sin sepa

rates from God, though we see He is love—but the

purging the conscience by a work done without us,

and which is perfect in glorifying God, gives me an

unhindered delight in Him, and, I may add, in the

love which has done it. God has put this in the

simplest way, blessed be His name, for simple souls,
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but it is of the deepest moral necessary truth. You

may have amiable men, but no God, if you have not

this. When reading a work of Maurice's, a person

of whom I know nothing, and speak, of course, only

of his works,—

W. You mean him who wrote a work on sacrifice,

and essays. I should like to know what you think

of him.

H. I speak only of his books, I repeat, for I know

nothing of him. I should say, he was an amiable

man, with many elements of a fine nature, though

with amazing confidence in himself—a trait which

sometimes accompanies a fine benevolent nature,

when it is not humbled in a Christian way by the

knowledge of itself, and the supreme excellence of

God and what we are,—our wretched, selfish, appro

bation-loving hearts. I should think, too, his books

shew wants, perhaps divinely given wants, in the soul ;

but I should think the influences his soul had been

under were half Socinian and half Quaker. But he

has no knowledge at all of the effect of having a con

science before God. I said all along as I read, I for

get which of his books, this man does not believe in

guilt ; and when I had got on a very considerable way

in the book, 200 or 300 pages, I should think, I

found "guilt, that is, guile."* Now, there you can get

the key to his whole story. He may have judged

some evil, but he has never had his conscience before

God at all. Hence, he can turn what that gives into

a play on words, or a question of etymology ; but

what a tale that tells. Ah ! what a difference it

makes when a soul has to say to God.

W. I see plainly now, both what was attractive in

his views, and the mischievous tendency they had, the

mischievous influence they exercised on my soul. In

* I apprehend this is a mere blunder. Guile is the same as wile ;

and guilt, a Saxon word, fine or punishment ; as now, in German,

vergelten.
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fact, it strikes at the responsibility of man, our rela

tionship to God.

H. To be sure it does. Holiness is the quality

of a nature which repels evil in its nature, and

delights in what is good. Righteousness is founded

really on the same principle, but brings in the

authority of God, which judges of this and the re

sponsibility of the creature. Now, man will admit

holiness, because that exalts man, makes him like

God, excellent in himself; he has "no guile." Righ

teousness he does not, because this asserts God's

authority, the creature's responsibility. It is making

good God s authority against evil by judgment, our

real relationship to God. This man will not submit

to. He is willing to be free from guile ; it exalts him

in his own sight. But to be under guilt, no ; that

humbles him.

W. How subtle evil is.

H. Yes ; but a personal conscience makes all

simple. I do not discuss with a bad conscience ; I

can principles with my reason. With a bad conscience

I want cleansing, and, because I have offended a

loving Father and God, forgiveness too ; and, thank

God, I have it in Christ. There is no personal

having to do with God without this. I may theorize

and honestly enjoy my ideas ; but theorizing is not

the knowledge of God. A truly upright soul, a

divinely taught soul has a moral need that the love

of God, the favour which is its light and its joy,

should be a righteous favour. As Scripture speaks,

grace reigns through righteousness, hence, that God

should righteously not see sin upon it ; has need,

therefore, that the conscience should be purged.

And this it has through the truth, that the blood of

Jesus Christ, his Son, cleanses from all sin. Without

it, God's love would be an unholy love, would not be

God, or love at all. We walk in the light, as God is

in the light ; and the blood of Jesus Christ, his

Son, cleanses us from all sin. Hence, comes that
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bright and blessed testimony, though there in out

ward figures, He hath not seen iniquity in Jacob,

nor beheld perverseness in Israel.

W. I confess I see no moral perfection maintain

able without this, for sin there is in the world. No

true assurance of heart with God, no true upright

ness in man. And association with God, fellowship,

is the one true and excellent blessing that belongs to

us in this world, and the next.

H. Surely. But we will pursue our essay, though

I have not, I believe, much more to say.

The principle of the essay is each successive age

incorporating into itself the substance of the pre

ceding. The analogy is : the law, Christ, and the

Spirit. But this wholly contradicts the principle.

These are no incorporations of past growth or acquire

ments, but specific revelations of a full and absolute

character in themselves. Indeed, as to the two last,

the actual coming of Divine persons. Not only so,

but the law was given when men had plunged into

every loathsome wickedness, and had learnt to worship

devils instead of God ; so that God had given them

up to a reprobate mind, even as to what became them

as men. And it was given, therefore, to a people

carefully separated out from the rest of the world.

It was no progress, it was a revelation to a peculiar

people. When Christ came, it was after this had been

broken, and the people become a whited sepulchre ;

and He likewise, though introducing universal prin

ciples, separates a people to himself, and is entirely

rejected by men. When the Holy Ghost comes, we

know on the Lord's own authority, that the world

cannot receive Him, because it seeth Him not, neither

knoweth Him. In a word, it was no progressive in

corporation by one age of the acquirements of the

last ; but revelations given to a people separated to

receive them. The first, because men had departed

utterly from God ; the second, because the depositaries

of the first had broken and falsified it, as they cru
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cified Him who came. As to the third, it was mani

fested in power at the first ; and instead of progress

or development, there has been a corruption by the

denial of the presence of the Spirit, and setting aside

the word, which has made the annals of the church

the most painful history the world can shew, as has

been insultingly said, the annals of hell : and if the

degradation of heathenism was more open, it was not

so morally abominable, nor clothed with the forms of

Christian grace. Sin among heathens was horrible

to the last degree, and consecrated to deities who

were only devils to help men's lusts ; but there were

no Christian indulgences to allow or forgive it, no tax

for what it was to be compounded at ; no selling of

grace and license for what was condemned. This

was reserved for what is called the church, and in

the outward sense justly. And remark here another

point of vast importance in the present day, when

development is so much spoken of. What God

reveals is revealed perfect in its place and for its

purpose at first ; and man declines from it. There is

progress in the character of God's revelations, com

pared with one another ; but in themselves, none.

There cannot be progress in a revelation. It is itself.

There may be in revelations. A revelation is given

perfect. Man declines from it or corrupts it. That

man should make progress in a revelation denies its

nature. Now the things Dr. Temple speaks of were

revelations ; different in nature ; but still revelations.

And when I come to Christ, I find another immensely

important truth—to talk of progress here is blasphe

my. He is God manifest in flesh. He is perfection.

Hence the apostle John tells us to abide in that

which we have heard from the beginning. And I

find here too a principle of Scripture, the ignorance

and denial of which is the root of all these errors and

modern reasonings. The Scripture (I am not now to

enquire whether its whole system be false) presents

Christ as a second man, a new starting-point of the
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human race, the last Adam. There is no progress of

man in flesh spoken of. He is to put off the old man,

or has done so, and put on the new, which after God

is created in righteousness and true holiness. He

is to reckon himself dead, he is crucified with Christ

—he speaks of when we were in the flesh. That is,

the blessed and admirable doctrine of Scripture is the

absolute moral judgment of man as man, a child of

Adam in flesh, because sin is there ; and, in the

delight the new man has in God, he cannot bear this.

He has crucified the flesh with the affections and

lusts, and lives as alive to God in the last man. I am

crucified with Christ ; nevertheless, I live : yet not

I, but Christ liveth in me. And the great ordinances

of Christianity declare this as its nature. We are

buried in baptism unto death, risen again, and we

celebrate a Christ in the Lord's supper, not who has

instructed us, (though blessedly He has done so those

who are quickened, and warned the dead,) but died for

us. Thus Christianity is founded on the total con

demnation of the old man, (only that Christ has

died for it in grace, and thus as a sacrifice for sin

condemned sin in the flesh,) and the introduction of

a new, but a new connected in the power of Christ's

resurrection with that which is heavenly, where

Christ now sits. The object of this new life is not

here, though its display is. It is the true character

of power in a creature to live in the circumstances it

is in, from motives and a power which are not found

in them, or else he is governed by them, that is, is

weak. So with the Christian, with peace in his con

science through a dying Christ, he has a heavenly

Christ before him, and his motives being wholly out

of this world, he has, through grace, power to live in

it according to the character of the motives which

govern him.

This is not the place to unfold all the exquisite

internal beauty of this principle, wrought out for its

perfecting in dependance on grace, in the midst of
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the conflicts in which we are in a world of evil, with

a lower nature in itself prone to it ; and the continual

association with Christ, our glorified head, the Man

at God's right hand, in which it is made good, so as

to grow up to Him who is the head in all things.

This would be to unfold the contents of all the Epistles

as the development of it in teaching, and the Gospels

as the exhibition of the perfection of it in Christ :

but I have said enough to show that the system of

the New Testament is the setting aside of the old

man, the flesh, the first Adam, because there is sin,

(and sin is become unbearable when the true light,

Christ, is in the heart as life,) and the possession,

the substitution for that, of the new man, Christ our

life, unfolded in a life which we live by the faith of

the Son of God, who loved us, and gave himself for

us. Was He a point of progress in the development

of human nature, or Adam fallen life, or the perfect

exhibition of a new thing, that eternal life which was

with the Father, and was manifested to us, and be

came the source of it to others, while He has died

for the guilt and sin which characterized the old ?

W. I see this is indeed an immensely important

principle. It strikes at the root of all this system.

This builds up what Scripture calls the old man, and

develops it. You say, its principle in fallen man is

sin and self, and that God has in Christ introduced

a new life in Christ, and to others through Him, and

as He has cleansed from sin, so He has given a hea

venly object out of this world. But then do you

mean that no one had this life till Christ came down

to earth ?

H. No, of course not. Life and incorruptibility

were brought to light by the Gospel : but this life did

not begin to exist then. Christ, who is the Lord from

heaven, is a life-giving Spirit ; has not merely a living

soul, though that He had of course ; and He com

municated this life to others from Abel, I may well

say, and doubt it not, from Adam downwards. But
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then, for that very reason, though the great contrast,

the enmity of man, of the carnal mind, against God

was not brought out till the Cross, when the perfec

tion of God revealed in flesh, was fully presented,

those who partook of this life through grace were

hated and rejected of the world, whose boasted pro

gress is depicted to us by the new philosophy. He

that was born after the flesh persecuted him that was

born after the spirit. They were moral contradic

tions,—one loved God, judged self, and owned God's

authority ; the other sought self, and would none of

God for that reason. Conscience there was and is

in all,—conscience judges good and evil : but a new

life is good in a Divine way. Hence you will find, that

with all this modern school of rationalism, even in its

most infidel forms, Christ will be recognized, provided

He be a restorer of what the Scripture denounces as

flesh. They will use what appears Christian language

to many a simple mind, but the just condemnation of

a sinner, the absolute condemnation of flesh, and a

new life in Christ, and atonement for the sin of the

old ; all this will not be heard of ; and into this anti-

Christian system even Christians fall. It exalts man ;

and all the blessed light of God, the heavenly place

into which Christ is entered, is lost.

W. But what do you say to the other elements of

human progress, Egypt, Greece, Rome, and the like ?

H. If you mean civilization, arts, and mental de

velopment, and cultivation, and more particularly

science, I do not, of course, deny it ; though I think

there is a good deal of mistake as to it. Discoveries

by which the knowledge of nature or the power of

man over it is advanced, are undoubtedly multiplied.

We know more physical facts than our ancestors.

Astronomy, Geology, on the one hand, and Railroads,

Telegraphs, Chemistry, on the other hand, have en

larged, not the domain, but the appropriation of the

domain allotted to man. And with every increase of

knowledge there is a reaction. There is more reality

E
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and less hypothesis on all these subjects ; but I doubt

the development of much more than materialism by

this. That that is a progress I more than doubt. As

regards taste and cultivation, or- intellectual powers,

I should think also progress more than doubtful. All

now is at best imitation. Take Grecian architecture

or Gothic styles, whose ideal conceptions are the op

posite of one another ; or even Italian, all attempted

is imitative. In intellectual power, I suppose Grecian

and Roman was as developed in itself as any now.

Plato, Aristotle, or what was more profound than

either, theBritish triads orBardic philosophy,* present

the expression of as powerful thought. And as to lan

guage it is admitted, that as an instrument of thought,

the Greek stands, of all commonly known languages,

unrivalled. The powers of Sanscrit I am unacquainted

with, and but little with the capacities of the daughter

which most resembles it, they say, the Irish. In phi

losophy there is more truth in modern times, so far,

not, as there has been progress, but as revelation has

exercised an influence on it, and no further. So that

I do not see great progress even in these earthly things.

As to philosophy, all is necessarily false at all times,

because it reasons. upon the present state of man as

a normal one, or else it becomes theology, and, there

upon as its necessary point of departure, upon his

relationship to God, and what God is. Hence it is

all necessarily false, both as to God and as to man.

It is in vain to say that you must not bring religion

into philosophy, because unless religion be fable it is

the truth, so that it is only saying that you must not

bring in truth. There, I believe, they have told the

truth. That man is not fallen is a calumny against

God. A God who made this world directly as it is

would be a weak or a cruel God. But if man be fallen

and in rebellion, and have to say to God in that state ;

if his whole moral condition be the acquired know-

* But liere the influence of Christianity is evident as in Neo-

platonism.
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ledge of good and evil, far from the source of good,

then reasoning upon his relationships to God to prove

what they are normally, is to reason always against

the truth. And that goes far deeper into the whole

system than men are generally aware of. It affects

every possible relationship of life. It is the reason

there are magistrates, the origin of property, of labour,

death, inheritances. I take the commonest, every

day, outward things on purpose. Philosophy, since

it ceased to be cosmogony, is reasoning on morality,

ignorant of the groundwork of the highest obligations,

and of the whole state of things on which moral rela

tionships are founded. Nothing can be right, or set

right, if the world has departed from God,—because

all its state is wrong ; the central obligation is lost

which was the groundwork of all others, though those

others be true,—unless we bring in the restoring

power of revealed goodness applied to that state, and

that is Christianity. Hence it is a necessary conse

quence, that all philosophy is, and must be, false.

There is evidence enough that evil exists, that sin

exists ; the man who will say that things are morally

as they ought to be, is a devil, and not a man, take

heathens or Christendom. If they are not, there is

no sense in not beginning with the truth of this

state and its remedy, if there be one. But that is

religious truth.

W. But you have made a sweeping clearance of

philosophy.

H. Truth always does. The mind may be interested

in it as an exercise ; my own has been, though I

never pursued it far. Truth, as to its title at least, '

had too early possession of my mind. But you can

not deny that speculations, whose starting-point is

false, can but plunge the mind farther in error the

farther it goes. There is no TTOU rTOi. It is far worse

than the play of Hamlet with the part of Hamlet left

out. That to which all refers is wanting. If I leave

out God, all is essentially false, and if I bring Him
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in and omit the groundwork of all present relation

ship with man as he really is, that is a state of sin,

all must be equally false. Sin is the groundwork of

all God's dealings now.

W. Dear ! How do you mean that ? That is a

strange statement, is it not ?

H. Is not judgment in respect of sin ?

W. Well, of course it is.

H. So much so that there could be none without

it ; hence in itself can only be condemnation. If

God judges his own workmanship as it came out of

His hands, He is judging himself, not the work, or

if you please, in the work. But if it has departed

wilfully into rebellion, judgment as such must be

condemnation.

W. But if man had never fallen, would there not

have been a judgment ?

H. A judgment of what '?

W. Well, I do not know.

H. Nor can you know. There was nothing to

judge, speaking of human nature ; all was then as

God made it. If man has abandoned God and gone

into sin, I repeat, judgment must be condemnation ;

and that is the ground Christianity goes upon. Christ

comes to seek and to save the lost. And so every

divinely taught soul : "Enter not into judgment with

thy servant, 0 Lord ; for in thy sight shall no man

living be justified." But I pursue my theme a little.

Is not the exercise of mercy in respect of sin ?

W. Of course.

H. And law ?

W. Why yes, it forbids it.

H. And grace ?

W. Of course.

H. And salvation, and judgments, and patience,

or vengeance—all is in respect of sin. Hence, the

immensely deep moral development in the soul, in

its relationship with God. No angel would know

God, or be in the kind of relationship in which a

r ~



53

sinner brought to God is. All the highest attributes

and qualities in Godhead are brought out. Mercy,

patience, goodness, condescension, love in its perfect

exercise in the shape of grace, on one side, and

restoring in righteousness on the other to perfect

delight in itself, in a word, redemption. The inti

macy which the working of grace, whether in the

incarnation or in the soul of one in whom grace is,

the estimate of good and evil, by the proximity of

what is Divine to evil as it is in us ; yea, the com

munication of what is Divine to one who, on the

other side, is weakness, and yet wilfulness and self,

the dependence of a creature who has both on con

tinual grace, and yet the capacity of the enjoyment

of the highest good,—all this, which is not Christian

ity exactly, but its working in us, gives a display of

Divine wisdom, and is itself a purifying and elevating

process, leading to a knowledge of God in His highest

nature, most intimate, and yet most adoring, which

makes philosophy puny and dry beyond all belief;

empty, utterly empty. Christianity is light and love

come into darkness and selfishness, and in the human

heart reaching all its springs, and destroying self by

shewing it and replacing it by God ; and this, not by

the flimsy spinnings of the human brain, but by a

Divine person ; who, if Divine desires are wrought in

me, takes me out of myself by Divine affections in

stead of exalting self, by producing in it qualities to

be admired, which being by self makes them bad and

false. The Christian, qvd Christian, has Divine

qualities ; but sees, and because he sees only God.

W. Why you are growing quite eloquent ! but it '

is true.

H. There is nothing so eloquent as Christianity

itself. Did you never remark, that Christianity makes

the poorest mind eloquent. What is eloquence ? Is

is not elevated thoughts clothed in what is perfectly

adapted to the meanest capacity, and enjoyed because

it lifts the poor heart, wearied with common-place life
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and toil, out of itself ? Now, that is what Christianity

does, because it reveals a Divine person, God himself,

who has adapted himself to the lowest, yea, the vilest ;

who is holy enough, for He is perfect in it, to bring

love into all the recesses of the human heart, because

never defiled himself, and awake, even by its sorrows

and its miseries, the want of, and to the enjoyment

of, the love that has visited it. It has set too, by a

glorious redemption and atonement, the poor soul,

that by love has learnt to delight in light, at liberty

to enjoy it, because it is spotless in it, and the

adoring object of the love that has brought it there.

I look around. What can I see ? Heathenism,

men worshipping stocks and stones ; Christendom,

what would often disgrace a heathen ; yet goodness

and wisdom evidenced in the midst of it all. What

can I think ? All is confusion. The goodness and

wisdom I see lead me in spite of me to God, and the

thoughts of God confound me when I see all the

evil ; philosophy, poor philosophy, would justify the

evil to justify God. But when I see Christ, the riddle

is gone. I see perfect good in the midst of the evil,

occupied with it and then suffering under it. My

heart rests. I find one object that satisfies all its

wants—rises above all its cravings. I have what is

good in goodness itself. I see what is above evil

which was pressing on me. My heart has got rest in

good, and a good which is such in the midst of and

above evil, and that is what I want ; and I have got

relief, because I have found in that one what is power

over it. But I go a little further and I get a great

deal more. I follow this blessed One from whom all

have received good, and who has wrought it with

unwearied patience, and I hear the shouts of a giddy

multitude, and I trace the dark plans of jealous ene

mies, man who cannot bear good ; I see high judges

who cannot occupy themselves with what is despised

in the world, and would quiet malice by letting it

have its way, and goodness the victim of it. But a
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little thought leads me to see in a nearer view, what

man is : hatred against God and good. Ohl what a

display ! The truest friend denies, the nearest betrays,

the weaker ones who are honest flee. Priests, set to

have compassion on ignorant failure, plead furiously

against innocence. The judge washing his hands of

condemned innocence. Goodness absolutely alone,

and the world, all men, enmity, universal enmity,

against it. Perfect light has brought out the dark

ness ; perfect love, jealous hatred. Self would have

its way and not have God, and the cross closes the

scene, as far as man is concerned. The carnal mind

is enmity against God. But oh ! here is what I want.

Oh ! where can I turn from myself ? Can I set up

to be better than my neighbours ? No, it is myself.

The sight of a rejected Christ has discovered myself

to myself, the deepest recesses of my heart are laid

bare, and self, horrible self, is there. But not on the

cross. There is none. And the infinite love of God

rises and shines in its own perfection above it all.

I can adore God in love, if I abhor myself. Man is

met, risen above, set aside in his evil, absolute as it

is in itself when searched out. The revelation of God

in Christ has proved it in all its extent on the cross.

That was hatred against love in God ; but it was per

fect love to those that were hating it, and love when

and where they were such. It was the perfect hatred

of man, and the perfect love of God doing for him

that hated him, what put away the hatred and blotted

out the sin that expressed it. There is nothing like

the cross. It is the meeting of the perfect sin of

man with the perfect love of God. Sin risen up to

its highest point of evil and gone, put away, and lost

in its own worst act. God is above man even in the

height of his sin ; not in allowing it, but in putting

it away by Christ dying for it in love. The soldier's

insulting spear, the witness, if not the instrument of

death, was answered by the blood and water which

expiated and purified from the blow which brought it
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out. Sin was known, and to have a true heart it

must be known, and God was known, known in light,

and the upright heart wants that, but known in per

fect love, before which we had no need to hide or

screen the sin. No sin allowed, but no sin left on the

conscience. All our intercourse with God founded on

this—grace reigning through righteousness. Shall

we turn to learn of Greeks and Romans after this '?

W. God forbid. It is a wonderful scene. There

is, in truth, nothing like it.

H. Nothing in heaven or earth, save He who was

there for us. The glory,we shall share with Him ;

but on the cross He was alone. He remains alone in

its glory. Associated with Him there, nothing can

be, save as it is the expression of the nature which

was revealed and glorified in it. That we find ever in

God who is thus known. Eternal life is become thus

association with God. But, though reluctantly, I must .

turn again to our essay, to the effort to supplant the

cross, for such it is, by the progress of corrupt human

nature,—the cross, which writes death on corrupt

man, and brings in a new and Divine man risen up

out of that death, and a walk in newness of life.

The system, however, we have discussed, as far as a

brief conversation will allow ; but {here are two or

three passages which it may be useful to notice, some

of them shewing the animus of this and of all these

Essays, and of the whole school, and the miserable

ground on which they stand.

As to mere intellectual progress in the sphere of

knowledge, no one, of course, questions it. I may

pass over Egypt, though boasted Greece was, as the

Egyptian priests told Herodotus, a shallow copy turned

into poetry of far deeper moral intuitions found in

Egyptian mythology, deeper because nearer the source

of ancient truths. But as to Greece and Rome, no

one denies that, as regards the upper orders, they ex

ercise an influence over the minds of the present age

in virtue of their education. Whether it be in all
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respects an advantage may be doubted. They are

not what is highest in motive or thought, I judge, but

so it is. That there is progress, I cannot exactly see

in it, because we go back for models and influence. If

Rome had been forgotten, and we were a fuller

and riper development of what was gone by, I

should understand progress. But this is not so.

We try and get back to what they displayed. How

that is progress, I do not understand. In progress, I

leave behind what preceded me. Copying Raphael, if

I can, is not progress in painting beyond Raphael,

though that copying exercise an influence over

me. Then as to patriotism. It is human nature.

tie oucovoc ocptcoc a/iiuvwiQai nspt Trarprj; : was before

Rome was heard of. If we desire to learn how con

summate selfishness, which broke through every

honourable and generous feeling, and trampled on

all the world, disguised itself under the name of

patriotism, we may surely learn it in Rome ; or how

democracy or human will closed in servility, and

tried to hide its pain when oppressed in letting loose

the same will in vice, we may go to Rome. If Greece

have given reason and taste, I can only repeat, this is

not progress in us. If heartlessness and poetry for

conscience, if vanity and talent are a model, Greece

may shine pre-eminent. Cultivation, I admit, as far

as it can go on without morality. But unmoral

beauty, and such was the mind of Greece, which

excludes the truly divine, (for even Plato declared

the impossibility of any direct connection between

the supreme God and a creature, whence probably

Justin Martyr did too,) which has the creatures of

imagination not of spiritual need for gods, which

does not look at another world,—such beauty as

this, admitting in the fullest way its very high

development there, is a very doubtful subject of

admiration, however it may call out certain faculties,

which no one denies. A lively imagination con

nected with excessive vanity, and identified with im
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morality, is not a picture which attracts me. "What

sort of morality the Gentiles would have handed down

to us," . . . Dr. Temple tells us, " is clear." I

do not know (though the destruction of mental purity

is a great evil,) whether, with the present attempt to

exalt human nature, it might not be well that inaturer

minds, at any rate, should know the excessive, atroci

ous, disgusting, immorality of all classical, and indeed

all heathen antiquity, the universal depravity, besides

what is discovered by mythological and historical re

search. It might be painful to such minds, and they

abhorrent from it ; but it would act as a warning and

preventive against such views as those of the Essays

and Reviews. It has been said, and said truly, that

no decent person would allow on their tables in

English, what is learnt by all classically educated

youths at school. I may be told, they do not rest

on it—be it so ; but they become familiar with it in

what they are taught to admire. Any one may see

the picture of vaunted antiquity in the first chapter

of the epistle to the Romans. That Dr. Temple tells

us, is what is to teach the world; aye, the Christian

world too. There is beauty, there is patriotism. What

do I learn from this ? That these passions of human

nature and elements of his being, are perfectly compa

tible with the most degraded possible state in which

human nature can be found. Nothing could possibly

exceed the degradation, by vices which eat out every

thing naturally noble even in nature, in which these

Greeks and Romans lived. The beauty and the patriot

ism amused or absorbed them so that they should not

find it out. Stifled conscience needed folly or pride.

W. But it is difficult to know what to do. Are we

to leave young men uncultivated ?

H. Difficulties there must be in a world in which

sin has made deadly confusion. But there comes in

the noble active principle of Christianity : "To him

that overcometh :" "Be of good cheer, I have overcome

the world." Christianity gives motives, objects, ener
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gies which deliver man, when under their influence,

from slavery to the scene through which he is passing.

He has a right to he a stranger and a pilgrim in it.

His ear has heard the solemn warning which elevates,

yet sinks, with a sanctifying sorrow as to all around,

in the depths of the heart : "Arise and depart ; this

is not your rest; it is polluted." And he takes up his

cross, and sets out solemnized, broken in spirit per

haps, it is good in such a world, but cheerfully, because

he sees that Christ has gone before, and that the

victory that overcomes the world is his faith. For

" who is he that overcomes the world, but he that

believeth that Jesus is the Sou of God ?" He can be

himself, Christ being his life, in a world of evil and

confusion, not conformed or belonging to it. Not

formed by it in motive or principle of life, (though

naturally as to mere outward circumstances not unin

fluenced by it,) but acting in it according to his own.

Happy to have companions in the excellent of the

earth, but a leader and a Lord in Christ. By this

he judges of everything. He has seen perfection in

Christ, and he is led by it. Greece and Rome were all

judged by that. The assimilating power is one only—

Christ—God manifested in flesh; folly to the world, of

course, but he knows whom he has believed : he has

no doubt as to the excellency of the object and model,

nor of its absoluteness and completeness. The

Christian believes that Christ gave himself for our

sins to redeem from this present world. Let not man

tell me that meant the heathen world. What world

was Greece and Rome ?

But I must lead you to notice some particulars

which shew further the shallowness and superficiality

of this school. " The conviction of the unity and

spirituality of God, was peculiar," we are told, "to

the Jews among the pioneers of civilization." You

see how they never get beyond this point: man,

not the God-man, improving, exalting self: it is

deplorable. But it is another point I must refer
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to now. " To every Jew, without exception, Mono

theism was equally natural." This with purity " are

the cardinal points of education. The idea of Mono

theism out-tops all other ideas in dignity and worth.

The spirituality of God involves in it the supremacy

of conscience, the immortality of the soul, the final

judgment of the human race."

W. You surely do not object to that.

H. Patience, good friend. In the main, though

Monotheism be a poor word, I do not. But you know

these good people have other elements of instruction.

You know, too, that Babylon was a cup of prostitu

tion, as idolatry is justly called in Scripture, for all

nations ; that Babylon and Jerusalem stand as the

two seats of the two systems of idolatry and Mono

theism. No doubt, however faithless the Jews were, it

was faithlessness to a known truth, which truth was

Monotheism, involving, as Dr. Temple assumes, the

immortality of the soul.

W. Well, that is quite just ; but what conclusions

do you draw from that ?

H. How was I surprised—No, I was not ; from

some acquaintance with these rationalist doctors, par

ticularly superficial borrowers, as English rationalists

are : I correct myself, I was not surprised to find :

" She (Asia) had been the instrument selected (!) to

teach the Hebrews the immortality of the soul ; for

whatever may be said of the early nations on this sub

ject, it is unquestionable" (what rationalists say is

always, you must understand, unquestionable), " that

in Babylon the Jews first attained the clearness and

certainty in regard to it, which we find in the teaching

of the Pharisees." It is clear, therefore, that Mono

theism involves the knowledge of the immortality of

the soul ; for it was taught to those who held Mono

theism by the most idolatrous Polytheists in the

world. Is this philosophical or historical? It is

unquestionable, of course.

W. Now, do not be bitter.
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H. Contempt is not bitterness ; yet, I admit, no

human being should be despised. It is the glory of

Christianity to make it impossible ; but reasonings

and pretensions to light and superiority of mind of

this kind I may despise, and do.

See again the superficiality of such a statement

as this : " The New Testament is almost entirely

occupied with histories—the life of our Lord, and

the life of the early Church ;" and he refers to the

Epistles. Now, that the New Testament does give

us truth in living evidence of it, and works truth out

in the actual living relationships of the soul with

God, and is not dry systematic theology, I admit with

all my heart ; but it is exactly the use of tbis blessed

character of Scripture to deny tbe truth on which

these relationships are founded, which shows the

excessive superficialness of this remark. That all the

Epistles were " the fruit of the current history " I

admit fully. Very often mistakes and faults were their

occasion ; but what then ? The doctrine is grace

meeting need, not treatises for the competency of the

human mind. But does that say that the revelation

of grace to this need was not doctrine, and doctrine

of the deepest and most wonderful character ? Nothing

but the incapacity of apprehension which cold-hearted

rationalism produces, could ever have such an idea

for a moment. " That early church," we are told,

" does not give us precepts, but an example." Fine

words ; but as stupid as they are false. They will

have only man. The Church gives. God must not

be brought in—must not even give. What a heart

less system it is ! Did God, by whatever instru

ments, give nothing to "that church?" Were the

Epistles not given to it—not by it ? Nothing, more

over, can be more false than the statement itself.

There is not what Dr. Temple states, save in the

smallest degree ; and there is almost exclusively what

he states there is not. No doubt in St. Paul, from

his very nature, his letters disclose the man ; but the
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Epistles are entirely composed of doctrines and pre

cepts ; whoever doubts about it has only to read

them. All this is theory, perfectly regardless of facts.

They are all " letters for the time," and all " treatises

for the future." When Dr. Temple says, " To these

pages, accordingly, the church of our day turns for

renewal of inspiration," though somewhat acquainted

with the pretensions of rationalism, I confess I can

hardly understand it, unless it be a very common

place fact put in a bombastic way, to exalt men now

to a level with apostles, make the Epistles a mere

aroused energy of man, reference to which may arouse

energy in us. They turn for a renewal of inspiration.

I ask you, what does that mean ?

W. Well, I really do not know. I remember

Balaam went to seek enchantments ; perhaps it is

that in a good sense.

H. I know of no such going to God for inspiration

in Scripture. There is enquiring of the Lord. That,

in the modesty of Scripture,—and how lovely it is

in everything,—I can understand ; and that a man

taught of God, reading Scripture, may be animated,

his soul refreshed, and filled with the truth and

Spirit of God ; but " turning for a renewal of in

spiration," I must leave to the high-flown pretensions

of modern despisers of revelation. I remember

once speaking to the very chief of this system in

a foreign country, one who has largely spread it

among evangelical men. He denied inspiration as

held in the common belief of the church of God.

I said to him, "You speak of avoiding the question

of the inspiration of the Old Testament. That is

a very easy way of avoiding the difficulties of your

subject, you who deny inspiration in the vulgar use

of the word ; because the Lord and the Apostles

plainly declare the Old Testament to be inspired."

' ' 0 yes, ' ' he said, declining to answer as to the Lord, as

he had already given too much scandal by it. " No'

upright honest man can deny that the Apostles treat
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the Old Testament as inspired, and quote it as such,

but they deceived themselves." He said this with an

aplomb that was inconceivable. I only said, " Then

it is a question as to your or the Apostles' competency

and authority as to Christianity. That is soon set

tled." And so I must say to Dr. Temple, if he turns

to biographical Scripture for a renewal of inspiration

in himself. He must forgive me, if I still trust some

what more to the old inspiration than to the renewal

of it ; more to the divinely-given teaching of those

who were sent by the Lord and by the Holy Ghost,

and fitted for this work, and separated to it, and who

could say, "He that is of God hears us;" "and if

any man be spiritual let him acknowledge that the

things that I write unto you are the commandments

of the Lord ; and if any be ignorant, let him be igno

rant." He who can go there for a renewal of inspira

tion, and find only two lives there, must have a

singular process of blinding himself.

Remark too the assiduous confounding what is

divine and human. " The age of reflection begins."

. . . . " The spirit or conscience comes to full

strength ; and assumes the throne intended for it in

the soul." Be it so, though the confusion of the

spirit and the conscience is a mischievous one, as

we may see. But mark what soon follows : " Now

the education by no means ceases when the spirit

thus begins to lead the soul." "The office of the

spirit is, in fact, to guide us into truth, not to give

truth." Note here the use of Scriptural terms, so as

to humanize and destroy their force : the spirit is first

conscience ; it is grown up at the age of reflection,

and takes its seat on the throne ; then it guides into

truth. That in the Scripture is said of the Holy Ghost,

the Comforter, who was to be sent down from heaven,

who was to shew them the things of Christ. Here the

spirit, which was just nOw conscience, guides into

truth, but gives no truth. That is, the Holy Ghost

reveals nothing, shews nothing ; the Comforter is only
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the conscience of man. Further note, there are no

precepts to be found. The Holy Ghost is thus

dropped into mere conscience, and no truth is given.

But let us proceed in the description of this state of

full age. " He is free, but freedom is not the oppo

site of obedience, but of restraint." " The law, in

fact, which God makes the standard of our conduct,

may have one of two forms. It may be an external

law—a law which is in the hands of others, in the

making, in the applying, in the enforcing of which

we have no share ; a law which governs from the out

side, compelling our will to bow, even though our

understanding be enlightened or not . . . Or,

again, the law may be an internal law; a voice which

speaks within the conscience, and carries the con

science along with it ; a law which treats us not as

slaves, but as friends, allowing us to know what our

Lord doeth ; a law which bids us yield not to blind

fear or awe, but to the majesty of truth and justice ;

a law which is not imposed on us by another power,

but by our own enlightened will." Remark here how

all subjection to God, or authority of God, is wholly

denied. But this all gets a distinct character, unit

ing the first and last quoted passages by words in a

previous page describing this time of full age. " Thus

the human race was left to itself, to be guided by the

teaching of the spirit within." Now I hold, as you

know, that a Christian is not under law at all ; he is

dead to the law by the body of Christ. But it is one

of the characteristics of modern rationalism, to take

certain advances in truth, which the Church at large

does not see, and pervert them to evil. Here the

conscience and spirit are identified ; and the spirit

gives no truth, but guides into it; that is, it is man's

growing up into it; but there is no revealed truth.

There is a life, an example, we are allowed to know

what our Lord doeth. The human race is left to it

self, to be guided by the teaching of the spirit within,

which is only conscience. But it is left to itself; no
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truth given, no precepts ever found in the word, and

in addition to all this the authority of God wholly set

aside, the law we have is this conscience or spirit

within, is not a law imposed on us by another power,

but by our own enlightened will, we bow to the

majesty of truth and justice, to God never. He may

neither give truth nor impose a command. God's

word, His precepts, the Spirit giving any truth,

the authority of God, obedience—is wholly denied.

Now the scheme of Christianity is the opposite of

this. It teaches of a Comforter, the Holy Ghost,

who is sent by Christ from the Father, whom the

Father sends in Christ's name, who comes and con

vinces the world. He testifies of Christ, and the

disciples also bear witness. He does not speak of

Himself, but what He hears He speaks. He was to

teach the disciples all things, to shew them things to

come, to bring what Christ had said to their remem

brance ; and he who loved Him would keep His com

mandments. Now this Christianity of the Apostle

John, these words of Christ, every honest man must

see are contrary to and contradictory of Dr. Temple's

statements. He may think that he knows Chris

tianity and Christ's teaching better than John. His

opinion of himself in that respect I cannot doubt ; but

that his is the opposite of apostolic teaching is most

evident. I prefer apostolic accounts of Christianity.

Dr. Temple may think his conscience, and his, of

course, enlightened will, superior to the Holy Ghost

which Christ promised. I confess I prefer Johannean

Christianity, if we are so to call it, the command

ment of Christ—the truth taught and given by the

Holy Ghost, to the first essay which is to illustrate

moral and religious truth. It may be prejudice—it

may be stupidity ; but the shining of these modern

stars does not, to my spirit and conscience, eclipse

the teaching, aye, the giving of truth of the Holy

Ghost sent down from heaven, for so the Word of

God speaks. Hear the apostle, who most clearly

E
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teaches, we are not under law as risen with Christ :

" to them that are without law, as without law. Yet

not without law to God, but rightly subject to Christ"

({vvo/xoc). How carefully he shews that there is sub

jection to God. So John : " This is love, that we keep

his commandments." So Christ Himself, I have kept

my Father's commandments, and abide in His love ;

and in the highest of His free acts of grace, His

offering Himself, He says : But that the world may

know that I love the Father, and as the Father has

given me commandment, so I do. It is with us as it

was with Christ, the law of liberty ; because the new

man finds its delight both in what is commanded and

in obedience itself, as Christ did : "I delight to do it ;

yea, thy law is within my heart." But we are sanc

tified unto obedience, the obedience of Jesus Christ.

It is not a law stopping, or attempting, for it did not

do it in fact, to stop an evil nature, but the will of

God, the motive of the new man as of Christ. It is

not yielding to the majesty of truth and justice, but

to God. The doctrine of the essay is the casting off

wholly God's authority, the principle of revolt and

apostacy; denying the Master ($eam>T<x, not xupto?) that

bought us, the only Lord (&r7<7roTa) God. The heathen

were partially a lawto themselveswhen they were(a0eot)

atheists in the world. This, with increased light, is

what is recommended. It is a denial of redemption,

of obedience of God's authority, a denial of the Holy

Ghost as giving any truth, it is merged in an enlight

ened will, our spirit or conscience. " That early

church (i.e. the epistles) does not give us precepts"

even.

W. But he speaks of obedience.

H. He does, but it is "obedience to the rules of his

own mind," not the child once obedient to a parent,

now in direct subjection to God in love as Christ was,

but the rules of his own mind, all he knows. Christ's

delight was to keep His Father's commandments.

The saint's delight is the same. The rationalist's to



67

be left to himself, and have nothing to say to God.

It is the dignified liberty of a grown man, competent

to guide himself, instead of being a child.

" The church, in the fullest sense is left to herself,

to work out, by her natural faculties, the principles of

her own action." Can anything more completely

deny the presence of the Spirit, and the authority of

the Word, that is, of God in every way. What makes

her the church in this case, I am sure I do not

know. It is an epoch when men have learned beauty

from Greece, patriotism from Rome, the immortality

of the soul from Babylon through the Jews when

departed from God, seen an example in Christ and

that early church, whatever it was, and then left to

themselves to follow their own enlightened will ; that

is all the church means. How the apostles blundered

about the whole matter, to think that they were sent

by the Lord, and laid down their lives for—I am

sure I do not know what : and were so bigoted, that

they say : He that is of God heareth us, and he that is

not of God heareth not us ; hereby know we the Spirit

of truth, and the Spirit of error. Why the Spirit

does not give truth at all. What a pity Dr. Temple

was not there to instruct them ! I suppose men were

not ripe for it in the apostles' days. And they were

obliged to be thus bigoted, or did not know any

better, and that now in this advanced age we can

profit by and appreciate the teaching of these men

grown to full age. I wonder whether they think that

they that are of God hear them. Though I do not

know why they do not leave men to the rules within

instead of writing essays.

W. I do not exactly see, to say the truth, how

these men call themselves Christians, and clergy

men, too.

H. Oh, you see they can consent to many things they

think very inexpedient. And though they have said

that the Articles are not superstitious or erroneous,

yet some expressions may appear so. If they have

E 2



68

acknowledged the same to be agreeable to the word

of God, some distinctions may be founded on the

word acknowledge. They have allowed them, but

" we allow many things we do not think wise or use

ful." He does not maintain it or regard it as self-

evident, nor originate it ; many better and wiser men

than himself have acknowledged the same thing ; why

should he be obstinate ? Besides, he is young and

has plenty of time to consider it," when he has

signed it, of course, " or he is old, and continues to

submit out of habit, and it would be too absurd, at

his time of life, to be setting up as a church reformer."

W. But Dr. Temple does not say all this, it is not

iu his essay.

H. No ; he only joins in publishing the volume,

in the hope that it will be received as an attempt to

illustrate the cause of religious and moral truth from

a free handling, in a becoming spirit, of subjects

peculiarly liable to suffer, &c.

But I have nothing to say to Dr. Temple. I know

nothing of him but that he is Master of Rugby. I

have a book before me with these principles in it.

But there is a short episode in the progress of

the world's education, which is somewhat curious.

The progress of the patriotic Roman empire was

such, that its utter decay gave occasion for the well-

known swarms from the officina gentium to break in

upon it. Now as they had neither Grecian cultivation,

nor Christian enlightened will, and their patriotism

was rather rough-handed, what was to be done ?

Why the church instinctively, not intentionally, gave

up—for herself of course, it was very gracious—gave

up her full-age Christianity in which she had been

fully left to herself and her own faculties, and took

up law—the only means of taming these myriads

that had esciped the general education of the race ;

gave up Christianity, and subjected herself, that is,

the whole church under its name, to the old principle

of childhood—the law, to tame these barbarians. It
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was more than apostolic. Paul kept his liberty, but

condescended to the weak ; but the church, not "that

early one," but the mediaeval one gave up Christianity

for herself, (of course, any duty to God or the truth

was out of the question ; she followed her instinct, the

rule of her own enlightened will,) and " had recourse

to the only means that would suit the case—a revival

of Judaism."* I admit the fact ; only that there was

a deliberate mixture of heathenism with it. How it

was a progress, kind and instinctive as it was, it would

be hard to tell. Paul had struggled hard against

this kind of progress ; he thought it a falling from

grace. Christ became of no avail if people did it, he

thought. However, there is nothing an enlightened

will and the Spirit guiding into truth, without giving

any, will not do. It was, in fact, neither more nor

less than the old schoolmaster come back to bring

some new scholars to Christ. " Of course, this was

not the conscious intention of the then rulers of the

church ; they believed in their own ceremonies as

much as any of the people at large." But this is

somewhat obscure. Did they believe the legal system

before they imposed it ? if so, they had set up the

schoolmaster before he was needed for Clovis and his

Franks ; and it was no instinct at all, but they had

sunk back by their own evil instinct to law. If they

were in the full light of the age of reflection and en

lightened will, they must have known what they were

about. This does not quite hang together. Did they

get into it themselves by their instinct, or knowing it

was retrograding themselves, impose it on others as

necessary, and themselves adopt the revival of Juda

ism ? Here I am at a loss. However, "nothing

short of a real system of discipline, accepted as

Divine by all alike, could have tamed the German

and Celtish nature into the self-control needed for a

* Bemark how infidelity always excuses Popery, and sides with

it in these days.
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truly spiritual religion." But then, if they accepted

the schoolmaster, they were not under it before, and

must have known the difference. How they accepted

it as Divine, is very difficult to understand, since

they had recourse to it as the only thing that would

suit the case. It was a singular procedure. They

believed it as much as the untamed Germans, ac

cepted it as Divine, and yet had recourse to it, be

cause it suited the case of the latter. Their believing

it Divine, and giving up an enlightened will, was

a self-sacrifice of an unexampled kind, rewarded with

darkness that made them think it Divine. When

are they thus to get the truly spiritual religion ? I

suppose that it is not modern Popery and the im

maculate conception of the Virgin Mary. We have

had some thousand years already to tame the Ger

man and Celtish nature into the self-control needed

for a truly spiritual religion. The Celts are under

it still, perhaps. Dr. Temple thinks the Germans

have got the start of them. But then this instinc

tive act of the church assumes in the same page

quite a new character. The question arises, why

the less-disciplined race—Germans or Celts, (though

these last had been a good while under Roman dis

cipline—of full age too, for they were in the empire

that was attacked) ; why, I say, they could not have

learned spirituality from the more disciplined. You

see they had the spirituality, and it was by this

leap into the schoolmaster's hand out of instinct

that they accepted the unspiritual, the Judaism,

as Divine, as much as the Germans. But why

was the reverse not the case ? " This may hap

pen when the more disciplined is much the more

vigorous of the two, but the exhausted state of the

Roman empire had not such strength of life left

within it. There was no alternative, but that all

alike should be put under the law to learn the lesson

of obedience."

The more disciplined, the Church had then the
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spirituality to teach, but had recourse to a revival of

Judaism as the only means which could suit the case.

Still it was not the conscious intention of the church.

They believed in the divine character of what they had

recourse to, and do you see the reason of this aston

ishing mystification of having a recourse to a thing

as the only means suited to this case, yet without any

conscious intention, yet possessing the spirituality

which would show what it was—it was the state of

exhaustion of the Roman empire, and that is pro

gress. How charming is divine philosophy ! They

retrograde out of spirituality to Judaism, reculent pour

mieux sauter, I suppose, to begin the progress over

again ; but alas ! there is no good in meddling with

low principles. They believed they were divine; they

who were of the full reflective age, had to be put

themselves under the law to learn the lesson of obe

dience. Who put them, God knows ; but why had

they, the spiritual ones, to be put under law, when

they had already learned obedience of a far higher

kind, and were disciplined and had spirituality to

teach, only that the others needed the law ? Ah, the

truth will leak out in spite of theories ; the professing

church, like man in all states, progresses backwards.

What is perfect in its place is given of God first, and

man corrupts it ; so did Adam innocent, so did Noah,

so did Israel under law, so did the priesthood, so did

the royalty, so did the church under grace. The

whole ofthis statement is a wilful perversion of history,

the progress of darkness, and superstition, and the

legal spirit, and of hierarchical and then monarchical

power is as notorious and well known as possible.

The inroad of barbarians gave politic Rome the means

of reducing it into a governmental system, complete

under Hildebrand. But the corruption itself had

been growing from the time the mystery of iniquity

began to work, and was ripened by degrees into the

Papacy, which partially supplanted the empire by an

influence of a new kind. But that the church had
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to be put under law to learn the lesson of obedience,

though thus laboriously obscured by inconsistent

statement, is the admission that it had utterly fallen

from its first estate. That going back to law was an

advance towards spirituality, no true Christian will

think a moment, in presence of Paul's statements.

The return to law was the corruption of Christianity,

mingled, and avowedly mingled, with heathenism as

it was. The rulers of the church used this with a
perfectly conscious intention, as the mission of Au

gustine to England proves, to bring them under their

own hierarchical power. History shews, too, that as

to the first great inroad of barbarians, its whole history

was different ; the Q-oths were Arians, and the theory,

confused as it is, has no historical ground at all.

W. Are you sure that you do not take a one-sided

view as to a previous point ? Is not Dr. Temple

merely insisting upon the use of revelation as light

rather than as a law, and while insisting on one point

as that which he feels important, not denying the use

of revelation ; only urging the spirit in which it is to be

used ? A somewhat exclusive one-sided view is natural,

when we are absorbed by one view of a subject im

portant at the moment.

H. Your question is a very fair one. We all are

liable to such excess in reasoning, if not very watch

ful. But my answer is very simple. And it shews

that all this train of reasoning is a dead set at re

velation ; that is, an effort with unconscious intention,

perhaps instinctive, as the only means which would

suit the case. Dr. Temple says, " If they could ap

peal to a revelation from heaven, they would still be

under law ; for a revelation speaking from without,

and not from within, is an external law and not a

spirit." Is not this as plain as plain can be, that

progress means emancipation from revelation. You

see, too, what a spirit is. God, any expressed au

thority of God, or given truth, must be absolutely

excluded ; it is the childhood of law.

/
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W. It is fatally plain. I had no idea it came to

this. It is not even Deism.

H. It is remarkable, that a friend of mine once

heard Mr. Powell, now no more, I believe, preach ;

and he said,—" It is in vain they seek to escape

mysteries. They must become Atheists, for the

greatest mystery is the existence of God." What loss

there is, I need not say. The Lord says, that the

Holy Ghost, the Comforter, which should come,

should take the things that were His, and shew them

to them ; and all that the Father has is His, all the

infinitude of the unseen heavenly, and, I may say,

divine world, was to be revealed, and that in the inti

macy of the relationship of the Father and the Son,

so that we should have fellowship with them. And

no man had gone up there, but He who descended

thence. He could speak what He knew, and testify

what He had seen ; declare the Father as in His

bosom. He and He only had seen the Father—but

this is truth given by the Spirit (all of it, even what

Christ said). All is lost; instead, we are to have the

spirit or conscience assume the throne intended for

Hun in the soul, and draw from the storehouse of

youthful experience, and legislate upon the future

without appeal, except to himself ; a law which is not

imposed upon us -by another power, but our own

enlightened will. All that God can give of the hea

venly blessedness of the Son, now a glorified man,

is lost, for ever lost ; and man is only to seek the

development of what is within man.

W. It is, indeed, a loss—a strange progress. It is

inconceivable to me how any who respect Chris

tianity, can put their sons under the influence of

such principles.

H. Alas ! my friend, the greater part of the world,

and particularly the upper classes, go with the stream ;

and if God, in chastisement, sees fit to let loose

Satan's influence, they float with circumstances.

The air—I use it only metaphorically—is darkened

 



74

with the smoke of the pit. And this rejection of

objective religion is as unphilosophical as it is un-

Christian; for all creatures must be formed by objects.

God alone is self-sufficient. He can create objects in

the display of His love ; but He needs none outside

himself, a creature does. Man has no intrinsic re

sources within himself; whether fallen or unfalleu.

Nor even angels. Take away God, what are they ?

nothing or devils.

So man ; if money is his object, he is avaricious

or covetous, at any rate; if power, ambitious; if plea

sure, a man of pleasure ; and all other objects are

judgedofby the ruling one. In every case of a creature,

what is objective is the source of the subjective state.

In Christianity this is connected with a new nature,

becanse the old will not have the divine object which

characterizes, and is the foundation of faith ; but the

principle remains unchanged. " We all, with open

(unveiled) face, beholding the glory of the Lord, are

changed into the same image from glory to glory, as

by the Spirit of the Lord." See what a magnificent

picture we have in Stephen of this. In a remarkable

way, no doubt ; but still exhibitory of it morally, as

well as by a vision. The whole question between

Christianity and Dr. Temple's system is brought to

an issue. The progress of human nature, with the

very elements he speaks of, and the contrasted result,

is stated. "Ye do always resist the Holy Ghost : as

your fathers did, so do ye." There is the relationship

between man and the Spirit. Next, " Which of the

prophets have not your fathers persecuted ? and they

have slain them which have shewed before of the

coming of the Just One, of whom ye have been now

the betrayers and murderers. ' ' These were their ways

with those who unfolded the law in a more spiritual

manner, and with the great living witness of perfec

tion himself. Such was man—flesh in contrast with

the law. Such was his state : he always resisted the

Holy Ghost. Now note the contrast of the objec
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tive spiritual man. " Stephen, full of the Holy

Ghost, looked steadfastly up into heaven and saw

the glory of God, and Jesus standing at the right

hand of God, and said, I see the heaven opened,

and the Son of Man standing at the right hand of

God." And what was the effect, the subjective

effect, in one full of the Holy Ghost, of his' objective

perception of heavenly objects ? In the midst of rage

and violence, and while being actually stoned, in all

calmness* he not merely bears, but kneels down, and

says, "Lord, lay not this sin to their charge." So

Jesus: "Father, forgive them; for they know not

what they do." Then he said, " Lord Jesus, receive

my spirit," as Jesus had said, "Father, into thy hands

I commend my spirit." He beheld, with unveiled

face, the glory of the Lord, and was changed into tho

same image from glory to glory, as by the Spirit of

the Lord. But how full and complete a picture—

man always a resister of the Holy Ghost, under law,

not keeping it ; with prophets, persecuting ; with

the Just One, a murderer ; with the witness of the

Holy Ghost, gnashing his teeth and slaying in rage.

Christianity, in contrast, a man full of the Holy

Ghost, seeing Jesus, the Son of Man, in heaven,

changed into his image, and killed by man, falls

asleep, Jesus receiving his spirit.

Dr. Temple goes over this ground ; rejects Chris

tianity as an external revelation, that must be a law ;

takes up exactly the same elements as Stephen, and

declares that man is progressively educated by them

to do without that which Stephen enjoyed. Which

am I to believe 1 Yet I have but coldly sketched the

elements of thought ; I must leave you to meditate

over it, and appreciate the beauty and spiritual im

* The same calmness marks his whole discourse. He recites the

Jews' history, their own boast, so that they could have no word to

say ; yet it said all.—They had rejected Moses the true deliverer,

Josepn their sustainer and help, and the temple they had trusted

in, God had rejected by tho mouth of their prophets.
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portance of it. It is a most enchanting picture, and

the deepest moral principles are contained in it ; but

Scripture is a wonderful book.

W. But, then, this was a vision.

H. No doubt ; but what he saw is revealed, and

written for my faith to act on.

W, True ; I see plainly that Christianity judges

wholly that nature which Dr. Temple educates for

itself; I cannot say for God.

This rejection of Christ in the world made evi

dently a turning-point in the world's history, as to

the proof of what it really was ; and this history of

Stephen shews man resisting the testimony to Christ's

heavenly glory, as they had killed Him when He was

the witness of perfection and of God on earth.

H. Just so. There is a silent witness to the

divinity of Jesus, and while truly and really a man,

a contrast between Hun and all other men, which has

profoundly interested me. When man is blessed,

morally blessed, elevated, he must have an elevated,

and, indeed, to be taken out of self, a divine object

before him. Jesus was the object even of heaven,

instead of having one. When Stephen is before us,

heaven is opened to him as it was to Jesus ; but he

sees the Son of Man in the heaven, and that fixes his

view, and lights up his regard with the glory he saw.

Heaven is opened upon Jesus, and the angels are His

servants ; He sees it opened, and the Holy Ghost

descends, witness that He is Son of God ; but He is

changed into no other image by it ; he has no object

to which to look up, but heaven looks down on Him,

and the Father's voice declares, " This is my beloved

Son, in whom I am well pleased."

W. That is deeply interesting, and supremely beau

tiful. What a word, indeed, Scripture is. I find

often these traits, which, to the renewed soul, stamp

the person of Jesus as divine, more powerful as wit

nessing who He was, than even positive texts.

H. They are ; but that does not diminish the im
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portanoe of the positive texts. We enjoy these reve

lations of His person, but the declaration that the

Word was God, and many such like, is a declaration

which has authority ov,er my soul. I make God a

liar, as John speaks, if I do not believe it, and so I

can use it with others. God has declared it :—He that

believes not has made God a liar, because he has not

believed the record which God has given concerning

His Son. He that believes has the witness in himself,

and all these traits which clothe, or rather reveal the

beloved person of Him who was humbled for us, are

ineffably sweet, but the positive declaration is of all

importance, too. Note in a passage I have alluded to,

two other ways in which Jesus is presented, besides

the actual declaration that He was God, and the

Word made flesh. He gathers round Himself. If

He were not God, this would be frightful, a subver

sion of all truth, a destructive impossibility. He

would turn more away from God. He accepts this

place. All that is attracted by what is good flows

around Him, and finds there its perfect and all-satisfy

ing centre. That is God. No one else could or ever

did do this, except in sin or violence. The Church can

say, Come and drink, I have the living water ; so she

has, but not, Come to me. That marks the spirit of

apostacy. The stream, blessed be God, flows there,

but she is no fountain to which to go. That must

be divine, or it is false. But mark, this is a new

gathering by a divine revealed centre, not the educa

tional progress of the race. It is the opposite, though

blessed instruction for the whole race. The other

way Jesus is revealed, is in the words, "Follow me."

The same perfection, but now as man, there is a path

through this world of evil. It is one, only one, fol

lowing Christ. There can be no way but a new

divine one, yet necessarily a human one ; there is no

way for man, as man, in the world at all. When

Adam was in paradise, he did not want a way, he had

only in blessed and unfeigned thankfulness, ignor
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of evil, to enjoy good and worship. When man has

been cast out, and the world is grown up away from

God, away in nature and will, there can be no way

in a rebellious world, in a sinful corrupt system, how

to walk aright, as in and of the world, when its

whole state is wrong. But if what is divine comes

into it as man, what has motives not of it, nor of

human nature, though truly man ; if it gives a path

in which the divine nature is displayed in grace and

holiness in these circumstances, yet always itself

manifesting what it is in them, now, I have a way.

I follow him ; truly, in everything, a man, but a man

displaying divine qualities in the ordinary circum

stances of human life. He says, "Follow me," but

when He has said, " Ye are not of the world, as I am

not of the world," and goes into glory, sanctifies him

self even externally, in His ascension, from the human

race, that we may be sanctified by the truth. How

thoroughly opposite, to be sure, Christ's system in

every detail is, from Dr. Temple's.

W. It is. But what you refer to gives a scope to

Christianity, and a character which elevates indeed,

attracts to an object, a divine object ; year, we may be

allowed to say, attaches to it—but it shows that our

ordinary Christianity is poor work, indeed. I mean,

poor in principle. I am not comparing persons.

Take myself, the first.

H. It is. Yet there is more of it, practically,

where it could not be unfolded in terms, among the

poor of the flock than we may be aware of, Still, I

am sure, alas ! you are right. But it is the beauty of

Christianity, that being objective, being truth, " the

truth shall set you free "—and a person, " the Son

shall set you free," it works effectually in those who

receive Christ, and requires no intellectual develop

ment to receive its power. Christ is received into

the heart, and dwelling there by faith, produces

the effect in us. Yet it takes us out of ourselves,

bacause it is objective, and we, filled with delight in
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an object, in what is perfect, are like Him, but so

forget ourselves ; and filled by doing so, as He did in

grace.

W. How skilful God is.

H. Yes ; it is divine wisdom. Man would pro

duce virtue by the love of virtue in himself; but then

he thinks of himself, and all his virtue is rottenness.

God gives us a human but divine object, and our

affections are divine, because we love what is so, and

we are morally what we love ; but we love it in

another, and are delivered from self. I would just add,

that I believe that this adaptation of the character

of walk to our entirely new position in Christ, is what

-is meant by created again in Christ Jesus unto good

works, which God has afore prepared that we should

walk in them. Hence, we are the epistle of Christ,

engraved in the fleshy tables of the heart by the

Spirit of the living God.

W. This contrast with the Christianity of the

Scriptures is, I think, what strikes one most, because

we are occupied not merely with particular errors or

difficulties, but evidently with the whole system of

relationship with God, of moral influences, and the

formation of the soul in God's image ; and, I must

add, though I do not see any reference to such a

thing in Dr. T.'s system, for communion with God,

the whole system is the opposite of the Christian one.

I must reject one, if I receive the other. They are

more than contrary—they are contradictory.

H. Undoubtedly they are. The very starting-point

is opposite. Christianity treats man as a fallen being,

not merely as imperfect, but as departed from God,

and needing a new nature and redemption. Christ

meets Nicodemus at once on this ground.

The rationalist or infidel system takes in Chris

tianity, by the bye, as it does Greece and Rome ; but

man, as he is, is to be educated.

There are a few points it may yet be well to take

notice of. Can anything prove more completely how
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moral intelligence is lost, or does not exist, in the

minds of these teachers, than the following state

ment : " The Pharisees had succeeded in converting

the Mosaic system into so mischievous an idolatry of

forms, that St. Paul does not hesitate to call the law

the strength of sin." Nothing could shew more

'ignorance of the human heart, or Paul's reasonings.

His principle is that the carnal mind is enmity against

God, and is not subject to the law of God, neither

indeed can be. When the commandment came, sin

revived, and I died, and the commandment ordained

to life became to me death. If a law had been given

which could have given life, verily righteousness

should have been by the law. He sees an external

exigence of righteousness, which imputes sin and gives

no life. He goes to the very depths of our moral

being ; shews the law to be spiritual, and our flesh

carnal, and takes man out of the flesh, makes him

dead to the law by the body of Christ, that he may

live to God. All this which ploughs up the whole

moral nature by its word, ' thou shalt not lust,' sinks

in these eminently superficial men into the effect of

a mere converting the Mosaic system into a mis

chievous idolatry of form. The Lord Jesus did judge

the neglect of substance for form, but, once the flesh

had fully proved itself by rejecting Him—for lawless

sin and law-breaking were complete when He came,

then its nature is judged, instead of the law educat

ing it. It is not subject to the law of God, neither

indeed can be. And now even our hearts feel that

Paul is truer, knew more about it, than the ration

alists, if one morsel of spirituality be in us. But

turn on whatever hand you will, you are met by the

superficiality of these pretenders to progress. Do

you think, my dear W., that grace overcomes the

lusts of the flesh ?

W. So we have learnt, through mercy.

H. Not at all ; " the moral toughness of the Jew

ish nature which enabled them to outlive Egyptians,
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Romans, Mussulmans, was well matched against the

baffling evil." And so it has been communicated,

I suppose, to our natures, which are not tough at all.

Is it not deplorable ? There is only one more prin

ciple produced in this essay, but an important one of

the rationalistic school, on which I would make a

remark—their view of the Bible ; for they boast of the

Bible and of Christ in their own way. " The Bible,

from its very form, is exactly adapted to our present

want. It is a history ; even the doctrinal parts of it

are cast in an historical form, and are best studied by

considering them as records of the time at which

they were written, and as conveying to us the high

est and greatest religious life at that time." It has

its value " by virtue of the principle of private judg

ment, which puts conscience between us and the

Bible, making conscience the supreme interpreter."

Now that every man has a conscience is a truth of

the last importance. God has taken care that man,

falling into sin, should, in and with the sin, acquire

the knowledge of good and evil—a profound and

admirable ordering of divine wisdom, as it was im

possible he could have that knowledge before. The

knowledge of good and evil, in one necessarily above

all evil in nature, is the sphere of, and inseparable

from holiness. In man this is impossible. He is

in innocence, or, with a conscience, in ski. But

then if conscience come with sin, while in itself it is

the knowledge of good and evil, i.e. of the difference

of right and wrong, it may be deadened, perverted,

gives no motives more than approval and disapproval,

no power, no living object, save as fear of judgment

may come in.

To man in this state, a revelation of God is made

from the beginning, a promise »of deliverance in

another than himself ; the all-important principle we

have seen of the mind being taken out of self.—affec

tions, thankfulness, adoration of heart introduced in

contrast with judgment, while the truth of judgment
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is owned, law confirmed, but deliverance given from

it. But God gives a full revelation as to the whole of

his relationships with man, in responsibility, and in

grace. That is, He either puts Himself in relationship,

or shews a relationship which exists, with the being

who has the conscience. We must consider it in both

these lights. The latter is law, the former grace.

Both were already seen in Paradise. In and out of

Christianity, men have sought to reconcile them. Out

of Christ they never can. But there they were, re

sponsibility and life—a command (not knowledge of

right and wrong), but a command—and free commu

nication of life ; responsibility and giving of life. Man

took of the first tree, and never ate of the second. He

goes out a sinner, with death on him and judgment be

fore him—the promise of a deliverer, but in another ;

no promise to him, for he was in sin, but for him ; the

seed of the woman, which Adam specifically was not.

The first creature, man, flesh, was no longer in com

munion, or heir—he was lost. Then came God's

witness to men, and temporal judgment of the world

on that footing, i.e. the flood. Then promise un

conditional, again confirmed to the seed, to that one

only, as Paul says, and as is strictly and profoundly

true. (Gen. xxii.) No question of responsibility raised;

God would bless all nations in the promised seed.

But could the question of righteousness be left as

indifferent ? Impossible. It is raised by law, obe

dience and blessing, disobedience and the curse. This

is broken, before it is formally given, in its first and

chiefest link—that which bound man immediately to

God. They made other gods ; turned their glory into

the similitude of a calf eating hay. Then, after various

dealings in mercy, the work of God comes, not deal

ing with the responsibility of men, but recognizing

it, grace, which brings salvation, sealing the truth

of all the previous responsibility, for otherwise sal

vation were not needed, but going on another ground

and meeting the case. Christ takes the effect of the
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broken responsibility on himself, dies for sin, and is

the source of life, and that according to righteousness.

The whole question of the two trees of Paradise, life-

giving and good and evil, and man's ruin in this, is

settled for those who receive Christ for ever, with the

largest, yea, a perfect revelation of God as Father,

Son, and Holy Ghost, in all His riches and ways.

Two points come before us here ; how we are to view

the Bible, even the doctrinal parts of it ; and con

science being between us and the Bible as supreme

interpreter.

The whole question is*, Is there a revelation ?

Is anything heavenly to come within the scope of

man's thoughts ? Has God to be known—or merely

right and wrong discerned ? And if He has to be

known, must He not reveal himself?

Now I say, if we are to be blessed, God must

be known. If I am away from God in sin, and so

the Scripture treats man, and conscience cannot deny

it, doing right and wrong cannot be settled but by

returning to God. If a child has wickedly abandoned

his father's house, he may leave off particular faults,

but he can never be right till he returns and submits

to his father. But the true knowledge of God is

lost, and the more man reasons in sin, the more it is

lost. God must be good ; I can say that when once

He has been revealed, for heathens did not know

this as truth, though instinct looked for it—wants

looked for it. They did not in their notion of God

rise above the passions of men. When they did rise

above them, they held that God could have nothing to

say to men. But now God has been revealed. Even the

poorest man knows God must be good. But if I

begin to reason, what do I see ? an innocent child

perishing in agony, the mass of the world degraded

to the lowest degree by heathenism—How is He then

good ? An infinitesimal part of the race, for centu

ries alone knowing the unity of the Godhead, and

they almost worse than their neighbours, sin having

F2
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power over myself, brutality in families, wars, tumults,

and miseries—How is He good ? If I say, Ah ! but

that is fallen man, departed from God. Then I ask,

how then can he be received back again ? I cannot

with any sense deny that he is a sinner, and if God

did not make him bad, he is fallen. The cravings of

nature prove he is. How can he be back with God,

whom I must then think to be holy and pure ?

A revelation from God and of God, is the first

necessity of my nature as a moral being. I get both

in Christ. He whom God hath sent speaketh the

words of God. I set to my seal, on believing Him,

that God is true ; but then it is not only the word

received from above ; that a prophet, that John had,

and spoke of earthly things, moved in the sphere in

which God dealt with man as a creature on earth

responsible to God ; but He came Himself from above.

God spoke in the Son ; His words were in a personal

and complete way, though a man, the words of God.

They were spoken by the Lord. Now, he that receives

his testimony, sets to his seal that God is true. And

note how this is stated. No one is ascended into

heaven, but He who is come down from heaven, even

the Son of Man who is in heaven, and what He hath

seen and heard that He testifieth. Oh ! what a bless

ing is here, which none else can give, for none else

has gone up to heaven to tell us what is there. In

this poor distracted sin-beset world, I have the sweet

and holy ways and divine objects of heaven brought

down to my heart, by one who is the centre of its

glory and delights, and come to bring them to me in

love, yet without leaving it.

W. But is there not a conscience which must and

does judge what is before it ? For instance, if a God

was revealed who was not good, or who was not holy,

how could I possibly receive such a being as God ?

H. How long has that been the case with man ?

Was there ever a case where conscience made a diffi

culty when a revelation had not been given ? Was there
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ever such a thing as a holy God thought of, or the need

of holiness in God dreamt of, in any religion but a

revealed one ? We may find partial traces of good

ness as to human need and deliverance from tyranny

in India, in the avaters of Vishnoo in that otherwise

monstrous idolatry; but all idolatry everywhere proves

that the notion that goodness and holiness were re

quired in a divine being by the conscience of man, is

utterly false. The gods were the reproduction of

men's passions with a superior degree of power.

When revelation was given, and redemption was made

known by God, then holiness and goodness were

made known and estimated, but nowhere else. That

is, instead of the conscience being between us and

the Bible, or a positive revelation, there must be a

revelation between God and us, and our conscience,

or if you please, between God and us, in order that

the conscience may feel that God must be good and

holy to be God at all. When the revelation has been

given, the conscience recognises it, but never before.

Now this is essential and conclusive on the question

before us, and shows us that conscience within is

wholly incapable of judging. But there is a con

science, and when a divine revelation or light comes

to it from God, it is susceptible of impressions from

it, so as to have a right judgment, but never without,

as to what is divine. Modern infidels are reasoning

from the effect of divine light, to deny its necessity.

As when light comes in, the eye can see ; with none

it cannot, and would never know it could. Scripture

is true ; when men had the knowledge of God, they

did not discern to retain God in their knowledge.

W. I had not weighed these facts, or rather, I had

not thought of them, but they are true, and they

certainly put the pretensions of infidelity and of man's

mind in a very peculiar light. They are really vaunt

ing themselves as competent to judge Christianity ;

whereas the only light they have to judge it by, they

have got from it, or from Judaism. Without it man's
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mind sunk into the grossest idolatry and moral degra

dation. A revelation alone enabled them, by revealing

what God really is, and so forming their understand

ings to judge of what He ought to be. There is

another point strikes me in our conversation. How

little their themes bear the test of history and facts.

They make boast of philosophy, but it is well known

that up to Socrates, it was little but Cosmogony, and

Plato's morality was communism, and his theology

daemonism, perhaps metempsychosis. This argument

from conscience was what I felt least able to meet,

for I was conscious that an unholy God, or one that

was not good, I could not have borne for a moment.

H. You could not, I am sure, because you have a

revelation. It is their great theme abroad. But it is

always useful to meet infidels on their own ground. I

mean on its untenableness. I already referred to this.

If God is simply good, and the fall and redemption

are not God's truth, explain to me the state of this

world, three-quarters heathen, and of the other, a great

part Mussulman or Papist, and every kind of misery

and degradation dominant, and selfishness the

dominant spring of all its activities, where lusts and

passions are not so. If man be not fallen, where is

God's goodness ? And if God be not good, what is ?

Christianity tells me man is fallen, and reveals to me

God in goodness in the midst of the misery, and

redemption has an issue out of it : and the history

of man, not succeeding generations sacrificed to

rationalists' theories of progress of the fifty-ninth cen

tury ; but revelations of this goodness and deliver

ance for faith to lay hold of from the day of man's

fall, though the time was not come to accomplish the

thing promised. And allow me to ask you, if man

be so competent, how comes it there is so much

difficulty, and conflict, and uncertainty ? Why is

there so much difficulty in finding out God ? Why

any question of discovering Him, if men have not

lost Him? Why men believe in Jupiter, or Siva, &c.,
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or Odin King of men, or Ormuzd and Ahriman,

or Khem, or a host of others, which it is useless for

me to follow ?

Why have they such difficulty, when it is owned

God must be good and holy, in coming to Him and

walking with Him ? No ; it is evident man has got

away from God, many horridly, degradingly; and the

fairest of Eve's daughters caring more for a pretty

ribbon, and of her sons for gold or a title, than all

which God presents to them, to win their hearts in

the Son of God's sufferings, and offering up Himself in

grace for them. No ; man is fallen, has lost the sense

of what God is, and of His love—has not his heart's

delight in that which God is, or what is supremely

good. Nothing proves it more than his not finding it

out. God has given a conscience, but it does not

judge the Word ; the Word of God judges it. In one

sense, every man must judge; but his judgment re

veals him in presence of the Word. A man's judg

ment of other things always reveals his own state.

He is certainly lost, condemned, if he does not receive

the Word. God speaks, and gives adequate witness

of who He is. He that believeth not is condemned

already. Light is come into the world. If men

prefer darkness, it is not their conscience. Their

will must be at work. Dr. Temple professes to be

lieve, I suppose, that the Son of God is come. I

ask, is man bound to receive Hun or not ? There

He is to test every man's soul by His reception,

or the contrary. It does test the soul. He has a

right to judge, you tell me. If he does not receive

Hun, he proves himself bad, bad in will. He has to

judge ; but if he rejects what is perfect ha goodness,

his own state is shewn. He is judged by his approval

or disapproval of what is there, because perfection,

because God manifest in the flesh is there. Because

God is speaking woe to him who does not hearken.

Yes, he has to judge. It is not his right. He is a

lost creature ; but he is tested by it—it is his respon
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I believe the grace of God is needed ; but there is

God speaking—speaking in grace. Is He received or

not ? The two things John speaks of here are the

words of God, and one come from above who is above

all. Am I not bound to listen ? am I not bound to

receive ? You tell me, must I not judge whether

they are His words, and whether He came from

above ? I answer, yes ; but you are judged by the

result you come to, because God knows He has given

a perfectly-adapted and gracious witness ; yea, that

He is it. If you have rejected this, you have rejected

Him, and remain in your sins and under wrath. To

them that believe He is of price, as of God ; to them

that are disobedient, a stone of stumbling and a rock

of offence. It is a savour of life to life, and a savour

of death to death ; and the presentation of the truth

and words of God, and of the Son of God, must be

so, because their present rejection is the rejection of

himself.

Talking of conscience between us and the Bible is

all foolishness, and nothing else. The Bible is God's

word in direct contact with us, telling to our con

science all that ever we did ; that God is holy, but,

blessed be His name, that He is grace and a Saviour.

What is conscience as distinct from us ? It is that

on which the Word of God acts. If light comes, and

God is light, and Christ was the light of the world, it

makes all manifest, and acts on the eye. If the eye

is in an ill state, it avoids the light ; it does not judge

the light ; its state is proved by it ; it judges colours,

forms, and so on, by the light. But a conscience

that is not "us," or a conscience between us and God,

is an utter delusion. Conscience is the knowledge of

good and evil in us. That it is without any further

revelation of God. It has the sense of responsibility,

and, though obscurely, of judgment and the con

sequences of sin ; at any rate, as far as vague fear

goes. But if Christianity be true at all, the Son of
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God has come, and speaks God's words. The mo

ment He is received, that is, that there is faith in

him, the first judgment of conscience and heart is to

bow to him ; the first right thing, for right is the

just maintenance of the duties of relationship, is to

listen, and obey that word ; the most essentially wrong

thing, is not to bow and receive his word. To judge

God, when I know it is him, is the height of sin. If

Dr. Temple or these rationalists do not believe that He

has come and spoken, I will seek to prove to their con

sciences that He has. There is God's way of doing

it. They must judge whether He be. To be sure ;

but this I tell them with certainty, from his own lips,

that He is come, and if they do not believe in Him,

they are condemned ; if they do, they have eternal

life. But if He be there, if they do believe He has

spoken, their part is to listen to, not to judge him.

With the blinding of conscience by passions, igno

rance, education, it is of the utmost importance to

have a sure witness of God's mind, not dependent on

the varying views of man. If I lose the Bible, I lose

communications from God ; I am infinitely irreparably

sunk. Dr. Temple, it seems, does not like God's

word ; does not like He should reveal himself. If he

has a professed revelation, he " likes to consider it as

records of the tune at which they were written, and

as conveying to us the highest and greatest religious

life at that time." That man should be developed,

that may be allowed; religious life, that too; but

communications from God—no. Now there have

been such,—God's word spoken in this world, or

Christianity is all a falsehood from beginning to end,

a holy imposture, which there is nothing like in the

world. But if there have been such, have we lost

them for ever ? Are we returned to darkness ? for

since the true light shone, shone in one speaking

the words of God, am I to have them no more, no

more this revelation from God, no more any commu

nication from himself as such. I have lost all that was
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precious and elevating in the world. I have lost

communication with God. I may speculate about

him, may know something of right and wrong, but

I have lost all communications from him—wretched

man that I am. What was man when he had not it ?

What is man when he has not it ? To reduce Divine

communications to apostolic life is to shew a will not

to hear God directly, not to have to say to him, a

dislike to have to do with the words of his mouth.

It is not, " Thy words were found, and I did eat them,

and they were to me the joy and rejoicing of my

heart." If God have spoken, and if we deny it, we are

infidels ; to exalt the conscience of man above it, as a

judge, is to set corrupt sinful man above the authority

of God. I read that the word discerns the thoughts and

intents of the heart, it makes its truth and the autho

rity of God known by its action in the conscience, it

tells a man all that ever he did, but it reveals a God

of grace—not that the conscience judges the word.

Christ did speak the words of God. Are they lost to

us ? If I have them, is my conscience to be between

me and them ? What profound nonsense such a

sentence is. If you do not know them, I will not

call you an infidel, but you are an unbeliever. You

have not yet set to your seal that God is true. Do

not, at any rate, pretend to teach others, when you

admit that God has spoken, and you cannot yet tell

what is his word, and what is not.

W. I am glad you spoke of this question, for it is

one of the practical difficulties to my mind in their

way of speaking ; because I feel I have a conscience,

and yet I recognize the supreme authority of the word.

H. But do you not see, my good friend, that the

whole object is to get rid of revelation, and its autho

rity over us ? If God has spoken, if there be a reve

lation, would not the first act of conscience be to

turn and bow to it—of the heart to delight in what

God has revealed, for He has surely revealed him

self ?
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W. Of course, it would be the proof that there was

conscience in activity, and not will, a heart to taste

the blessedness One alone can tell of.

H. That is the very point, at least a very principal

one, and it is connected with the fall, which is always

ignored in this system. There are two parts of con

science ; one, the knowledge of right and wrong, the

other, sense of responsibility, and that to God. The

' first, sin has practically greatly darkened, the last, will

resists, though it caunot deny. The word of God

comes in, gives perfect light to the conscience, and

much more, and presents the authority of God to the

will. Men plead conscience as a competency against

God and His word, saying, they must have conscience

supreme. God will settle that question, whether His

light and word is perfect for conscience, His authority

in it sufficient to claim obedience and submission.

A child has departed wickedly from its father's house,

and thrown off his authority. He professes to desire

to go right, his father sends a message, yea, comes

and speaks to him, communicating to him his mind,

and will, and grace. He replies, " Oh ! all that is a

thing external to me ; the real thing is the inward

disposition in me." My answer to him is, " All very

fair, my good lad ; but the trial of, and test of your

disposition, is your submitting to your father's word,

and receiving and bowing with a thankful heart to

his testified kindness."

W. But suppose he were to say,—But I must

know if it be my father's word.

H. All quite right. But I reply, if your heart was

right, you would be only too glad to know it is. And

when you say that, even if it be, it is only an external

thing, and my conscience after all must judge, I see

you take your own judgment still, and do not want

your father's word. I know your disposition, your

will likes to be master yet. Besides, let me tell you,

had you been staying in the house, you would be

familiar enough with your father's voice and words to
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know them at once. You are proving your own inca

pacity and evil. If you do not receive and under

stand his words, you will remain without, and prove

that incapacity,—that is all. If your disposition

was right, rebel as you have been, a word from your

father would be heaven to you, and the heart would

delight in bowing to his authority; and this very

readiness is the disposition which, directed towards

his own words, is that which, morally speaking, gives

capacity to receive them ; for the heart is right, and

the will broken. If any man will (desire, be willing)

to do His will, he shall know of the doctrine whether

it be of God, or whether I speak of myself. If you

talk of your conscience being supreme, when your

father has spoken, it is quite clear that you wish to

be independent of your father ; the first proof of the

true return of heart and conscience is the self-sub

jection to your father's declared mind and will. You

are not returned to him yet. Your whole place is

wrong, conscience and all.

There is the knowledge of right and wrong

as a faculty without God ; but where God speaks,

conscience is proved by bowing to it. See Saul.

I "thought I ought to do many things contrary to

the name of Jesus of Nazareth, which thing

also I did." There was conscience. Once he

has to do with the Lord, that he is right ; it is,

" Lord, what wilt thou have me to do ?" " Speak,

Lord, for thy servant heareth." All short of this is

alienation from God. A conscience that wants to be

away from God, to judge for itself, is not an upright

conscience. It is will and sin. Conscience is not

only judgment, it recognizes the authority of God,

(we are sanctified to obedience) and loves it, because

it is true conscience, and the will of independent

self is given up, the soul restored to God. For the

word has authority as well as light. It tests the truth

of conscience by giving light, but it speaks with the

authority of God. Hence the Lord says, " The word



93

that I speak unto you, the same shall judge you in

the last day." Judge it now, if you dare. I do not

believe in the conscientiousness of a man who pleads

his conscience against the word of God. See how

the apostles speak : If we believe the witness of men,

the witness of God is greater ; he that believes not

hath made God a liar. He that heareth my word

hath everlasting life, says Christ. Why do ye not un

derstand my speech, because ye cannot hear my word ;

because I tell you the truth, ye believe not. He that

sent me is true, and I speak to the world these things

I have heard of Him. As my Father hath taught me,

I speak these things. Because man has abandoned

God on his original created ground, God has sent the

testimony of heavenly things, to bring him to a higher

relationship with Himself. And he tells me, the

wretched sinner, he must listen to conscience, because

this revelation is an external thing. To be sure,

heavenly things, and the record of them, are very ex

ternal to him. He has told the truth. He is out of

Paradise ; this world is the scene which has grown up

in man's exclusion from God. He comes with the

revelation of what is Divine and heavenly to bring

him out of that, and into what is heavenly, and he

puts it off, and says it is external to him. He is right.

Only if he does not receive it, he will be external to it. ..

He will have a conscience too; he is all right in that,

and it will tell him what he has done, when the time of

gracious reception is past. His sheep hear his voice.

But ye, says the Lord, believe not, because ye are not

of my sheep. The word and confirming works are

given, adequate testimony is given. Woe to him who

does not receive it. He will die in his sins, and the

same word will judge him in that day. If God has

come and spoken, and revealed Himself from heaven,

and we do not receive it, He and all that is heavenly

is external to us, and there is nothing but self within.

But even in this notion, they only shew their igno

rance; for he that believeth on the Son, hath the

-
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witness in himself. The measure of the conscience

becomes Divine, which natural conscience never can

be, even when it is right. It must and ought to be

human ; whereas, when born of God through the

word, on receiving the word, I receive Christ, the

revelation of God, and of what is heavenly. He is

my life ; He is within, and I am called on to be an

imitator of God, as a dear child, and walk in love as

Christ has loved us, so that I am, if needed, to lay down

my life for the brethren ; for Christ has thus proved

His love to us. My measure of conscience is Divine,

acting because I have both seen and received what is

Divine, in receiving Christ by His word. So that,

speaking of its fulness, the apostle is not afraid to

say, filled with (up to) all the fulness of God. Hence,

John says, " which thing is true in him and in you ;

because the darkness is passed, and the true light

now shineth." And all this heavenly revelation of and

by Him, who came down from heaven, I am to give

up, to have patriotism from the selfish and treacherous

Romans, whose patriotismwas the deceitful oppression

of the world ; and to learn that courage, which I may

find in a cock or a bull-dog, has been ignorantly for

gotten by Paul. It is hard to have patience with

such contemptible stuff.

W. But we ought. The master you speak of had.

H. You are right ; He was perfect in everything,

and fleshly and unchristian feeling is apt ever to

mingle itself with our state in such cases. Still

though we are imperfect in it, indignation in itself is

not wrong in such cases.

W. But there is still a question which I should

like to put to you here.

H. Well, do so.

W. I enter into your feelings as to Christ. He

whom God hath sent spoke the words of God, and he

who received his testimony set to his seal that God

is true. An immense principle evidently every way.

I see plainly, that in receiving the Word, the very
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name given to Christ in this respect, I receive truth,

submit to divine authority, am restored to God, enter

in a heavenly way into a new relationship 'with Him,

according to that which is revealed, and know grace,

and, indeed, glory. But then the apostle's words.

How can I regard them ? Because the personal

speaker is, so to speak, lost.

JET. As regards Christ himself, the ineffable love

liness of all He said and did, of course, necessarily

bears the stamp of heaven, of one who came thence,

and yet could say, who is in the bosom of the Father;

who spoke what he knew, and testified what he had

seen. This is necessarily wanting in the subsequent

communications; but, on the other hand, there is gain.

" It is expedient for you that I go away; for if I go not

away, the Comforter will not come ; but if I go, I

will send him unto you." Besides the perfect ex

pression of divine good in Christ on earth, the ques

tion of good and evil was settled for ever. Christ

being made sin, and God perfectly glorified by His

offering of Himself and His being the sin-bearer, the

question of good and evil wasmorally settled, and there

upon man takes a place in heaven. This was a new

thing. Thus you will find that characteristically, for,

of course, the same truths are found in both, John

gives us the divine thing, the heavenly thing—God

Himself manifested upon earth, Paul on the ground

of sovereign grace, man brought righteously into

heaven. Now Christ must have suffered, risen from

the dead, and gone to heaven, to have this before us,

and the message or testimony of it given. Yet it

must be divine testimony to have any value, and that

I have through the Holy Ghost sent down.

W. You mean, that the New Testament gives us a

witness and a record, with, of course, many accessory

truths, ofthe divine,—of God himself Qeo-cris, as well as

0e!oriK, manifested in man; and man brought in a new

and heavenly way completely to God.

H. I do. The former, as to its fruit in us, takes



%

the character of life ; the latter, of righteousness ;

hut divine life, that eternal life which was with the

Father, and was manifested to us, and by which,

Christ being our life, we now live ; and divine righ

teousness. It is thus wholly a new thing—a life that

was with the Father before the world was, manifested

in Jesus, communicated to us,—not in Adam innocent

more than in Adam a sinner.

W. But, then, this becomes a kind of independent

life—at any rate, once it is received.

H. In no way. The character of this life, even in

Jesus as a man, was the perfection of the condition in

which He was. It was obedience and dependence,

and a constant heavenly regard. He was the apyr,y<x;

and rehionot; of faith, a man with his eye always out of

himself on God. So with us. 'When I say, Christ

lives in me, I must add always, the life which I live

in the flesh, I live by the faith of the Son of God,

who loved me, and gave himself for me. Divine life

in a creature nature is always objective, that is, its

essential excellence, as indeed we have already seen.

W. Let me ask you what place you give Peter, then ?

H. What there is of connection in this life with the

previous ways of God he pursues. It is government ;

and this in the strongest way confirms to me the

authenticity of the second Epistle. The first, is

government in favour of the just ; the second, as

regards the predominant and licentious wicked.

Hence he goes to the consuming of all things in the

stability of which they rest. The saint for him is- a

pilgrim. The great fact of redemption, of course, is

fully stated for this. But we are not risen with

Christ, but He is risen, and we have a living hope

through His resurrection; meanwhile the government

of God is displayed in favour of His people upon

earth. This evidently connected it with the Old

Testament, though on new ground. Hence the quo

tation of the thirty-fourth Psalm, "He that will love

life," &c.
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W. Have you ever thought of the likeness of Jude

and 2nd Peter ? There is something strange in it.

H. How it came about may be a difficulty—per

haps a difficulty never to be solved, as many such

external questions, after 1800 years,—interesting in

their place, but immaterial. But the difference as to

divine teaching in them is clear and important. Peter

speaks of wickedness, and God's dealings with it as

such, God's government, as I said. Jude of apostacy,

or leaving the first estate, going briefly through all the

characters of this, angelic, the natural man, ecclesias

tical, and final rebellion against Christ, on which

actual judgment will come ; especially, of course, tra

cing it as regards the church from false brethren first

creeping in, till Christ comes to judge ungodly men.

Thus Peter speaks of angels that sinned, Jude-- of

angels that kept not their first estate, but left their

own habitation. Thus Scripture fills all parts of

moral truth up. Like a dissected map, it proves its

own perfectness.

In the gospels which these ignorant wise men are

talking about, as to be harmonized and compared, and

synoptical and supplementary, we get in Matthew

Christ presented to the Jews, Immanuel, Messiah,—

and the result of His rejection, but still referring to

the Jews, hence no ascension ; in Mark, Christ the

servant prophet ; in Luke, Christ the Son of man in

grac6, leaving them, on going to heaven, under the

blessing of His thence outstretched hand ; that is, the

various revelation of Christ on earth as man : and in

Jobn, out of all dispensational relationship, Christ,

God manifest in flesh, the Word and Son, and divine

life displayed, and the giver of the Comforter ; but

even here no ascension, because it is not man in

heaven, but God on earth. Were we to enter into

details, we should only find this admirably, and of

course, perfectly brought out. I confess, when I read

rationalistic views of the books (I do not mean, of

course, criticism of the text, though even this be in-

G
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absolute moral incapacity. External it is to them,

sure enough ; at least, all that is in it, all that is

divine. They have hit here on the right word, con

demned out of their own mouth.

W. But as we are speaking of this, what do you

make of James ?

H. It is equally admirable in its place; not a

high revelation of what is divine, but the fruit of

the patient and perfect grace of God towards us.

When Paul had been in the third heaven, after all he

was a poor mortal ; and as, speaking reverently, God

had put him in the danger, though by blessing, he

sent him a corrective. It was Paul's evil, no doubt,

that needed it ; but it was God's own goodness, which

thinks of all our evil in grace, that sent it. And

Paul, as you may see, got profit and advantage through

it ; that is, as an occasion. Now I do not say that

James' epistle is a thorn in the flesh, but it is an ex

cellent corrective of it ; it is a girdle about the loins.

Our loins are girt about with truth by it ; the exceed

ingly high and heavenly truth into which we are

brought ; the elevation to which faith brings us ; its

being faith, that is, a principle which takes us out

of ourselves to rest on what is in God and His reve

lation, might lead us, not by its own nature, but by

our utter perverseness, like Paul, not to be out of the

flesh as it ought, but to be puffed up in it ; to use

liberty for a cloak of licentiousness. It is dreadful it

should be so, but such we are, poor wretched creatures

that we are. James, that is really God, comes in and

meets us, and with an appropriate moral energy which

is mighty in the conscience, shews that the real power

of faith connects it with life. Its reality is shewn—that

is the testing word—by its fruits. And no one speaks

of this as more of sovereign grace than he, in all its

Pauline excellency, so as to shew the connection.

" Of His own will begat He us, that we might be a

kind of firstfruits of His creatures." He too connects it
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with the law of liberty—that is, when the nature, the

new man, and the prescribed will, go together. If I

command my child to go where he longs to go, and

tell him the way, it is obedience ; but it is the law of

liberty. He speaks of three laws, or law in three

ways : 1st. The law as such—here, if guilty in one

point, guilty of all. The authority of the law given

has been despised in the point in which lust was

active. We are wholly guilty. 2nd. The royal law of

subjective perfection : " Thou shalt love thy neigh

bour as thyself." That is doing well. 3rd. The perfect

law of liberty into which I look ; that is, the revela

tion of the path of the divine nature, of which I am

made partaker. Revelation shews me the perfection

of it, the divine nature gives me the delight in it. I

am as a present thing blessed in the doing it. That

James speaks purely of fruits of faith in justifying by

works, is evident from the fact, that the examples

he takes were no examples of the fruit of natural

conscience at all. One was a father slaying his son,

the other a harlot betraying her country. I do not

know what the Romans or Dr. Temple would have said

to her. But one was giving up every thing, even the

promises according to flesh, to Godr in absolute obe

dience, counting on Him even to have Isaac again,

according to His word ; the other identifying herself

with the Lord's people when they had not yet gained

one victory in Canaan over their mighty enemies.

No one pierces more deeply, by the word, into the

principles and workings of the human heart, or takes

grace and faith as all, than James ; but he will have

it real and practical, not speculative knowledge. And

we need this, and delight in it, if true of heart.

Nothing shewed more the really weak side of Luther

than his calling this an epistle of straw. And I have

no doubt at all, that it greatly hindered his entering

into the blessed excellencies of Paul himself. But

you have led me away from our subject.

W. I do not know that I have. The natural flow

G 2
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of our delights in divine things is itself a testimony,

and a powerful one. Besides, I apprehend the posi

tive production of what is good is an argument for it

(it makes its very beauty), as well as, at least as strong

as, mere reasonings against objections.

H. Well, I believe so ; besides it keeps charity

alive as regards those who do not taste them, which

there is danger that reasonings which occupy them

selves with evil may not do. You cannot be filled

with the blessedness that is in Christ and the Word,

without both loving the persons of those that are

simply wrong, and desiring they might partake of

them. There are adversaries. This is somewhat

different. There is such a thing as righteousness as

regards wilful evil, and it is charity ; but we have to

watch ourselves close as regards this. If you saw a

deliberate sinner seeking to corrupt a young prac

tically guileless mind, would you not be indignant,

and charitably indignant ?

W. I should.

H. It is not reflective, but it is right, and a high

kind of right. It shews a soul living in what is right,

and caring for it. Seeing the connection between

souls and God, which the other is disturbing or hin

dering, a millstone about such a one's neck and

casting into the sea, would be better for a man than

his so doing ; and that is felt. How far these ration

alists are thus guilty, I leave to God. But to turn to

our subject—the word of the apostles as compared

with Christ. The fifth of second of Corinthians

states the change from one to the other. God was

in Christ reconciling the world unto Himself, not im

puting their trespasses unto them. There was the

direct witness of God Himself in the person of His

Son in grace ; and when asked who He was by the

Jews, He refers to His words : ap^nv, in principle

utterly and entirely what I have said to you ; or, as in

the English, from the beginning. His words expressed

himself. Then we have a third point, committing



101

unto us the ministry of reconciliation. " Now then

we are ambassadors for Christ, as though God did

beseech by us, we beseech in Christ's stead—be re

conciled to God ; for He hath made Him to be sin

for us who knew no sin, that we might be made the

righteousness of God in Him." God had Himself,

in Christ, testified perfect grace in His words and

ways with man ; revealed what was heavenly as one

who had come down from heaven, and was the Son

of Man who was in Heaven*. It was the blessed, gra

cious revelation of what was heavenly to men, meet

ing all their wants and sorrows withal. But man

would none of it. No man receiveth his testimony.

He then accomplishes the work which was to bring

His redeemed into heaven. " Father, I will, that they

whom thou hast given me be with me where I am ; "

and He goes to prepare a place for them. But thus

His ministry by the Word was closed, and He, having

secured everlasting righteousness and the glory of

God in their admission, sends down the Holy Ghost

to be to earth a witness of it in chosen vessels, and,

practically, in all who should receive their testimony.

He tells them, that it should not be they that spake,

but the Spirit of their Father who spoke in them ;

and so far from inferior was that testimony, that He

encourages His disciples by saying, that a blasphemy

against Him who spoke in it would be unpardonable,

while a word against Himself as humbled might be

forgiven. (Luke xii. 10-12.) Hence John says, " He

that is of God heareth us ; he that is not of God heareth

not us ; hereby know we the Spirit of truth and the

spirit of error." And 'the apostle Paul : "If any one

be spiritual, let him acknowledge that the things that

I write unto you are the commandments of the Lord."

Again : " Now we have received not the spirit of the

world, but the Spirit which is of God, that we might

know the things which are freely given to us of God ;

which things, also, we speak, not in the words which

man's wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy Ghost
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teacheth, comparing, or, as I have no doubt, is the

sense, using a spiritual medium for communicating

spiritual things. That these things animated their

life too is true ; but where did they get them ? The

Holy Ghost was come down from heaven, as the Son

had come down. He was to shew them the things of

Christ ; to guide them into all truth ; shew them

things to come. I suppose if they lived in the things,

they must have learned them somehow. What

wretched pleading it is to say, it is the expression of

the highest and greatest religious life of the time.

To be sure it was. But where did they get the things

to communicate on which they lived ? What was the

power in which they communicated them ? Can Dr.

Temple, who fancies he sees this life clearer than his

neighbours, can he tell us anything he has not got

from their revelations ? He, we may hope, is living

on what they communicated; but who communicated

them for him to live on ? All this is shuffling about

the matter to deny revelation. No one could testify

of what was in heaven directly, but one who came

thence. Christ did, and says so ; the Holy Ghost

did, and communicated, through suited vessels, the

glory of Christ, and the Father's love in Him. Thus

it was. After the law, the rule of God's government

on earth, the prophets showed the coming Messiah,

His sufferings and glories ; but it was as seeing it

afar off, and recalling to the law, not announcing the

kingdom as then coming ;—the law and the prophets

were until John. By him the kingdom is preached.

He goes before the face of Jehovah to prepare His

way. He receives from above his testimony and

place ; but his testimony was of the earth, repent

ance, judgment, the kingdom—Messiah coming

amongst them. Then Christ comes, but does not

receive from heaven, but comes from heaven, and can

tell directly what He has seen, and knows, and has

heard. He is in the bosom of the Father, and can

declare God : and He does so. No man receiveth
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His testimony. Man wills not what is heavenly.

But what an infinite blessing is this of which these

rationalists would deprive us—the positive revelation

of what is heavenly, the blessed communication of

what is there above. To talk of life and religious

life is all simple nonsense. Can religious life reveal

what it has never seen, the blessedness in which it

has never yet been ? True religious Christian life is

formed by this revelation ; and think of reducing

men to mere conscience and rejecting the revelation

even of what is heavenly, to conscience. What a

lowering thing it is. No ; the Son speaks what He

knows, and testifies what He has seen. It is the

very essence of Christianity, and sole source of bless

ing. But man, being so evil as to reject it, God is

not frustrated in His love ; the need of it as above

all is made manifest ; redemption is accomplished,

and thereon, man takes his seat on high on the Throne

of God, and the Holy Ghost is sent down the witness

and proof of it, and testifies of the glory he (man) is

in, his relationship with God his Father, all the wis

dom and glory of the counsels and work by which he

is brought there ; the church's place with Christ,

founding a perfected and purged conscience on the

work of Christ, so that holiness is righteously con

nected with the entrance of a sinner into the glory

he had come utterly short of. This links the heart

to what is heavenly ; while the testimony of the Holy

Ghost is the sure foundation on which the soul can

rest, for the certainty of it as truthful, and thus a

living enjoyment. God's will and counsel ; Christ's

accomplished work ; the Holy Ghost's testimony

(Heb. x.) : that is what gives liberty and boldness to

enter into the presence of God. The Scriptures are

the recorded testimony for all times. Ministry does

not cease, but revelation does, when all is revealed.

The Word of God is completed.

W. I see the Divine system in what you say, and

its wisdom and completeness while we have to five by
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faith. But there is a question I should like to ask

you in connection with this—What place do you give

to criticism in this ?

II. I use it with all my heart. If my father had

left a will of his, copied for the various members of

the family, which, we felt, bound us all, in which all

had an interest, and were all subject to, of course, in

copying, some errors might have crept in. So in the

Scriptures, the oracles of God were committed to

men,—(mark the expressions—the oracles of God, it

is formal ; that is not mere life expressed,) while Pro

vidence watched over them. But there was as to this

the responsibility of man ; as in all God's ways with

us, there is this connection of responsibility, and yet

security by grace. Well, errors have crept in to this

will ; but we are all desirous of knowing accurately

our Father's mind, assured that it is in the will. We

compare copies, to have it as accurately given as

possible. I do so, because it has authority, ab

solute authority, over me the child. Had it not, I

should not do so. The multiplication of the copies

which has so far multiplied occasional mistakes,

quas out incuriafudit aut humana parum cavit natura, has

also multiplied the certainty, that the whole will is

right, and has enabled me to correct isolated errors

in each one copy by comparing it with the others. If

a word or two remain illegible, or not to be ascer

tained, I must leave that word, lose its force, if the

same disposition be not elsewhere. But it is evident

I should, if I attached value to my Father's will as

such, carefully compare all, to have it exact. This

has been done by men skilled in it, proving how little

was uncertain, and that little affecting doctrine no

where.

W. This I see very distinctly. The proofs of the

Divine record lie elsewhere. This is mere care for

its correctness, because it is so estimated, in which

providential care and Divine faithfulness is to be

trusted, as in everything we are blessed in.
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H. Just so. There is no Divine blessing but by

faith, nor can be, when it passes beyond mere tem

poral enjoyments, and they are never divinely enjoyed

but by faith. This is the necessary link between the

soul of man and an unseen God. In truth, it was

needed when He was manifested ; for no man can see

God, morally speaking. Therefore it was said then,

He that seeth the Son, and believeth on Him, hath

everlasting life. Were it possible to see His glory

and live, it would be no moral link of the soul with

Him. If a man were even kept from sin by it, which

outwardly he might, it would be no real enjoyment of

Him, nor living spiritual fellowship.

I think we have pretty well exhausted the subject

of this essay, and enjoyed some excursions by the

way, to scenes it opened out to view as we passed.

Many details might be taken up, but I do not know

that we should gain any thing material by referring

to them ; such as the habits of false moral estimation

introduced by the heathen apprehension of things

often current. His three witnesses quarrelled, but

that proves nothing, if they had different partial ele

ments of truth. It is seen every day in poor human

nature, so that I do not insist on this ; but some I

will refer to. Two of these witnesses—Borne and the

early church, disliked each other. Yet that dislike,

we are told, makes little impression on us now. What

an advance through indifferentism to anAnti-Christian

state. For so absolute is truth, is Christ's claim, that

he that is not with me is against me. This dislike

that Dr. Temple and his school remain unaffected by,

is the deadly persecuting hatred of Christians, of the

saints, (certainly, whatever faults there may have

been, the excellent of the earth,) by the heathens.

The hatred of Christ and His people by the worship

pers of idols and devils. The enmity of man and

Satan (for we are not going to give up our belief that

Jesus was the Christ of God for these gentlemen)

against the Son of God and all that owned Him.
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This makes little impression on them, no douht. In

the fourth essay we read, " It was natural for' a Chris

tian in the earliest period, to look upon the heathen

state in which he found himself, as if it belonged to

the kingdom of Satan, and not to that of God ; and

consecrated as it was in all its offices to the heathen

divinities, to consider it a society having its origin

from the powers of darkness, not from the Lord of

light and life." And what do these clergymen and

professed teachers of Christianity believe? What

were the heathen gods and goddesses ? I read in the

first essay, " The natural religious shadows projected

by the spiritual light within, shining on the dark

problems without, were all in reality systems of law

given also by God, though not given by revelation."

No doubt, they say, they distorted and corrupted, &c.

But can you for a moment believe that the worship

of Jupiter, and Venus, and Bacchus, and horrors

which are simple facts, as they may be read in

Romans i. (which after all, though in just language,

passes over the surface of turpitude, not to defile itself,

by sulking into details to which I cannot here refer

either), were systems of law given by God. The wor

ship of passions and devils, gloating in the unutterable

degradation of God's most wonderful creature, a sys

tem of law given of God ! And it is false as to its

history. Heathenism was even in this aspect, the

departure under devilish influence from the knowledge

of God. Noah had this, and they did not like to retain

God in their knowledge,' and God gave them up to

dishonour themselves. They degraded God to a brute,

and themselves to worse after. It never was a train

ing parallel to, and contemporaneous with that of the

Hebrews—a system of law given of God, and then

corrupted. There was the knowledge of the true

God, and men gave it up. As far as the history of

these dark ages can be traced, a system deliberately

taken up in Babel, to leave God, and separated into

two hostile branches. The Sabaeans, who did hot go
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further than taking fire as a representative of God,

as the modern Parsees ; and lonism, a system of hor

rible wickedness and idolatry pervading India, Egypt,

Phcenice, and thence Greece, which made, possibly,

through Orpheus and the Cabiri, certainly in Hesiod

and Homer, pretty poetry of it, and so passing on to

Rome, and I have little doubt, far and wide, else

where, modified according to the spirit and character

of nations, at any rate, in historically known nations,

a common universal system. It is a perfect iniquity

to say as to the principle of it, and false as to the

history of it, that these were systems of law given

of God, though not by revelation. There was a

knowledge of God departed from. That was cor

rupted, and man with it. Devils and deified passions

took the place of God in the heart. To say,

" Ultimately the gospel was to have sway in doing

more perfectly that which heathen religions were

doing imperfectly," has only to be stated, to revolt

every divinely taught mind. What did heathenism

do ? Hold the State together. Be it so ; but they

admit this only decorated the surface of it. But

morally in relationship to God, what did it do ? That

these educators of the world do not, I suppose, care

about. Christianity, they say, was not only to quicken

the spirit of the individual, (What is that ?) but to

sanctify civil institutions—heathenism decorated the

surface. But even as to the church,—Heathenism,

they tell us, had its national churches.

This defence of heathenism seems to me, dear

friend, as immoral in its character as it is false

historically. In heathenism there was, as there must

be in man, an instinct as to God, but laid hold of by

Satan to pander to the passions of men. God, with

some instinctive remains of a supreme God (tes-

timonium animte naturaliter christiance) turned into

calves, cats, and monkeys, and beasts. There were four

principles as it seems to me at work in heathenism.

The instinct of a supreme being, or a superior one, at
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any rate, above man, impossible to be got rid of;

heroism or the deification of ancestors traceable

everywhere, and connecting itself, in its earlier and

oriental phases, with Noah and his family and the

ark ; the idea is carried to excess by Bryant, but it

seems to me incontrovertible ; thirdly, the stars, as

something wonderful, instinct with movement, and

acting on the earth ; and, lastly, what led to such

horrible corruption ; the sense of a generative power

of nature, partly abstract, partly running through

every sphere of thought, and connected with the

ruin of nature, and a certain resurrection in power,

which linked it with day and night, and summer and

winter. This, helped by various traditions, formed

various systems ; but all of man without God, to be

found if at all, as the ocyvoxro? 0«o? : in India, in certain

respects, the most elevated, but the most monstrous ;

more of God's interest in man and His coming down,

though there was Apotheosis : in Egypt, one more wise

and applied to human morality and organisation, yet

the same system thoroughly, with moreofthe sentiment

of a definite judgment of God, and conflict of good

and evil in the history of Osiris, Amenti, and Typhon,

dead men not execrated were called justified : in

Greece, the lowest and poorest of all, which made man

and poetry everything: gods became men, or swans, or

bulls to indulge their passions. It was the deification

of man, and morally more contemptible than all. No

gods but gods of human passions, money, war, cor

rupt lusts—gods in which there was no single

association with conscience, except a dreary Tartarus

for thosewho might despise them, and an Elysium so

poor that Achilles complained bitterly of being there.

It is the system of deification of human passions,

and another world only used to make gods of them,

and these gods, that is devils, important, and this

world the only excellent place. This was a system of

law, we are told, given of God. I am silent. I fear

I should be rebuked by you for something contemp



109

tuous and bitter, and say nothing of what I feel.

As to Rome there was nothing new, they were not

poetical, but political ; and their religion too. The

god Terminus was immoveable. Can these clergymen

shew me one single proof of any heathenism being a

system of law given of God ? The instinct that there

is something above him is in man, cannot be eradi

cated, a conscience accompanies him, in spite of the

devil. Is there anything to be found in heathenism

besides this fact perverted to men's offering the things

which they offered to devils, and not to God ; and

the consecrating the worst passions, and their most

intolerable effects to these devils or dung-gods, as

Scripture calls them, so as to destroy that conscience,

if it had been possible ? Do our Essayists think their

judgment of heathenism, or that of Scripture in the

Old and New Testament, the most correct ? Their

admirable Trajan they must view as a heathen to

admire. They turn round the other side, and see that

the subduer of Dacia, the mighty emperor, is with

heartless indifference of character the cool perse

cutor of those who owned the Son of God, and the

restorer of sacrifices to devils. " They are so eager

for light, that they will rub their eyes in the dark,

and take the resulting optical delusions for real

flashes." Excuse me if I quote this not very elegant

image of Dr. Temple's as a singular but not inapt

description of a state of mind in which, of course,

he has not described himself. In fine, the foundation

of the whole system is false. There was progress in

the revelation of God's mind, because of the aliena

tion of man from God, and the ignorance that was in

him, but it never was the education of the world at

all. It began not by law, but, as became the God of

all grace, by promise, but not by promise to the

world, though in favour of it, and for all that should

believe it at all times ; then law, but not given to the

world, but to a people separated out of it, because of

the horrible state the world was in, and a careful
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separation made between them, to keep, at any rate,

in one little corner the knowledge of the true God,

that all might not be wholly debased. Then the Son

of God coming into it, but the world knew Him not,

His own received Him not ; and they joined in cru

cifying Him. He was the Shepherd of a little flock.

Then the Holy Ghost sent whom the world cannot

receive, because, it seeth Him not, neither knoweth

Him ; but given to those who believe ; but with the

fullest witness of grace to all who do believe the

record God has given concerning His Son. Does

Dr. Temple believe these facts, or deny them ? Is

he, that is, a Christian or an infidel ?

Heathenism was not different contemporary sys

tems of law given of God, but the giving up the

knowledge of the true God, and plunging into devilish

idolatry and bestial corruption, though God did not

allow, let Satan do what he could, that they should

destroy the instincts that there was a God, nor flee

from the torment of a violated conscience. The

whole system is historically and actually false. I

believe, dear friend, in Christianity, not in the

reveries of one who, to use their own somewhat

vulgar simile already quoted, which I only do nse as

theirs, " are so eager for light (not having God's,

and reflecting it, Christ come as light into the world

in darkness,) that they will rub their eyes in the

dark, and take the resulting optical delusions for

real flashes." It suggests to me the word addressed

to poor Israel on lower ground than ours, for the

true light now shines : " Who is among you that

feareth Jehovah, that obeyeth the voice of His ser

vant, that walketh in darkness, and hath no light ;

let him trust in the name of Jehovah, and stay upon

his God. Behold, all ye that kindle a fire, that

compass yourselves about with sparks, walk in the

light of your fire, and in the sparks that ye have

kindled. This shall ye have at my hand. Ye shall

lie down in sorrow."
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You know well, your heart knows, dear friend, how

utterly far my spirit is from an ungracious feeling

towards the authors of these essays, of whom I have

no knowledge whatever, and desire unfeignedly from

the bottom of my heart, their good and blessing.

But such is their path. I speak of the system, a

system so hard and unfeeling, that it has no idea but

of beginning with law, that even a mother's tender

care of the fruit of the womb is known only as cor

recting wilfulness of temper, and germs of wanton

cruelty, that it sees no promise, no grace, but God

beginning with a law to repress already ripened

wickedness ; a system which ignores the fall, yet

sees only wanton cruelty, and wilfulness of temper in

an infant ; and begins God's history after some

2,500 years resulting in a plague of wickedness, to

ignore the flood.

I believe in a revelation which contains an exter

nal law, brought in by the bye to test man, and

shew him what he was, but, is a revelation of grace,

life, redemption, the revelation of the Son of God,

of God himself, bringing down heavenly things

which the human heart cannot spell out or divine if

unrevealed ; which brings a revealed God and light

to man ; and man, made fit for it by love, into the per

fect light by redemption, and gives him a new nature

capable of enjoying it, and soon, how soon One only

knows, glory out of this world ; a revelation through

which (to close what I have to say in the blessed

words of Scripture, how does it meet everything;)

those who have received it instead of learning from

heathens—own, in moral uprightness, the ruin of the

old man, and have put it off, and have put on the

new man, which is renewed in knowledge after the

image of Him that created him; where there is

neither Greek nor Jew, circumcision nor uncircum-

cision, barbarian, Scythian, bond nor free ; but

Christ is all, and in all.

W. I am uncommonly glad I met you. The sys
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tem is a judged one for me. It is not of God.

It is evidently exalting man and heathenism at the

expense of Christ. I am not master of all the points

to which you have referred, hut I see enough to have

the distinct conviction of the hollowness of the sys

tem, even as to facts. But how happy it is that the

Scripture itself gives so rally all that is needed, not

only to save, but to make a man wise unto salvation,

through faith that is in Christ Jesus, and then tho

roughly furnished unto all good works.

It must be distracting and defiling to wade through

these mythological systems, with all their aberrations

and pollutions, but with the holy judgment of God,

the Word of God in a few short verses, tells us all

its history. How admirable this is ; how evidently

one sees the hand and Spirit of God in it. There

certainly is a stamp in the Word of God of what is

Divine, which is unmistakeable, even where it is

most human.

H. In truth there is ; a simplicity, a dignity,—no

one ever produced anything like it. You have only

to read Apocryphal books. There is effort in them.

There is none in Scripture. Not once do you find

an epithet attached to Jesus, (that were a human

feeling, perhaps a right one,) but what He is to tell

its own tale of what He is. What human writer in

recording His history, would have kept uniformly to

this. Yet how it becomes a divine person. Every

epithet would lower. They may be put as the ex

pression of my sentiment, but not as the cause of

them. And how it has forced man to deal with it.

Infidels or not, they must deal with it where it is. It

is God telling us in grace, but telling us of Himself,

telling of heavenly things, and for man. What can

man do ? It concerns him. He may be angry with

the grace, angry to be forced to say he does not like

what is heavenly, may exalt heathenism which has

been tired of itself; but there it is, he has to say to

it. Blessed they who have tasted that God is in it,
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speaks in it, and that have found Him to be Holy, as

He must be, but love in revealing Himself to them,

and in bringing them by redemption and Divine

righteousness to Himself to enjoy Him for ever. But

we must part, dear friend, in the common enjoyment,

I trust, of this hope.

W. Shall we not meet again, and take these ques

tions up ? There are more of these Essays, and we

may find means, through God's grace, to get profit in

weighing them in the light, particularly as these

questions are current.

H. Perhaps God may permit it to be so. We have

gone over, I believe, the fundamental questions as to

it. I am, as you know, constantly occupied with more

direct work. Yet I fully recognise the importance

of these subjects. These Essays, which seem to me

very superficial, are but the sign of a state of feeling

of a large class, or they would not be worth notice.

It is an effort of Satan to pervert and really hea

thenize the country, and swamp revealed religion.

It is going on everywhere in Christendom. The

attempted counteraction of ordinances, whether Stahl

and Hengstenberg, in Germany, or what is called

Puseyism in England, cannot meet the wants of a

soul, even though there may be personal piety, which

is anything but required for that system. In France

it is the ultramontane system, which is the counter

balance. In the feeble Protestantism which is there,

there is none. It is infidelity, or the new evangelical

party infected with rationalism, with many individual

pious persons. But I shall see you, and if leisure

permits me, will take up any further questions that

may occur.

I would refer you in parting, you who do believe

in the Word of God, to 1 John v., where the exactly

opposite view to Dr. Temple on every point is given.

For this is the will of God, that we keep His

commandments. There is obedience to a command

ment, the proof of love ; and His commandments are
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not grievous. For whatsoever is born of God over-

cometh the world. There is a new nature, and the

world not educated, but overcome. Who is he that

overcometh the world, but he that believeth that Jesus

is the Son of God ? There is faith on a perfect ex

ternal revealed object, the only means of obtaining the

victory. At the end of the third chapter you will

find, as in Rom. viii., the Spirit, the Holy Ghost

given, carefully distinguished from the spirit or con

science within. Christianity is a deliverance sent by

God to form the spirit according to a new Life on an

object supremely blessed without, so as to take out of

self, and fix the heart on that supreme object of bless

edness. Dr. Temple and the rationalist system, a

rejection of that for the spirit or fallen nature of man

to form itself by heathenism and Christianity as pretty

nearly on a par, the latter being reduced by him to

within a shade of the level of the former.

If you would have blessing or holy and divine

affections, hold fast the revelation of a divine object,

and the divine revelation of that object.



WHAT HAS THE BIBLE TAUGHT?

AND WHAT HAS GEOLOGY PROVED?

OR,

& gtoond iialojgue on (Bssags &

W. I am glad to meet you again. Though the

subject was a painful one in some respects, I enjoyed

the conversation we had when we last met. It em

braced a large field of view : and though we could

only step from mountain top to mountain top, and

look down into the rich valleys below, still it showed

me there were such, and I see we possess a goodly

country where I saw little before, but rock or misty

mountain. Scripture has something of another as

pect to me, as a whole. Could we not continue our

researches in examining some of the other Essays ?

I have been interested in this new science of geology,

and you are aware how the cosmogony of Scripture

has been attacked, the genesis of the world.

H. I shall most gladly accept your proposal: I

cannot pretend to be a very scientific geologist, but

the very objections of infidels you have referred to

have made me examine it in the results professed to

be arrived at, if I have not the science of details.

These 'would require one to consecrate, to say the

least, a large portion of a life to it, and the kindred

sciences of comparative anatomy, and natural history,

and of scientific botany, and this I neither can nor

would I do; but our main object will be Scripture,

and to tell you the honest truth, while these Essay



116

ists are very ignorant of Scripture, I have not learnt

to trust the depth of their science on any point. But

our object will be : Is the Scripture, viewed as a

Divine revelation, inconsistent with the facts dis

covered in the earth's structure ? I do not say, with

the conclusions of geologists, for it will be found

that these are not very solid. The discoveries are full

of interest, the results extremely uncertain. But

some collateral subjects will meet us, which will

diversify our conversation. You must always remem

ber, that it is the habit of rationalist infidels to

assume, that what their doctors, or rather doubters,

have laid down as hypotheses, are admitted truths.

Things as unfounded as possible. It is one of the com

monest deceits ofthe system to allude to in passing, as to

an admitted truth, what, if they had to prove it, they

would find themselves at an utter loss to do so. It

is settled, universally recognized, an admitted truth,

merely means that German rationalists have satisfied

themselves, or pretend to have done so, even if that

be the case. We first find in the Essay you refer to,

the ignorant and stupid theory of Elohistic and Jeho-

vistic documents. Now I should have no difficulty in

supposing 2, 20, or 20,000 documents, provided I

have God's relation of the matter out of them.

Human instrumentality I can admit to any extent,

provided I have Divine certainty, and Divine inten

tion. These are necessary to my accepting anything

as a revelation, because a revelation must flow from

the intention of God to make known, and what He

makes known, is made known with certainty, and as

He meant it to be presented to my mind. It is not

that all contained in a revelation is right. I may

have the devil's words, wicked men's words, imperfect

men's words ; but I must have all these things pre

sented to me exactly as God meant them to be presented

to me, and His own words besides. The account

given must have His authority. The use of the word

revelation in this paper on the Mosaic cosmogony is,
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I cannot say, merely as loose, but as nonsensical as

anything I ever read. If such a use of terms be

allowed, we may use any word about anything, and

find we have one of Ossian's grey skirts of the mist,

instead of our lost friend. What do you think a

revelation, a Divine revelation, is ?

W. Well, I suppose something that God has

revealed.

H. Ignorant man that you are, why, you are a

plain Englishman. You do not know German depths,

still less German depths brought to the surface in

English vessels.

A revelation does not mean a revelation at all. It

means, ' God made use of imperfectly informed men

(for the plan of providence for the education of man

is a progressive one) to lay the foundations of that

higher knowledge, for which the human race is

destined.' ' Is it wonderful, therefore, that they have

committed themselves to assertions not in accordance

with facts ?' ' As imperfect men have been used (in

this progressive scheme) as the agents for teaching

mankind, is it not to be expected that their teachings

should be partial, and to some extent erroneous ?'

W. Well, but then men could give no more than

they knew themselves, and that is not a revelation,

or else God gave it, revealed it, and then it was from

Him, and had His authority stamped on it as His

truth.

H. You are all out again. ' It has been popularly

assumed that the Bible, bearing the stamp of Divine

authority, must be complete, perfect, and unimpeach

able in all its parts.'

W. Well, but how could it bear the stamp of Divine

authority, if God did not give it ? You cannot make

the notions of a particular time at 'Which men had

arrived, and erroneous ones, a revelation. It is simply

absurd to talk of the stamp of God's authority, when

they are merely the fancies of men. Why then the

Ptolemaic system is a revelation.
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H. No, no ; you are all wrong again. ' The humble

scholar is willing to accept such teaching as it hath

pleased Divine providence to afford. To do other

wise is presuming to point out how God ought to

have instructed man. But if we regard the Mosaic

narrative as the speculation of some Hebrew Des

cartes or Newton, promulgated in all good faith as

the best and most probable account that could be

then given of God's universe, it resumes the dignity

and value of which the Theological Geologists have

done their utmost to deprive it.'

W. But what dignity or value is there in the errors

of men ignorant of all true science, or how can that

bear the stamp of Divine authority ?

H. Ah ! you are not initiated.

W. Well, but God, according to this theory, made

use of men to teach error. Why should He stamp

that with His authority ? Let them write for them

selves, or at least, God not give His authority to

it.

H. Why, you see, the education of man was to be

progressive, so He must begin, I suppose, in their

infancy, by teaching them error. It is not for you to

guess of His methods of providence, and then in

that age ' the early speculator was harassed by no

scruples as to asserting as facts what he knew only

as probabilities. He asserts, indeed, solemnly and

unhesitatingly, that for which he must have known

he had no authority. But the difficulty as to this

arises only from our modern habits of thought.

Modesty of assertion is taught only by the true spirit

of science '; but then these things are better clone

now, of course.

W. But then modern science is not a revelation,

but founded on discovery, and the Mosaic narrative

is merely an obsolete, an erroneous supposition, when

the truth was not discovered.

H. To be sure, and that for our Essayist, is a re

velation.
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W. But is it honest to call that a revelation ?

H. Honest ! what a strange word. This way of

using language so as to save appearances, though it

be not what the word means, arises from our modern

habits of thought. It is the true spirit of science.

" It is the free handling, in a becoming spirit, of sub

jects peculiarly liable to suffer by the repetition of

conventional language, and from traditional methods

of treatment."

W. Well, but speaking of revelation is the repeti

tion of conventional language.

H. Yes, no doubt of it ; but the use of it is the

becoming spirit, and the rest the free handling.

W. But this seems to me profoundly immoral, in

the highest and deepest sense, to talk of revelation

and deal thus.

H. Oh ! ' our respect for the narrative, which has

played so important a part in the culture of our race,

need in no wise be diminished.' ' For ages this simple

view of creation satisfied the wants of man, and both

its consistency and grandeur may be preserved, if we

recognize in it, not an authentic utterance of Divine

knowledge, but a human utterance, which it hath

pleased providence to use, in a special way, for the

education of mankind.'

W. But this is a deliberate denial of revelation.

Providence uses what man has uttered.

H. Yes ; and see what a convenient word Provi

dence is, because there is no sign how it came to be

used. As to the education of mankind, it is a bubble

we have already seen burst ; for none but those who

received it as an absolute revelation of God (God

providentially leading them, we are to suppose, to be

lieve this he) ever were educated at all. The heathen

had their own cosmogonies, which it may be worth

comparing ; and we have got geologists to settle ours,

or at least unsettle what was supposed true. Rabbin

and fathers may have believed, in their superstition,

the Mosaic account. The whole thing was a happy
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mistake, into which Providence led them, nobody

knows how ; a singular operation of Providence to

make man helieve a lie, and that a false account was

its own utterance.

W. Do you know anything of Cosmogonies ?

H. Well, popularly ; but we may say in general,

that the immense fact of creation was unknown to

the heathen. "By faith, we understand," says the

Epistle to the Hebrews, "that the things which are

seen were not made of the things which do appear."

What we now feel must have been, was repelled by

all the proud reasoners. A poor obscure, ignorant

Hebrew alone knew it. For all others, ex nihilo nil

fit, was the practical maxim. That is a striking fact.

What are the cosmogonies of other nations ? Never,

as I said, a creation. Matter was eternal. In India,

it was Pantheism. God was the soul of the world :

or human passions were perfected into powerful and

mysterious beings, moved in chaos, or in darkness ;

and systems impossible for our cold western reason to

grasp, were concocted. But a personal God, and a

creation did not enter into their minds. Brahm was

at ease, asleep in the unconscious enjoyment of this

state. He woke up, and the mundane egg split, the

upper part became heaven and the lower earth.

Their more serious philosophical views were, " The

universe is Brahm, it comes from Brahm, it subsists

in Brahm, and returns into Brahm." All the rest is

a kind of Maya or illusion. It is only Brahm reveal

ing himself in various ways, first disengaging a female

from himself, and then by emanations of gods who

have each their goddesses, and thence into all nature ;

—Brahma, Vishnu, and Siva, and so on, identified with

created existence while Brahm is awake, and which

perishes by a great catastrophe when he is tired.

The Kalpa, then, is over, and he goes to sleep, and the

same story (for they had not learned Dr. Temple's phi

losophy), exactly, is 'reproduced over again. In this

way, what our Essayist calls Providence, provided for
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the education of an immensely greater number of the

human race than it did by the Hebrew Descartes.

It was Pantheism connected with the powers of

nature, and the idea of decay and reproduction. So

that the destroyer, Siva, was the god of life. The

female deities were the productive power of the gods

they were connected with, while the history of Adam

and Eve, whose very names were used, and Noah and

his sons, ran through it all ; and even the names of

Shem, Ham, and Japhet, in Sama, Cama, and Praja-

pati. The "a" at the end not being sounded, and

" Pra," meaning Lord.

In the laws or institutes of Menu, we have it di

rectly stated, that the sole self-existing power having

willed to produce various beings from his own divine

substance, he divided his own substance, and the

mighty power became male and female. This gives,

perhaps, the most complete original system of idolatry

which exists, its most stupid and earthly form being

Grecian mythology, but the same was really current

everywhere. You can see these things, if you are

anxious, in Guigniaut's Kreuzer or Faber, and the

Asiatic Researches, and in many curious facts in

Bryant. Wilkinson for Egypt, and Cory's Frag

ments, for Orphic and Phenician.

In more modern less metaphysical theories, matter

was eternal. I will give you the Phenician one by

Sanchoniatho preserved by Eusebius. I give the

quotations of it from Cory's volume. He supposes

that the beginning of all things was a dark and con

densed windy air, or a breeze of thick air, and a

chaos turbid and black as Erebus, and that these

were unbounded, and for a long series of ages desti

tute of form ; but when this wind became enamoured

of its own first principles, and an intimate union

took place, that connexion was called pathos (cupid

or desire), and this was the beginning or origin of

the creation of all things ; but it knew not its own

creation, but from its connexion with the wind (or
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spirit), was produced Mot. This, some call Hus

(mud), but some the putrefaction of a watery mix

ture, and from this was produced all the rest of

creation, and the generation of all things. He then

proceeds to details.

The Egyptian was more strictly mythology, not

cosmogony, though in ancient systems these are, in

deed, the same. The unity of Deity, or subsistence,

does not appear ; but their Vedas, the books of

Hermes Trismegistus are lost. But it was essen

tially the same as the Hindoo, save that the system

'common to both, had adapted itself to the circum

stances of the country. It was a more terrestrial and

less imaginative system. Human natnre took a tinge

less kindly, but more righteous. The Unity of the

Deity was less in relief. Decay and return to life

more prominent, and generation more than emana

tion, though these were all found in both. The ori

ginal Deity, Nef, or the Spirit, came down more into

the ordinary rank of gods than Brahm ; and while the

eight great gods and goddesses were found in both,

yet a triad of another kind was prominent—male,

female, and child, as Nef, Sate, and Khonso—Osiris,

Isis, and Horus. The former the more active prin

ciple, the second the passive or earth (the great

mother as everywhere), and the order produced out of

these. The latter triad, the Nile, or sun, for Osiris was

both in certain respects, i.e., not the sun as sun, but

its action on the Nile and Egypt for blessing. Isis

Egypt, and Horus the return to blessing after Typhon,

or the burning sun had dried all up. There are traces

of one divine origin, out of which all proceeded, but

having no book like the institutes of Menu, it is com

paratively speaking lost. Ptha, though a great god,

and the formative power, was in a certain sense a

secondary one. He formed more than was an origin

of all things. The Phenician system was more his

torical and mythic. In all, the worship of Yoni

Lingams attached to Siva, the same with Khem, and
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the history of Osiris, and Phallic processions of Bac

chus were from Hindostan to Rome, the origin of a

degradation of ideas and manners, which need not be

recalled; but it is universally recognized, that creation

was unknown in these systems. There was pan

theistic emanation, or eternal matter. The Gnostic

systems evidently linked themselves up with all this.

An effort of Satan to bring the old mythology spirit

ualized into Christianity. This I shall beg leave to

call the devil's education of the world. The point of

departure being an idea of one God, which man can

hardly get rid of, he turned it by false human wisdom

into idolatry, by deifying attributes, powers of nature,

stars, and ancestors. All this was afloat in the world

before Moses' account of things. There were traces

of primaeval history both of Adam, Noah, Babel, the

giants, and the judgment of Babel, but all turned

into idolatry. When this ripened, God gave a divine

account, perfectly suited to the age, not science, which

would have been unsuited to divine action, but res

cuing the great facts in such a way, that the divine

actings necessary for man to know morally, and as

far, therefore, as they concerned man on the earth,—

with which he had to do, should be distinctly set out,

and with the simplicity, dignity, and beneficence to

wards man, which bore the stamp of God. The

whole world is witness that no man, neither the sim

plest nor the wisest, ever could have known, or ever

did discover, such a thought as to creation as is given

in Genesis. It stands not pre-eminent, but isolated

and alone ; short, simple, unscientific, no mental

elaboration, no recognition of nature's powers (such

as Jews fell into, not only in the gross way of idolatry,

but in the refined Alexandrian system of Philo), no

emanation or pantheism, no eternal matter, no deifi

cation of mythic ideas. No visible world counted for

the Logos, as again Philo ; every human thought is

denied, but the fiat of God himself brings the world

into existence, and every thing into order ; and the
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relationships of God, the world, and man, are per

fectly established. Had there been no cosmogonies,

the value of this statement would not have been felt.

The simplest mind would have known the truth, but

the truth meets every error of every mind.

Let us just look after the poor conceptions and

wild imaginations of heathen cosmogonies, at the

simple statement of the word of God. We shall see

at once, in the former, the laborious efforts of the

human mind in what it cannot reach, heaping up

powers and conceptions to fill the imagination, and

account for effects, because it does not know God, and

is oppressed with the effect of His power, and on the

other, God speaking with the simplicity of one who

had made it all, and knew it all. The word that had

made could tell what it had done, and creation takes

its place of a mere creature, and Elohim maintains

His own.

W. Before you go further, I should like to hear

what you say to the two alleged accounts of creation,

Elohistic and Jehovistic.

H. From Genesis to Revelation, there are two ways

of speaking of God, either as the one divine being

in contrast with men, God known as God (only

that it is applied to the representatives of His power

as such, whether angels or judges hold that place) ;

or in known revealed relationships with men. Of

these relationships there are three, Almighty, Jeho

vah, and Father ; the last never revealed till Christ

the Son came. Elohim was revealed to Abram as

Almighty. He was to trust in Him in that character.

It was to be the effect of faith. To Israel, He was

revealed as Jehovah, and He was to be known and

trusted as such. To us, as Father, and especially as

Holy Father, in which name He keeps us, and we

who have believed in the Son, know and trust Him.

Thus, in Exodus vi., Elohim specially tells Moses that

He had revealed himself to the fathers by His name

El Shaddai, God Almighty, but not by that of Jeho
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vah, which He now took with Israel ; and Christ par

ticularly notices that He had manifested the Father's

name to the disciples, had declared and would declare

it, the Holy Ghost becoming a spirit of adoption in

us. Hence the apostle beautifully connecting all

these revelations of God, says (2 Cor. vi. 18,) I will

be a Father to you, and ye shall be my sons and

daughters, saith the Lord Almighty. That is, He who

had been the God of Abraham as Almighty, and the

God of Israel as Jehovah, now took his name and

place of Father. Surely, He was ever Father in

respect of the Son, ever Almighty, and ever Jehovah ;

but He had not taken it as a name of known relation

ship. Now there is never, in any case, confusion in

this respect. In the Psalms, the difference is of the

deepest interest, and when understood, greatly facili

tates reading them with intelligence. It is equally true

now. God I may seek as God, thirst after as God,

bow to as such. With a Father, I am in sweet

and blessed relationship, according to the terms of

that name. It was not in vain that Christ said, I

go to my Father and your Father, my God and your

God. During this life, He ever said, Father. On

the cross, My God, my God : perfect in faith, yet

not enjoying the relationship. After His resurrec

tion He uses both according to the full perfectness

in which He now stands in them according to redemp

tion, and introduces His disciples in virtue of that

into the same. Hence, too, when all was finished,

even in the act of dying, He says, Father, into thy

hands I commend my spirit. Now if you examine

the second chapter of Genesis, from verse 4, you will

see that nothing but the utmost prepossession could

speak of it as a second account of the creation.

Have you ever looked at it in this point of view ?

W. I have not. I have, of course, often read it ;

but for positive instruction, not to meet any parti

cular doctrine.

H. Far the best way, too. But if you do come across
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rationalistic assertions, never accept them without

reading the passage in question, because thus the

Divine intention of the passage is, with God's help,

present to the mind, and in nine cases out of ten

that suffices to make all their assertions utterly null.

It is the case here. In the first chapter, and three

verses of the second, we have the simple but magni

ficent account, and magnificent because simple, of

the creation of all things, and the orderings of the

earth, the world, as subjected to man and in reference

to him. This was God creating. In the rest of the

second chapter, we have the sacred historian entering

into all the special circumstances in which man was

placed in this world. He alludes to the fact of the

rest of the creation subsisting without man, then

speaks of the Garden being planted in Eden, of the

tree of knowledge of good and evil, how man was

made and became a living soul, by which his special

relationship to God existed, of the forming of Eve

out of his rib, of his dominion over all animals.

These and other circumstances being taken as sym

bolical expressions of higher things all through

Scripture. In a word, we have passed out of creation

into the whole scene of moral, mysterious, and sym

bolical relationships between God and man. It is,

first, responsibilities in an historical way, and then

the figures of all the blessings and rights to come in

and be conferred on man in the second Adam. I am

not now arguing whether the application be just or

not which subsequent Scriptures make of this history ;

but to say it is a second account of the creation is

simple nonsense. Not one subject in chapter two,

except the fact that a man was created and a woman,

is spoken of in chapter one. The fact that there

were plants without a man is mentioned in chapter

one, and these are spoken of in chapter two in a

wholly different aspect, and carrying the subject on to

a further point. Now, it was of the last importance

that he who wrote for Israel should shew, that Jeho-
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vah, the God revealed to them, was the one supreme

and only Elohim, the Creator, though He was their

national God ; and this the account most fully does.

The first chapter shews, that it was simple Elohim,

God, the only one ; the second, that when special

conditions of man came out, that one Elohim was

Jehovah, the God of Israel. Had he put Jehovah in

the first, it might have been only the particular

national God known by that name. But it was Elo

him, God. There was none but He. Had he omitted

it in the second, it might not have been the God of

the Jews at all. Had he laboriously affirmed it, it

might have been a national assumption : the simple

statement left it in its own eternal truth. So, when

the great truth was restored under Elijah, the con

vinced people shout, Jehovah, He is Elohim ! Jeho

vah, He is Elohim ! The question being, whether

Baal was Elohim, or Jehovah. It would be well we

should read the chapters ; it will bring them, in the

way I said, before our minds, and the contrast with

the deplorable cosmogonies of the heathen by which

in fact the world was educated (and cosmogony and

theology were identical) ; and the bearing and rela

tionship of the two chapters will become evident.

In the beginning God created the heaven and the earth. And

the earth was without form, and void; and darkness was upon the

face of the deep. And the Spirit of God moved upon the face of

the waters. And God said, Let there be light : and there was

light. And God saw the light, that it was good: and God divided

the light from the darkness. And God called the light Day, and

the darkness he called Night. And the evening and the morning

were the first day.

And God said, Let there be a firmament in the midst of the

waters, and let it divide the waters from the waters. And God

made the firmament, and divided the waters which were under the

firmament from the waters which were above the firmament : and

it was so. And God called the firmament Heaven. And the

evening and the morning were the second day.

And God said, Let the waters under the heaven be gathered

together unto one place, and let the dry land appear : and it was

so. And God called the dry land Earth; and the gathering
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together of the waters called he Seas ; and God saw that it was

good. And God said, Let the earth bring forth grass, the herb

yielding seed, and the fruit tree yielding fruit after his kind, whose

seed is in itself, upon the earth : and it was so. And the earth

brought forth grass, and herb yielding seed after his kind, and the

tree yielding fruit, whose seed was in itself, after his kind ; and

God saw that it was good. And the evening and the morning

were the third day.

And God said, Let there be lights in the firmament of the hea

ven to divide the day from the night ; and let them be for signs

and for seasons, and for days,' and years: and let them be for

lights in the firmament of the heaven to give light upon the earth:

and it was so. And God made two great lights ; the greater light

to rule the day, and the lesser light to rule the night: he made the

stars also. And God set them in the firmament of the heaven to

give light upon the earth, and to rule over the day and over the

night, and to divide the light from the darkness : and God saw

that it was good. And the evening and the morning were the

fourth day. And God said, Let the waters bring forth abundantly

the moving creature that hath life, and fowl that may fly above the

earth in the open firmament of heaven. And God created great

whales, and every living creature that moveth, which the waters

brought forth abundantly, after their kind, and every winged fowl

after his kind : and God saw that it was pood. And God blessed

them, saving, Be fruitful, and multiply, and fill the waters in the

seas, and let fowl multiply in the earth. And the evening and

the morning were the fifth day.

And God said, Let the earth bring forth the living creature

after his kind, cattle, and creeping thing, and beast of the earth

after his kind : and it was so. And God made the beast of the

earth after his kind, and cattle after their kind, and every thing

that creepeth upon the earth after his kind : and God saw that

it was good.

And God said, Let us make man in our own image, after our

likeness: and let them have dominion over the fish of the sea, and

over the fowl of the air, and over the cattle, and over all the

earth, and over every creeping thing that creepeth upon the earth.

So God created man in his own image, in the image of God

created he him ; male and female created he them. And God

blessed them, and God said unto them, Be fruitful, and multiply,

and replenish the earth, and subdue it : and have dominion over

the fish of the sea, and over the fowl of the air, and over every

living thing that moveth upon the earth.

And God said, Behold, I have given you every herb bearing

seed, which is upon the face of all the earth, and every tree, in the

which is the fruit of a tree yielding seed ; to you it shall be for

meat. And to every beast of the earth, and to every fowl of the

air, and to every thing that creepeth upon the earth, wherein
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there is life, / have given every green herb for meat : and it was

BO. And God saw every thing that he had made, and, behold, it

was very good. And the evening and the morning were the sixth

day.

Thus the heavens and the earth were finished, and all the host

of them. And on the seventh day God ended his work which he

had made ; and he rested on the seventh day from all his work

which he had made. And God blessed the seventh day, and

sanctified it : because that in it he had rested from all his work

which God created and made.

These are the generations of the heavens and of the earth when

they were created, in the day that the LORD God made the earth

and the heavens, and every plant of the field before it was in the

earth, and every herb of the field before it grew : for the Lord

God had not caused it to rain upon the earth, and there wag not a

man to till the ground. But there went up a mist from the earth,

and watered the whole face of the ground. And the LORD God

formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his

nostrils the breath of life ; and man became a living soul.

And the LORD God planted a garden eastward in Eden ; and

there he put the man whom he had formed. And out of the ground

made the LORD God to grow every tree that is pleasant to the

sight, and good for food ; the tree of life also in the midst of the

garden, and the tree of knowledge of good and evil. And a river

went out of Eden to water the garden ; and from thence it was

parted, and became into four heads. The name of the first is

Pison : that w it which compasseth the whole land of Havilah,

where there i.g gold ; and the gold of that land is good : there

is bdellium and the onyx stone. And the name of the second

river is Gihon : the same is it that compasseth the whole laud of

Ethiopia. And the name of the third river is Hiddekel : that is it

which goeth toward the east of Assyria. And the fourth river is

Euphrates. And the LORD God took the man, and put him into

the garden of Eden to dress it, and to keep it. And the LORD

God commanded the man, saying, Of every tree of the garden

thou mayest freely eat : but of the tree of the knowledge of good

and evil, thou shalt not eat of it : for in the day that thou eatest

thereof thou shalt surely die.

And the LORD God said, It is not good that the man should be

alone ; I will make him an help meet for him. And out of the

ground the LORD God formed every beast of the field, and every

fowl of the air ; and brought them unto Adam to see what he

would call them : and whatsoever Adam called every living crea

ture, that was the name thereof. And Adam gave names to all

cattle, and to the fowl of the air, and to every beast of the field ;

but for Adam there was not found an help meet for him. And

Ihe LORD God caused a deep sleep to fall upon Adam, and he

slept : and he took one of his ribs, and closed up the flesh instead
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thereof ; and the rib, which the Loed God had taken from man,

made he a woman, and brought her unto the man. And Adam

said, This is now bone of my bones, and flesh of my flesh : she

shall be called Woman, because she was taken out of Man. There

fore shall a man leave his father and his mother, and shall cleave

unto his wife : and they shall be one flesh. And they were both

naked, the man and his wife, and were not ashamed.

How refreshing is the Word after all the cavillings

of men !

W. It is most truly so ; but I seize your remarks

on the different relationships in which God reveals

Himself with men. It opens a wide field of interest

in the study of Scripture, and I see that it rests on

the plain testimony of Scripture itself. I confess I

begin to think these essayists and rationalists exces

sively superficial ; they seem always to rest in the

mere outside of Scripture, and in no case to get hold

of the mind of God in it.

H. Naturally enough, they set out by not believing

there is one ; and the truth is, as Scripture states it,

the god of this world has blinded the eyes of them

that believe not. They think themselves wiser than

apostles, exclude God from the whole matter, and, of

course, sink to their own level.

W. The passage from 2 Corinthians has singular

beauty in respect of these relationships.

H. It is indeed of exquisite beauty ; and these

connections of Scripture, which unfold a whole scene

of moral truths and elements, diverse in themselves,

yet revealing the full force each of the other ; and

thus related in the deepest way one to another, bring

ing out what God is, and evolving in the revelation

of it, every exercise of the human heart towards

God, shew a Divine unity of mind in Scripture, which

all the petty cavils of essayists cannot shake. That

one verse embraces all the Divine relations of God,

and the dispensational connections of man with Him,

and takes them all up to introduce them, though as

isolated relationships quite different from one another

in their abstract power, into that one new perfect one
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which has been revealed as the perfection of grace

through Christ. But He hides these things from the

wise and prudent, and reveals them unto babes. The

moral need of the soul, the wants of a new nature,

it is by which we get to understand Scripture, not

our intellectual powers. But let us turn to our

geology.

W. Well, how do you reconcile the Mosaic account

of the creation with geological discoveries ?

H. To tell you the honest truth, I think the Mosaic

account of the creation much more certain than any

geological system. First, the direct proofs of Scrip

ture are, to me, infinitely more solid and sure than

any geological conclusions ; and the geological con

clusions I have seen arrived at, seem to me to rest

in fact on very doubtful evidence.

W. But surely there are a number of well-ascer

tained facts and principles ?

H. There are a number of facts which to me at

least are of the highest possible interest. But (per

haps my mind is slow and apt to see difficulties, and

not to come to a conclusion before they are cleared

up) the results put together into a system are to my

mind surrounded with difficulty. I have no disposi

tion to controvert extraordinary facts. If it is proved

to me that the tomb of Mahomet in the Caaba is sus

pended in the air, I say very well, I may be able to

explain it, or I may not, and if so I wait till I can.

If a man can cause a table to be suspended in the air,

it is to me a mere question of physical fact—is there

such a power ? Lifting my hand is just as wonderful

in itself. I believe that in a certain sense the physical

world is subject to man, and, if God allow him, I know

no limit to his employing the powers of nature. Miracle

is divine power over nature, the will of God in exer

cise not ordinarily but extraordinarily, whoever may

be the person who brings that will into play. The

powers used are, to my mind, immaterial ; they may

be natural or supernatural ; but when natural powers
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are in exercise according to the prescribed course of

things, there is no miracle. The power exercised

may be as great, or greater, but it is the ordinary

course of nature. But when not in that course, even

though it be the same power, but by an extraordinary

occasional action of the Divine will, any event is pro

duced, that is a miracle. If I remember right I am

repeating the idea of John Wessal, Luther's fore

runner ; but I must not make him responsible for it ;

but I think I owe it to him. Of course, if the power

itself is absolutely supernatural as raising the dead,

that itself proves a miracle.

W. I think, at any rate, the idea of miracle is just ;

it is one which has been a good deal discussed. It is

referred to in these Essays.

H. It is. Take an example. A mighty East wind

was a natural power at the Red Sea ; yet it was a

miracle, because it was an extraordinary exercise of

the Divine will, just as much as at Jordan, though

there the river was arrested in its course super-

naturally ; i.e., by no known natural cause. However,

I am ready to admit any extent of power over natural

objects subjected to him by God being exercised by

man. If he has found a means of making a table

rap on the ground, the only question with me is, is

it a power given to man ? If he pretends to bring

souls up, I do not believe it ; because I do not believe

God has put the souls of the deceased in his power.

He may have devils deluding him, pretending to be

the souls of the dead ; but souls are in God's keep

ing, and cannot come unless He bring them.

W. And what do you make of the witch of Endor ?

H. God brought up Samuel I do not doubt a

moment ; the woman was as frightened as Saul at his

coming. Now the discovery of geological remains,

and the theories of successive formations, are full of

interest, and there are strong grounds to believe there

have been such ; nor can I see that the Deluge ac

counts for all, because if—but it is if—the upheaval
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theory be correct, which I have nothing to oppose to,

then the mountains which existed at the tune of the

Deluge have broken up strata which had various

fossils already buried in them ; that is, the Flood

does not appear to have brought them, while uncon-

formable strata prove deposits after the upheaval.

Thus there is a proof of strata of different ages.

But I am not satisfied entirely as to all the data. If

the present surface of land were submerged, and

there were fossil English and fossil Australian re

mains, the Marsupia and duck-billed Platybuses of

Australia would be treated as proofs of a necessarily

anterior formation, because the Marsupia are an in

ferior class of Mammalia, a transition order. The

proofs might exist, I admit ; but as far as this goes,

why do Marsupian fossils prove in themselves an

anterior formation ? superposition may, but remains

do not. Again, in the Wealden formation, fresh.water

remains are found and salt too, and I think alternat

ing, and turtles. Well, this is a great difficulty. It

is concluded that it must have been an estuary in a

large bay;—all very ingenious. It is alleged, how

ever, after disputes between the chalk and Jurassic or

oolites, to belong to the Jura sea. But then, if 'it

belong to either, according to the ablest geologists,

as Vogt, who adopts the idea of the estuary and the

Jura sea, there could have been no great river there

at that time, nor a bay into which it ran, according to

the limits which geological data give of dry land and

the Jura sea. But there are more serious objections.

It is alleged that for certain sandstones some twenty

thousand years must have passed to have a bed of

such thickness deposited ; but at Craigleith, near

Edinburgh, a tree some sixty feet long, lies slanting

at an angle of 40° across the strata in its whole

length. Now that a tree remained 20,000 years

slanting thus, while the sea deposited this strata, is

not to be believed. Again, they tell us that the for

mation of certain beds of coal would require 2,000
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years to make a bed of coal a foot thick, and some

120,000 for the coal measures of England. Now

one used to bogs may well doubt this. You may find

some 10 or 12 feet of bog formed in a comparatively

short time, as in Ireland ; in cut-down forests, in a

quarter of the time. A particular kind of grass

has always turf at the roots, if only a single plant ;

and I have seen trees retaining their form, but grown

through by the roots of grass, forming the whole into

a compact mass little different from coal. Where

water is found the progress is very rapid. In Lin

colnshire I have understood that the number of the

legion who cut down the forest has been found in the

bog. Nor is this all ; at South Joggins' cliff, in Nova

Scotia, and somewhere near Manchester, sigillaria

grow through the coal, the roots being in and below

it, and the stems rising up in their original position

through the superincumbent sandstone and shale.

So in the Isle of Purbeck, dicotyledonous wood in

limestone. Even Phillips says, ' the nearly vertical

position of certain fossil plants, a phenomenon by

no means rare among sandstone rocks, affords good

ground for caution in assigning very great extension

of years to geological periods, the accumulation of

transported sediment must have been so rapid as to

prevent the decomposition of the vertical portions of

the plants. No one doubts that the bed of stone

three feet thick which encloses equisetum columnare

at High Whitby, was laid by a single inundation ; and

again the sigillaria in the coal sandstones of York

shire pass through more than one, sometimes four or

five beds of stone.' Such facts as these subvert, as

far as I can judge, the whole system of geologists as

to deposits. Again it was a settled point, that human

remains, according to the known geological progress

of orders of fossil Fauna, could not be found in any

deposits before our present world. The human petri

faction from Guadaloupe, in the British Museum,

was held to be recent, as were some since discovered ;
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but the question after all remains if that is just. At

any rate, the whole theory seems upset now. It is

alleged that in Brazil and in North America, (in the

last case in so old a deposit as old red sandstone),

unequivocal human remains have been discovered

in strata too old for them, according to geological

systems. In the caves of Gaylenreuth, they are

mixed up with fossil remains of species, belonging to

anterior formations ; and at Mialet, in a cavern in

which the hunted pastors of the eglises du desert found

constant refuge, and a place of common meeting and

resort, human bones, and those of the cave bear and

others, have been found. But here, both rude Roman

and still ruder Celtic implements have been found.

Dr. Phillips says as to this, " he will not hazard a

definite conclusion." " In the meantime we may

remark that the principal arguments for the co-eval

existence of man, and extinct pachy-dermata and

carnivora in the south of France, are the intimate

mixture and equal conservation of the bones. And

these arguments should not be slighted, for they

would probably not have been resisted in any case of

the mixture of quadrupedal remains." Since all this,

however, rude instruments, constructed by human

skill, have been discovered in drift of an epoch, ac

cording to geologists, very long anterior to that in

which man ought to be found. I think in the Eocene

formation. But the facts and data as to this are any

thing but clearly ascertained. One celebrated natural

ist has, on his own data, according to the President

of the Geological Society, made the period required

forty thousand times too long. A man who makes

mistakes of this kind on very simple questions dis

credits all his reasoning. But all his data are denied

by Sir R. Murchison. Further, as to the remains in

the drift, or diluvium, the great proof of antiquity are

the remains of extinct mammalia at anyrate ofPliocene

date, as Hippopotamus major and Elephas antiquus,

and some others. But those who maintain the anti
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quity of man are obliged to admit that the question

remains. Are not these animals of more recent date ?

As Mr. Lubbock admits "we may do this by bringing

these animals down to a later period, as well as by

carrying man back to an earlier one." Now in point

of fact some animals which have been insisted on as

proofs of Pliocene age have been found in far more

recent, such as post glacial deposits. Bos longifrons

and Elephas primigenius clearly much later still.

I have no hesitation in saying that all the data

require far fuller examination, and that nothing is yet

proved. As it has been said, " He knows most who

believes least." The haste with which conclusions

are drawn is unscientific. The alleged colonies of

Mr. Barrande in Bohemia, also inconsistent with the

due succession of Fauna, and alleged to be carried

there by currents require evidently more explanation.

W. And what conclusions do you draw from these

facts ?

H. None ; save that geologists, as Lyell has ad

mitted, are but on the threshold of the science.

That the conclusions of the earth's antiquity, and of

the formation of strata cannot be sustained, and that

we must wait for further light and additional facts,

before any conclusion can be drawn.

W. That is a most lame and impotent conclusion.

H. Better to wait till I have adequate grounds to

judge, than bewilder myself by premature assertions.

There is another point, whether Lyell's system of the

progressive effect of subsisting causes, acting with the

power which they yet do, or that of other geologists of

great catastrophes is the right one. Our Essayists

embrace Lyell's, and of course treat it as a settled

point, as they ever do when it suits them. I judge

with many, I believe most English geologists, that,

admitting the possibility of catastrophes, in general

similar powers have been in operation, but in a far

higher degree. It is absurd to compare the elevation

of a mountain, such as Jorullo in Mexico, of 1600
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feet high, formed in 1759, with the Alps, Pyrenees,

Himalayas, or its own kindred Cordilleras. Sir K.

Murchison justly warns his readers more than once

against comparing them. He calls them infinitely

more intense.

W. But why should they find that suit them ?

H. Because then miracles, by a faint analogy, are

merged in the operation of ordinary causes.

W. Dear, what a poor and unsolid foundation to

build on.

H. Yes, but it shuts out a living intervention of

God in men's matters, and that is their great object.

God may give an impulsion, but the intervention or

intercourse with a living God does not suit the dig

nity or independence of man.

W. In result, where do you think, supposing there

are Hypozoic, and Palaeozoic, and Mesozoic, and

Kainozoic periods, they come in in the first of

Genesis ?

H. I have no kind of a priori opinion or moral objec

tion to the system of the days being lengthenedperiods,

but it seems to me somewhat forced ; McCaus-

land's, a barrister of Dublin, is the cleverest book

on the subject. And I have heard another thought ex

pressed by a Christian friend, that the day is an actual

day, the state produced byit being of unqualified dura

tion ; but I was not persuaded by it. The structure

of the chapter itself, and the connection of the

parts lead me to take it, after the first verse, as a

statement of the formation of our present world, or

xovpot;. Once we have seen the laborious efforts at

cosmogony which occupied the heathen world, and

that not one ever arrived at the simple fact of a crea

tion, the force of HeK xi. 3, becomes obvious ; one

sentence of revelation from God settled what all the

profound elaborations of man never could arrive at ;

and what is not very much to the honour of man's

intellect, once the fact is stated there is the conscious

ness that it could not be otherwise. Yet, instead of
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the best and most probable account, as the essay calls

it, that could be given, it is in absolute opposition to

the uniform and universal view of the matter in every

known record. Ex nihilo nil Jit was the admitted

maxim, Nothing can come of nothing, whereas the

Divine maxim is, Ex nihilo omnefit. Emanation, or

when the Grecian mind would not bear these oriental

systems, the eternity of matter, taken for granted,

was the only idea men had of the origin of the world.

Hence we have, In the beginning Elohim created the

heavens and the earth,—not the expanse simply, but

in general and absolutely those objects we have before

us. Eth hashamaim ve eth haarets. This great truth

once laid down—whose importance redemption only

surpasses, as indeed it does infinitely,—what con

cerned man, the earth as we have it, was all man had

to be taught by God. It would have been utterly un-

suited to give a revelation to teach science, or to allude

to it. The phenomena are explained, so far as it is

needed to put what man saw before his soul as the

work and ordering of God. What came between the

first verse and the second, does not enter into the

object of the revelation. Creation, and the forming

of the present earth did. As regards the words used,

Maimonides has discussed them. He refers to Bara,

Hasa, Chasa, and Yatsar. The last he affirms is

never used of creating out of nothing, the three for

mer may. I do not deny that Bara may be used of

what is not formed out of nothing, but it is not used

for forming or moulding out of something. Bara

speaks of the thing made as the absolute act of the

Maker. The one who has simply caused it to be such.

Haza refers to the form into which it is put, he made

it a man ; but Bara, he created a man, or a whale.

Yatsar refers directly to the material cause, he moulded

something into a form ; hence, Yatsar, a potter ; Bara

refers to the efficient cause, Haza to the formal, Yat

sar to the material. Create and make quite suffici

ently represent Bara and Haza. I could not say a
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carpenter created a table, he made it. I could almost

say Stephenson created railways, figuratively of

course. As to birds being formed out of the water,

the margin would have removed the difficulty. The

objection is either clap-trap or ignorance ; Zung and

De Wette have both of them gevb'gel fliege, let fowl fly,

so the excellent Dutch, and Diodati's Italian version ;

the English has followed the Sept. and Latin ; the

Hebrew ve yoph yophtph in the second member of the

verse seems plain enough. Perhaps remains of

ancient prejudices may have led our Essayists to

follow the learned Patrick, who says, that it is clear

fishes and birds have the same origin, for they both

lay eggs, and both guide themselves with their tails.

W. Well, it is naif enough, at any rate. What

strange creatures we are. But you think, then, that

the whole geological period, if such there be, comes

between verse 1 and 2.

H. Would come ; for the object of the chapter is

to treat, as I have said, the fact of creation, that

everything is made out of nothing, and then our

present earth, and nothing else. Hence, in the

second verse, He confines himself to the earth. The

earth was tohu vohu. There is no idea of the hea

vens being in this state, and I confess I should not

suppose chaos to have been a first creation of God.

It looks like the result of some catastrophe. Here

all the Orphic, Grecian, and Phenician cosmogonies

begin, and the Roman, as in the lines well known to

boys, " Ante mare et terras et quod tegit omnia codum

Unus erat toto natural vultus in oroe, Quern dixere chaos."

Only they ' personify, in general, chaos, and erebus,

or darkness ; the mundane egg, coming out of the

former. We get the historical fact here (primeval

creation properly speaking being distinct), chaos ; they

personify in general chaos, darkness, the waters, and

the Vishnu narayana of the Hindoos. (I refer to

these only to shew where the traditions fall into the

ranks). The Spirit of God moves upon the face of the
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water. Now comes the fiat of God upon this scene

of darkness. Darkness, mark, was only on the face

of the deep. And God said, Let there be light, and

there was light. He spake, and it was done. This

was the great fact. But God distinguished darkness

and light, and there was night and day. The how

is not said. We can well believe, by the turning

of the earth round, which would suppose a fixed

light ; but God is not teaching science, nor is it mere

observation, for observation would have led to speak

of the sun, which, every one knows, lights the earth.

It is not the most probable account. The difficulty

is one unnecessarily created by the writer in apparent

divergence from what every one sees and knows. The

difficulty overthrows the theory of infidels ; the writer

departs from the evident and apparent phenomena,

not to raise mystic fables, but to state a singular fact

gratuitously, if it were not a revelation. Then the

expanse is formed, or for a Jew the first heaven,

as we see it. God set it over the earth. It is

spoken of as we speak of it. Kakiang is an expanse,

but there is no definition of it. Firmament is merely

a word taken from the Septuagint and Latin. God

produced what we see daily, this blue sky over our

heads, and call sky, and call heaven. It is not mere

empty space, as our Essayist says ; all but what the

sun shone on would be pitch dark if it were, and the

bottom viewed in a telescope is black. It is the air

which is blue, yet we all say blue sky, and so on. It

sufficed to say, that what was thus before us God

had so ordered. I am not aware that the waters

above the heavens are more than the supplies of rain

in the clouds. It has been alleged, that there was no

rain till the deluge, and that these waters came down

then. It may be so. I see no proof of it. Earth

now comes out of the waste to be fruit-bearing. The

notion that there were no heavens till the present sky

was formed, the atmospheric heavens, is an utter

mistake. We left the heavens as distinct from the
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earth behind us in the first verse, to speak only of

the earth and what referred to it. The notion that

there were none till the atmosphere was formed was

the heathen idea, as may be seen in Ovid. The

Mosaic account is much more just and true, when

none else was. It distinguishes the empyrean heavens

from the atmospheric heavens. In heathenism, man

spoke ; in Scripture, God. The word used for what

was now formed, is not what is spoken of in the great

act of creation ; it is expanse. But this has the name

of heaven, and that only is said, and this is true now.

The rakiang is called heaven, and it is quite right it

should be. Do I not rightly say, I shall go up to

heaven ? I do not excommunicate a man for believ

ing there are antipodes ; but I should think a man

who should tell me, I must not say go up to heaven,

because my friend in New Zealand or Australia would

then go down, a very unprofitable and foolish person.

Moral ideas are associated with physically unscientific

ones ; and I am afraid we shall speak and sing of the

sun's rising and setting, and moon's waxing and

waning, though the advanced science of rationalists

in the happy age that is coming may have convinced

incipient philosophers at National Schools that it is

all a mistake, that suns do not set or rise, nor moons

wax nor wane. We are set in a system where these

phenomena are meant to act on us, a wondrous world

of images which are more true than science, because

mind is more real than matter. And in moral things,

and the Scripture is throughout a moral book, God

speaks to us according to this, not according to the,

after all, petty discoveries of science. I call it petty,

because it is only occupied with material things. All

knowledge is the proof of ignorance ; for what a man

has learnt he did not know before. Yet, if he has

rightly learnt it, it was before, and he did not know it.

W. Is that all you make of man and his powers ?

H. That is all. As Pascal has said, All matter

never produced a thought, and all intellect never pro-
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duced charity. As to the day that is now before us,

it is a mistake of the Essayists that fruit-trees and

seed-bearing plants are first noticed. Grass, the

green herb, is first noticed, which was not given for

man's use. Of course the Divine account does not

set about botanising, to study what are the best kinds

for man or beast. God created all. Ah1 are respec

tively given, and what is best is used. It is the fact

of Elohim's making the beautiful clothing of this

earth, and trees, and herbs, to reproduce themselves,

which is noticed as the great general fact. We now

arrive at what is the great difficulty presented to us,

but which I have partly anticipated, God's making

lights for day and night. I repeat what I said. If

this be not a revelation, it is a difficulty gratuitously

created for himself by the writer. If it be a revelation,

he must give it as he received it ; and that explains

why it is thus set forth. If it be not a revelation, it

is perfectly inexplicable why He should have made

light, and lights for day and night distinct things ;

for every one knows day and night come from the

rising and setting of the sun. That it ever was other

wise must be a matter of revelation. But as a phase

of truth the difference is great ; light in itself is not

a Light, a governing central power, that has light in

it ; and it is in this way it is brought before us here.

Some doubts have arisen as to the sun's atmosphere,

in the mind of the distinguished French astronomer,

who observed the last total, or at any rate, annular,

eclipse in Spain ; but we may take it as an admitted

fact, that the sun, as a body, forming a centre of gra

vity for the planetary system, is not in itself neces

sarily a light. The reproduction of light, before, was

only to dissipate the darkness that brooded on chaos.

Now we have a beautiful centre of order identified

with light, just as Christ could speak of truth, and

say, I am the truth. Nor while taking the historical

parts of Scripture as plain facts are their analogies

of no import. Imagination may play us false, but
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that there is a world of images of truth, the stupidest

can hardly deny. Scripture is full of it. Language

is formed on it. The mind of man is bred and fash

ioned in it. You must make him a materialist and a

brute with physical wants, that is, destroy his higher

nature, if you set aside this. You cannot utter a sen

tence without it, unless on mere material subjects.

God has taken this up in the highest way. He is

light. The right hand of His power makes all equal.

His eyes run to and fro through the earth. No one

is deceived by it, no more than they are by going up

into heaven. They are taught by it, what is strictly

materially inexact gives more truth than the contrary.

Destroy it, and God cannot communicate with man,

for he has not the same nature : nor man with man,

as a moral man. Language, the wonderful, though

imperfect expression of thought and feeling, ceases

to serve man as a moral being.

W. But you take this Mosaic account of creation

as literally true ?

H. Undoubtedly ; but I do not doubt it is so

framed, as the world is of which it speaks, as to

furnish images for higher relations. If the facts

were not there, the images would not be. If there were

no cleanness, I could not speak of the heart being

clean, but the last is a figure. Remember this, that

science however useful is material. Phenomena, on

the contrary, are connected with the higher and

divine part of man ; and these are for all the world.

I do not believe, while no doubt demonstrating the

wonderful works of God, that Lord Ross's telescope

has awakened a higher feeling than breathed in the

heart of the Shepherd of Bethlehem, when in the

fields keeping his flock by night, he viewed the

heavens, the work of God's hands, the moon and the

stars which He had ordained, and God gave him to

image out that second and perfect man, as the answer

to his wants and aspirations, who should be crowned

with glory and honour, and have all things put under
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his feet. Perhaps the first man may exalt himself

by the discoveries which prove how little he is, but

what has he gained by it ?

I believe fully God set at this time the sun and

the moon to be for signs, and seasons, and years, and

make day and night, but they are viewed here solely

in this aspect towards the earth, and only as lights.

God made the two great lights, eth slienee hameoroth,

and God gave them as such. There is no creation

of the bodies. There is the establishment of the phe

nomena, and their purpose. Hence, when he speaks

of the stars, he only takes care to remind, that God

had made them too. Instead of men's worshipping

them, God had distributed them to all men under

heaven ; but as not having any other place with this

earth, it is simply left in that way. We have no

revelation of the creation of angels. Man, Israel, is

to be instructed as to what they were in danger of

abusing, and told how it came from God. It is not

as Hugh Miller thought, a vision, or the impression

of it related, but phenomena put in their right place

in man's mind, or God as to the phenomena. And

that is what we want.

W. It makes it very simple and infinitely more

important when we see it in this light. I quite feel it

would be utterly out of place to make of a revelation

a course of science. Yet the distinction of creation

and the arranging the present order, the xoa/noc, of

which Moses could have had no natural knowledge,

leaves all discoveries of science their own place. It

supposes a knowledge of them which God only could

have, and yet does not take the mind from what was

before it in all ages, and important for the develop

ment of truth in all ages, and the true condition of

the masses in reference to God and the creation, at

all times. In this, I see what is wholly divine in

this account. There must be love and purpose in

God's revelations ; and in revelations to man, that

love and that purpose must refer to man while it
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reveals God, and this the first of Genesis does ad

mirably. It seems to me, as indeed I do not doubt

it is, perfect in this respect.

H. Surely it is. And the question between us

and the rationalists is, not whether the Scripture

gives scientific knowledge—most surely it does not ;

but whether its contents are God's thoughts or man's

thoughts of the subject it treats of. It does give us

man's thoughts when man stands responsible (and

that of course it must do to have a full moral pic

ture), but God's view and thoughts of all this scene,

with the perfection of man in Christ, but a second

man. In the case before us, in this most simple

account, we have all the needed phenomena on which

man speculated ascribed to the right source, and put

in their place, and all man's thoughts met. Else

where we have man's thoughts, schemes of ema

nations, personifications, and theories. One little

chapter answers them all divinely.

W. I feel thoroughly satisfied as to the divine and

perfect character of this account as given by revela

tion. It seems to me that it bears the stamp of a

revelation on itself. The review of human systems

shews evidently that it was not the product of man's

mind.

H. I would notice only now a few statements of

the Essay to shew its fallacy. Many such have been

noticed in our general review of the subject. It is

stated, that theologians should have accepted frankly

the principle, that those things for the discovery of

which man has faculties specially provided, are not

fit objects for a divine revelation. All quite right ;

I quite agree with this. But it does not touch the

question. I have not even to discover the sun, nor

the stars, nor the moon; but what man never did

discover, but lost when he had it, was, that God had

made the sun, the moon, and stars. Instead of which,

man took them for gods, and worshipped them.

That God in mercy should give a revelation to de-

E
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liver man from this, even though he was without

excuse, is very worthy of God. But now mark the

consequence these reasoners draw : " Had this been

unhesitatingly done, either the. definition and idea of

divine revelation must have been modified, and the

possibility of an admixture of error been allowed ;

or such parts of the Hebrew writings as were found

to be repugnant to fact, must have been pronounced

to form no part of revelation." Now this conclusion

is totally false. If objects of scientific discovery are

not proper objects of revelation, the conclusion is not

by any means that there is error in Scripture, but

that what is a revelation does not set about to reveal

them, and therefore has no occasion to be in error

about them. The writer's statement amounts to this.

There is a revelation which God has given, and as

scientific facts are not a proper subject of revelation,

therefore there is error in the revelation God has

given. I should have thought, as God was the re-

vealer, and THERE COULD BE no other, that if they

were not objects of revelation, He would not have

revealed anything about them, not that He must have

been in error. If He revealed any thing and there

be error, He must have known the truth of it, and

have wilfully deceived. If He has not revealed any

object of scientific discovery, the position falls to the

ground. I have found no revelation of Cephalopocles,

or Tribolites, or Megalotheria, Megalosaurias, and

Ichthyosaurias or huge Pterodachtyls. Man has dis

covered them. I am not aware of any revelation on

an object of science. I find the word of God as to

natural things resting on the ground of phenomena,

and God correcting the horrible wanderings of men's

minds, by revealing Himself, whom man never dis

covered as the creator of all. Let man resolve ne

bula with his telescopes, and find they are composed

of stars. Scripture tells us that He made the stars

also. Let him discover if he can, that the whole

world is made up of infusoria, if revelation be not
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true, he dies and becomes part of it in his turn.

We must distinguish between the facts of geology

and the conclusions of geologists'. I admit the former ;

the latter are extremely uncertain, in some respects

impossible to be true. There is nothing to conciliate,

as I have said. The facts of geology are there.

Scripture, which does not reveal scientific facts, is

totally silent as to them, but leaves a gap which

may have been filled by millions of years when we were

not : but it does tell us the origin of the world, which

no man could find out, so horribly stupid was man

without a revelation, namely, that God made it. If

He did not, who did ? Our writer would have us

learn from the history of man what God's procedure

has been. History, where ? In India, or Egypt, or

from the Edda, or Ahriman and Ormuzd ? Where

am I to find the history ? The vast, vast majority

of the world were in the most horrible state possible.

Is it from that I am to learn God's procedure towards

man ? Did God give him Kali, and Jugganath, or

the Grand Lama, or Khan, and Yoni-Lingams, and

Brahms ? Where is this procedure ? What history

is it found in ? History ! Go to it, and see what

man is. I do not say books of philosophy, though

they are bad enough, and how truly judged in Rom.

ii. ; but history, aye, rationalists ! history ! What a

God you must have, if that be His procedure with

man. And, alas ! our cosmogonists are only return

ing to what the first of Genesis brought the believer

in it out of; for, " here, geology steps in and success

fully carries back the history of the world's crust,"

think of that, "to a very remote period, until it

arrives," where do you think? " at a region of uncer

tainty, where philosophy is reduced to mere guesses

and probabilities, and pronounces nothing definite."

What a satisfactory result, successfully arriving at

uncertainty. How these men tell the truth about

themselves. Divine philosophy, occupied with

the earth's crust till it successfully arrives at un-
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certainty ; but, if reduced to guesses, it will guess :

and, " to this region, belong the speculations which

have been ventured upon, as to the original concretion

of the earth and planets out of nebular matter,"

is there such a thing? " of which the sun may have

been the nucleus." It must have been a prodigious

comet, to have been concentrated into the sun, for

they have no sensible power of gravity at all ; but

let that pass. Who made the nebula ? The Hindoo

could set the world on an elephant, and the elephant

on a tortoise, his back was tolerably suited for it ;

but the tortoise on—a guess perhaps. Mr. Godwin

would be greatly benefited by one text of Scripture,

in which there is no scientific fact. In the beginning

God created the heavens and the earth.

As regards carnivorous animals, and one man and

one woman, the fact is a question of God's power.

It is distinctly stated, that herbs were given for food

to the beasts of the field, not clearly from ignorance,

for lions were eating men in Moses' time : but, with

the deliberate intention of alleging a revelation,

Moses contradicts the whole existing order of facts as

to animals. He had no need to be a comparative

anatomist, to know that there were wild beasts. He

declares that at first they were given the green herb

for food. Scripture gives to understand they eat that

in the ark, and speaks of it as representing the reign

of peace. Whether God, who foreknew the fall,

made them as they are, or whether they were changed

in disposition and internal organization, I do not

pretend to say ; but I believe man fell the first day ;

but the passage is not ignorance of science, for no

science was needed. It is a direct contradiction of

universal experience, and professes to be a revelation.

To say that it cannot be true is absurd. It is morally

appropriate. All men had a tradition of a golden

age of blessing. Plato said, the beasts used to con

verse then :
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" He did not ask Jean Jacques Rousseau

If beasts confabulate or no."

As regards the single pair, Christ and His apostles,

particularly Paul, speak of the first man and woman

as alone; and all Paul's doctrine is based on it.

I am aware that our essayists, and all their party,

think themselves far wiser than the apostles ; but, as

the same Paul says, not he that commendeth himself

is approved. I suppose they would have a little

modesty as yet as to treating the Lord as a person of

inferior wisdom ; but the whole account in both

chapters speak, as the Lord says, of one man and

one woman. He planted a garden, and there He put

the man whom He had formed. He was alone. AH

the beasts subjected to him, but no companion ; and

then Eve, taken out of his side : when fallen and

driven out, he begat a son in his own image. It is

not merely the doctrine of Paul, but the historical

statement is as clear as possible. The fall and

redemption are all set aside in the part of the essay

I allude to. I have already commented on the

pretension that it is a second narrative. The whole

subsequent history goes on the supposition that there

was no other man. The whole moral meaning of

the history is a brutum fulmen, if there were others.

The history is written to shew an innocent man

fallen and driven out, as the head of a race, from

God. If this is not so, what does the history mean ?

Genesis is a book in which all the elements of the

Divine history are brought out, and anticipatively

passed in review. In the first chapter, the man is

carefully spoken of in the singular, and then plural

when the woman is added. It is quite evident that

all kinds of traditions were afloat in the world as to

creation, or formation rather, and when God called

out a people, He informed them as to the origin of

the world around them, put them into a right relation

ship to Himself as to it, and only spoke of it as far
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as that was needed ; but did that knowing everything

and speaking according to that knowledge. We may

rest in peace in that. Discoveries may interest us

deeply, like the discovery of antiquities of Celts or

Saxons in an old castle we live in—our own relation

ship with God flows from the revelation He has made

of Himself in Christ. At the same time, according

to the ablest enquirers, as Pritchard, Cuvier, and

others, all races of men are derived from one stock.

The American efforts to show the contrary are exces

sively poor ; contradictory as to Africa, and false as to

America. Their object is to make of negroes another

race. Livingstone's facts go to show their physical

peculiarities to be a natural result of heat and damp.

But I am content to be ignorant of its cause.

W. I am perfectly satisfied. I see as clearly as

possible that the light we have in the first of Genesis

is of God, that man was incapable of it in every way.

That its silence and its eloquence are alike of Him.

Its wisdom, and the absence of all that is not simple

or what might be called science. That it is silent as

to the contrast, and yet distinguishes creation and

formation in a way no man ever in fact was capable

of, shewing an account coming from Divine know

ledge, and yet fitted to human ignorance in its most

childhood days, yet giving all morally important and

elevating for any of us, testing our faith in some

things, and proving itself divine for the faith that is

to be tried. I am satisfied none but God could have

given such an account, though I could not have so

judged if I had not had it, and the essayists could

not have commented on it as they have done if they

had not had it. What conclusions would have been

drawn from the discoveries of geology, if Christianity

had not come. What a comfort it is to know one

has God's own word, the communication of His

thoughts and mind in the interest He takes in us.

H. In truth it is—I am glad you are satisfied.

W. Satisfied, yet ignorant of many things; but
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the tone and spirit of these essayists are sufficient, it

seems to me, to prove that they have no sense of the

divine, and even the historical comparison we have

made, brief as it has been, of human thoughts and

divine revelation, is sufficient to stamp its true cha

racter on the latter.

H. Well, I suppose we must part for the present.

If spared, we may perhaps take up some other point

of the essays, though some from their occasional

nature hardly merit any notice.

London : W. II. Brook, 47, St Paul's Chorohyard.
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MODERN PHILOSOPHY AND MODERN THEOLOGY

BOTH COMPARED WITH SCRIPTURE.

on the ^ t'cond of tin; (gssags and

H. Shall we take up the review of " Bunsen's Biblical

Researches " to-day ? It has specially as its object the

spreading the German system of discrediting the Scrip

tures, as we possess them. It is evident that the mass

of readers cannot enter into arguments founded on lin

guistic or even historic criticism. And if the Scriptures

have not authority as the Word of God, substantially as

they are, that authority is gone, and with it every direct

communication from God. If Scripture be not this,

certainly nothing else is ; and mankind are deprived of

all direct communication from Him. The immense

bearing of this is self-evident. The great question is,

not whether there are defects through lapse of ages and

man's want of care in the record of Divine communica

tions—defects which every possible research may be used

to remedy,—but, first, whether there are such commu

nications, and, next, whether there be a divinely-given

record of them. It is freely admitted that it is through

man, and in a large portion of it the history of man just

as he was, with a measure of Divine light, or without it,

in special if imperfect relationships, or with the Divine

light come down traditionally from those in more direct

communication : in a word, that Scripture gives us the

L2
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whole working of Divine light in all its phases and its

effects, and the workings of man's mind under it. It is

admitted that the very object ofa large part of it is to show

the results in man put thus to the test in various ways,

that man may know himself; and that this is accom

panied by the patience of a condescending God working in

the midst of this. All this is admitted—yea, insisted on.

The question is not there. The question is, Are the

Scriptures a Divine record of Divine communications, in

which God has unfolded all this before us, and given us,

besides, His own mind and thoughts as to it, and the

ground of our relationship with Him ? If this be the

case, then the Scriptures are wholly and absolutely in

contrast with every other book. Other books are not a

divinely-given record of God's thoughts ; the Scriptures

are. They have taken up humanity in all its forms, and

held it up such as it is in the light, and under the eye of

God, and given us that light, so that the darkness is

past and the true light now shineth. We may have

aspirations after God, the working of conscience, thoughts

of need, giving much more real sense of what God must

be to help us than the pride of intellectual reasoning.

But the revelation of God is the full answer to all this ;

and that no man can give. God has in Scripture given

us the helpful description of these workings, so that the

answer may be better understood. He has brought out

in historical realities and moral searchings of heart, with

out law, and under law, these wants and cravings, and

the display of man's incompetency to meet God. We

have the struggles of a Job, and the heart exercises of

the Psalms, the experience of all under the sun in the

Preacher—man left to himself before the flood, man on

the ground of obedience to law, man in obedient royalty

in Israel, and man in unfettered supremacy in Babylon.

The results of all this are given, and in Christ, the last

Adam, God is fully revealed, and is (dying withal that it

may be righteous) the way to God. This is not a specu

lation of what God may be. It is a revelation of what

He is and the way to Him. If Christianity be true, it
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is this : When, in the wisdom of God, the world by

wisdom knew not God, it pleased God, by the foolish

ness of preaching, to save them that believe. It is not

the speculations of man's mind, but Christ crucified ; to

the Jews a stumbling-block, to the Greeks foolishness;

but to us that are saved Christ, the power of God, and

the wisdom of God. God has made foolish the wisdom

of this world. He has chosen the foolish things to con

found the wise, and weak things and things that are

not to bring to nought things that are. Such was the

Divine system, and such it is. If Christianity be true

at all, it is the express opposite of all the system advo

cated by these Essays.

W. Of that I am fully convinced. I see plainly that

the very essence of Christianity as a revelation is the

bringing Divine light into the course of this world and

of the human heart ;—is to show, not indeed that there

are no amiable natural qualities, for there are, but that,

with them or without them, man is alienated from God,

that in his flesh dwells no good thing. I see plainly,

too, that man's moral estimate of good must be lowered,

if he does not so judge. But with this he has a perfect

revelation of love, and of a righteous way for man through

the cross into the perfect enjoyment of it. But the dif

ficulties are to be met. I feel I am in the evening

darkness when I take up this book, with all its preten

sions ; but it is difficult to catch a flitting bat who is in

his element when he is there.

H. The main thing, I apprehend, in these cases is to

bring in the light. Bats are gone when it comes, and

crouch into more natural darkness. What they have of

Christianity has given them this twilight—a perplexing

kind of light ; their home is darkness. I speak, of course,

of the principles, not of the men. There may be first

last and last first.

Scripture calls God light, and it calls Him love, which

are the titles you have used in speaking of Him. He is

that. He is not holiness, for that is relative ; He is not

righteousness, though He be holy and righteous. To be



156

holy, there must be knowledge of good and evil ; and so

of righteousness; but that, i.e., evil, cannot be within God;

but perfect purity, and that which manifests all, He is ;

and the perfect activity of goodness, that is, love ; and

so Scripture speaks. And this makes the cross so glo

rious, of which you speak as the way. God meets sin

there. Oh, what a wondrous meeting ! yet in perfect

love, but in perfect righteousness and holiness; yea,

exalting them by it. Hence he says, Now is the Son

of Man glorified—for it was glorious for a man to do it—

and God is glorified in him. If God be glorified in him,

God shall also glorify him in Himself, and shall straight

way glorify him—shall not wait for the outward display

in the coming kingdom, but shall glorify him in Himself,

who was glorified in Him. This is man's place in hope

and in spiritual nature and affections now ; hence not of

the world, as Christ, who came from heaven and as

a Divine person was in heaven, was not of the world.

This nature may display itself in a thousand exercises

and relationships here, as it did in Christ, and in us—

mixed with failures, alas ! for which there is provision

in Him ; but the proper association of our nature and

standing as Christians is with Him in heaven. Hence

he says, Jesus knowing that the Father had given all

things into His hand, and that He came from God and

went to God, in presence of all He was and was going to,

and in presence of treachery and failure, takes the place

of a servant to wash His disciples' feet, that they might

have a part with him. He could not stay with them in

this polluted earth. Hence, too, when Peter would have

other than his feet washed—his need through defilement

from daily walk, the Lord says : He that is washed, really

partakes of this Divine nature (for they were, save Judas,

clean through the word spoken), needeth not save to wash

his feet, but is clean every whit. What a picture of

grace ! what a witness of our portion or part with Him !

and while giving the assurance that the truth of the

Divine nature is there (for here He speaks of water, not of

blood), to give us morally elevating confidence in inter
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course with God, and yet allow of not the smallest daily

stain, yet learn grace in it.

W. It is a picture at once most lovely and elevated

of the Lord's grace.

H. If you examine it closely, you will see that it

comes after His earthly claims are witnessed and closed.

As Son of God, He raises Lazarus ; as Son of David,

He rides into Jerusalem. When the Greeks come up,

he says : The hour is come that the Son of Man should

be glorified ; but then adds, He must fall into the ground

as a corn of wheat and die. In the 13th chapter, He

shows how we have part with Him when He could

not with us. But note this well. If we are to be

really elevated, it is taking us in spirit out of this

world. He gave Himself for our sins, to deliver us

from this present world. However, we will turn from

Scripture to Dr. Williams and Baron Bunsen, if you

are so disposed.

W. If you please. I should gladly pursue our inquiry

into the whole of John's Gospel ; but I suppose, for the

moment, we must pursue our subject.

H. Note, then, the principles Dr. Williams lays down.

" There is hardly any greater question than whether his

tory shows Almighty God to have trained mankind by a

faith which has reason and conscience for its kindred, or

by one to whose miraculous tests their pride must bow."

I deny the alternative altogether. But what shall we

say to his account of English scholars at the Univer

sities ? " They stand balancing terror against mutual

shame. Even with those in our Universities who no

longer repeat fully the required Shibboleths, the explicit-

ness of truth is rare. He who assents most, committing

himself least to baseness, is reckoned wisest." What a

picture !

W. It is no great compliment. Their faith has not

reason and conscience for its kindred, at any rate,

whatever kind of tests they may have to bow to.

H. It is just the effect of narrowness such as

theology without Scripture gives, tied up by system, and
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turning in its will to unlawful fields of delight ; sober

research is not followed out, and as liberty cannot be

had, pretensions to it, which are really infidelity, must

be had resort to to seem free. But though such a

position be sufficiently despicable, and we have not

assigned it to them, nor do I see any good in discredit

ing thus morally the educational and religious heads of

the country (I should at any rate leave it to themselves

to do so) ; yet the evil is deeper. It is reducing Chris

tianity to man, not raising man by Christianity. " Devo

tion raises time present into the sacredness of the past ;"

that is, what we have now of spiritual power is pretty

much equivalent to the apostolic energy ; " and criticism

reduces the strangeness of the past into harmony with

the present ;" that is, the times of Christ and His works

were no more than what we have now. Heathenism

must itself be on the same level. We are not to

"acknowledge a Providence in Jewry without owning

that it may have comprehended sanctities elsewhere."

Not a very lucid statement, but which means that, if the

Jewish religion were something more, yet heathenism

was as much owned of God : " Its religions appealed to

the better side of our nature, and their essential strength

lay in the good they contained." So Bunsen " traces

frankly the Spirit of God elsewhere, but honouring

chiefly the traditions of His Hebrew sanctuary." Nor will

they hear of anything superior to man. " Our author

then believes St. Paul, because he understands him rea

sonably." Now, it is difficult to follow the statements

of the paper of Baron Bunsen, because, with an immense

store of reading, Bunsen, evidently personally a most

amiable and attractive person, skimmed everything more

than he thoroughly searched anything ; sought to reduce

all events to their most abstract ideality, which was its

only truth for him (and it is in this last point its fallacy

and infidel character consisted), and indulged an imagi

nation amiable by its very wantonness. You see a man

who can believe anything, if he thought it, and mean no

harm ; but put that as truth, while research after cer



159

tainty was too prosaic for him. Endless supposition and

ideality; truth not necessary to the structure of his

mind. He has read and studied a vast deal, thought a

great deal, written a great deal, to show what might be

or must have been; the prose of what was does not

seem to have occurred to him as a subject of inquiry.

He felt, like our essayists, the narrowness of conventional

Oxford-like education and system, and sought in eman

cipating himself and being suggestive, as our essayists

say, liberty, not truth. A balloon is free, but as yet no

one has known how to guide it. In his history, " giant

shapes of ancient empires flit like dim shadows, evoked

by a master's hand." The only misfortune is, they are

only shadows—they never existed. Then some 20,000

years are needed for them. There must have been to

form the empires, and the language too ; but the empires

were only shadows, and the 20,000 years flit away

necessarily like the empires. None of the allegations

bear serious examination. Next, the whole system is

founded on believing in the goodness of man. He be

lieves, as the reviewer says, in Christ, because he believes

in God and in mankind. There you have the real truth.

What is believing in mankind ? That they are sinners,

lost? So Christianity undoubtedly teaches. So the

reviewer speaks of God's giving us, through His Son, a

deeper revelation of His own presence. Present He

always was in man, only this was somewhat fuller, and

" the incarnation becomes as purely spiritual as it was

with Paul." All truth disappears under Baron Bunsen's

musings. Ideas remain. Nought else. Christ is an

idea. This levelling of all facts to exalt man by ideas is

followed out by the reviewer. " First, as regards the

subject-matter, both spiritual affection and metaphysical

reasoning forbid us to confine revelations like those of

Christ to the first half century of our era, but show at

least affinities of our faith existing in men's minds ante

rior to Christianity, and renewed with deep echo from

living hearts in many a generation." . . . . " We find the

evidences of our canonical books, and of the patristic
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authors nearest to them, are sufficient to form illustration

in outward act of principles perpetually true ; but not

adequate to guarantee narratives inherently incredible,

or precepts evidently wrong." We will speak of this

hereafter. But the first thing, in this chaos of words

and abstract principles, which it is important for our

minds to dwell oa is, what Christianity professes to be.

I say, professes to be. My business now is not to prove

it true, but to show that the idea to which it is reduced

here is false, and impossible if it be true. The reader

must remember that the reviewers profess to be Christ

ians—to be Christian teachers—and to be teachers of

those intended to be teachers. They cannot say we

deny Christianity. They are only wiser Christians;

they would suit Christianity to human nature—to men,

to man's progress. They would not have the narrow

ness of ancient orthodoxy, and they abhor evangelical

truth ; but they must be Christians, or leave the posi

tion they hold. The explicitness of truth, they tell us,

is rare. Now Christianity is very explicit. It does not

speak of revelations of Christ—that is, thoughts com

municated by Him—but found in living hearts in many

a generation. It declares that the Father sent His Son

to be the Saviour of the world. It is a religion of facts,

and so suited to the poor. Half the population of

England would not understand the sentence I have

quoted above. The Gospel may, alas ! be rejected, but

it consists in facts suited to every man's heart and con

science. Christianity states deep things, which, if re

ceived, reveal God in a way that makes Him possess

the heart ; but it states them simply, because what is

perfectly known can be simply stated, and God knows

perfectly what He reveals in grace.

But to return to the point I insist on. Christianity is

a religion of immense facts; facts which contain un

speakably important principles, but facts which connect

those principles with God, are a revelation of Him, and

not with man's thinkings or aspirations. Thus " the

Word was made flesh and dwelt among us, (and we be
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held His glory, the glory as of the only begotten of the

Father,) full of grace and truth. For the law was given

by Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus Christ."

" I," says Jesus, " came forth from the Father, and

came into the world; and again, I leave the world, and

go to the Father." Now principles are here : law con

trasted with grace and truth ; but the former in the facts

which happened at Sinai ; the latter in the fact that the Son

of God is come from heaven into this world. And the

essence and substance of Christianity was to believe that

this Person was the Christ, was the Son of God—was

to believe these facts which He asserted of Himself, or

His Apostles after Him declared to be so, alleging that

they worked miracles to aid men to believe. Christ

declares that if men did not believe Him they would

die in their sins ; that he that believed on the Son had

everlasting life; that he that believed not was condemned

already. He declares that nobody had ascended up

to heaven so as to tell of heavenly things, but He

that came down from heaven ; but that He spoke that

He knew, and testified that He had seen. Paul, too,

for whom incarnation was so spiritual, sees that just

One returned into glory, and hears the voice of His

mouth, that he might be, as he insists he was, an eye

witness that in very deed He, who thought it no

robbery to be equal with God, had made Himself of no

reputation, and taken on Him the form of a servant,

and was found in fashion as a man ; and though his

ministry was mainly to show man righteously exalted to

heaven, John's, God come down in grace to the earth ;

still, the same great facts are distinctly declared by

him as by all. Stephen declares the wondrous fact,

which, in the order of revelation, led the way on to

Paul's ministry, that he saw the Son of Man standing at

the right hand of God.

If we take other facts constituting the bases of

Christianity—the Incarnation ; it lies at the outset and

foundation of its history that Christ was not born as men

are born, but conceived of the Holy Ghost. That a
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holy thing was born of Mary, through this miraculous

interposition. This fact gives us a sinless man born of

God— a son of man, indeed, but a second man, a last

Adam. An immense fact, involving an immense prin

ciple, completely brought into light by the rejection and

death of this blessed one (for man, with all his analogous

revelations out of living hearts, would none of a living

Saviour ; He was by wicked hands crucified and slain) :

the principle that man was a hopeless sinner, and a new

man to be set up. But then comes another fact. He

rises ; the power of death is destroyed. I do not know

what affinity, or deep echo, there is of resurrection in

men's minds. I have not heard it. It has not reached

the world of history. In what dell has Dr. Williams

been where its echo has sounded concealed from all?

The sound of resurrection once reached the ears of

instructed men, but what echo did it bring back?

When they heard of the resurrection of the dead, some

mocked; some, happily startled at the strange sound

which spoke relief to dying man, said, " We will hear

thee again of this matter." Death, ah ! its echo has

sounded far and wide. Yea, it needs none. It speaks

in its own voice on the right hand and the left. It says,

Who can escape me ? who can tell w^at has brought

me ? who shall return out of my hand again ? Is Paul

wrong who tells that sin brought my terror-striking

power on man ? Who can tell where I bring those on

whom I lay my hand ? Is it to judgment ? Where is

it ? Who has returned to tell the tale ? What affinities

shall help me here ? What living hearts tell me more

than I know? They fear or hope like me. Death

makes them as serious as it makes me. If Christ be

my God, it is a gain, the brightest moment of life ; it

is to depart and be with Him. But if not, who of

these fancied revealers has ever revealed what is be

yond ? Hope. Yes, since Christianity, infidels can. But

resurrection goes farther; it destroys death's power

wholly. What came in by the first Adam is destroyed

by the second, and brings into glory. The resurrection
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is an immense fact ; glorious truths and principles in it.

The power of Divine life paramount to death. Accept

ance of man in a wholly new state, reasoned on largely

by the Apostles, especially Paul. Still a simple but

immense fact. That God should become a man ; that the

Son should be personally revealed as man on earth;

that He should die as man on the cross ; that He should

triumph over death, and rise again, and ascend as man

in a spiritual and glorified body into heaven, assuring to

those who believed on Him that they would be with and

like Him ; these are facts—if Christianity be true at

all—which make it simple nonsense to talk of " affinities

of our faith existing in men's minds anterior to Christi

anity, and renewed with deep echo from living hearts in

many a generation." No doubt aspirations there were

before in men's hearts, through the moral desolation of

the world. Prophecies too, before Christ, which, in a

chosen and called people, kept alive the hope of some

thing better ; and every Christian of course believes that

these facts, and the principles of grace and truth they

involve, are received in many living hearts since, with

more or less depth of feeling and find an echo there.

But the prophecies were not the thing prophesied of,

the aspirations were not the Divine answer that met and

more than met them. Nor is the blessed echo in the be

liever's, heart, he well knows, the fact that has awakened

it—that heavenly sound which it echoes with joy in its

praises. There is realization of it all, living realization,

affinity, because the believer is partaker of the Divine

nature. If God be love, the believer loves. If God be

holy, the believer is made partaker of His holiness. Is

Christ glorified ? the believer will be like Him, and

seeks to be spiritually like Him now. But the person

of Christ, His death, His resurrection, remain great and

unchangeable facts. He does not speak of revelations

of Christ (i.e., by Him), and affinities in other men's

minds, but he knows that the Son of God is come ; he

knows that the Father sent the Son; that Christ is a

person come down from heaven, so that He could reveal
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what is there (not merely aspire after it) ; that He loved

us and gave Himself for us, appears in the presence of

God for us ; that we have forgiveness of sins through

Him, salvation in no other ; and that if He was God

upon earth, the Word made flesh, He is Man in heaven.

There can be no affinities to facts in men's minds;

there may be effects produced by them, which bring the

mind into suited feelings ; there may be dark aspirations

after what is better. But a revelation, and the Son of

God coming into the world to create the one and to

meet the other are another thing. The .statement of

Dr. Williams is a covert denial of Christianity. It

reduces it to thoughts and feelings in men's minds not

confined to the revelations of Christ, and here Dr. Wil

liams is even further from Christianity than Bunsen.

Now Christ did reveal most blessed grace and truth.

But Christianity rests on what He was, what He suffered,

and on His resurrection. If that be not true, our faith

is vain, we are yet in our sins, and, as the Apostle con

fesses, if it be not, they were false witnesses of God.

He had seen the Lord after His resurrection, and he

could appeal, not only to the Apostles, but to hundreds,

as eye-witnesses of the fact. The Apostles were to be

witnesses of His resurrection, of this immense fact.

What affinity is there to that ? No ; however covertly

it may be done—however Christ's revelations may be

spoken of, and moral beauty be sought elsewhere as

well—the putting Christianity on this ground is the

denial of it ; for if Christianity consist in the great facts

I have referred to, there is, and can be, no affinity to it

as such. Affinity to resurrection is nonsense, if resur

rection be related as a fact on which moral truth is

based. How wise is God. My thoughts are not God

personally incarnate. My being dead to sin and alive

to God is not the Son of God passing through death

actually and rising again that I may be so. Let any

one admit the facts, that is, that Christianity is true,

and the views here given by Dr. Williams are at once

seen to be the denial of it, because what passes in men's
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minds are not such facts. If Christianity be only what

the affinities of men's minds are, Christianity, as a reve

lation, is not true. If there be affinities to Christianity,

then the Christianity of the Bible and of the universal

Church is false, for one states, and the other has believed

it as a religion of Divine facts, however much they have

disputed about doctrines. And no honest man can

read the Scriptures without seeing that the men who

relate and reason on Christianity, the original promul-

gators of it to the world, rest all on these facts, declare

themselves often eye-witnesses of many of them, and

rest Christianity on their truth. It is impossible to read

the New Testament, the references to the origin of Christ

ianity in fathers, heretics, enemies, or pagans, and not

see that it rested on a series of facts alleged to be super

natural and Divine, which Christians believed, and their

adversaries, save as to the fact of the cross, denied.

The miracles they did not deny, but accounted for.

With these facts the affinities of men's minds have

nothing to do. He who makes Christianity to consist

in them denies Christianity altogether as a religion of

God. If it be not, is there any such ? If none, where

are we ? where are we going ? If we take the character

of the revelation of these facts, the contrast is equally

great. He that hath received His testimony hath set

to his seal that God is true. Not that what is said is

truth merely : he has owned God to be true, as He has

spoken. For he whom God hath sent speaketh the

words of God. John, who spoke as a prophet, yet says,

" He that is of the earth is earthy, but He that cometh

from above is above all, and what He hath seen and

heard that He testifieth, and no man receiveth His

testimony." So Christ himself (John viii. 47), "He

that is of God heareth God's words." Read the whole

chapter, and see where are the affinities of living hearts.

Again, " He was that eternal life which was with the

Father and manifested to us." The whole of the New

Testament presents the testimony of Christ as a directly

Divine testimony ; not the thoughts or aspirations of the
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human heart, but God's words, the words of one who

could tell what was in heaven, if man was darkly aspiring

after it, because He came down from heaven, and spoke

what He had seen, heard, and known there. In a

different way the Holy Ghost has done the same in the

Apostles. It was not what passed in man's mind, but a

clear revelation from God, because man's mind could

not find out the truth and God, as history plainly proves.

The world by wisdom knew not God, and it pleased God,

by the foolishness of preaching, to save them that believe.

It presents itself in this form in contrast with, and as

exactly the contrary of, what Dr. Williams says. If it

be not such, it is false, and a horrible imposture, and yet

a holy imposture, which there is nothing like in the

world, to reveal all that is in man and all that is in

God. Let any one produce anything at all like it.

Take away this, and what have you as a revelation?

What have heathens given us at best?—a despairing

recognition that if man was to have any moral deliverance

it must be thus. The highest heathen philosophy held

it impossible that the Supreme God could have dn-ectly

to say to a creature or to the creation. The fact of

Christianity is that He Himself became a man. God

is not afraid to compromise His name. He is God

everywhere—nowhere more so than when He is a man,

for He is perfect love.

W. It is quite evident that Christianity and the

whole system are in essential and total opposition. If

the ideas of Dr. Williams are true, Christianity is false ;

and yet there is nought that approaches to it in excel

lence, nil simile ant secundum. If Dr. Williams's views

are false, they are high treason against the goodness of

God. That is plain enough.

H. Remark another thing—their moral incapacity

to seize the bearing of their own or their adversaries'

views. There is a conscience, a sense of good and evil,

without a revelation. More of that anon. But Christ

ianity, as a revelation of God, gives us entire confidence

in goodness, but an object out of self, delight in goodness
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out of ourselves, faith in that which is revealed in

another. The infidel party bring us back to self, to

confidence in self, value for self. Man is as good

in other ways as what has been had in Christ ; at any

rate, it is a question of degree. All is man ; that is,

Christianity takes out of self, by a divinely perfect object.

Infidelity exalts self, lives in what is really degradation.

What is exalted in this system ? What is exalted in

Christianity? I spoke once to an intelligent artizan

nurtured in this doctrine, of the beauty and perfectness

of Christ. " Oh," he replied, " you will never see me

do anything unworthy of a man." What man ? Him

self to be sure. At the cost of his own humiliation the

Christian admits the Divine excellency which condemns

him. These unhappy men, as we can again find here,

in order to reduce all to a dead level, lower, or rather

see nothing Divine in Christianity; and then, what

really is disgraceful morally, as we have seen in Dr.

Temple, and see again here, put heathenism on a level

with it, or as nearly as they dare. I confess this seems

to me a villifying themselves beyond all belief. But so

they do. It is the direct point of the paper we are con

sidering. " Devotion," it is said, " raises time present

(i. e., ourselves) into the sacredness of the past ; while

criticism reduces the strangeness of the past into har

mony with the present." What past ? Wliy revelation.

That is what is criticised. That is, the object is to

reduce what is Divine, or presents itself definitely and

absolutely as such, as the " words of God," and " works

of the Father," to the level of what men say and do now,

and give sacredness and importance to ourselves by say

ing we are as Divine as what is revealed to us. Remove

God Himself, whom Christianity has revealed, far away—

lower what is Divine, and exalt self—that is the avowed

object of Dr. Williams.

W. Well, it really cannot be denied. It is but

spargere voces in vulgum ambiguas at present, but the

interpretation you give does but put it in plain language,

and it condemns itself.



168

H. Plain language they cannot boast of. I read,

" we cannot acknowledge a Providence in Jewry with

out owning that it may have comprehended sanctities

elsewhere." Now that God's providence acted sove

reignly everywhere, that the confinement of specific

relationship to Israel was only because historically men

had everywhere departed from God, every Christian

owns, and the Book of Job is the special witness of it.

It is asserted in a thousand places by prophets, and in

Psalms. Jonas is the public witness of its subsistence

when Israel was fully formed as a people. But what is

the meaning of this precious phrase, " Providence com

prehending sanctities elsewhere"? If we are to be

permitted to take a meaning out of it, as our Irish

fellow-countrymen say, it is simply that the heathen

were as holy as God's people, and as really in direct

relationship with Him. If so, of course the Old Testa

ment, and Christ's statements, and the Apostles, and the

whole scheme of Scripture, is totally false. These do

teach us that Christianity has broken down the middle

wall of partition, but that before God had not had His

name called on any other people, but had chosen Israel

for Himself out of all nations. The whole scheme

of Scripture is on this showing false ; salvation was not

of the Jews, as the Lord asserts. The passage which

follows, however, justifies the interpretation I have given

to Dr. Williams's oracle. He adds, " But the moment

we examine fairly the religions of India and Arabia, or

even of primaeval Hellas and Latium, we find they

appealed to the better side of our nature, and their

essential strength lay in the elements of good .which

they contained, rather than in any Satanic corruption."

So thought not Paul : but let that pass. Dr. Williams

has, of course, keener spiritual perception than he.

He was in conflict with the evil, saw it around him,

would feel its evil and corruption, and could not take so

philosophic and cool a view of it as Dr. Williams now.

Indeed, it would have sadly cooled his zeal ; his idea of

revelation would have widened and deepened. Jupiter,
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whose ways appealed to the better side of our nature,

would have had a part in his sympathies. You may

have remarked what is said in the essay on national

churches. I will recall to you a specimen of this moral

levelling :—

" It was natural for a Christian, in the earliest period, to look upon

the heathen state in which he found himself as if it belonged to the

kingdom of Satan, and not to that of God ; and consecrated as it was,

in all its offices, to the heathen divinities, to consider it a society

having its origin from the powers of darkness, not from the Lord of

light and life." . . . . " But the primitive Christians could

scarcely be expected to see that ultimately the Gospel was to have

sway in doing more perfectly that which the heathen religions were

doing imperfectly ; that its office should be, not only to quicken the

spirit of the individual and to confirm his future hopes, but to sanctify

all social relations and civil institutions, and to enter into the marrow

of the national life ; whereas heathenism had only decorated the surface

of it. Heathendom had its national churches ; indeed the existence of

a national church is not only a permissible thing, but is necessary to

the completion of a national life, and has shown itself in all nations

when they have made any advance in civilization." (p. 168.)

Paul could bend himself, however, to human con

dition and human infirmity in a wonderful way, to

seek a point where he could meet those he dealt

with, and at Athens meet a weary and wandering con

science with an unknown God ; and bring the true one

to ignorant and more savage Lystrians, as not having

left Himself without witness in that He did good, and

gave rain and fruitful seasons, and filled men's hearts

with food and gladness. He could lead people to the

true God by this, but he could not justify corruption and

devils like Dr. Williams, nor call evil good, and good

evil, and put darkness for light, and light for darkness.

The true picture of it he gives Rom. i. There is

reason, as Dr. Williams alleges, and conscience, and I

see Paul meeting with the utmost earnestness of love,

and the delicacy of tact which love gives, the point in

man's state accessible to it, in order to draw him to the

goodness and holy grace of the true God, out of the evil

he was in ; but never seeking, as Dr. Williams, to widen

the idea of revelation, and lower it to the level of the

M 2
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heathenism it was to draw men out of, and thus make

them content with their degradation. When Christianity

sunk morally, Porphyrys and lamblichus, sought to do

this by refining on heathenism, and making myths of it,

as Julian sought in vain to moralize it to make a stand

against Christianity, which, by its fruits, told on the

conscience ; but never did an Apostle, or any one who

had a sense of the excellency of Christ. Paul can

quote their own poets, can use all means to win all, but

never to sanctify evil, and so degrade the moral judgment

of man. This was reserved for the pretenders to higher

moral discernment of the nineteenth century. But a

word more on this. We have already spoken on this

sanction of heathenism. It is characteristic of the

system: this moral levelling all excellency to make

an unwholesome swamp of man's mind, where all stag

nates and never rises above its own level. But some

particular features of it occur in this paper. It is called

widening revelation and deepening it. Widening means

giving it so large a meaning that that should be con

sidered a revelation which is no revelation at all. Man's

mind works ; thoughts are produced. How that is deep

ening revelation 1 confess I do not know. I suppose

they think men's thoughts are deeper than God's. Less

simple they are. All is seen in obscurity, and thought

to be profound. But where are they—these revelations ?

Is Jupiter a revelation, or Brahm and Siva ? I deny all

revelation save what revelation means, God's communi

cations to man. Let it be produced. I do not deny

shreds of the knowledge of God, but I deny revelation.

There is conscience in all, and conscience of God ; and

there is reason ; and there was a knowledge of God from

His original revelations of Himself, which men had not

discernment to retain, and there was the evidence of

Nature. This conscience could not be got rid of, nor

reason, however fearfully perverted, nor the conscious

ness of superior power. But this was corrupted. This

side of human nature is found in heathenism, as the

Apostle largely declares ; but heathenism itself is a vast
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system of diabolical corruption and sanctifying of lusts,

which was obliged to let this in, for Satan can only act

in and by what was in man ; and conscience and the

sense of superior power was in man. But the heathenism

was the exclusion of God in unity as far as possible, and

the deifying of lusts and powers of Nature. It was only

the connecting of man, such as man was in sin, with

devils; a departure from God without being able to

destroy the idea of one, or the conscience which God

had taken care should accompany sin ; but it in no way

sought to maintain the one or to meet the other, but to

exclude the one and deaden and pervert the other. It

took the character of each distinct nation. In Greece

it was gay, poetic, and corrupt ; in India, a wonderful

apprehension of the powers of Nature, with a tinge

of kindness interspersed ; in Egypt, wisdom, and sobriety

ofjudgment as to man ; in Canaan, the filth of inveterate

corruption : but in all, without exception, sanctified cor

ruption. In the north, perhaps, the wilder and more

warlike passions, but in all passion. It was the devil's

revelation of a lie, if it was a revelation, unless Siva, and

Jupiter, and Khem be truths. It seized existing facts,

but only made a lie of them. There is no ' repressive

idea of revelation', as regards conscience or reason.

There is an authoritative revelation of facts, and teach

ing of truths by God, which act on conscience and give

reason its best light. Reason judges probably, but never

more, of the truth and falsehood of anything as a conse

quence. A revelation gives certain truth, or it is not

one. If it be truth, conscience, liable to be misled, is

rightly led by it. Reason, as to the direct reception of

a revelation, is out of court, because reason draws con

clusions, and a revelation is received as a testimony.

To say that reason and conscience are absolute judges,

or competent to be so, is palpably and historically false.

Reason and conscience received Brahmanism and Budd

hism, and lonism, and the Egyptian system, and Odin

King of Men, and Druidism— all false and different in

form.—Did they judge rightly in this ? If not, are they
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not at least incompetent to hold the balance, and rule

above the will and corrupt influences ? Why am I to

trust them in judging of what is infinite in excellence ?

They could not secure man's judgment in the grossest

cases imaginable of superstition and moral vileness. I

admit conscience, when acted on, recognizes holy truth

and Divine authority. But when it begins to judge, not

good and evil in itself, but to determine the will as

competent to judge for itself, as reasoning, it has ceased

to be conscience, or rather conscience has ceased to act,

and influences and motives are in play. Conscience

knows murder, fruit of hatred, is wrong ; that stealing is

wrong, disobedience to parents wrong. Did a religion

come saying " that is good," as such, conscience could say,

" that cannot be from God, for it is not good : that is a

lie, not the truth." But if, not conscience, but pride,

begin to say, "God ought not to have done this;

miracles do not suit man's better knowledge," I reply,

"Ah! my poor conscience, you are putting on these

peacocks' feathers, are you ? You are too late. Why

did not you judge all the juggling of oracles, false gods,

and priestcraft these four or five thousand years ? This

is all very fine. Christianity has saved you from all this

long-lasting shame, from which you never could save

yourself, and never did, with all your fine pretensions

now ; and you now turn to set up to be competent to

judge about what it ought to have been, and reject the

very pretensions the power of which alone gave you any

sense to judge at all. No, no; keep in your place,

according to the light which you have got back to. In

your own measure call good good and evil evil. That you

have only learnt really to do through Christianity. Let

us see how lively you will be as to this under its influence,

and we will applaud you. And do not speak to us, at

least by the mouth of those who tell us 'they stand

balancing terror against mutual shame.' The eye,

though capable of seeing, wants light; but do not fancy

because you are the mind's moral eye, that you are

therefore God, to know how in His workings and ways
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He ought to behave. Why did you not judge what

man had to do when he was under your care ? What

did you make of him ? Let history tell. If God has

graciously used miracles, not against conscience, but to

arouse it, and help man against influences tending to

incredulity, and to show that there was a power in God

above the evil to which you, conscience, had succumbed,

do not you complain or set up to judge God for a

deliverance which, without this, you never did effect.

Do not say it could be done without it. You can tell

that you say. Why did you not then do it in the four

thousand years—twenty thousand if you please—which

had elapsed ? Your pretended competency to judge of

means, and reliance on your own power in In-half of

man, is an historically proved falsehood. You let man

sink into the grossest superstition and corruptions. The

Christianity you are calling in question delivered him

somehow or another ; that is a fact (deep as, conscience

and reason and all, he is fallen again in corrupt Christi

anity and rationalism), you never could." I do not talk

of ' kindred reason and conscience '. I admit both, and

revelation speaks to both; but I say that it is an

historical fact that with them man fell from the light he

had into the pit of degradation., Christianity delivered

him, and set reason and conscience in the light, and on

their right ground, and nothing else did. I am talking

of history. I trust my reason, for things of reason, as

far as it is reasonable ; that is, as to what is subjected

to it. I have to act according to my conscience when

this is in the light ; indeed it is honester to do so when

imperfectly enlightened; but trust to man's pretended

competency to judge of revelation by them and of what

a religion ought to be, I cannot, because with them man

has received everything as true that is false, base, and

wicked to be God, and that is corrupt and abominable

to be a duty, until God came in in power to deliver,

and has rejected what was excellent and holy. I have

got my senses, now I am in the light, to see that with

my senses I fell into the ditch when I had not the light,
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and that all the eyes in the world could not make a ray

of light, though now I have the light I know it is light.

And I have no inclination now I have it to put it out,

or to say that eyes without it were competent to see,

kindred to light ; and widen the sense of light, to

make it comprehend men walking, and walking in dark

ness, and their feeling their way an almost equivalent

to having the light—a deepening of the idea of what

light is.

W. I feel that your estimate is just. I must get rid of

history and facts, as well as every moral sentiment of my

nature, to receive the theories of these men. Yet they

use the name of Christ, while setting conscience above

revelation.

H. Of their speaking of Christ anon, but conscience

being above revelation is nonsense upon the face of it.

A man may deny revelation ; that I understand. 1 reject

his thought as a horror, a moral impossibility, that man

should be so left ; but it is not nonsense. But if there

be a revelation really, that is God. Conscience is man ;

and a conscience above revelation is man above God.

W. But must not I judge of a revelation ?

H. It is not the common way of receiving it, because

it acts with Divine light on the conscience. I cannot

say the eye judges light— light makes the eye see. A

revelation being holy, convicts of sin, and so proves

itself. But when we have to judge of a revelation, if

it be one, I am judged by my judgment. If I judge a

beautiful picture to be a bad one, and that the painters

ought to have distributed the lights so and so, what is

judged when one knows what really is beautiful ? Why

I am. Our judgment proves what we are. There is no

escaping that, unless finally man is to judge God, not God

man. Oh, what a judgment it would be ! Yet that is

really the question, and in truth we have seen it brought

to a trial and issue in Christ. Golgotha can tell that

tale. Our reception or non-reception of the truth is our

judgment, and so the New Testament declares. Both

Analogy and history give us to understand this important
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principle, wholly overlooked by these unbelieving rea-

soners, that for the use of a faculty, power outside itself

may be needed, so that when the power is not there the

faculty is useless. When it is there, it acts rightly and

freely; but its action is wholly dependent on a power

independent of it. It exists without the power, but

cannot act without it. Conscience is a faculty of the

soul, as the power of seeing is of the eye ; but conscience

without revelation, without light from God, has never

judged rightly. Man with this faculty has received all

the devilish horrors and corruption it is possible to ima

gine ; he walks in darkness, and knows not at what he

stumbles. But light is independent of the eye, and the

eye judges not light, but everything by the light. Con

science judges not revelation but by revelation, or per

fect Divine light, that is, Christ Himself. God is light,

and Christ is that light in the world. If men have had

it elsewhere, let them say where.

W. It is clear. After all, it is only saying there is a

God, and that as such He must be above man's judg

ment and the power of it. It is all confusion to speak

of revelation being contrary to conscience, or having

reason and conscience for its kindred. God, and God

revealing Himself, has His place ; and if God does not

reveal Himself, we are godless creatures—not without a

sense thaf there is a God, but ignorant of what He is ;

in the deplorable condition of knowing there is a God,

and not knowing Him ; with conscience enough to know

we are in evil, but ignorant how to get out of it. His

tory, the complaints of a Socrates, the puny efforts of

others, show and tell—the world by wisdom knew not

God.

H. Surely, surely ; and the sense of excellency gives

the sense of wretchedness ; of excellency—blessed be His

name— in God ; of wretchedness in man ; but then of

infinite love towards us. If the world by wisdom knew

God, it did not know love ; if it did, where is the know

ledge to be found? I defy Dr. Williams, conscience,

and reason, and all, to tell me. If God does reveal
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Himself, He reveals Himself as God. Man is not a

judge of the way. He lias received every kind of lie as

God, then laughed at it in the end, in the mockery of

despair, without finding out it was his wretched self he

was laughing at. But this revelation does not exclude

but awake conscience, makes it for the first time see

good, which it in this light can recognize. For God who

is light, is goodness or love manifested in the midst of

men. Conscience is not the instrumentality of revela

tion, as they say. Such a statement is nonsense. A

revelation is God's making something known which was

not otherwise apprehended, perhaps could not have been.

Conscience is no instrumentality in revealing. It is a

positive essential faculty in man, knowing or discerning

good and evil : but that is not an instrument of revela

tion. It is a proper independent faculty, which the

believer knows to have been acquired in the fall. But

it must have its object before it, to say it is good or evil ;

that is, it has nothing to do with revealing. Its object

must be there and then ; when not perverted, it says, if

good be before it, that is good ; if evil, that is evil ;

Reason discerns cause and effect, and as reasoning draws

consequences; in moral things runs closely into con

science. But it is never an instrument of revelation,

unless in the sense that the Holy Spirit uses a man as

an instrument in revealing ; but in itself never is. It

must have its object to reason about. Revelation gives

objects otherwise unknown, or fresh truth about known •

objects, or it is not a revelation. This neither conscience

nor reason do in their very nature. I may figuratively

say: It really was a revelation-^-that is, the perception

of reason was so quick, that it was, in comparison with

other minds, like one. But this only proves the difference

I have stated. In a word, conscience and reason must

have objects to judge of. A revelation communicates

objects which men have not. There is no contrast with

revelation; they are no parts of its instrumentality.

Reason and conscience have their own proper power in

their place, needing, in order to act in Divine things, a
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light wholly independent of them, that is, a revelation.

In their place they are like every other faculty, and, as

the most important ones, blessed. As I have said, when

conscience has got light, it can say, Jupiter and Saturn

cannot be gods ; and reason can say, when it has got

the idea of God, there cannot be two. Reason can never

say is, or is not, but must and cannot. Ideas, and not

facts, are its sphere. Revelation says is— another most

important difference. I believe the idea of God is, in

spite of Locke, at the bottom of every heart : corrupted

and dimmed, but in every heart ; and so, of course, are

conscience and reason, though blind and corrupted, till

light comes, and through passions, interests, and Satanic

power, losing the light and being blinded when men

have had it. They did not discern to retain God in

their knowledge. I have been, I am conscious, long in

my lucubrations on this subject, but hope I have not

lost your attention. Those who have followed the

phases of the new school, and particularly abroad in its

French forms (for it uses, but is not the old rationalism),

know that their battle-horse is this point of conscience.

All their statements are, however, error and confusion, and,

like everything they say, as superficial as it is pretentious.

W. I have listened diligently to what you have been

saying. It has not, of course, the interest which unfold

ing the range of Scripture, or touching on its main

beauties, has ; but I see plainly the need of getting clear

hold of the true place of conscience and reason, insisted

on as they are by them; and it has deep interest as

general truth. Happily, history is there to refute man's

pretensions, and the proof it gives of the need of light—

that is, of revelation—to give conscience its power is all-

important. Whatever the cause—I do not doubt the fall,

and Satan's power, man's utter alienation from God, is

—but whatever the cause is, the fact is so. By the Chris

tian revelation, partially by the Jewish one, man had light

to judge the absurdities and corruptions of paganism ;

without that, in point of fact, he never did. Conscience,

one may see, existed, but was religiously incompetent—
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incompetent to judge of a revelation, that is, of its

truth or falsehood. I might question whether Dr. Wil-

liams's conscience and reason be much better or sounder

in his judgment of the matter. I doubt it very much ;

but that we may leave. I refer to his attempted justifi

cation of heathenism in presence of Christianity, and

while favouring those horrible corruptions, questioning

the Divine character of both Christianity and its testi

mony. It seems to me as perverted as the heathenism

it defends.

H. In a certain aspect, I judge more so, as it comes

after the light. But we will turn to another part of the

subject— some of the scientific researches by which they

call in question Scripture accounts. It is easy to speak

of chronology, of which Dr. Williams remarks, " Dr.

Bunsen says, with quaint strength, ' there is no chrono

logical element in revelation.' " I see neither quaintness

nor strength in the remark. I do see sophism and

ignorance of the scope and nature of Scripture ; because

it is impossible to separate chronology and history, and

the inquiry into chronology is here with a view to history.

Now the moral history of mankind is a large feature in

revelation—one of deep import; and the researches

or rather suppositions of Dr. Bunsen, in which Dr. Wil

liams revels, are calling in question the chronology in

order to set aside the history. Whether Adam lived

130 years, as the Hebrew Bible says, and begat a son, or

230 years, as the Septuagint, is in itself of little moment.

It shoves on dates 100 years, but that is all. Quite right

to find the truth, if we can ; but if it be sought to dis

turb the history—if (this Dr. Bunsen has too much sense

to believe) Adam be not the head of the race— if even

Noah be not, and other races escaped the flood, we lose

the judgment of the world ; the Scripture history, in its

deepest moral elements, is trenched on ; the perishing

of a world is only a national fable belonging to a race,

drawn from some local phenomenon. And a flippant

remark that chronology is not an element of revelation,

is impertinent or dishonest. But I confess I fear some
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what to enter on scientific questions, having really no

pretension to be a learned man. My only encourage

ment is that experience has so taught me the superficial

and flippant character of neology, and particularly of

English neologists, that I have been emboldened, using

books current on the subjects referred to, and the little

knowledge I have, to examine the statements that are

made, and see how far they are to be relied on. The

result for me has been that there is a mass of charlatan

ism. A little knowledge is a dangerous thing. I have

only a little ; but in their waters 1 venture to wade. I

would first draw your attention to the kind of state

ments and reasonings : " He could not have vindicated

the unity of mankind if he had not asked for a vast

extension of time, whether his petition of (sic) 20,000

years be granted or not." Is this serious ? " Do we

see the historical area of nations and languages extend

ing itself over nearly 10,000 years, and can we imagine

less than another 10,000 during which the possibilities

of these things took body and form?" Chronology

imagined at this rate ceases to be a dry study, no doubt ;

but a serious one it can hardly be called. " Questions of

this kind require from most of us a special training

for each ; but Baron Bunsen revels in them, and his

theories are at least suggestive." Will the reader

believe that such crudities are brought to make out his

tory, and the revelling of Baron Bunsen in suggestive

theories is to settle chronology and overthrow Scripture ?

Why ? Because it is Scripture. As an ancient docu

ment there is nothing to be compared with it. Again :

" The Semitic languages, which had as distinct an indi

viduality 4,000 years ago as they have now, require a

cradle of larger dimensions than Archbishop Usher's

chronology. What further effort is not forced upon our

imagination if we would guess the measure of the dim

background in which the Mongolian and Egyptian

languages, older probably than the Hebrew, became

fixed, growing early into the type which they retained."

' Efforts forced on the imagination (hardly forced when a
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man revels in it) to guess the measure of the dim back

ground of languages, probably older than the Hebrew ' !

You have in this, my dear W., a very fair picture of Baron

Bunsen and his suggestive theories. In point of fact,

the only probable evidencewe have is that these languages

were contemporaneous ; but the evidence is late ; as to

writing, the most ancient known in the East received it

certainly from Semitic language. Burnoufhas proved this

in his inquiry into the cuneiform inscriptions of Hamadan.

But the date of Mongol is dim enough, no doubt. But let

us leave this. His excessive carelessness you may judge

from other instances I lit on in Stuart Poole, in Smith's

Dictionary, the other day. Bunsen ridicules Bautn-

garten for making fifty-six pairs out of seventy souls.

He had never looked at the chapter, where it is evident

that sixty-seven of the seventy were men. It would

seem that he has taken Shaul the Levite for Saul the

king in 1 Chron. vi. 22. ff. But this is so gross, he may

in copying Lepsius, whom he greatly follows, have not

seen that it was only a synchronism. I have not

Lepsius here. At any rate it is the greatest careless

ness. Bunsen set aside, to start with, the divinely-given

history. Chronology was not an element of revelation.

At any rate, that was the glory of liberal Christian

views. And then he revels in suggestive theories. Man

has it all to himself. I will examine some; but I

thought it well to notice Dr. Williams's own account of

Baron Bunsen's procedure. Dr. Williams asks : How

many years are needed to develop modern French out of

Latin ?—say 900, that is, from 600 to Francis I. Well,

what then ? How many the divergence of the mem

bers of the Indo-European family? Probably, very

various ; some very early, some much later. The dis

persion of the Aryan race is beyond history, and they

seem to have had already dialects. The only supposed

date is within Septuagint chronology. The Vedas do

not go more than to about 1,400 years before Christ,

leaving 1,000 years within even Hebrew chronology

to the flood. Circumstances influence the growth of
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dialects immensely. A tribe moves from a mountain

to a plain, or to another climate; the names caused

by local circumstances disappear—plants, cattle, terms

connected with culture and the like, all change. When

long remaining in one place a language changes; but

it is easily seen it is in its forms by civilization.

When tribes are entirely separate, with little inter

course, they become distinct languages very rapidly,

though grammatical forms are analogous, or the style,

as in North America. When a language is widely

diffused, and there is much communication, it remains

one, and is only developed according to a pretty constant

rule, generally of abbreviation of forms. But if 900 or

1,000 years sufficed to change and form a new language,

that time can well be allowed to the history of the

Sanscritian or Zend, not more than there is room for in

Scriptural chronology. Take notice, too, that all this

reasoning sets out with treating the history of the tower

of Babel as a fable. It is not a nicety of interpretation,

but a total rejection of the whole theory. But I should

think, while confessing that I am no comparative philo

logist, that Dr. Williams can know little or nothing

about the matter. He says (and all the world is always

to understand that the new theology brings from its

stores well-authenticated results, mentioned as if every

tolerably well-read man should be aware of it) : " When

again we have traced our Gaelic and our Sanskrit to

their inferential pre-Hellenictstem," &c. Now I appre

hend this sentence betrays total ignorance of the whole

subject. Hellenism, or Greek, as well as Latin, is a compa

ratively modern daughter of Sanskrit itself ; Zend, as its

twin sister, has its mixed or corrupted mediaeval derivation

in Pehlvi, and its direct one in modern Persian and the

Teutonic languages. Sanskrit is not traced to a pre-Hel

lenic stem, ft is the root or stem of Hellenistic and Latin

languages. Zend and Sanskrit are very closely allied dia

lects of what is often now called Aryan—Zend north ofthe

Himmalayas, Sanskrit south. The classical Sanskrit of

the Vedas is still more closely allied to Zend than the com
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mon Sanskrit. Zend is hard in pronunciation, Sanskrit

soft Gaelic or Irish is held by some able philologists to

be the closest existing representative of Sanskrit in the

West, with the richest vocabulary of words. Others cite

the Lithuanian as having the closest resemblance. This

is from the use of soft instead of hard sounds in both,

which characterises Sanskrit, as contrasted with Zend.

But Irish is pronounced hard, and gutturally. Lithuanian

German is very soft ; but, as is well known, southern Ger

man differs from .northern in the hardness of its guttural

pronunciation. The aspirates and ellipses in Erse arise

from the utterance stopping half-way between the preced

ing and following sound. Ifyou examine bata (battha),

mo wata, ar mbata, you will find the change—that w ishalf-

way between o and b, and m between r and b. It is an

imperfect, undefined utterance. To return to our dates.

The most careful research into monuments compared

with Berosus, whose, chronology the monuments con

stantly confirm, and other chronological elements and dates,

gives about 2,234 years before Christ for the foundation of

the first Chaldean kingdom. The common biblical chro

nology gives for the flood 2,348. It is alleged by German

critics following Berosus (I say German, as freed from

Scripture authority), that there was a Median dynasty of

eight kings, and this is conjecturally carried to 2458 B.C.,

110 years before the ordinary Hebrew date of the flood.

According to the Septuagint chronology, the flood was

B.C. 3155, leaving 697 years between the flood and the

first kingdom known to Berosus in Chaldea. This Median

kingdom I should not be disposed to reject, though its

duration and character be conjectural and uncertain.

Because the Chaldean or Babylonish, as we know, was

the seat and centre of idolatry, invented and established

as a system. Previous to and concurrent with this was

another and less outwardly gross idolatry—the worship

of fire, and so far the sun and stars. Sabaeism con

trasted with lonism. This did not reject star, or at any

rate planet worship, but connected it with making gods

of men, of their ancestors— and first of Noah and his sons.
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Now this Median kingdom would be the prevalence of

Sabaeism —the first Chaldean, simply the kings of Babel

from Nimrod, setting up systematic idolatry. All tradi

tion points to such a change in these days. Epipha-

nius —no great authority, it is true, but a witness of

tradition in this respect—says it took place in the days

of Serug, Abraham's great-grandfather. That idolatry

had then come in, we learn from Joshua xxiv. It was

the occasion of calling out Abraham to be the stock of a

separate people, that the knowledge of the true God

might not be wholly lost ; so that probably it was then

quite established and prevalent, yet not very long esta

blished. The uniformity of its fundamental elements in

India, Egypt, Greece, and Rome, show a regularly in

vented system connected with the deluge and Noah, and

the prevalent principle in all countries connected with it

of the setting up their first ancestors as the gods of their

country gives its fixed principle. This, with their identi

fication with some planet. Thus we have 2234 B.C. for

the first Chaldean monarchy ; 2348 B.C. according to the

Hebrew chronology, the date of the flood; 3155 B.C.

according to the Septuagint, when our review says 2234

for the first Median conquest of Babylon. It is very

certainly an error of Bunsen's, or a blunder of Dr. Wil-

liams's. It is the date of the first Chaldean kingdom,

which overthrew the Median—Berosus calls it Chaldean,

at any rate ; and the monuments, if not using the word

Chaldean (which does not occur till the Assyrian inscrip

tions in the ninth century before Christ), confirm the

fact of a series of kings reigning in the countries whence

Abraham came—called by Berosus Chaldean, or by

Scripture Ur of the Chaldees. Now learned men may

discuss these dates. We have no objection, but we have

data, not suggestive theories. Research into Egyptian

chronology and history leads to the conclusion that the

suggestive theories of Baron Bunsen fall before the

facts. The attempt of Lepsius to set up the long period

which Manetho's lists would make out, and on which

Baron Bunsen greatly builds, has no foundation to rest

N
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upon. The whqle is utterly superficial. Not only does

Manetho speak of contemporary princes, but the stelae

and tablet monuments give unequivocal proofs of the

coexistence of kings of different dynasties, sometimes

subordinate one to another. I need not enter now into

the details with you. But the names are brought toge

ther of two, and even of several dynasties on the same

monument, so that the chronology founded on their

being in succession one to another is a delusion from

beginning to end. But, leaving all reference to Scrip

tural chronology out, the commencement of Egyptian

history has been estimated at some 2,650 years before

Christ. Now no one, I suppose, pretends to give these

dates accurately ; but the coincidence of the Asiatic and

African empires gives a general probability ; while

Baron Bunsen's is founded on want of research, on

speculations from the boastful and legendary lists of

Manetho, and the desire to make the time long,

and chronology no element of revelation. He has

neglected the evidently important evidence furnished by

the monuments (some, perhaps, ascertained indeed since

his time), of the co-existence of dynasties, and of very

many too— perhaps eight at a time. Moreover, his whole

theory as to old and middle and new empires falls

to the ground wholly, save so far as the fact of the

presence of Hyksos kings goes, and with these other

dynasties subsisted nearly all the time. His whole

Egyptian system is, as Dr. Williams has described it,

revelling in suggestive theories. The speculative results of

elaborate inquiry into the great Aryan or lapetic emigra

tion supposes it was 3,000 years before Christ, and this is

avowedly mere theory. This you will find in Pictet's

book. I have thus taken up the historical part, and,

I think, shown that all is theory. But I would still

draw your attention for a moment to the kind of rea

soning. Even Dr. Williams, however gluttoning in the

helps to incredulity, is obliged to demur, and finds puz

zling circumstances in the strained etymologies which

are made its foundation; but adds a justification of
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Bunsen, which reaches far beyond all my conceptions of

the possibilities of logic : " That our author would not

shrink from noticing this, is shown," that is, noticing

how he strained etymologies to make the two antedilu

vian genealogies legendary, u by the firmness with which

he relegates the long lives of the first patriarchs to the

domain of legend." Is not that a proof? It is this.

His arbitrary boldness in making a legend of Scripture

statement shows that he will judge his own arbitrariness

in making legends of genealogies by strained etymo

logies ; at any rate, Dr. Williams admires him—revels

in the Baron's firmness.

W. But it is difficult to consider all this to be serious.

I am glad you spoke of the Assyrian and Egyptian his

tory, but the style of Bunsen's and Dr. Williams's

reasoning seems to me trifling almost, hardly worth

notice.

H. It would not be if it were not an attack against

Scripture ; but, though it be wearisome, it is well to

show the stuff these neological reasonings are made of.

Bear with me yet a little, while I quote a passage or

two. 'The idea of bringing Abraham into Egypt as

early as 2876 is one of our author's most doubtful

points, and may seem hardly tenable.' (According to

monuments, it was before Menes, when the gods or

heroes were reigning.) But why is this date ? Some

proof, perhaps, is given. Here it is :—" He wanted

time for the growth of Jacob's family into a people of

two millions"—(a question discussed on the shortest sup

posed period by Clinton Fynes, and others). However,

Baron Bunsen wanted time for it, and he felt bound to

place Joseph under a native Pharaoh—therefore before

the shepherd kings. He also contends that Abraham's

horizon is antecedent to the first Median conquest of

Babylon, in 2234 B.C. ('We have spoken of this point ;

as far as I can gather, there is no proof or sign of such

an event.) So the stay of the Israelites in Egypt is ex

tended to fourteen centuries (it is well he let them go there

at all) ; the 215 years is the time of oppression. Baron

N2
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Bunsen's history puts me in mind of Vertot's account

of a siege—I forget of what town. He had written to

have an accurate account of it from one present, but

when it came, he said he was very sorry, but he had

written his siege. Then Bunsen takes Manetho's wild

account of the lepers and Avaris, quoted in Josephus,

as confirming the exodus under Menephthah— (the

date is very possible, Wilkinson, after the Duke of

Northumberland, is disposed to accept it—I think

Osborne too) ; but then says, you must accept the whole

history, if you do the confirmation. That is very critical.

In this case, no sober person does. And hence it was an

invasion by the Jews ; and the high hand with which

Jehovah led His people, the spoiling of the Egyptians,

and the lingering in the peninsula (!), are to be taken

as signs, even in the Bible, of a struggle conducted by

human means. Can absurdity go further ? What do

you think the avenger who slew the first-born was ?

W. Well, what?

H. " It may have been the Bedouin host, akin nearly

to Jethro, and, more remotely, to Israel."

W, But, my dear H., enough of these excessive puerili

ties. Surely we need not go further, or waste our time

with the foolish and unbridled licence of an imagination

which leads to no result. It is refreshing to turn to the

gravity and simplicity of Scripture accounts. The

moral truths so richly encased in its simple tale are

enough for a mind rightly tuned to see its divine cha

racter. It is well, perhaps, to see the contrast, and

how God allows a most amiable, learned, and attractive

mind to run into absurdity and senseless suppositions,

when it lends itself to speculations which baser minds

seek to profit by, against all truth.

H. I have done. But it was well that the true cha

racter of these speculations should appear. We will

turn to other points.

W. But I should like to ask you a question. How

comes it that Dr. Williams recognises the untenableness,

as in this last case,of the statements and the straining of
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etymology for proofs, and yet delights in bringing for

ward the conclusions, and presses with satisfaction the

results ?

3. Allow me to reply by asking a question too. Do

you believe that on any subject but one he would admit

the premisses to be false, and delight in the conclu

sions ?

W. Well, I suppose not. No one would. Where

the will is not engaged, no man pleads that premisses are

false, and conclusions excellent.

H. You have answered yourself. See what is said :

" It is easier to throw doubt on some of the arguments

than to show that the conclusion .... is im

probable." He is speaking of Bunsen's requiring

twenty thousand years.

The truth is, the idea of human excellency and

their own superior powers of criticism has led them to

reject Scripture a priori, because it sets down man as

wicked and lost ; and then to loosen by speculative sup

positions the bands of all proof whatever. Bunsen,

building on an excessively uncritical, unphilosophical

estimate of Egyptian periods—speculations which have

neglected all careful research into the facts—has con

cluded that the emigration into Egypt was ante-

Noahic, the flood only partial, and Scripture not

worth a straw, save as bright and eminent individuals

gave an impulse suited to their day. His writings are

a kind of skating over the surface of facts. I will give

you here a specimen of Scriptural interpretation, to show

how far solidity of judgment can be looked for in Bun-

sen's writings :—"In the event of Pentecost, not only

the first legislation of mankind founded on the per

manent law of the conscience, became a reality, but the

whole distinguishing character of the eighteen centuries

which separate us from that event, was typified and

foreshadowed." All well, save that the Holy Ghost

is not alluded to, only permanent conscience. I will

refer to this further on. But now : " In what did that

miracle consist? One hundred and twenty persons—
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not only Galileans, as they were naturally supposed to

be, but believers from various parts— assembled together

on that festive day, expecting the end of the world.

Suddenly, during a violent storm of wind, accompanied

by lightning, the persons so assembled felt moved

apparently to praise God, not in the formularies of their

sacred language, but in the profane sounds of their

heathenish mother tongues, of which the Greek was

foremost, as the Spirit gave them utterance." " What

more portentous or deeply significant sign could there

be that religion was henceforth to cease to be an ex

ternal or sacerdotal and ceremonial worship ? At this

moment, and with that sound, the true temple of God was

opened. This was in reality the temple which Christ

had said He could raise on the ruins of the old." " The

speakers themselves were overpowered by the sudden

wind and scintillating flashes of the electric fluid (v. 3),"

—the verse is, " And there appeared unto them cloven

tongues, like as of fire, and it sat upon each of them "—

" while those who gathered round and listened to them

were no less awe-struck by hearing the praises of God

and wonderful things uttered in their own tongues,

which they little expected to hear from Galileans

(v. 4-8). The speakers at first made convulsive sounds,

but soon recovered their equilibrium (I feel it hard to

preserve one's own) ; not like those who, in the time of

St. Paul, after having lost, in the midst of the Divine

service, the power of articulation (that is, speaking with

a tongue, note), were unable to express their emotion

otherwise than by sounds of the brute creation, extorted

by their overpowering sensations. Nor, according to

St. Luke's account, were the pious hearers overcome to

such an extent as some later learned interpreters appear

to have been. They did not regard the screams which

had been uttered at the first moment, but listened to

what they heard spoken in their own tongue. If this

be a rationalistic explanation, it is that of St. Peter. (!)

Where does that Apostle state that he and his friends

received the power of speaking languages not their own,
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or that the utterance of convulsive sounds was a proof

of Jesus of Nazareth being the Christ, and of the Spirit

of God having come down upon the believers in the

Galilean" ?

W. It is inconceivable; one's only comfort is that its

folly proves honesty.

H. I agree with you. I believe there was a love of

good, and that from God, in this amiable man. Are

you aware that he declared, on his death-bed, that

Christ was all, and that only was life—all else nothing.

W. It is a sweet and joyful thought to know it.

How wonderful, and wonderfully above man, is the grace

of God !

H. It is, and sweet to turn to and dwell on.

W. But how is it possible that one can be blinded to

such a point ?

JET. It is hard to tell. That man should say, " I do

not believe the account," is intelligible enough. But to

take it and make this out of it is hard to understand. I

account for it by the Divine instinct which cannot bear

to give up the words of eternal life, and the vanity

which would go on with the supposed progress of

science. All is the contradiction of the Scripture

statement. There was no wind, but a sound like one.

The scintillating electricity of the storm resting on their

heads would be rather awkward. There are no con

vulsive sounds, no screams ; they are all Galileans, con

trasted with devout men from every nation under heaven.

Peter had no need to say they spake with tongues,

because it was heard by all, and is stated by the historian.

He does, both here and in his defence as to going to

Cornelius, refer to it as the proof of Christ's glory and

the seal of faith; and tells them if they repented and

were baptized they would receive it too. Each particular

is exactly contrary to the history, and the wind and

electricity contemptible. Think of Paul saying they

were not to speak with a tongue except there was an

interpreter, when they were the sounds of the brute

creation —he spake with tongues more than they all—I
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suppose of different brutes. But the explanation of

Baron Bunsen is important here as regards the system of

the school. "With true prophetic spirit St. Peter

applied to this event what had been foretold of the

Spirit of God, which was to come in the last days, and

to be recognized by the outpouring of intelligence and

wisdom over the unlearned men and women even of the

lowest classes." Now this is not true. He speaks of

visions and dreams, not of wisdom and intelligence.

But further : " No, he tells them a story as simple as it

is true ; the great event of his days, and of all days— the

glorification of God through Christ, not as an external

fact, but as a Divine principle of life in mankind."

Now how striking it is that an upright mind, for such I

doubt not was Baron Bunsen's, under the influence of

this deceit of Satan, can misrepresent a statement, or

rather, just as the Baron does in Egyptian history, give

what he thinks ought to be here instead of what is.

There is not one word of the glorification of God through

Christ, but of God's glorifying Christ, whereupon the

Holy Ghost was shed forth. He speaks of the power

of God raising up from the dead and setting Christ, as

man, at His right hand, and that He, having received

the Holy Ghost from the Father, had sent, not a storm

and electricity to rest on the disciples' heads, but the

Holy Ghost. Nor does he even say one word of a

principle of Divine life in mankind. Christianity is

that ; but here there is not a word of it. The Baron

adds : " On that day, accordingly, not only the Christian

Church was born, but also the Christian state." I only

add this to show how all is the theory of his mind with

out reference to fact. Where is ' the Christian state '

on Pentecost?

I need not say I do not quote this to refute it—it

would not deserve it ; but to show the character and

spirit, and materials of which the new school is made

up. God's exalting Christ— overstepping the narrow

bounds of Judaism, to visit all nations in grace—the

blessed truth of another Comforter, which Christ had
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promised, is not seen for a moment. An invented

storm, an electricity which would have left very few

Galileans there : what folly replaces it ?

W. Refuting it would indeed be absurd; but it is

a singular phenomenon, such an entire aberration of

mind.

H. It is a state, and the proof of the folly, of man's

mind, when, as such, it pretends to judge of God's acts.

But I have a quotation from another part of Baron

Bunsen's works which distinctly shows his notion—the

school's notion— of revelation, and with this view I quote

it :—" Such a direct communication of the Divine mind

as is called revelation, has necessarily two factors, which

are co-operating in producing it. The one is the infinite

factor, or the direct manifestation of eternal truth to the

mind, by the power which that mind has of perceiving

it; for human perception is the correlative of Divine

manifestation." "This infinite factor is, of course, not

historical ; it is inherent in every individual soul, but

with an immense difference of degree."

" The second factor of revelation is the finite, or ex

ternal. This mode of Divine manifestation is, in the

first place, a universal one—the universe is Nature.

In a more special sense, it is an historical manifestation

of Divine truth through the life and teaching of higher

minds among men. These men of God are eminent

individuals, who communicate something of eternal

truth to their brethren." "The difference between

Jesus and the other men of God is analogous to that

between the manifestation of a part and the totality and

substance of the Divine mind." I cannot follow the

wild idealism of Bunsen in all its details. I may give

as an example of it his interpretation of " Marvel not

at this : for the hour is coming in the which all that are

in their graves shall hear His voice, and shall come

forth, those that have done good to the resurrection of

life, and they that have done evil to the resurrection

of damnation." He translates, he says, from Semitic

into Japetic language ; so he speaks thus : " The history
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of mankind will prove to be the judgment of God.

Nations will perish by this judgment, and new nations

will arise, and the truth and justice of God will become

manifest as well by the destruction of empires as by the

awakening of new national life." This is not exceptional.

The Son having life in Himself, as the Father in Him

self, and authority to execute judgment, means—" This

new period of mankind is now beginning ; individuals of

all nations will be awakened by Divine consciousness

(nota bene), and in process of time this Divine principle

in man will become the principle of all social relations,

governments, and states." Now how entirely opposite

this is to Christianity I need not say, which speaks of

man as lost, of redemption, of a new Divine life given.

But I only introduce it now as showing the excess of

spiritual idealism which makes all Baron Bunsen's

views and statements a will-o'-the-wisp. The only

thing I know like it, and from which much (at any rate

in the form and habit of mind) seems to be drawn, is

Philo. Of course to Bunsen it came philosophically

through Hegel—perhaps Schelling; but Philo is so

extraordinarily like, because he connected Judaism

and a like system, as Bunsen does Christianity with

Hegelianism. I shall recur to this. My present point

is the revelation of Christ. I believe Christian instinct

gave Bunsen a sense of what Christ was, which pierces

through, so great is God's grace. But I will give

his ideas of Christ to complete the picture, and then

turn to his ideas of revelation. I say idea, for Bunsen

is an honest man, and gives it ; but we must never trust

words in these men's mouths, because they all use

common Christian terms, but they mean with them

totally different things.

W. That I see plain enough. I am getting gradu

ally hold of the system. We must have the key to the

cypher. When once, however, one sees this, it produces

just distrust as to all they say. They cover themselves

with the mantle of Christianity to pierce it under the

fifth rib. They are very Joabs in their character. They

\
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speak peaceably to Abner in the king's gate, but on

has to learn to be aware that they have a hidden sword.

However, the fraud is tolerably apparent. God ever

takes care of His people.

H. In a very angry correspondence in France, which

I have seen published as a pamphlet since our first

conversation, it is seriously proposed that they should

openly say what they mean and think on die great

truths of Christianity, that the mass of professing Chris

tians may know what they really hold. They speak of

Christ, His gracious life and the like, and unsuspecting

persons assume commonly-received truths as at the

basis ; but the select few are initiated, and propagate

doubts and unbelief; and the work is actively carried

on. Such at least is the distinct statement in these

papers ; and one sees the shrinking from open dealing,

or meeting it clearly, in the replies. At any rate, the

first part is true, for that I have met with—the speak

ing of Christ as if all was right, while not one word

of commonly held Christian truth was believed, yet the

same terms largely employed. This is the case with

Bunsen, only he honestly states what he thinks. Thus

he speaks of judgment. But what does this mean ?

' The conscience of man, now represented by Jesus of

Nazareth, will be thejudge of man— first, as to individual

conduct, and in process of time, through faith in his

Spirit, as to national affairs'. What becomes of the

judgment of quick and dead now ? Christianity is gone

for a reverie.

Again, he speaks of Christ's unity with the Father.

He is identified and one with God. That sounds well

enough. But what is it ? " The willing self-sacrifice

of Jesus is the cause of his unity with the Father."

It is a mere moral idea. The truth is gone, and see

how it works. He adds (Christ speaks), "What I

say of myself, that I am one with God, is true of all

men."

Having shown the genius and character of all this

teaching, I will now, before applying it to revelation,
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quote to you his interpretation of the Apostle's (John's)

teaching concerning Christ:—

" Before the visible universe existed, there was in God

the conscious thought of Himself, as active reason.

This thought was identical with God, the substance of

the universe; it was God thinking Himself, making

Himself objective to Himself." (As the Neoplatonists

say, the intelligent no longer as existence, but in activity

becoming the intelligible. For this is mere Neoplatonism,

and, indeed, so does Bunsen explain it.) "This, then,

is the Divine existence of the Word, as active reason;"

according to Philo and the Alexandrian fathers, t•.&a-

Otros. " The creation of the universe is the manifestation

in space and time of the same thought of God of Him

self. There was nothing created which has not the

principle of existence in that thought of God of Him

self." These are the ideas of Plato, the vorjrov of Philo.

" The universe, thus created, continues to have the prin

ciple of life in this Divine self-consciousness ; this

principle of substantial existence is also the intellectual

principle in man."

" God's eternal thought of Himself became personal

in finite existence in a man conscious of his Divine

nature. In this man, that Divine Word lived amongst

us, and we behold in Jesus Divine glory and truth,

He alone, therefore, could declare to mankind the

nature of God, for that primitive consciousness lived in

Him constantly and perfectly."

I rejoice to think that true divinely-given faith in

Christ pierces through Bunsen's idealism ; I rejoice

heartily in it. It is swamped in idealism, but there is

not the cold, calculating infidelity of the Essays and

Reviews. Dr. Williams's language is, " The son of

David by birth is the Son of God by the spirit of holi

ness" (a false citation). ''What is flesh is born of

flesh, what is spirit is born of spirit." This he calls the

incarnation becoming purely spiritual. Having gladly

owned this as to Baron Bunsen, which is my real feeling,

we may pursue the research into the system. Save the
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last phrase I have quoted, it is merely a reproduction

of Philonian, that is Alexandrian, Platonism, adapted

by idealism to Scripture statements.

The Logos was first erfiaOtroc—immanent reason in

God ; then irp00opi«ic ; and thus the universe (not in

matter, but existing in the thought of God in idea) was

the \oyoc. Then the \oyuc became the band and support

of it when it took a form. So here with Baron Bunsen

in the wild notion that the universe, thus created, con

tinues to have the principle of life in this Divine self-

consciousness. It is a living being. All this is pure

Philonism. So is the notion that the eminent man—

"the wise man," says Philo—has this partially in him,

partakes intrinsically of the Divine Xoyoc in his reason.

As in Bunsen, repeated in a passage I have not quoted :

"In the progress of history, this principle (life in Divine

self-consciousness) manifested itself as intelligence"—

the aixfmc and nrtm.ij/oj of Philo. The only point where

Bunsen leaves Philo, as far as I can see, is when he

speaks of Christ as having the fulness of this in a finite

person ; but even here, with a very slight modification,

Philo applies this to Moses. He could not see God

Himself, but entered into the darkness and saw the

original pattern of heavenly things. He is called God.

" But what, did He not enjoy also a greater fellowship

with the Father and Maker of all things ; having been

counted worthy of the same title : for He was called

the God and King of the whole nation, and is said to

have entered into the thick darkness where God was,

that is, into the formless and invisible and incorporeal

pattern essence of beings : mentally contemplating what

cannot be seen by mortal nature." (De Vita Mosis,

Mangey, 108 for 106.)

The prophets only inquire, and get answers. So the

law of Moses is the perfect expression of the Divine

mind, and serves as such, and will be for all ages. It

corresponds to the harmony of the universe, and is in

unison with the reason (\0yu>) of the eternal nature.

(De Vita Mosis, Mangey, ii. 142.)
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Bunsen's notion of the prophetic spirit in all eminent

men IS &lSO irnilO S, warn avdpuirit) atrrtua o tipix, Xoyoc wpcxpririiav

fiaprvpei. But the word of prophecy has Moses for its

name (Man. i. 652). Moses has power over all the

elements of nature; each one of them obeys him (Man. ii.

105. So Mangey, ii. 107—for 105.) He took the Divine

excellencies as preferable to worldly goods, so that God

rewarded him with great and perfect riches. The read

ing is then said to be faulty in the text, uronjc (equality).

It may be so, but I am not quite clear. Mangey reads,

those (riches) of all the universe. But it then goes on:

For having been thought worthy of being declared par

taker of His own lot [God] granted him the whole

world. The elements own him Lord. " Nor is," he adds,

" that wonderful ; for if, as the proverb says, all things

belonging to friends are common—and the prophet is

called the friend of God, as a consequence as to

usufruct—he will be partaker and companion of all

his possession." What is this but Bunsen's Jesus of

Nazareth's self-sacrifice—the cause of his unity with

the Father?

It is, I think, a mistake, unless I have overlooked

some passage, to say that Moses is called 0 upoc Xoyor,

the sacred Word, as has been alleged by Gfrorer. This

applies to the Scripture, but he is set in the same place

really in the de migratione Abraliami. He is the Ztaiom,

the mind and thought of God, and Aaron his prophet to

declare it. This under another name is the same thing,

but it is not immanent as the Xoyot, but more a gift.

But then, on the other hand, the irvivfia ayiov abode always

with him. In most it visits and goes—is an afflatus, but

in JMoseS abides, tovtw fiiv ovv to deiov aei iraptorarai. \U6

Gigantibus, Man. i. 269, 270).

I will not go further. He largely insists in more

than one place on his entering into the thick darkness—

so as prophet he knew all that as king, lawgiver, and

priest he could not ; and all completed his knowledge,

he is (M. ii. 145) inspired, has breathed into him

heavenly love ; what he says is an oracle uyi0v m vpoawifov

,



197

v unmixed, not as others from inquiry and

answer (Man. ii. 163.)

W. It would be curious if Bunsen's wanderings were

only a reproduction of Philo. But where are you lead

ing my thoughts with all this ?

H. Not an unnatural question. First we are ex

amining a professed review of Bunsen, and inquiry into

his real views is the best answer; and it shows the

true character of the teaching sought to be introduced.

Philo indeed was, while for ever allegorising, so far

soberer, that he recognises the literal history, though,

like Augustine, saying when it is dishonouring to God's

thoughts, it must be taken mystically. Still he respects

the written Word far more than Bunsen and our Essay

ists. But I had also a more precise object. I have

only, could only, in our brief intercourse bring forward

points of contact, but the more Philo's views are before

the mind as a whole, the more the similarity; the identity,

I may say, is apparent. Another character of the \oyoc

which Philo gives will lead me to the point. The

Xoyor, or Divine reason, is faith in us ; that is, the Xoyoc,

or Divine immanent reason, becoming in its acting in

man intelligence, the Op0oc Xoyoc, or right reason in

the abstract, which is Divine, is, as far as it acts,

right reason in man, i.e., in the wise ; and the arche

typal idea is in the mind of man faith ; he has seized it as

having, as the wise man, this right reason in himself, it

being in himself so far as he is wise. That which is

seized is the idea in God, but it is the idea in the man's

mind, the Xoyoc being his intelligence. It is a copy of

the original copy, or production of the inherent mind of

God. As inherent, it is unknown. As become intel

ligible in the Xoyoc, an idea, it is voijroc, capable of being

a subject of thought; and the human mind, which is the

action of the Xoyoc in us, thinks it, has the idea, believes

it as truth. Thus it is faith. This seems subtle, but it

is not difficult to understand. The thinking power is

not thinking. When I think I have a thought. Thus

what was simply intelligent, capable of thinking, is in
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telligible, becomes in the produced thought a possible

subject of another's apprehension. If the same intelli

gence is in another as his mind, it is the spring of the

same thought in him. The \0yoc as immanent reason in

God is unknown, but as a whole of thoughts, when

thinking has taken place, when the Divine mind has

had or produced thoughts, is not all known, but roijror,

knowable; and then archetypal ideas become by the

Xoyoc being also our reason, our ideas. Hence the .voyoc

is the archetypal idea, and faith, according to Philo.

Forgive me this dose of Alexandrian philosophy. You

will see its application to revelation in a moment.

W. I begin to catch it already. But it denies posi

tive revelation. It is a kind of deifying the intelligence

of man, making him, in some strange way, the proper

source of the same thoughts, called faith, and so, eventu

ally, a part of God.

H. Yes. This comes from the connexion of con

science and reason on moral subjects, the judging

process of the mind and perception of good and evil.

Thus, where the will, or that in which we take pleasure,

coincides with the conscience—the judgment of good

and evil—there is moral perfection. God is realised ;

or, as Bunsen says, man is God.

W. But then, if I understand this, it is a direct

denial of all revelation. It is a partial possession of the

Divine nature, which may be morally complete, in virtue

of which man has in himself the thoughts of God, and

that naturally, which equally denies what is revealed

—the sinful alienation of man from God. Scripture

says, " All the imagination of the thoughts of his heart

were only evil, and that continually ;" and the deep prac

tical experience of one who understood the spirituality

of God's law could say, " I know that in me "—that is,

in my flesh—" dwelleth no good thing ;" and that even

when to will was present with him, how to perform that

which was good he found not.

H. Precisely. It is a denial of revelation, and a

denial of the truth as to man; and, in revelation, a
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dropping — I will not say denial — of every Divine

object.

W. But I have a difficulty here, because Philo surely

recognized a Divine revelation.

H. Your remark is quite in place ; but it leads to

the confirmation and clearing up of the real truth on

this question — " What is revelation?" From his educa

tion and habits as a Jew, he distinctly recognized the

inspiration of the Old Testament—particularly of Moses'

writings, but of all ; and inspiration in the fullest sense—

the operation of the Holy or prophetic Spirit ; so that

man was wholly shut out. He was far more a believer

in his theory on this subject — very far—than Bunsen or

the rationalists, even the most moderate of them. But

two things are to be observed : first, he philosophized

independently of the Scriptures, though he sought to bring

them in as confirmatory, and allegorized them even

where he owned them to be historical. Abraham

meant one idea, Israel another, Jacob another. He

often admitted only ideas —no literal history at all. He

was the most outrageous spiritualizer, but reducing all

to man as he is looked at as virtuous. Hence evident

inconsistencies. But what is more material, there was

no Divine object in revelation for him. God remained

necessarily unknown in Himself. The revelation he had

was of ideas; the \0yos— the universal idea of all—the

universe ; the bringing this idea into finite man's mind

a little world of answering ideas, formed a micro

cosm as the philosophers called it. Man was, when

virtuous, when partaker of dtiav aptrw (Divine virtues),

an airreioc anjp (Bunsen's eminent men), a possessor, as

we have seen, of the opSog Xoyoc, which, in its infinitude,

was a kind of middle being between God and creatures

(the evident origin of Arianism, and the early philo

sophical Christianity of Alexandria). The law for him

was the expression of this perfect or right reason, and

was to be perpetual and universal. But there were thus

only great principles and ideas to be made good—there

was no Divine object at all. God was inaccessible.

o
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The \oyoc comes out as a universal archetypal idea,

realized finitely in creation, but not as a personal object

of faith, though sometimes treated almost as a person,

because acting in power ; and this \oyoc was man's in

telligence. Messiah is only referred to as a conqueror

to come, subduing the Gentiles, and making good Jewish

hopes ; beasts to be tamed — men too ; sickness to de

part ; the Jews to be a kind of world priests. There is

no proper revealed Divine object of faith. The soul is

an avoirraa^a, a shred, an airawyaa/ia, a shining forth, a

ray, an tK^ynov t/^tpec, a corresponding impress of God.

It existed before, came into a body, and so was lowered

and dualized ; (and this circumscription of our spirits iu

the limits of flesh and time, practical selfishness, Bunsen

reckons the fall ;) and when it dies, goes back to

heaven, restored to unity. There is a reproduction of

the Word in the soul, but no revealed object before it.

This part of man is reason and conscience. Now yon

will find that this makes the ground taken by the new

school most distinct. They claim the title of reason and

conscience to judge of all, that is, of the finite \oyoc, so

to speak, in man—the moral perceptive power in man

to judge of everything. By what ? By itself. Man,

as he is, is the measure of right and wrong, and good

and evil. Now, if the Word has been made flesh, God

revealed in man, this cannot be. He is the true and

perfect measure, and His words, expressing what He is,

will judge men ; not now, unless inwardly ; but when the

time of gracious revelation is over, the same will judge

him in the last day. Now this is Christianity in its

great elementary truths. It declares man has failed,

and is evil, though he had a conscience. God had taken

care that when he left God and sinned, and sought in

dependence (i.e., sin as to will, ,as corruption is it as to

lust), he should carry a conscience, a knowledge of good

and evil, with him. He has sinned without a law,

and wallowed in corruption ; he has sinned under law,

which forbade the corruption, and denied the independ

ence, claiming obedience, and therein righteousness.
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Nay, he has sinned in rejecting goodness itself when it

came into the world, after all this. Now, wrath is

revealed from heaven against both ungodliness and

unrighteousness of men who hold the truth in unright

eousness. But withal God's righteousness is revealed,

not on a principle of works—man was judged and con

demned on that principle—but as God's righteousness

by faith, and so to every one, without law or under

law, who believed. But how ? In a Divine object pre

sented—God Himself manifested in grace, as man dying

to put away sin, that blessing might be in righte

ousness, and no allowance of evil, and a new Divine life

communicated. In a word, God is revealed in Christ,

to be the condemnation of flesh and man, but to be a

new eternal life come down from heaven, making men

thus partakers of the Divine nature ; and while putting

away sin, and glorifying God in this respect, giving a per

fect object of this life—the Father revealed in the Son.

A Divine object is before us. The Word made fle£h,

" we beheld His glory, the glory as of an only begotten

from the Father." He " dwelt among us, full of grace and

truth." I have here, very imperfectly, but sufficiently at

this moment, sketched the revelation—a revealed object.

My purpose here, of course, is not to unfold doctrine,

but give the character of the revelation. Now the new

school comes in and says, " But I must judge this by

what is in man." Nay, I say, it judges what is in man

—in grace and for his good—,but it is the truth. Christ

is the truth, and judges man. It is a revelation after

man has had full scope with conscience, reason, and a

perfect rule for it, the law ; and all in vain. It is a

revelation coming because that was insufficient, because

man was incompetent, and proves it ; and brings in sal

vation in a new revealed object, which is not what was

in man, but in God — a second man, but the Lord

from heaven.

Let us now see how Bunsen's statement as to revela

tion embodies the evil principle I have referred to. He

says :—" Such a direct communication of the Divine

o 2
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mind as is called revelation has necessarily two factors

which are co-operating in producing it. The one is the

infinite factor, or the direct manifestation of eternal

truth to the mind, ly t'w power which that mind has of

perceiving it ; for human perception is the correlative of

Divine manifestation." Now, absurd as this is, it is

plain enough. It is Philo's op0oj \oyot, right reason, and

faith, or the reason and conscience of the new infidel

school. A manifestation to by the power of perceiving

is absurd —absurd in every case. It supposes an object,

but an object by a power of perceiving. Now God can

will an object, but needs then no revelation, of course.

If man perceives, he must have something to perceive ;

it is not manifested by his power to perceive ; or he

creates, or has the Divine nature, with its thoughts, as

a given mind. This is just Philo, and is false, meta

physically and morally, because he is not infinite, and

he is evil. Scripture makes the contrast, and refers the

knowledge of the Divine mind to the believer only, and

the Holy Ghost, who shows things to us. " What man

knows the things of a man save the spirit of the man

which is in him ? so no man knows the things of God

but the Spirit of God. Now we have received, not the

spirit of the world, but the Spirit which is of God, that

we might know the things which are freely given to us

of God." A man knows the things of a man by the

spirit of man ; the things of God (these are new, freely

given things, objects not inherent in the mind), the

Spirit of God only. He is given to them that believe,

takes the things of Christ and shows them to us. I am

not arguing now whether Scripture be true ; but show

ing that the Christian system is directly in every part

in antagonism with the system we are examining.

W. Most clearly, and, I may say, rationally and

morally so ; but perfectly opposed in every particular.

H. What I think striking is, that it goes over the

same ground, the mind, its thoughts, conscience, rela

tionship of God to man, our being His offspring; but in

every point, instead of building up the competency of
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man in his old position, treats him as incompetent and

fallen, and brings in a new thing, a second man, the

revelation of God, and of the Father, and of the Son.

It shows liberty from rites and legal ceremonies, the

bondage of the law, the higher prophetic light, even be

fore Christ; but instead of reducing it into the limits of

the Adam nature to exalt man, that is, self, it uses it to

show him condemned in his Adam condition, incapable

of thus knowing God, and gives new life, new objects, a

new state, and a perfect revelation of all that was needed

to introduce it, and to be that on and in which it

lived.

W. But Baron Bunsen gives a second factor.

H. He does, but we do not gain much there; It

" is the finite, or external. This mode of Divine mani

festation is, in the first place, a universal one ; the uni

verse, or nature. In a more special sense, it is an

historical manifestation of Divine truth through the life

and teaching of higher minds among men. These men

of God are eminent individuals, who communicate some

thing of eternal truth to their brethren, as far as they

themselves are true. They have in them the conviction,

that what they say and teach of things Divine is an

objective truth," "will last" therefore. But mark, only

a truth : '' The difference between Jesus and the other

men of God is analogous to that between the manifesta

tion of a part, and of the totality and substance of the

Divine mind." Thus Christ is a perfect revealer at best,

not a personal object of faith to whom we are subject

as the Son. That is, my mind perceives truth partially.

His completely, and so teaches. Thus it is expressed,

"God's eternal thought of Himself, became personal

in finite existence in a man, conscious of his Divine

nature." Remark, He becomes personal, and is then

finite. He is Son, and God is Father only in a finite way.

Otherwise, "He is God's thought of Himself in space

and time." " It has the principle of life in this Divine

self-consciousness." " That primitive consciousness

lived in Him constantly and perfectly,"—in Jesus. The
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former part is pure Philonism ; the latter, the incarnation

of God's eternal thought of Himself in a man, who

thus lived in the consciousness of his Divine nature, is,

of course, not Philo's.

But we know now what revelation means, and why

the reviewer speaks of the revelation of Christ, and of

not confining it to Him.

I proceed with Bunsen. " God reveals, that is to

say, manifests Himself directly to mankind by the mind.

This manifestation addresses itself to man's rational

conscience, or to the consciousness of truth and good

ness. This direct manifestation is that of the Eternal

Word or Reason, and is the key to the indirect mani

festation of God to man through the creation and through

history." Hence, " there must be faith in the Divine

element of the soul." " The contemplation of God in

the history of mankind, is the most natural and most

universal means of strengthening the innate faith of the

soul in its own destiny."

" The Scriptures of the Old and New Testament

exhibit such a record of humanity;" "bearing eminently

the character of humanity, they are eminently pro

phetic."

" Christ is the centre of the universal development,

typically exhibited in the Jewish records."

He adds, " Moses had coined out of the law of con

science which Abraham had made the distinctive law

of his family, the ritualized law of that nation which

he formed out of Abraham's descendants." (In another

place, he says, " the wickedness and stubbornness of the

people obliged him (Moses) to surround this spiritual

law (contrary to his original intentions) with ritual and

ceremonial regulations.")

"Jesus proclaimed it the law of mankind by attach

ing it directly, without any national medium, to the

consciousness of God Himself dwelling in man and in

mankind. He divinized man because He realized God."

" He based upon f.iith in her (the soul's) origin and

destiny the whole social life of mankind."
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Hence he holds that, by revolutionary destruction of

hierarchy and empires, there will be by the prevalence of

conscience a kind of moral millennium.

Now here God dwelling in man, the direct revelation

to man's rational conscience, is the Infinite Factor, the

judge of all. The finite, and even Christ comes in here

(though personally Bunsen ascribes to IIim a perfect

consciousness of the whole of God's thought of Himself),

is a secondary and external one. Mankind's history

strengthens the internal, but no more. Jewish records

give man's expression of this. Christ is the centre of

this finite external one. Eminent men have given it

out, as far as they thought they had the perception of

truth. Christ is not a • part but the whole reason of God

in a man, to whom God gave eternal life, for so He

says.

But revelation is, as a direct thing, merely and only

the perception of truth by man's mind as man, through

the eternal reason of God dwelling in him as man. Ami

he must have faith in this divine element in himself.

Eminent men may give out their consciousness of it,

and. if true, give it out with a conviction that it is last

ing truth. But this is all secondary and indirect. Direct

revelation is only the inward perceptions of man's

natural mind. And the Bible is prophetic in general,

not because of its divinity, but because of its humanity,

and that it is the expression of what passes in the human

mind. The eternal reason of God dwells in man, and

man by it perceives, and that is revelation in all. What

makes some to be eminent, we are left to conjecture.

Philo was dreadfully embarrassed here, too. However,

Is this a denial of a revelation or not ? Is it a denial

of Christian doctrine or not? That is the positive

announcement of the word of God claiming absolute

authoritv over the conscience, partial and preliminary

by the prophets, fully and openly by Christ and His

Apostles. Men were to receive it as the word of God,

which was effectual in those that believed. It was for

he obedience of faith among all nations—man being
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darkness, alienated from the life of God through the

ignorance that was in him.

W. It is most clearly a positive denial of revelation

altogether. For the secondary or finite one is only

reproducing the first, and is good only as far as the con

viction of the speaker goes, i. e., not God's word. It is a

positive denial, too, of the whole doctrine of Christianity,

as to the fall of man, and a redemption, and a new life.

H. You can now, too, clearly see why in this system

rational conscience is to judge of all else, be it what it

may, and this is the essence of their system. Man is to

have faith in the Divine element in his own soul.

Hence " the evidences of our canonical books and of the

patristic authors nearest to them are sufficient to prove

illustration in outward act of principles perpetually true

(is that revelation ?), but not adequate to guarantee

narratives inherently incredible or precepts evidently

wrong;" i.e., we are finally judges of right and wrong.

Now, the Gospels are, in another sense, an " illustration

in outward act of principles perpetually true." For God

Himself is love and man hatred against Him. But it

is a mere record, according to Dr.Williams, of the truth

and falsehood, the right and wrong, of which we are

judges, as of any other book. It is not a bit more the

word of God or a revelation from God than any other

book. It may be better if those of whom it relates

correctly the facts and sayings were better. But it is

no revelation. We are judges of its contents, and select

as we please. That is, God has given no revelation at

all; for if He has given a positive revelation of His

mind, it is quite clear it must both guide and judge

us, not we it. The whole system is infidelity without

the honesty to own it, and nothing else. And what, conse

quently, is man according to Baron Bunsen ? " The finite

realization of the Spirit of God as good in individual

consciousness developed in time." We see that all this

is historically false, and that man has received every

thing that is vile, and crucified Him that by their own

confession was goodness and truth. No man received
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His testimony; those who did receive Him were born

not of man nor of the will of the flesh, but of God. It

was a work, a new work, wrought in them. They, and

they only, set to their seals that God was true. St. Paul

further declares, that what he had was communicated

to him by the Holy Ghost, that He imparted it in words

taught of the Holy Ghost, and that it could only be

received by the Holy Ghost in contrast with the natural

man. I conclude that the system is historically false,

theoretically false : i. e., its pretension that it is rationally

Christian is false. It is diametrically opposite to the

theory of Christianity and all the principles of Scripture.

And in doctrine not merely infidel but anti-Christian.

Take away Christianity, and what have you ? Let

history tell. I must add, that I think it dishonest to

use Christian language for the purpose of denying all

that the words mean. To say that the perceptions of a

man's mind are a revelation from God, is deceiving by

an abuse of words. But it is well to get at the fact,

that the question is: Is there a revelation or not—

a revelation addressed to man, claiming authority over

man because it is the word of God ? If they say there is

not, we know what we are about, which they are doing

their best to conceal. In my judgment their views are

from Satan himself—the direct work of the enemy—

devilish in their nature. I do not use the word as vulgar

and abusive, but in its strict and proper sense.

W. Well, I suppose we must admit them to be such

if they are not of God ; for they are not simply human

mistakes and reasonings (though that may be the case

as to individuals), but a systematic antagonism to a

Divine revelation of the truth, and of the truth revealed.

H. We have one or two points which we should do

well to consider. The value of moral and miraculous

evidences. It is a subject treated in these Essays, and

has its importance.

W. It has considerable importance. InKdelity is

evidently natural to the mind of man, f. e., when God is

revealed, and the truth. And this question of evidences
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meets with this propensity in the heart as much as the

truth itself.

H. First of all you must remark, that evidences sup

pose either reluctance to receive or difficulties inherent

in man as to the reception of truth. If man's mind met

the truth as such at once, there would be no need of

any evidences, no need of our new school investigating

so much ; but men do reason to prove the truth, i.e., it

is not intuitively known or necessarily received. The

new school declare the human mind productive of truth

as being an intelligence which is the Divine Word in

finite action in man. Christianity declares the truth to

be revealed in and by Christ, and those sent by II im ;

and as to ordinary men, He has declared, " Because I tell

you the truth ye believe me not." And again, " He was

in the world, and the world knew Him not. He came

to His own, and His own received Him not." "The light

shineth in darkness, and the darkness comprehended it

not." That truth was found by man is false ; it was not.

He arrived at, " What is truth ?" Christ came to bear

witness to it. Now, assuming that there is such a thing

as truth (and there must be, or there is nothing ; for if

there is something, a true statement or knowledge of

what it is, is the truth), either man is omniscient, or

he wants the truth to be made known to him. If he

does, he needs evidences, unless he be so absolutely

proper for its reception, that to state it is sufficient for

its reception ; i. e., unless the truth be self-evident. If

he be not so receptive of truth, and we are sure he is

not, he needs evidences of it, because he has reluctance or

difficulties. But I go further : truth cannot really be self-

evident to a creature, because let men be as proud as they

will, in a creature the moral condition depends on the

object he is occupied with. Is it gold ? he is covetous.

Power ? he is ambitious ; and so on. Hence the moral

condition is the fruit of the object. There may be lusts

and tendencies dominant ; but actual character is deter

mined by an object. Now, to know goodness as a crea

ture without a revelation of it, I must be perfectly good.
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But I am not—far from it. When therefore it comes, it

finds me not perfectly good—i. e., so far averse to what

is good. I do not know whether any one pretends to

being perfect goodness ; if not he is something as a

morally active being ; he is selfish. Is it not true ?

W. Alas ! yes.

H. That is, a revelation of perfect goodness meets

selfishness, which is incapable of receiving it. Besides,

in fact, there is corruption, prejudice, superstition, into

which selfishness has formed itself. And God, who

is light as well as love, makes havoc with this. " No

man having drunk old wine, straightway desireth new,

for he saith, the old is better." If your infidel says, man

is innocent, and education has given him prejudices,

and connected his will with his lusts, so as to make

passions ; I say, be it so. I do not believe it ; but be

it so. But man is educated ; he is a Jew, a Romanist,

a heathen, a Protestant. Pure truth comes ; it meets

his prejudices, and evidences are needed. If these are

sent it is the activity of grace. They are not simply to

prove the truth (to a mind who sees truth as truth, it

needs no proof), but to prove it to man, because man is

prejudiced, and deeply prejudiced. But man has a

conscience, and the truth does reach it even when will

is opposed ; has a heart, yea selfishness, and is miser

able ; and can feel goodness, though opposed to the

claim of God over his will as light and love (for if

God reveals Himself He must claim subjection, and

must to bless make man give up his will, that own will,

which is alienation from God, and mixes in his lusts) :

attraction is felt, the claim felt in conscience, the claim

of goodness, the beauty of what is holy felt in con

science, what God is is felt ; but there are deep obscu

rities through prejudice and lusts, and reluctance

through feeling how much it will cost. Ignorance of

what God ought to be, prejudice against what He is.

" Can any good thing come out of Nazareth ?" What is

to be done ( Man ought to receive grace and truth,

light and love. Yet he would not want it revealed if he
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were not morally in contradiction of will with it. God

gives adequate evidences to overtop the prejudices, to

force on the mind that what is presented to it must be

a revelation of God. Men have inquired as to receiving

truth because of miracles, or miracles because of truth.

Both and neither. Men ought to receive truth because

it is truth. Abstractedly ought : for unfallen he would

not need a revelation ; fallen, puts the case that he is

indisposed : but, abstractedly, a nature suited to truth

would receive the truth. " If I tell you the truth, why

do ye not believe me ? " But this is not so. Man does

not like to come to the light, because his deeds are evil.

God therefore in grace gives evidences, miracles if you

please, when the revelation of the truth is there. Not

when it has been admitted as truth, to speak histori

cally. But this is great grace. "Believe me," says

Christ, " that I am in my Father, and my Father in

me, or else believe me for the very work's sake." There

is the place of truth and of miracles, "which at first

began to be spoken by the Lord, and was confirmed

unto us by them that heard it, God bearing witness by

signs and miracles," &c., so " confirmingthe word by signs

following." Where faith was founded only on miracles,

the Lord did not own it ; there was nothing moral in it.

But He did give miracles to help men to believe the

holy truth of love. But men say, all is to be reduced to

general laws; and if anything cannot, it cannot be believed.

• God would not disturb general laws. The most general

law is that God is love, and miracles, used as I have

said, show that more than a physical law. I affirm

that, compared with miracles, general laws are nothing

as a revelation of God. There are general laws, I

admit. An increasing number of phenomena may be

reduced to them. Perhaps, had we all the secrets of

nature, all of them I will suppose that, however irre

gular phenomena may appear, all can be reduced to

general laws. But I do not know hereby a personal

God ; I do not know Him morally. All goes on admi

rably. I am so constituted—for that is the real fact—
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that, seeing a creature, I suppose a Creator. As has

often been said, a design proves to the human mind

(rather it is inherent in the idea, that is, in the constitu

tion of man) a designer. When I say design, I think

of a person, a cause for what exists. Constituted as I

am, I cannot help doing so. Now, this proves I cannot

know God ; for I cannot think of a thing's existing

'without a cause. But He exists without a cause, as we

have said - that is His very nature of God. And what

makes me know there is one, proves I cannot, in the

nature of things, know Him. But that is not my

object now. The knowledge that there is a God is no

personal revelation of God— no revelation at all. I

conclude there must be. I am right. 1 conclude to

immense power, and pretty surely to His unity. The

Apostle says His eternal power and Godhead—a solemn

truth, from which many an inquiry may arise. Where

is He ? Who is He ? Is He good ? Does He think

now at present of men ? Does He govern all things ?

I have only a conclusion of my own mind that there

must be a God of power who made the universe ; not

that there is. No conclusion gives that, because my

conclusion is only the sequence of an idea. But 'am I

in any relationship with Him ? am I part of a system

governed by general laws, and no more ?—for the abso

luteness of these is insisted upon. If I am not a part

of these general laws, what relationship have I with

God? My new-school man tells me I have a con

science and reason, am free, and so forth ; that is, I am

not governed like a planet by general laws. Ah ah !

Then, in all that is really important, that is, what is

moral, I am not a mere machine, under a general law.

And you would persuade me God is, and cannot help

Himself, nor act freely in respect of my freedom. I am

free, and He is not. Then certainly I am God, not

He. Now, general laws give me no revelation of God

personally; and when I enter into detail, I am lost even

as to my conclusions. My conscience tells me He must

be good. But I look around and see misery, evil ;
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men worshipping Jupiter, Venus, Pluto ; men in every

degradation that human nature is capable of ; babes in

torture, grown man in sin, oppression, and a groaning

creation. Is that a general law ? Where is the good

ness ? There is another world, you tell me. Perhaps.

I hope so. Will the oppressor, the seducer, the cor

rupter, the tyrant be there ? What proof have you ?

Your instinct tells you so. Is that all you have to

comfort me ? Has the instinct of men given them any

clear idea of it ? IIad the heathen such ? Are life and

incorruptibility brought to light anywhere ? In theory

a God of mere general laws is a dead God for me as to

present moral relationship ; and, when I turn to facts, I

see it is false, or evil must be a general law too. Now,

where there is One who reveals the truth, and works

miracles, I am brought into relationship with a God

who acts personally, so that I know Him. I see what

He is, what He is about. He is righteous, He is love.

He thought it worth while to come down into a world

full of misery, which man's free will had brought in, to

show Himself good in it, more mighty than the evil,

to reveal Himself as a resource, to make Himself

known, on the one hand, and to make the moral reve

lation of Himself in the truth valid to the hearts of men

paramount to all prejudices, on the other. If it be love,

it cannot be a general law. Not that love is not the

general law of God's nature, as I said; but love in

exercise must have its occasion—suited occasion—be

free, or it is not love. But if God acts in this world to

make Himself known, He thereby works miracles ;

for God's acting thus is a miracle. He does not con

tradict, does not suspend the general law, as a law. Men

die as they died before, nay, they died again if He raised

them ; but He acted by a power which was not subject

to the general law, because He is God, takes an individual

out of it by His own power, without touching the law.

The queen does not abrogate a law when she pardons.

That power is part of a more general law. The most

general law of all is, that God is always God, cannot

"-



213

act contrary to Himself; but .can always act as God

when He pleases. Thus I know Him ; His own mind,

spirit, disposition, interest in man, goodness, love. I

know what sin is thereby; for it is departure of will

from Him. But, unless this new school deny all the

truth of Christianity, their theory of general laws is

wholly false. Is the resurrection by God's power or

not? Does man rise of himself by some common law

of his nature, or is the resurrection the fruit of the

intervention of God in power? If so, the system of

general laws adduced against miraculous Christianity is

all nonsense. God does interfere by power, freely, to

bring the great result of moral dealings to an issue.

Besides, the theory of judging by general laws is false

in principle. It takes man's experience of the physical

course of things (for that this world is an adequate

witness of God's moral government, though there is

one, is a horrible lie) as the sole and absolute measure

of what God is and can do. What proof is there of

this? I arn told it is complete. It is not; morally, it

is no such thing : and your experience of what God is

in the laws of the universe is no adequate measure of

what God is. But, I repeat, miracles are a far more

real revelation of God Himself than general laws, moral

revelation. I am not personally in relationship with

God by general laws. I am by free miracles, not done

necessarily on me or for me, but in which God's free

action shows what God personally is in His actings. I

ask if Christ's miracles did not do this?—did not show

the intervention of God in goodness in a world of

misery ? There are instances of judgment when it was

to deliver others, and that is part of the character of

God ; permitted displays of Satan's power, that we might

know it. Why are any of them inherently incredible ?

Who is the judge ? man's experience ? Nonsense! He

cannot have an experience of miracles. It is merely

saying there can't be because there can't be : because I

do not think God ought to do them. You do not.

What is incredible ? was God not powerful enough to
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do them? You cannot say that. Was He not good

enough ? Ah ! that is perhaps what is incredible to you.

I thank God it is not for me. But, if in a world of

misery, God was winning the confidence of men's hearts

to His goodness, what more credible than miracles ? i. «.,

extraordinary displays of power, sufficient to show God's

intervention, so that men might know not only that evil

was not of Him, but that He had come to man's help

as good. That may be incredible for the new school :

they may study the movements of Jupiter, and speculate

on the fall of empires, as based on general laws ; but a

personal God of goodness they do not like to know. It

has inherent incredibility for them. But there is no

personal relationship with Ged without it. I delight in

the thought of seeing God manifested here below,

spending Himself to win the confidence of hearts who

as offenders were afraid, and using the very wretched

ness they were in by sin to draw their hearts to God out

of it. True, it was inherently incredible to Pharisees

and Sadducees then. He could not be of God ; He did

not keep the Sabbath. They were grieved that the

Apostles taught the resurrection. But Jesus cared for

the poor of the flock, and in spite of Pharisees, would

win by speaking " as never man spake," and doing so

that "it was never seen on that fashion." If power

acting in goodness to win the hearts of the poor to God

is inherently incredible, I know where the heart is to

whom it is so. Such, then, is the place of miracles.

The abiding thing is, the truth of the being of that

personal objective God who is revealed by their means.

Miracles are a means of knowledge as evidence. The

truth, and the Son, who is the truth, revealing the

Father, revealing God, is that which is evidenced.

W. Do you admit what Hippolytus says, that mira

cles are useless when unbelief ceases ?

H. I do not in an absolute way. They are useless

as evidence ; but as being the fruit and exhibition of

the power and love of God, they remain always the

object of increased delight : and in Christ's miracles it
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is impossible to separate His ways, and feelings, and

thoughts from them, when we have any detail. Have

you not felt this ?

W. Surely I have. I admit fully the justice of your

remark, and it helps to judge of the nature of these

signs.

//. Miracles, then, have a double character. They

are confirmatory signs graciously given, and, especially

Christian miracles, a present witness of the intervention

of power in grace. Where Christianity is believed and

professed, so far as they are proofs, they lose their im

portance, are out of place. So far as they have the

second character, the record of them, which is here

supposed to be received, is a witness to the heart that

God is come in to help, and how He is come in. The

Word alone reveals this directly as revelation. At any

time faith founded on miracles was nothing worth,

because miracles do not quicken. We are begotten by the

word of truth, and so children by faith. When believed

only by reason of miracles, the Lord did not trust Him

self to them ; He knew what was in man. As removing

opposing hindrances in the mind, and strengthening

man against unbelief, they are precious to our com

pound nature. There is much that removes unbelief,

acts on our old nature, even solid reasoning does, that

does not give faith nor a new nature ; but removes the

opposition of nature, and silences it, and attracts the

heart. This if alone is nothing ; there must be some

thing positively new which a man cannot give himself,

and which no proof produces.

W. You believe, then, in a really new nature and

life which man receives ?

H. Undoubtedly. It is a first principle, and one of

the main vital questions of the day. That which is

born of the flesh is flesh, and that which is born of the

Spirit is spirit. Except we are so, we cannot enter into

the kingdom of God. Of His own will begat He us by

the word of truth, that we might be a kind of first-

fruits of His creatures. Infidelity seeks to set up man

P
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as he is, will accept Christ if he serves for that. The

doctrine of Scripture is that there is a second man, a

last Adam ; and as is the earthy, such are they also that

are earthy, and as is the heavenly, such are they also

that are heavenly.

W. But miracles now have to be proved, instead of

being proofs.

H. There is truth in that. We have not now to do

with heathenism and Judaism (I mean in our present

inquiries, for we know with delight there are mission

aries to tell Christ's blessed grace to them). When we

meet with infidelity now, it has the character of apos-

tacy and antagonism. It may be open, as in the last

century, or covert, as in this, but it has essentially this

character. Early opposition was not apostacy ; nor did it,

indeed, deny the miracles ; they were too recent. They

ascribed them, as Celsus, to magic, or cited Apollonius

Tyanneus as having wrought such too ; or the Jews to

magic learnt in Egypt, and the theft of the Shem hamma-

phoresh out of the temple. Still that was antagonism,

and had to be so treated. Now it is more. It is apos

tacy in principle, and has to be treated as such ; covert

I admit, using Christ's name, but only so much the

worse. Christianity has been publicly admitted as the

religion of God, its record accepted as the record of God,

miracles and all ; and then men begin to cavil, and oppose,

and undermine, not being honest enough to throw it off,

or sometimes happily kept back by spiritual instinct ; but,

as a system, it is apostacy in principle. Hence there is

less hope, and the record has to be proved, objections

answered, miracles to be proved, not a proof. In this

case we must show their folly as reasoners, and trust to

theWord, if God peradventure will give them repentance

to the acknowledging of the truth. For them I should

look much more to the power of the Word in grace. If

the record have power in them, they will see the miracles

with it, and the perfect beauty and suitableness of them

in such a revelation of God. Proofs may show the

absurdity of doubts, and so far are useful. They may put
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to silence the ignorance of foolish men, but cannot give

faith. Of this we have sufficiently spoken, and I sup

pose of general principles so delighted in by Dr.Williams.

One soon sees there is not the soberness of inquiry, but

delight in one like Bunsen, who, he thinks, may aid in

overthrowing Scripture as a divine record. You will

soon see how little they are to be trusted. I may not

be able to answer every objection, but if I find a man

make a hundred, and ninety-nine are shallow and founda-

tionless, and his will pierces in it all, I am not much

troubled with the weight of the hundredth. Facts and

principles will both come before us.

W. Proceed.

27. We have spoken of Abraham and Egyptian dates

as one great battle-horse of Bunsen and his uncritical

admirers. Asia was only alluded to. I would now touch

on it. It is known from Layard that Assyrian monu

ments have largely confirmed Scripture history. It is

interesting, though of course no ground of faith. But

then we are in historic periods, and it is pretty plain

sailing, with difficulties in arranging names and dates

incidental to ancient times and human accounts of them.

I speak here of profane history, and the connection of

Babylonish and Assyrian history. This is not touched

on in the Review. But more ancient days are of course

obscure, and here our Bunsens revel, and evoke the

spirits of empires. But we will follow them there. Not

to prove all with certainty,—that no man can do as to

these empires with the remains we possess and the im

perfect knowledge of them,—but to prove that Bunsen's

admired assertions are foundationless, wholly so, and

against the documents we have. " He also contends,"

says Dr. Williams, " that Abraham's horizon in Asia is

antecedent to the first Median conquest of Babylon in

2234." Let us examine this. He puts, we have seen,

Abraham's descent into Egypt in 2876 : his departure

from Ur, of course, many years earlier.

The question is this: the observations of the Chal

deans, according to Berosus, give 2234 for their com-

p 2
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mencement; 1903* from Alexander the Great. The

length of the second dynasty is lost from the MS. The

rest are there, or in modern history. From these we

have 224 (lost), 458 (2nd Chaldean), 245, 526

Assyrian, and from other sources 209. Then Babyloa

was taken by Cyrus ; that is, after

34,080 Mythic Chaldean.

We have 224 Median.

— Chaldean.

458 Chaldean.

245 Arab.

526 Assyrian.

209 Do. and Babylonian.

All the dynasties to Cyrus 1,662 + lost dynasty.

208 Persians.

All the dynasties to Alexander 1,870 + lost dynasty.

The Chaldean observations reached to 2234 before

Christ, 1903 years before Alexander. The date of Callis-

thenes' visit being 331 before Christ, the third (second

historical) dynasty must be added to complete the term.

Cyrus was 538 about before Christ—1662 + 538 =

2200. If we add 258 for the dynasty missing from

the MS., the first Chaldean, we have 2458 for the

whole ; but the first was Median, not Babylonish, if at

Babylon : hence substracting 224, 2458 — 224, we have

2234, exactly the alleged period of Babylonish astro

nomical observations ; these Chaldeans being known

observers of planetary movements in connection with

their idolatry, which the Medians were not, so that it

is unlikely the 2234 years of observations extend to

their time. That is, the known date of Alexander, added

to the alleged duration of stellar observations, agrees

with the length of dynasties exactly, if we leave out the

first, which was not Chaldean, and give 258 to the lost

• If we include the Median, or first historic dynasty, in the 1,903

years of observations alleged by Berosus, then the duration of the

first historical Chaldean is only 34 years. But I certainly judge the

other scheme preferable.
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one. Some would count back from Cyrus, because

the empire was then transferred from Babylon to Susa.

Bunsen finds the name of Zoroaster, and connects 2234

with the first Median dynasty ; but this is far less likely,

as it was not religiously or historically probable. Not

religiously, for the planet gazers were the Chaldeans ;

not historically, as, though Babylon had fallen as the

imperial race in Cyrus' time, the priests' observations

were given to Callisthenes at Babylon. Such is the

judgment of the ablest German critics. It does not

affect much our inquiry. I know Bunsen attempts to

deny a Euphratean Cush ; but his notion is contrary to

all testimony of history, names, and accounts of races

and their movements. I shall therefore take this

system. It is Niehbuhr's and other Germans he quotes,

as well as Rawlinson's, and a German whom he quotes ;

quite admitting that, though the proofs are remarkably

strong, in these ancient dates and readings there is

uncertainty. That is, the Median, not idolatrous as the

Chaldees, was the first historic kingdom. Then a

Chaldean. Of this the earliest known monarch, Urukh,

has left his name on the foundation of the earliest cities

of Lower Babylonia, Ur (or Mogheir), Warka (pro

bably Erech), Senkereh (Larsa), and Niffer. Here first

idolatry is found—the worship of sun, moon, and

planets. He calls himself king of Ur, and Kinzi Akkad ;

a supposed ethnical or national designation. Erech

and Akkad are mentioned in Genesis. We have a

known date of a king Ismidagon from an inscription of

Tiglath Pileser, which places him in 1861. This is, say

340 years after Urukh.

When Babylon was founded does not appear from

the monuments that I am aware of. The astronomical

observations date from 2234. This, which is the date

of Berosus, is not only from him, but from Callisthenes,

a Greek, but probably from the same sources. Others

seem to confirm it. And, 1861, or Ismidagon, being

ascertained with some precision, we have bricks with

the names of kings not doubted to be anterior to Ismi
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dagon. Babylon does not appear on these. About

1750 Naramsin reigned there. Merodach Namana is

the first who has been found named king of Babylon

somewhat later. But we have seen the records at

Babylon go to the beginning of the kingdom exactly

according to the chronology adopted by the ablest

inquirers, as preserved there B.C. 331.

It is evident the kings changed their capitals. Werka

was probably, it is thought, Erech. Akkad we find

Urukh king of. Senkereh is Larsa in the monuments ;

supposed to be Ellasar. I need not enter into further

details here. This will give an idea of dates. Lan

guage is a difficult medium of proof, because probably

Turanic or Turano-Aryan (for there are Aryan words),

Hamite and Semitic terms are mixed in the vocabulary ;

and the cuneiform signs represent, it appears, all.

Afterwards Semitic prevailed in Assyria ; but the older

forms being preserved apparently as sacred, what seems

older is sometimes more recent. I now turn to Abra

ham. A king is found on the bricks of not exactly

ascertained date ; but very early indeed in the above

dates, part of whose name is the same as Chedor-

laomer's—perhaps the whole—and who is called the

Ravager of the West : ravager being questionable, west

certain. There are probabilities from names that he

was connected with Susa or Elam, but of a Cushite

race. The great Chaldean empire of Berosus begins

1976 before Christ. The first lasted from 2234 to

1976. Chedorlaomer, if the name be right, comes

somewhat later; not the first king of it. Scripture

Hebrew chronology puts the arrival of Abraham in

Canaan about the year 1922 before Christ ; 54 years

after the beginning of the first idolatrous kingdom : but

he had been some years in Canaan, and been down to

Egypt, when Chedorlaomer arrived, so that that was

perhaps ten years later—perhaps 1915 before Christ—

that is, Chedorlaomer was 61 years after Berosus' date

of the setting up of the second Chaldean empire. Now

Abraham comes from Ur, because idolatry was there ;
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and the dates agree with the common date given to

Abraham ; the cause of his being called of God exist

ing at that time, as is demonstrated : that is, idolatry

was established. Indeed, it is at this epoch, it appears,

that the Semitic races spread and left Chaldea, though

not all escaped the idolatry, as we see in Assyria. But

the date of 2876 for Abraham given by Bunsen, with an

Asiatic horizon, is in any case long before any historical

data whatever. It is in the fabulous addition of 34,080

years (or 33,091 invented probably, as Bunsen himself

supposes, to make up 36,000—the first lunar, the second

reduced by Eusebius to solar years). Nor could it be

exactly said the Medians worshipped other gods. They

worshipped one under the symbol of fire. The date

Bunsen gives for Abraham, to indulge his fancy as to

what ought to be as to Israel, and his mistaken chrono

logy from Manetho unverified by monuments, is about

a thousand years too soon, according to all that can

probably be ascertained from monuments; and these

monuments show Scripture to be right. No one can

pretend to precision, but all the data we have prove that

Bunsen indulged his imagination. I proceed to other

points, concluding with Dr. Williams that Bunsen's

details on some (and nearly all) these points are suffi

ciently doubtful to afford ground of attack ; and with

all due deference, that we are most logically and

rationally free to more than distrust his conclusions,

instead of holding them for certain when his premisses

are false, and the fruit of his imagination.

W. The character of his views seems to me pretty

clear. It is simple idealism, and running a principle of

his own to excess, and not sober research ; merely using

a mass of reading to controvert Scripture, not to ascer

tain the truth.

H. Simply that. I proceed. Take another in

stance of careful research, cited by Dr. Williams, used

to prove, what I have noticed, that the slaying of the

first-born was by Bedouin Arabs, most choice in the

effect of their successful inroad ; only it is a wonder they
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did not cany off, in their razzia, the first-born of cattle.

Perhaps they ate them : but the proof is, that it is, as

the pestilence of the Book of Kings becomes in Chro

nicles, the more visible angel. Now, this is a mere

dream. I suppose he means Samuel, called Kings in

LXX. But it is alike called a pestilence and an angel,

both in Samuel and Chronicles (1 Chron. xxi. 14, 15;

2 Sam. xxiv. 15—17). In the case of Sennacherib, it

is called an angel simply in Kings and Chronicles.

W. But this shows great carelessness. It is trifling.

H. Yes ; trifling with truth. Never trust the alleged

facts of this school. Make that a rule ; I have learnt

it by experience. Mark the excessive looseness of Dr.

Williams in what follows : " It is no serious objection that

Egyptian authorities continue the reign of Menephthah

later." All these reigns in Egyptian authorities are

confusion itself as to their length ; but let that pass.

Its objection means here no objection to Exodus xv. :

" A greater difficulty is, that we find but three centuries

left us from the exodus to Solomon's temple." Here

the difficulty is in Bunsen's scheme. Nothing can

exceed the carelessness of the article ; but this very

carelessness is employed to cast a slur on the chronology

of the judges : " The uncertainty and popular character

of which makes the difficulty (in Bunsen's scheme) of

no moment." We are told the numbers in the Book

of Judges proceed by the Eastern round number of 40.

Now, it is possible that in the East they say—though

I am not aware of it—(it is a sacred number, what

ever its import,) " this forty years," as we say, " this

hundred years," which may be given in round numbers,

though I see no reason to think so. In the case of

the wilderness and David's race, determinative details

making forty years, are given. In one oppression also.

But we have thirteen other oppressions or judges of

precise dates. One thing that has misled most com

puters of the dates of Judges is, that they have not seen

that Sampson and Eli are expressly during the oppres

sion of the Philistines, and that Samuel and Saul are
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inquiry, as every one recognizes. When it is said,

" Baron Bunsen feels himself compelled to see growth

in the Pentateuch, aud he makes it Mosaic, as embody

ing the mind of Moses rather than written by his hand,"

one can only say it is very little matter what he makes

of it. A great part of it professes to give direct com

munications from God. They are true or false. The

style is confessedly the earliest Hebrew, as shown by the

use of hu for hi, nahar for nahara. That it was edited

by Ezra and others, may be very likely. That, and its

being done by the great Sanhedrim in his day, is an old

Jewish tradition, and may have so far general truth in it,

as some such work of editing may have been called for

after the return from the captivity. Josephus distinctly

rests all on the authentication by the prophets, and

hence owns none after Artaxerxes as Scripture. This

accords with what we read in the historical parts. What

Dr. Williams means by " the whole literature grew like

a tree rooted in the various thoughts of successive gene

rations," I do not know. If he means that they modi

fied the older books continually as their habits changed,

it is the most improbable, absurd idea for any nation,

and particularly for the Jews, and especially with books

which they disobeyed, and which reprove and re

proach them, as these do, which yet they held as

sacred, coming from God Himself; persecuting the

prophets, too, because they spoke so plain. There

cannot be conceived anything more improbable or more

purely an imagination, contradicting all the facts, than

this gratuitous theory. That Moses and Joshua, for

certain historical events, used popular documents— as

Paul Grecian poets—is stated in Scripture. That

Moses may, under God's guidance, have used others

which are not stated, is very possible. The question for

us is, was he guided of God, so that what we have is

Scripture. For that we have the authority of Christ

and the apostles—which I suppose has little weight

with Dr. Williams—and, I may add, the divinely given
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conviction of every child of God, and of every saint

under the Old Testament too. All the theories of Jeho-

vistic and Elohistic documents are the merest claptrap ;

we have only to examine the passages to see their

fallacy. We have spoken of Gen. i. ii., and need not

return to it. The history of Noah equally proves the

perfect absurdity of it. I repeat, all through Scripture

Jehovah is the name of relationship, as Almighty and

Father are, and stated so to be. God, the simple name

of the Divine being.

Again. I read here, somewhat to my astonishment,

" When the fierce ritual of Syria, with the awe of a

divine voice, bade Abraham slay his son, he did not

reflect that he had no perfect theory of the absolute

to justify him in departing from traditional revelation,

but trusted that the Father, whose voice from heaven

he heard at heart, was better pleased with mercy than

with sacrifice ; and his trust ' was his righteousness.' "

W. What!

H. You may well say what. Only, it is well to let

these people talk, to show what their talking is worth.

How does the good man know there was such an

event ? Why, from the history—and yet to please his

fancied wisdom, he upsets every fact and principle of

the history. Abraham had been called out from his

country and traditions in the most absolute way by the

" God of Glory." He was not a Syrian idolater ; and

never worshipped with them ; but had his tent and his

altar apart—that is the gist of his whole history, its

essence. It has no meaning else. It was not a

traditional revelation for him ; he had a theory of the

absolute to justify him—both at first in departing from

all idolatry, and now in not returning to the ritual of

Syria. God had revealed Himself to him. The Syrian

ritual had no divine voice for him ; and instead of find

ing righteousness in not sacrificing his son, when the

awe of a divine voice from fierce devils bade him, the

whole point of the story is that he was blessed, because

he did not withhold him. So the story states. lt has no
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other meaning ; and so James reasons in his epistle, and

the Hebrews quote it as his glory. They had better

make popular stories for their views, a new Mormon

Bible of their own, than edit such senseless stuff as this.

It is a good specimen of rational literature. His com

ment on it is this : " So in each case we trace principles

of reason and right, to which our heart perpetually

responds, and our response to which is a truer sign of

faith than such a deference to a supposed external

authority as would quench these principles themselves."

I quote this that you may remark the object which we

detect throughout : the substitution of man's judgment,

and what philosophers have called moral sense, for

obedience to God ; the putting them in contrast, so as

to make a revelation needless, or an evil, because it is

external. The \0yoc, or word, may be allowed to work

in man, in man's mind ; hence man, as he is, is suffi

cient, but no word from God allowed. It quenches the

natural conscience. Now, there is a conscience ; but

all history declares, and every-day life confirms, that it

is not competent to guide man, and that man is wicked,

and naturally hates the light because he is, and is in

darkness if there is no revelation. All history proves it.

Now, Christianity owns this conscience, but brings God,

in grace, and perfect light, into contact with it. And

that is what they object to,—'in a becoming spirit they

tell us. But, in fact, in the passage I quote from Dr.

Williams, their avowed aim is to resist a revelation of

God external to man's mind, and claiming obedience.

Now, it is an unhappy—I had better say happy—instance

in which to make such a remark. No honest man can

controvert that the whole and sole meaning of this

history of Abraham is, that absolute deference to ex

ternal authority was claimed, at the sacrifice of all

natural affections in the case of an only son, and, what

was more, in giving up all the promises lodged in his

person. And this showed absolute faith in God's faithful

goodness. Abraham, as the Epistle to the Hebrews

tells us, was sure God must give him Isaac back, if
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even lie raised him ; for God would fulfil his promises,

and fulfil them in him. When the sacrifice of self was

made—for it is always self—God did not allow the

sacrifice.

W. The contrast of principles between Scripture and

this school, is as clear as day, and their desire to get rid

of God revealing Himself—the one great blessing of our

souls—in order to exalt man and his moral competency.

It is war against revelation, and against obedience ; for

simply knowing or doing right, is not obedience. And

they resist the claim of God to obedience, as well as the

revelation of God in grace. This exclusion of God is

dreadful, and clearly proves what they will. It is moral

wickedness in character, and here shows itself in direct

opposition to the mind of Scripture. The effort to give

the character they wish to Scripture is contemptible —

happy, I agree with you—because it shows what their

state of mind, and what their reasonings are worth.

H. We will proceed to some other remarks ; for, as

Dr. Williams speaks of Scripture, we must meet him in

detail.

"The famous Shiloh is taken in its local sense as the

Sanctuary where the young Samuel was trained ; which,

if doctrinal perversions did not interfere, hardly any one

would doubt to be the true sense."

The sentence is this : " The sceptre shall not depart

from Judah, nor a lawgiver from between his feet, till

Shiloh come."

What the training of the young Samuel has to do

with it I cannot tell. If it refer to this, it is still a pro

phecy; but, I should judge, a prophecy very badly

interpreted. It seems to me it is very irrational to

suppose that it is a divinely inspired prophecy about the

name of the place where the young Samuel was trained,

because the tabernacle was there. What is " till Shiloh

come "?— and yet more "to him shall the gathering of

the peoples be "? What has that to do with the place

the young Samuel was trained in ? It is not people—

fancy might have spoken of the tabernacle so—but
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" peoples." But the truth is, this use of Shiloh for the

name of the place is a modern Jewish opposition to the

faith ofJesus being the Messiah. All the old Jewish inter

preters referred this to Messiah with one consent, though

the root of the word be disputed. R. Lipmann first

proposed to read it, till they come to Shiloh. As in

1 Sam. iv. 12, where the words are so translated, and

this a certain Teller in the last century defended ; apply

ing it to the fact in Joshua, that at the close of the wars

they pitched the tabernacle in Shiloh, and then Judah

ceased to have the lead which had been given him in

Numbers in thewilderness, Reuben andGad left,&c. This

interpretation has been adopted by the rationalists, as

Eichorn, Ammon, Bleek,Tuch, &c., denying any applica

tion to theMessiah. Thesoberestandbest Hebrewscholars,

even rationalists, take it as referring to peace, and see

Messiah in it as Prince of Peace, as the sceptre signifies

dominion. They do so on Hebrew grounds, without

troubling themselves about prophecy and its fulfilment.

It is also translated, till he, Judah, come to rest ; seeing

in it the full accomplishment of the promises to Israel

when the nations of the earth will be subject; some

adding the coming to Shiloh, when the land was dis

tributed as a first instalment and turning point ; because

Israel got its rest of promise in first provisional fulfil

ment there. Now, these questions of interpretation I

cannot enter into here. The objections of some, as

Kurz, to a personal Messiah being as yet the subject of

prophecy, are null. It is said this was not within view

of the faith of the patriarchs. That is a mistake ; the

Lord Himself says : " Your father Abraham rejoiced to

see my day, and he saw it and was glad." In principle,

I see nothing to object to in seeing a germinant accom

plishment in responsible Israel, to be fully accomplished

in their final glory with Messiah. That the chapter is a

pretended prophecy after the event, has been shown to

be absurd upon the face of it, for the statements are, in

almost every particular, such as no one speaking from the

events could have made. You must always bear in
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mind that these rationalists never search even whether

a passage may be a prophecy. They start with the

assertion, there can be none, and then seek to show how

the passage may have otherwise arisen. In this case

the absurdity of their notions lies on the surface. Jacob

declares that he speaks of the end of days, that this

goes on to the full final blessing of Israel ; and the

gathering of the nations is therefore the natural inter

pretation for those who bejieve in prophecy and the

Divine inspiration of Scripture. That there, was a pro

visional bringing in of blessing, and the first proposal of it

on Israel's responsibility in the first coming of Christ, is

the belief of all Christians, and the express teaching of

Peter in Acts iii. ; now put off, till Israel repent, while

the Church is being gathered, and yet to be fulfilled, and

then to be accomplished by a glorious intervention in

the last days, I have no doubt. And Judah is preserved

as a tribe (I do not see more necessarily in '' Shebet")

for that day. It certainly never will be fulfilled till then.

It has had in the progressive development of Israel's

history preparatory events. To make it Samuel's training

place is simple nonsense.

It is a question whether the name be not itself given

from the fact of Joshua's sitting down there to distribute

the conquered land. The point difficult to receive from

the words is, Israel's coming to Shiloh— either it is,

" until rest come," or "until Judah come to Shiloh;" if not,

the sentence is broken off, and there is no antecedent to

" come." It is people, they, as the French "on," with no

one mentioned before. If the ancient interpretations,

Targums, &c., which all take it as Messiah, be not re

ceived, it is, " till rest come," or " till Judah come to rest."

The words, "to him shall the gathering of the peoples be,"

is the difficulty then. If it be not translated till Shiloh

come, the gathering will be to Judah, looked at as repre

senting the people, as Judah did, and specially the stock

of the house of David, and Christ, in contrast with the ten

tribes. That the people first should be the vessel of

God's testimony, and Messiah take their place on their
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failure, and gather the peoples, is the distinct declara

tion of prophecy. It is fully developed in Isaiah xlix.,

where Messiah declares he has laboured in vain, if it be

Israel; and then his gathering the remnant of Israel

and the nations is fully set forth, going on to the rest and

glory of Israel. It is the great subject of prophecy—

Messiah taking up the promise as faithful servant when

Israel had failed. Hence He is the True Vine as Israel

was the old vine, but was fruitless, or bore wild grapes.

Bunsen's and Dr. Williams's view is too puerile to pay

attention to.

The alleged " Bible before our Bible is indicated

. . . rather than proved, as it might be." This

merely means the old story of Jehovistic and Elohistic

elements, Book of Jasher, Book of the wars of the Lord,

of which we have spoken. It may be seen expanded

elaborately, as to the former, in De Wette, after many

others, and is, I hesitate not to say, contrary to fact, and

pure ignorance. Take the 6th of Genesis, indeed the

whole account of the Flood, and see if any man with his

senses, without a theory to support, could make two

documents—one with God, the other with the Lord.

Joshua also has referred to documents, to prove the

truth of what he said to unbelieving enemies of Israel ;

so Jephthah used it against Ammon. The Kings and

Chronicles constantly refer to the public records. That

only says that the prophetic Spirit used but did not copy

them. The statement of a Bible before the Bible has

no kind of ground whatever. We are told, " he rightly

rejects the perversions which make the Psalms evan

gelically inspired." Who ever thought they were?

Why is evangelically thrust in? Who ever supposed

the Psalms were the Gospel ? The Psalms refer to the

government of God, not to His intervention in grace,

save as delivering Israel. For this their enemies must

be destroyed, and this they look for. But it has nothing

to do with the Christian now. He has " to do well,

suffer for it, and take it patiently." The Jews in the

latter day will look for their oppressing enemies to be
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destroyed when God comes in ; and He will answer

their cry. Jerome and Augustine I leave to answer for

themselves ; only their imagination was moderate com

pared with the system we are inquiring into. I admit

fully the absurdity of much patristic interpretation ; but

calling Chaldeans demons, whose instruments they were,

is not more absurd than saying: " the Father" (Semitic) :

Japetic interpretation : the eternal will of the realiza

tion of good in man (eternal decree of election). The

Son : Man, mankind (Jesus and children of God) strug

gling with self for the realization of good in time.

2. In an eminent degree Jesus of Nazareth as the con

scious realization of God's goodness. " Man,, the Son of

Man : " The finite realization of the Spirit of God as good

in individual consciousness developed in time. " Resur

rection:" The awakening of the consciousness of this

divine life in the soul. " Eternal life: " The divine element

in man's ethical life as union with God's will in time.

W. But whose interpretations are these strange be

wilderments of mind ?

H. Baron Bunsen's last improved.

W. Is it possible ? It is well to know what kind of

mind we are dealing with. I am not surprised at his

idealizing history too, having his siege written before

the history of it comes.

H. It was the Alexandrian manner of interpreting,

and came into the Church. It is very absurd, save in

so far as facts carry moral ideas in them. As to Mes

sianic prophecies in the Old Testament: It is insisted

that they refer partly to a present historical sense.

This is not true of all. It is introduced here, as a great

admission of the orthodox Bishops, and I know not who,

as a discovery now forced on people which is to under

mine these prophecies. As to the greater part of them,

I do not doubt the principle at all. All Christians, since

Scripture has been studied, with a very few exceptions,

have so understood them ; applying the principle with

more or less intelligence. God in goodness, who had

announced from the outset a deliverance and a deliverer,
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when dealing with details encouraged faith—present

faith, by prophecies which had application then; but

the mind of God, which saw to the end of the vista,

clothed it in language which went back to the original

promise, and surrounded it with clearer light. God

wrought in present deliverance, and encouraged hope.

The prophets acted as revealers of His mind in this, but

kept alive with growing light the hope of the full de

liverance yet to come ; so that the prophets searched

into the meaning of their own prophecies, and saw it

was not for them but for us. But all this is so little

new, that it is a principle laid down by Lord Bacon,

who calls them germinant prophecies. Deliverance is

promised as to Sennacherib, but the Holy Ghost takes

occasion to point to a final deliverance from the Assyrian

in the latter days. Both were important, and both

given. If Paley could only find one Messianic pro

phecy, he was very ignorant of Scripture. I do not say

that none have an inferior application to circumstances,

or that the prophet does not rise from circumstances to

be " rapt into future times ; " but if it be meant that

there is but one prophecy in which the Holy Spirit

meant to point out Christ, it is utterly false. Baron

Bunsen admits no prophecy, but a kind of second sight

—a spirit of prognostication in man, in which he is

fallible, but conceives future things. The rationalist

school deny all prophecy. But take the Psalms :—the

2nd psalm is prophetic of Christ; the 16th is; the

22nd is; the 69th; the 72nd; the 102nd; the 110th.

I do not say that some part of some of these may not

have had a partial application to other sufferers or

triumphs. But they have Messiah directly in view.

Many others rise up to His case while dealing in divine

sympathy, more generally with the suffering remnant,

whose place and part He took. But these speak

directly of Him ; some of Him only. For this we have

the authority of Christ and the Apostles. I am aware

that is nothing with this school ; but it is with Chris

tians something. They think Paul, and Peter, and the

Q
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records divinely given us of Christ, on which Christianity

is authentically founded, are of more authority than Dr.

Williams ; for, soberly, that is the question. Can any

one but a Neologist doubt that Isaiah viii. 13, to ix. 7,

connects, and is meant to connect, the present circum

stances of Israel with a great future deliverance by a

glorious personage, who, meanwhile, is a stone of

stumbling and a rock of offence? that is, encourages

Israel in those days in their distress, but goes on to an

alleged glorious deliverance hereafter, when the distress

should be yet greater, but a deliverer there. I say

alleged. I am not inquiring here whether it be false

or true, whether it was a fanatic prophet, holding out

hopes of false deliverance, or the Holy Ghost predicting

sure events ; but I say, the prophet or impostor meant—

though connecting it with present events - to encourage

the people with the hopes of a glorious deliverer in future

times, but who would be a stone of stumbling meanwhile,

and who would have disciples. The character and terms

of the prophecy prove it could not be an impostor ;

they are too detailed, and speak too much of the evil of

Israel. But, be the prophet what he may, I say, a man

wants either sense or honesty who will attempt to deny

that the alleged prophet intended to point out a mighty

future deliverer, who is said to be Jehovah, long hiding

His face from the house of Israel, a sanctuary or refuge,

but a stone of stumbling, and then a public deliverer in

battles of fire. An unbeliever may deny Christianity,

and any accomplishment. If we begin by taking for

granted it cannot be, we may spare ourselves the trouble

of proving it is not. As a Christian, I believe a part is

accomplished—the last part clearly not till Christ comes

again. All I say now is, that here is a passage which,

referring to Israel's fears then, and connecting the testi

mony with present facts, goes on through a series of

alleged events to the time of a great deliverer, of the

increase of whose government there will be no end, on

the throne of David. Let it be a false prophecy or a

true one, it is a prophecy, and a prophecy of Jehovah's
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being a sanctuary, a stone of stumbling, having dis

ciples, the breaking of Israel on the stone of stumbling,

to which the Lord and Peter apply this, and then a

triumphant deliverer.

I will now take another character of prophecy referred

to—the servant ; showing that Israel is taken up as the

servant, and replaced by Christ, who will deliver the

remnant as again servants of Jehovah, who had long, as

we have seen, hidden His face. I take this the rather as

Dr. Williams has referred to it. Isa. xlii. says, " My

servant whom I uphold ; mine elect, in whom my soul

delighteth ; I have put my spirit upon Him ; He shall

bring forth judgment to the Gentiles. A bruised reed

shall He not break," &c. This we know is formally

applied to Christ in the Gospels. In verse 19, and

more distinctly and definitely in xliii. 1—10, the servant

is Israel. In xlix. this is again declared in express

terms, " Thou art my servant, O Israel, in whom I will

be glorified." Then says one, If that be so I have

laboured in vain, and spent my strength for nought, and

in vain. And then goes on, " And now saith the Lord

that formed me from the womb to be His servant,

though Israel be not gathered, yet I shall be glorious in

the eyes of Jehovah, and my God shall be my strength."

His judgment was with Jehovah, and his work with his

God. Then comes the answer, " It is a light thing that

thou shouldest be my servant, to raise up the tribes of

Jacob, and restore the preserved of Israel. I will also

give thee for a light to the Gentiles, and to be my

salvation to the ends of the earth." Yet afterwards

Israel is brought back, and Zion is remembered and

glorified, and kings her nursing fathers. Now here I

have Israel a servant, apparently a total failure, because

they are not gathered by a person who appears on the

scene to do it, yet declares his work owned. Then the

Gentiles brought in ; a passage which Paul uses for his

ministry ; and then, after all, Israel restored and

blessed. Now I am not saying again whether this is a

false prophecy, or a true one ; but it is there, was there,

Q2
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as a prophecy before the time, is not yet all accom

plished certainly, but speaks of Israel as a servant sup

planted by another who fails in gathering Israel, and

turns to the Gentiles, and looks on to the end then even

for Israel. It is, true or false, Messianic, predicts one

who seems to fail, outwardly does as to Israel, and then

turns to the Gentiles. It is used by Paul in Luke's account

in the Acts, and by himself in Romans ; the former to

authorize his turning to the Gentiles, the latter to the

Gospel time, v. 6 and v. 9. Every one can judge

whether Christianity, or the ribaldry of the Neologists,

and the idealism of Baron Bunsen most justly meet the

statements in it. At any rate they are there. A man

may reject prophecy, or say it is not fulfilled ; but to

say there is not avowed prophecy, and prophecy of

Israel's future glory, and glory through a glorious

Deliverer, commonly called Messiah, is not an honest

man, or is in wilful blindness. I will take up Isa. liii.

by itself as so important; but see lix. 16—21, and all

Ix. Now I am not arguing for their truth now, much

as I believe it ; I only say they exist.

W. I understand you. It is a vital point ; because

if they exist, which Dr. Williams attempts, bu.t hardly

dares to deny, we should soon be brought to the convic

tion, not that all interpreters of course are right (for,

for my own part, I apprehend that when Zion and

Jerusalem are turned into the church, you must make

confusion, though there may be some analogies) ; but

that God has accomplished in fact in part what He has

prophesied of beforehand.

H. And remark, I insist on the truth of what they

make an objection of, namely, that there is the connection

with present circumstances in Israel; that God had

foretold a deliverance by the seed of the woman : and

then, when the world had fallen into idolatry, which no

one can deny, chose out a people to preserve the know

ledge of the one true God, Jehovah, and made them

the centre of His earthly government: as it is said,

"When the Most High (His universal name of
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dominion over the earth and all powers) divided to the

nations their inheritance ; when He separated the sons

of Adam, He set the bounds of the people according to

the number of the children of Israel. For the Lord's

portion is His people, Jacob is the lot of His inherit

ance." This did not set aside the promise made before,

though for a time He suffered all nations to walk in

their own ways. But the promises as to the earth

centred in Israel as a people. When the fulness of

time was come the promised deliverer came and pre

sented Himself to Israel as a minister of the circum

cision for the truth of God. Israel is not gathered ; he

is a stone of stumbling. Then the promises centre, as

we have seen, in Christ. Israel has voluntarily forfeited

them, and ceases for a time, save by the hiding of

God's face from them, to be the centre of His earthly

government, and remain, as we know, without their

own religion, and without a false one. Meanwhile,

believers are called to follow a rejected Lord, take up

their cross, and have their treasure in heaven. Though

not a sparrow falls without our Father, and all is under

God's hand, yet it is not the time of God's direct

government in respect of an earthly people. In due

time God declares He will take up the Jews and Israel

again ; and while the saints who have suffered will have

a heavenly portion, the earth will be governed in peace.

But this will be introduced by a time of evil, tribulation,

and judgment. Now the prophecies all declare this,

and we must not confound the government of the earth,

and the promises made to the Jews and connected with

it, with our heavenly hopes. God does not prophecy of

heaven, but of events in the earth. These prophecies,

while the Jews were connected with the present govern

ment of God, were addressed to them to warn and

encourage them then; but God, knowing what they

were, went on to the end, to the infallible accomplish

ment of His purpose, knowing that what rested on man's

responsibility must fail. Hence prophecies do apply

largely at the time, only they go often on to the end ;
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and are all a part of this large general scheme— are not

of private interpretation. And not only as to Messiah,

but as to Jews and Gentiles, all whose history and

circumstances at the close of the world's history are

much more fully gone into than the circumstances of the

day. Christ's humiliation is spoken of, His rejection, as

we have seen ; but then prophecy, as it speaks of the

government of the world, once He is gone on high,

passes over to His future re-appearing in the world's

government: for this was the subject of prophecy.

Hence Christ and the Apostles leave out often the last

part of a prophecy —it belongs to the end of the present

order of the world— and stop at its first coming or its

effects. Thus Christ says, " To proclaim the acceptable

year of the Lord ;" but does not add, " the day of ven

geance of our God :" that is to come. So Paul, quoting

the 68th Psalm, says, " He has received gifts for men ;"

but does not add, " Yea, even for the rebellious, that

the Lord God might dwell among them." That will be

true when Israel is restored in the latter day.

Take another prophecy cavilled at—Micah's pro

phecy; one, perhaps, as I have found, that strikes a

Jew the most. Dr. Williams represents Baron Bunsen

so as that, if he would quote Micah as designating

Bethlehem for the birth-place of Messiah, he cannot

shut his eyes to the fact that the deliverer that was to

come from thence was to be a contemporary shield

against the Assyrian. Why is contemporary added?

Contemporary with what? Where is there a word in

the passage about contemporary? This is dishonest.

The fourth chapter, which precedes it, and is the same

prophecy, after denouncing Jerusalem, and declaring

that she shall be ploughed as a field, declares that in

the last days all shall be changed, and the mountain of

the Lord's house established on the tops of the moun

tains, and exalted above the hills ; and the peoples (not

people—a frequent unhappy mistake in the English

version) flow unto it. And many nations shall come,

and full blessings are promised to Zion in the last days
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after judgment. All the nations shall be gathered

against her (as Zechariah prophesies also, and Isa.

xvii., and other passages), but she arises and threshes

them as sheaves on the corn floor. In the midst of

this it is announced, not as before, chap, iii., that

wickedness led to desolation, as Isaiah had, xlii. and

xlviii., but that there was -another great event in the

interim. The judge of Israel should be insulted and

rejected, and that therefore God would give them up.

This judge of Israel was to be born in Bethlehem;

but his goings forth have been from the days of eternity.

Therefore will He give them up until she which hath

travailed hath brought forth ; then the remnant of his

brethren will return to the children of Israel. Israel

will be taken up again, and this man, this judge of

Israel, will be the peace, when the Assyrian comes.

Now the Assyrian is numberless times designated as the

great enemy, I do not say oppressor, of the Jews, in the

latter day; and the prophecy speaks explicitly of the

latter day after Israel had been given up, because they

had smitten the judge of Israel with a rod upon the

cheek. Now " contemporary " is a dishonest word born

of neology here. The prophecy I leave to any one to

read through, and I would press the necessity of taking

the context of passages as well as a single verse. I do

not fear the result of reading the prophecy of Micah by

any unprejudiced person ; and the more he knows the

scheme of prophecy in all the prophets, the clearer he

will be, and the more he will be convinced that one

Spirit wrote them. Holy men of God spake as they

were moved by the Holy Ghost. If the Jews of whom

the prophets speak are excluded from the interpretation

by Christians, to apply it to themselves, they must

distort them. If Jeremiah says, God had plucked them

down, and He would build them up ; and the plucking

down is applied to Jews, and the building up to

Christians, nonsense is made of it at once, because

passages are found immediately which it is impossible

so to accommodate. But if we take them as they are
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delivered, they are comparatively speaking perfectly

simple. Yet it is into this very error this new school

falls. " The typical ideas (of patience or of glory) find

their culminating fulfilment in the new," says Dr.

Williams.

W. But let me interrupt you with a question here.

This ideal element recals it to me. You quoted the

Baron on resurrection ; does he not believe in one ?

H. No ; as far as I can find out. '; He shares," Dr.

Williams tells us, " in the aspiration of the noblest philo

sophers elsewhere, and of the firmer believers among

ourselves to (sic) a revival of conscious and individual

life, in such a form of immortality as may consist with

union with the Spirit of our Eternal Life-giver." It is

Buddhism, and that pretty much avowedly, for he de

fends Buddhism from the charge of seeking annihilation.

It is Philo who taught that the soul was in dualism in

the body, came down from God, was a portion of Him

self, and returned to be rejoined to Him. Save in

Philo's respect for the Scriptures, which is only in vague

language held by Bunsen, and denied in fact, all the

main points of his view are, as I said, Philo's. With

all its pretensions to philosophy and science, it is only a

return to the doctrine of that vain but active-minded

platonic Jew. Only that Bunsen necessarily brings in

Christ but to reduce Him to being a mere completing

the ideal system of which He is a more perfect expres

sion. It is remarkable that Philo speaks little of Mes

siah, and only as an earthly king ; does not connect with

Him the \oyoc, of whom he speaks largely philosophi

cally. I apprehend myself the whole ideal system came,

as to parentage, from the Feroohers of Zoroaster, from

whom Plato borrowed them, and Philo from Plato. You

may find the account of Zoroaster's system in Heeren.

W. But it is the utter subversion of Christianity in

all its truths.

H. What do you think Bunsen makes of the fall ?

W. I know not ; though I think you referred to it.

All their system denies it altogether.
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H. It is " ideally the circumscription of our spirits

in limits of flesh and time—then practically the selfish

nature with which we fall from the likeness of God."

W. But then the fall and creation are the same thing ;

for, surely, our spirits were then circumscribed in flesh

and time ; and the selfish nature is only viewed as a

practical state into which we may now come when free.

H. What you say is perfectly just—the fall is simply

creation ; but this is again Philo. The spirits were

pure spirits, part of God, and were lowered and brought

into an inferior state by coming into the body. So,

indeed, Origen ; only, inconsistently, he made it partly

the effect of previous conduct. This is the secret of the

teaching of Origen, and Clemens of Alexandria, and of

Bunsen's liking them, as having the spirit of freedom

in the Church, which was lost afterwards. But I will

take up some more of the cavils against Scripture,

because that is important. Forgive me if I am

tedious.

W. Continue. All this examination of Scripture is

full of interest.

H. Dr. Williams says, " He cannot quote Nahum,

denouncing ruin against Nineveh, or Jeremiah against

Tyre, without remembering that already the Babylonish

power threw its shadow across Asia, and Nebuchad

nezzar was mustering his armies." Now, all this vague

language is very convenient to make mere human fore

sight out of divine prophecy. But there is no manly

grappling with the subject. According to the best

research, theological and other, Nahum lived in Heze-

kiah's reign. This is drawn from reference to historical

facts alluded to in the prophecy in connection with

Assyria, Egypt, and Philistia, and Isaiah xx. Now,

Jeremiah was more than a hundred years afterwards.

In Nahum's time Babylon did not cast its shadow over

the East, and Nebuchadnezzar was not born. Mero-

dach Baladan reigned in Babylon, and cherished, pro

bably, ambitious views against Assyria, Babylon having

been long a capital before Nineveh. But, though he
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revolted, in the confusion of Sargon's usurpation, as it

appears, he was attacked and driven from Babylon into

the marshes ; and, though a party held to him and his

family of his own race, so far was Babylon from rising

then, that Esarhaddon ruled without any subject king at

all in Babylon ; and Assyria was under Sennacherib

and Esarhaddon at a pitch of splendour it had never

reached before. After that it began to decline ; but it

was not Nebuchadnezzar who attacked it. The last

king—as to whose name there is some difficulty—sent

Nabopolassar against Cyaxares, king of Media ; but he

joined him, married his daughter, and they attacked

Nineveh together. Then, a hundred years after the

prophecy, as Nahum had said, the gates of the rivers

were opened. The Tigris washed away the brick

defences, and the king burnt the palace over his head.

Modern research has proved in detail that the fire de

voured her palaces. The statement, therefore, as regards

Nahum, is entirely groundless. As to Nebuchadnezzar

mustering his armies, and Jeremiah knowing it; the

great body of his prophecies refer, not to mustering

armies, but to the war being carried on before his eyes.

What was important was not that, it required no pro

phet, but one to put a distinct limit to the captivity of

seventy years, and predict the final glory^ of Israel, as

the prophets universally announce it, but with even

more precision. That prophecy of the seventy years

was distinctly fulfilled ; and if Jeremiah prophesied at

the mustering of the armies, and saw Jerusalem taken

and burnt, his prophecy of her restoration is fulfilled

prophecy. But as to dates, Dr. Williams is wrong.

Jeremiah prophesies in the 14th of Josiah ; that was

the first year of Nabopolassar. It was not till after

this that Nebuchadnezzar comes upon 'the scene.

Marcus Niebuhr makes the 14th of Josiah some

twenty years before Nebuchadnezzar's Syrian cam

paigns. We have still Isaiah, though briefly touched on,

to notice, Psalms ii. and xxii., and Daniel. The fact

is, the only real ground alleged against the authenticity
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of the prophets is the foregone conclusion that there

can be no such thing. Dr. Williams and Bunsen only

repeat what the Gesenius', and De Wettes, and Rosen-

mullers—Koppe being the first—have said before them.

Isaiah xiii., xiv., and xxiv. to xxvii., xxxv. to xxxvii.,

and xl. to the end, cannot be Isaiah's, because the cap

tivity of Babylon is spoken of as a present thing, and

the Jews' deliverance proclaimed. Consequently it

must have been written at that time ; that is, there can

be no prophecy, therefore this is not one. But that is

begging the question. " It is clear to demonstration

that the later chapters are upon the stooping of Nebo

and the bowing clown of Babylon, when the Lord took

out of the hand of Jerusalem the cup of trembling, for

the glad tidings of the decree of return were heasd upon

the mountains." Clear to demonstration—demonstration

of what ? There is no need of demonstration at all. One

has only to read the chapters to see they are upon the

stooping of Nebo, &c. But that the decree was heard

upon the mountains, intimates, it is alleged, that it was

gone forth, and the people went forth not with haste.

Now, all this is Dr. Williams's loose manner. If it was

on the mountains, it was not in Babylon, for there are

none there ; and Judah was not on their mountains to

hear it or have it proclaimed. Further, the going out is a

promise, not a fact. But the whole point of the passage

is, that, as it speaks of Nebo's stooping, Nebo must

have already stooped, because no one could foretell a

thing. So De Wette : The events " are supposed to

have actually taken place, which shows the author

wrote in the time of the Babylonish captivity." So of

the earlier chapters : " The passage which treats of the

destruction of Babel and the Babylonian empire, &c.,

must be spurious .... because the writer takes

his stand point in the exile." So Gesenius : " The

oracle supposes a prophetic poet being in Babylon ; and

the point of time of the composition can hardly be any

other .... than when the hostility of the Medes

against Babel, and their brilliant progress under Cyrus,
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gave to the Jews the sure hope that the seat of their

persecutors would fall through them." " This situation

is portrayed as present, not future, and in such a way

that the ruin (of Babylon) should immediately follow.

That this does not suit in the least the time of Isaiah

needs no further proof.". This applies specially to the

last part after the history of Ilezekiah, and the previous

parts, which speak of Babylon, and xxiv.—xxxv. It is

needless to quote more of the same kind from other

rationalists. Now, it is evident that this pretends to no

proof that it is not a prophecy. It assumes it, and uses

the assumption to prove Isaiah could not be the author.

There is no thought of proving that it is not a prophecy.

As there can be none, the reference to Babylon is a

proof of the time it is composed in. The allegation

that it is spoken of as present, not future, is utterly

without force. It speaks of things as present, which,

by the supposition, were future, the destruction of Nebo

and Babylon, which were only a sure hope. It pretends,

that is, to be a prophecy, and of the glorious restoration

of Jerusalem, when they were in exile. If, then, it

be not a prophecy, it is an imposture. Indeed, the

notion of a person making a prophetic book of events

to encourage the people when they were present is an

absurdity on the face of it. They do not want it. That

an impostor may arouse hopes from his use of coming

events, which throw their shadows before, is very pos

sible ; but that does not suit the argument that they

relate events when they are present. But more of this

when we come to Daniel, who enters into details. Only

here I remark, that the theory is an absurdity. A

prophet may use present interventions of God as a

ground of confidence for future ones of which he pro

phesies ; but a prophet of present events is nonsense.

But this is the rationalist theory. And see how little

reality there is in all this reasoning. They say Isaiah's

saying that Jerusalem lay desolate, is a proof that the

Jews were already exiles and Jerusalem destroyed.

Yet of Nineveh it is said, she is empty, and void, and
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waste ! But here they do not think of saying it was past.

It is evident enough it is the prophetic spirit rendering

it present in vision in both.

W. But why should they insist on it in Isaiah, and

not in Nahum ?

H. In Nahum there is no direct Messianic prophecy,

and therefore they have no particular object — they are

content to leave it in the shade. Isaiah is too plain.

If it be a prophecy, it is a prophecy of Christ. We have

seen, indeed, that their whole statement as to Nahum is

false in fact. It is equally so here ; for the greater part,

indeed all the prophecy, speaks of future events as the

Neologists admit. Nebo had not bowed down, and Baby

lon had not yet fallen. The Jews were in exile then,

and a very large part indeed has nothing to do with

Babylon, but speaks of the coming of the Lord to judge

all flesh, the future glory of Jerusalem, and the like.

My part here is not to show Isaiah true, but the Neolo-

gists false. There is no ground, in fact, at all for their

statements. Prophets may take an immediately immi

nent fact and speak of it. Thus when the people were

besieged and hoped to escape, Jeremiah declares they

should go to Babylon, and so they did. So Ezekiel :

only he declares Zedekiah should come to, Babylon, and

die there, but not see it ; as it happened, for they put his

eyes out. But this is not the case in Isaiah. Besides,

the stopping at xiv. 23 is perfectly arbitrary. The pro

phecy is the same at any rate to the end of xxvii. But

the reason is obvious : we get then the Assyrian de

stroyed after Babylon, and that does not suit present

things in Babylon. It is avowedly future in the text.

And the destruction of the Assyrian in the future, when

Israel was in Babylon, will not do if it is a prophecy.

What has the founding of Zion to do with the destruc

tion of the Philistines if we go to the end of the chapter ?

No : Isaiah prophesies Babylon will be destroyed : an im

mense event, because it was the great seat of idolatry,

the empire God had first formally given to the Gentiles

(the four monarchies)— that which stands as the type of
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man's idolatrous power in the earth oppressing God's

people. Hence its judgment was in moral import all

important; and the prophet looks out from it to the

great closing deliverance of the earth ; and adds the

destruction of the Assyrian, the great external enemy

that attacked God's people, not where they were captive,

and never substituted for Jerusalem, as Babylon was :

and then the inward enemies in their own territory, the

Philistines, and Zion would be really founded of God.

Hence as to Babylon, though he does prophesy its

present judgment, as he had the captivity there to Heze-

kiah, when he was in prosperity, yet he goes on far

beyond, to the day of the Lord.

The principle then is an assumption of the question

which we have to prove, in order to conclude as to who

the author of the book is, and has no pretension to be

an argument as to anything else. And the alleged facts

on which it is founded are no facts at all. Its being

Isaiah or not is all one to those who believe it is

inspired ; although I doubt not the least it was Isaiah.

Why should any one have shoved in parcels of prophecy

into his ? It is not merely the last twenty-five chapters,

but parcels in the midst of the prophecies which are

absolutely needed to make a whole of it ; for they are,

if we leave out Babylon and the then history of the

nations which Isaiah prophetically gives, altogether

incomplete. The main element, without which the rest

have not their sense, is wanting. It is the main part

of a whole, as any one reading it may see. And the

only reason for taking it out is that it must be a prophecy

if it is left in; and this avowedly. But the rest is

prophecy, too, of Moab, Egypt, &c., so that nothing is

gained.

I am aware that the style is alleged. But this is

merely a help ; and it is not denied that there are

peculiarities which prove its similarity, while the

general flow of the last half is naturally different from

short burdens. I say, it is not denied. The explana

tion of these is, " But these peculiarities prove nothing."
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" Their agreement in this respect cannot have been

accidental, and must be explained as an imitation of the

genuine, or in some other way." One who can reason

thus, De Wette, has not much title to claim attention.

W. Clearly not. It is well in these days to know

what these Neologists have to say. That I find diffi

culties in Scripture does not surprise me. I wait, and

profit by the overflowing mass of evidently divine

instruction. But when learned men, or men who give

themselves out for such, and have credit for great

research, present it as a settled thing in Hebrew and

Chaldee, and I know not what, where most people

cannot follow them, that the Scriptural books are not

inspired, and cannot be, it is a relief to know what

ground they go on. Thus, when I find that it is simply

assuming there cannot be a prophecy, and no more ;

and that half Isaiah is cut oft' solely because the chapters

speak of future events, and therefore must have been then

written, their whole statement crumbles to nothing. It

is simply making impostors or fanatics of all the inspired

writers, because inspiration is impossible. That is

simply direct unbelief without any motive but the will

of unbelief. And I through grace can judge for myself.

I have tasted and am assured that they are inspired.

Besides what you say is true, that the pretension that

they were prophecies written at the time of the events,

or after, is false as to the fact in the prophecies,, and

absurd upon the face of it.

H. As regards the alleged later words, the statement

as to sagan is an absurdity. It is used in Isaiah when

he is speaking of the Conqueror (Cyrus) treading down

the Babylonish power ; and speaks of the half governors,

half kings, or deputies, satraps or pachas, who had that

title in the East : and Isaiah gives them their title. It

is used by Jeremiah and Ezekiel, as well as by Daniel.

It would be just as much sense to say that I was not

an Englishman because I spoke of the French

Chambers, because in England they were called houses.

As regards the alleged words of later 'Hebraism and
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Chaldaism, I have no pretensions to be learned in

Hebrew certainly, but I have examined them, at least

many of them ; some, as the use of zaba alleged by De

Wette, is, I am quite sure, a blunder. Of another,

which is an Aramaism, Gesenius says, an aramaic form

for the Hebrew one in a word much more common in

aramoean is less surprising. Others, as the use of then

for if, I judge to be simply false interpretation. It has,

I am satisfied, its usual Hebrew sense as the English

gives it. Another, in which he follows Gesenius,

alleging a Chaldaism, is entirely rejected by Rosen-

miiller, who gives the word as in the English as good

Hebrew ; and the LXX and Jerome so translate it : so

Jarchi, one of the learned Rabbin. Hence I conclude,

with Stuart of Andover, that the discrepancy has no

solid basis of proof. The objections are wholly ground

less. The best Hebraists, nay, the objector, admit that

the style is not that of the later Hebrew. De Wette

will have it an imitation ; Rosenmiiller admits that the

writer, who lived near the close of the Babylonish

exile, personated some ancient prophet. He admits,

too, that all the latter part points to some glorious

future restoration which the then restoration of Jeru

salem in no way fulfilled. Only when Cyrus's decree

came out he encouraged his compatriots by it. How

little all this enters into the spirit of the prophet I need

not say. I will enter now into some examination of the

last part, and show their estimate of it to be as super

ficial as all the rest. I may mention that Gesenius

treats it as an epistle to the Jews in exile. How then

written in Babylon ? They allege that the last chapters

are a whole, and that the servant must be one through

out; and the 53rd chapter speaks of him. Bunsen

alleges it is Jeremiah ; Gesenius a personification of all

the prophets.

W. But this is a deliberate denial of the authority

of the apostles and New Testament, who quote the

passage and apply it to Christ.

H. Do you fancy they trouble themselves about
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that? Not only the apostles, but the Lord, according

to the evangelist, quotes their pseudo Isaiah as a prophet

(John vi. 45), Paul, Peter, John, all quote Isaiah liii., and

that, too, as referring to Christ. But what are apostles

to neologists ? They spoke according to their natural

prejudices—you would not suppose the new school to

have any.

W. But why do they call themselves Christians ?

H. It is, I judge, in some respect a mercy. Habit,

convenience, and, I trust, in many an instance, the

restraint of conscience, where only the mind is led

astray ; but the Jewish journalist has, while exulting

in their denial of Christianity, reproached them with

their want of honesty. But to proceed with Isaiah. I

shall show you that the servant is not the same ; that the

portion is not one, though the parts compose a whole ;

and, though Christ be seen throughout, yet that, as I

said before, Israel is first presented in one part ; then,

in the next, Christ takes Israel's place, and then He

is the Word of God to those that have ears to hear ;

and then the remnant, in the last days, take this place

of servant. The first part ends in xlviii., with, " There

is no peace, saith Jehovah, to the wicked." In this,

though Christ be named, Israel is distinctly brought

forward as the servant, and the question of idolatry

raised, which Babylon represents, and Israel is held

guilty iu respect of graven images, and not heeding

God's word ; but in the end full deliverance and bless

ing is promised after full chastisement, only distinguish

ing the wicked and the remnant. In xlix. the second

part begins ; it ends in Ivii., and again with, " There is

no peace, saith my God, to the wicked." Now, in

xl., xlviii., though in the first comforts and promises

Christ be named as the servant of Jehovah after the

glory of Jehovah has been insisted on, yet, when the

prophet speaks of restoring Israel, and turns to their moral

condition before it, they are looked at as the responsible

servant of Jehovah ; and His witnesses as the one only

true God. " Ye are my witnesses, saith Jehovah, and

R
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my servants whom I have chosen." But Israel had been

weary of Him, yet He would restore and bless them,

and idolatry and Babylon would be judged. Then

Israel stands forth in xlix. as the chosen witness and

servant before the Gentiles. Then, in verse 4, comes the

charge, not of disobedience and idolatry, but of the rejec

tion of Christ. He is the true servant, but has laboured

in vain, the true vine, the true Son, but is rejected,

and Israel guilty of that. But God would infallibly

make good His promises ; yet Israel would be divorced :

" Wherefore when I came was there no man ; when I

called was there none to answer ? " Then we have

Christ's humiliation. And now Israel itself is called

upon to hear the voice of Jehovah's servant, and the

lot of each depends on this (1. 11). Here they who

were expressly the witnesses and servant, are called

upon to hear the servant. Such and such only might

count on blessing ; and then restoration is gone through

in a beautiful progress from the distress of the

humbled remnant to the full latter-day glory of Jeru

salem. Then the servant is exalted and extolled, and

very high, sprinkles many nations, kings shall shut their

mouths at Him ; for that which they had not been told

shall they see, and that which they had not heard they shall

consider. Then comes the confession of the way they

had received Him when He was there, and the declara

tion that when they esteemed Him stricken and smitten

of God and afflicted, it w;as really an expiation work,

and with His stripes they were healed. The result is

blessing, but through judgment, because of not only

this, but subsequent iniquity ; but in the end healing—

only no peace to the wicked. With this the second

part closes. He then, in the third part, enters on a full

controversy with Israel for their sins, and the extreme

departure from God in the latter days, owned by the

faithful in spirit, and then God interferes in judgment

for His own name's sake, and the Redeemer comes to

Zion—a passage quoted by Paul as yet to be fulfilled.

This, in a certain sense, closes the part. The rest un
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folds various subjects connected with the latter days.

The glory and holiness of Jerusalem is depicted then in

that day. Christ is introduced in a passage quoted by

Himself, and, passing from His first coming in humilia

tion to His second in judgment. We have the confession

and intercession of the prophet in Israel's name in the

last days; the answer of God, how He had had

patience with Israel, and used their rejection to call

the Gentiles, and He will judge the sins of Israel ;

but—and here we find the servants again—He will

make a difference between His elect servants and the

wicked nation. This is enlarged upon ; the rejection of

mere outward service in that day is shown, and Jehovah

coming in judgment, and vengeance to all flesh, is

announced, but for the glory and blessing of these

servants, the remnant of Israel. Thus we have Israel

servant, faithless ; and Christ servant, He is to be heard

by the previous witnesses. Now He is rejected, and

then, at the close, those who hear His voice are in

the place of servants, and inherit the promises to Israel,

when Jehovah comes to judge all flesh. They tell us

this must be one single servant ; and, if we are to

believe Baron Bunsen, and what Dr. Williams recom

mends as a masterly analysis, all this vast scope of

prophecy, from a suffering Christ to a judged world,

concerns Jeremiah.

W. It is difficult indeed to conceive anything so, I

was going to say, imbecile. I really know not what

word to use. That would not be a seemly one I own.

H. Think of his sprinkling many nations, kings

shutting their mouths at him confounded, that is, at his

being so extolled and so high ; the poor man that was

dragged down to Egypt, and died there. For here it is

the same servant ; the chapters, as they insist to their

own confusion, cannot be separated ; the 13th verse of

lii. begins the strophe, so to speak. Gesenius is not

quite so absurd, he takes the whole body of prophets

personified, rejected as they were by the people ; and

adds against De Wette and others, that whether we

R 2
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look at the language, or reflect on the universal expia

tory sacrifices, and the habits of thought of Israel, and

indeed all nations, we must see here reference to an

expiatory work. But Christ and grace cannot be

accepted, so perverse is the poor heart of man; the

sufferings of the prophets are looked at by him as

expiatory, and the means of Israel's deliverance. Any

thing, provided it be not Christ. He adds, that no man

can doubt that the New Testament doctrine was

founded on this. The poor unhappy Apostles who did

not know their own religion ! and all this time has

elapsed, deceived by the means of their teaching, and in

the 19th century light has come in. Well might

not Tertullian alone, but John say, " That which was

from the beginning ;" and " Let that therefore abide in

you which ye heard from the beginning : if that which

ye have heard from the beginning abide in you, ye also

shall abide in the Son and in the Father." And Paul, that

we should continue in what we have learned, knowing

of whom we have learned it, and that the Scriptures

can make us wise unto salvation. And again, John—

" He that is pf God heareth us ; and he that is not of

God heareth not us : hereby know we the Spirit of

truth and the spirit of error." I have heard the

Apostles, I have heard them quoting this passage of

Christ, and I know the SPIRIT OF ERROR in Dr.

Williams. There is another point I would notice here.

The sufferings of Christ are no doubt spoken of in

Isaiah liii. The prophets were animated by the Spirit

of Christ, Himself the great and perfect Prophet ; and

for the testimony of the word they, as He, were rejected

and suffered : their report was not more received than

His as the Great Prophet. So far there is a very

important and interesting analogy. But that is not the

chief point here. The fact is recognized, as in Ps. xxii.

and Isaiah 1. ; but it is only the occasion here of the

people's recognition of something else. " We hid our

faces from Him." But what was the secret of this?

" Surely He hath borne our griefs and carried our
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sorrows," as faithful in the midst of their unfaithfulness.

In a measure a prophet could say that, yea, or a

Christian could say it too, in a fuller way. " Therefore

I endure all things," says the Apostle "for the elect's

sake." But now we come to another point. " Yet we

did esteem Him stricken, smitten of God, and afflicted.

But He was wounded for our transgressions, He was

bruised for our iniquities ; the chastisement of our

peace was upon Him, and with His stripes we are

healed. All we like sheep have gone astray, we have

turned every one to his own way ; and Jehovah hath

laid on Him the iniquity of us all . . . for the trans

gression of my people was He stricken ... it pleased

the Lord to bruise Him, He hath put Him to grief:

when thou shalt make 11 is soul an offering for sin, He

shall see His seed . . and the pleasure of the Lord shall

prosper in His hand. He shall see of the travail of II is

soul and shall be satisfied; by His knowledge shall my

righteous servant instruct many in righteousness (so I

translate the hiphil here), and He shall bear their

iniquities . . . because He poured out His soul unto

death, and was numbered with the transgressors, and

He bare the sin of many, and made intercession for the

transgressors." Now none can read the chapter with

out seeing that, as Gesenius admits, expiatory suffering

is the point insisted on, a principle of interpretation

evident, from the terms of the passage, as being the

point. They thought Him rejected of God as well as

man ; but He was really bearing their iniquities. That

is the special force of the chapter, confirmed by the

general conviction of the .lews on the subject of expia

tion, and of every nation under heaven. Now what I

note this now for is that this point is (as a Christian

can easily conceive) wholly omitted in the "masterly

analysis." Not one word of it has Dr. Williams to

produce from Bunsen, naturally enough. The pious

and devoted prophet, though really representing Christ

as a prophet, was far enough from pretending to be a

sacrifice. But the folly of this interpretation is yet
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more evident, because if our Isaiah prophesied at the

end of the exile, Jeremiah was dead and gone ; and that

which is clearly future at the end, can have no applica

tion to him. To apply it to a series of prophets is

absurd ; with any application to Israel as a people, the

common modern Jewish idea, it is in contradiction.

They are confessing their having misconceived the

position of the sufferer, and that he suffered for their

sins. No, nothing can be clearer than the prophecy.

The servant who was to be exalted, and extolled, and

very high, so that kings should shut their mouths, and

he sprinkle many nations, was to be rejected by the

Jews and of men ; but make his soul an offering for

sin, and then be highly exalted. The terms of the

passage, its place in the prophecy, all give it its true

and evident character, aud enable us to understand why

the Apostles, that is, the same Spirit that dictated it, use

it (I do not exactly say found their doctrine on it, for

both it and their doctrine are founded on the fact) to

confirm and illustrate the doctrine of the sufferings of

the blessed Saviour (compare Ps. xxi.).

W. It is as clear as can possibly be. I bless God

for it. And indeed the attacks of enemies, and able

enemies, such as Gesenius and De Wette, and surely

of Dr. Bunsen and Dr. Williams, only prove their impo-

tency in attempting to assail this foundation doctrine of

Christianity and basis of all holy peace, that Christ is a

propitiation for our sins.

H. And see the sad perversions to which it leads.

" Israel," Dr. Williams tells us, " would be acknow

ledged, as in some sense, still a Messiah (for in spite of

Baron Bunsen he prefers really the perversion of Jewish

unbelief to Christianity) having borne centuries of re

proach through the sins of the nations," .... "but

the Saviour .... would be recognized as having

eminently the unction of a prophet whose words die not,

of a priest in a temple not made with hands, and of a

King in the realm of thought delivering his people from

a bondage of moral evil, worse than Egypt or Babylon."
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Israel, then, is the Messiah who suffered for, I do not

know what, through the wickedness of the Gentiles;

and Christ a King in the realm of thought to deliver us

from moral evil. It might be rather said, if we are to

take the new school, a Saviour from the bondage of

Apostolic Christianity, for that seems the greatest evil

they see. " The vast majority of prophecies require

some such rendering in order to Christianize them,"

and "our Isaiah" too. "The liii. chapter, which had

been thought exceptional, is shown to harmonize with a

general principle." What is meant by Christianizing the

prophecies I do not know, as the prophets, they say, were

only persons warning or arousing Jews by pretended pro

phecies (denouncing their compeers), compiled when

the circumstances were present ; but I take note that it

is recognized that the vast majority of prophecies require

some such rendering to reduce them to the measure of

the new school. I believe it. The liii. is a specimen

of this rendering. The Jews are Messiah in a sense,

and Christ has not suffered for sins the just for the

unjust. He is a Prophet, a Priest without a sacrifice,

and a deliverer from moral evil as King. The Apostolic

view of Christianity, the Christianity of the founders of

the religion, has all to be corrected. It requires it.

There is no propitiation, no sacrifice. All its great traits,

as we learn it from the New Testament, are a mistake.

How happy that there are some who understand a reli

gion better than those who founded it.

I turn to the ii. Psalm. " If he would follow our

version in rendering the ii. Psalm, ' kiss the Son,' he

knows that Hebrew idiom convinced even Jerome the

true meaning was ' worship purely.' " This statement is

false. He admits nescu (I quote) means 'kiss,' and

says, as kissing the hand had the sense, as in Job, of

worshipping, he has given the sense, not the letter. As

to ' Bar,' he acknowledges he had in his ' Commentariolis,'

which are now lost, translated it ' kiss the Son,' con

trary to the old Italic, which had translated it ' learn

discipline.' Probably an interpretation, and which is
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now found in the Vulgate, which has preserved the old

Italic psalms after the LXX., as the English Prayer Book

the old version. Ruffinus attacked him for now giving

this up, and saying, Adore purely. He replies : " Bar sig

nifies different things,—Son, as Barjesus, &c., wheat, a

handful of ears of corn, elect, and purely ; what then

have I sinned if I have translated a doubtful word

with differing interpretations, and, having said in my

notes, where there was the liberty of explanation, ' adore

the Son,' in the body itself, lest I might seem a violent

interpreter, and give occasion to Jewish calumnies,

should have said adore purely, or in an elect way (electe),

as Aquila and Syinmachus have translated. How does

it hurt their ecclesiastical faith if the reader should be

taught in how many ways amongst the Jews one little

verse can be explained." The reader will judge how far

Hebrew idiom convinced even Jerome. He would not

force it all one way to avoid Jewish calumnies, and so

has given it several. In his own notes, when he was

free, kiss the Son ; in the text, adore purely. Jerome

alone gives, ' kiss the Son,' in Latin, as also adore purely.

The Vulgate ' learn discipline,' following the LXX.,

(as did the Italic or old Latin), was used in the Christian

world, save in the Syriac translation, which as a kindred

language, followed the Hebrew closely, and reads, kiss

the Son. The Hebrew is no doubt obscure. But that

the Hebrew idiom obliges to read, adore purely, is

anything but just. DeWette, a first-rate Hebraist and

extreme rationalist (though it seems, thank God, draw

ing yearly closer to Christ as he grew older, yet the

freest of the free as to doctrine), in his otherwise very

beautiful, though somewhat affected, translation gives,

kiss the Son. Rosenmiiller declares that nashak is

never used by itself for adore or venerate. Hengsten-

berg, a Coryphoeus against rationalists, translates it, kiss

the Son, and quotes Gesenius, Winer, and Hitzig for

the same. Venema the same, referring to the sense of

elect in Bar, and gives elect son. In the main,

Rosenmiiller approves, quoting many others. He trans
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lates give the kiss of veneration to so great a King.

Symmacchus gives, purely. I am not aware of others.

(Aquila, I suppose, electe.) The Septuagint translation,

which is also the Chaldee, is a kind of interpretation like

Rosenmiiller's, and gives the sense. Jews avoided the

term son, and so Neologists. Bar is more Aramaean,

but Gesenius admits Hebrew tends to Aramaean in

poetry. Vaihinger gives, kiss the Son. Hupfeld has

it like Jerome, admitting that Gesenius, De Wette,

Hengstenberg, that is, the ablest modern Hebraists, and

most moderns, admit this— the Son—to be right. So

much for the insinuation of Hebrew idiom convincing

Jerome ; and, if Hebrew idiom, it should, of course, others ;

whereas all the ablest Hebraists translate it, kiss the

Son. I repeat, never trust the facts of Neologians.

I now turn to Psalm xxii. 17. He finds, in the most

ancient Hebrew reading, " like a lion." Now that there

are difficulties of interpretation or readings in Hebrew

no one doubts. Christianity is in no way concerned in

this phrase. It is not quoted in the New Testament.

The reason for reading it as it is in the English transla

tion is that the ancient Jews insist it is so in the old

Hebrew. It is no question of rationalism. The most

High Church orthodox writers take it as meaning " a

lion." The form is peculiar. There is the same in

Isaiah, where it is translated "as a lion ;" but the

ancient Jewish writers insist that it is not to be read so

here. The LXX., a century and a half, say, before our

Lord, translates it, " they pierced my hands and my

feet "—so the Vulgate, so the Syriac in Walton ; Mon-

tanus, De Wette, Hengstenberg, and many, " as a lion."

Of the ancients, the Chaldee Targum only has, "as a

lion ;" and, according to De Rossi, the best authority, is

of small authority, and founded on bad manuscripts.

He insists on the manuscripts of the very learned critic

of the Jews, Ben Chaiim, and the Masora, that " they

pierced " is right ; Rosenmiiller prefers " they bound."

It is a question of reading. Cahari is, " as a lion ;"

most probably, though not certainly, caharu is, "they
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pierced ; and the difference in Hebrew is very slight :

nio—YVO. Caru is, "they bound." Now, as all the

ancient translations give "they pierced," the Masora

confirms, and one of the most critical Jewish doctors

approves, pleading his own good Jewish manuscripts ;

and the use of the text by the fathers may have induced

the Jews to tamper with the text by a change hardly

perceptible; and as the pointing is uncertain, there is

nothing so sure in the matter. I avow I am disposed

to think "pierced" right. What is the meaning of

" the assembly of the wicked surrounded me, as a lion

my hands and my feet ?" I do not see much sense in it.

What is most against ' pierced,' though it proves nothing,

is that it is never referred to in the New Testament,

whereas other parts of the Psalms are. However, my

own conviction is that " they pierced " is right. The

difficulties and labour of those who take "as a lion" as

the true reading to make any sense of it, show that it is

no natural reading. Its place in the Psalm makes it

inappropriate. It is not "the strength of bulls and

lions " that is here spoken of—that is an earlier stage

of the speaker's sorrow — but the " shamelessness of

dogs," It is an interpretation of what is ascribed to the

dogs. They " compass " him—so the wicked : then to

jump to a lion, who does not compass people at all, is

out of place. Next, how " compass his hands andfeet?"

what does that mean ? We have had the lion, but then

it was only " gaping with the mouth," and in place ;

here he is going on with personal details. All tends, I

think, to show the ancient interpreters were right, had

they cahari for caharee, or caharu. Venema reads " as

a lion," but connects " my hands and my feet ;' with " I

can count"—an additional proof of the difficulties of

those who reject the ancient versions. That it is the

most ancient Hebrew reading is anything but proved ;

that it is the common modern one is true. The versions

have so far more authority in the Old Testament, that

no Hebrew manuscript is so old by many centuries as

the oldest of the New. In any case, though the
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Apostles have quoted the Psalm as a prophecy of Christ,

Dr. Williams is sure they are wrong. "The staring

monsters are intended by whom Israel is surrounded

and torn." Only read the Psalm through ; " the declar

ing God's name to his brethren," and " in the midst of

the Church will I praise Thee;" compare this with

John xx., and you will see how impossible it is to apply

it to Israel. But the greatness of the scope of Divine

thought, the moment Christ and redemption is the

centre, these men seem incapable of. I will give you a

little sketch of the Psalms preceding the xxii., which will

lead us to see how specially it applies to Messiah. That

the whole book of Psalms is in methodical order I cannot

doubt, though we cannot enter on it now : i. gives the

righteous Jew, the remnant contrasted with the wicked ;

the ii., Christ as King in Zion, according to the decree

of God, and owned Son ; the nations and rulers raging

against Him, but warned ; then, Christ being rejected of

men, the righteous are in trial, instead of the govern

ment of God securing their present blessing, as in

Psalm i. But in the viii., Christ has a wider character

than in the ii. He is Son of Man, not Son of David,

and all things are put under Him, and Jehovah's name

is excellent in all the earth. Thus the ways of God

with earth are shown, ix. and x. enter into the details

of Israel's condition in the land in the last days, and

their deliverance, xi.—xv. go through this, and the

feelings it produces, in various ways ; hence they become

a comfort in any trial, xvi. : Christ first takes, in the

most exquisite and deeply instructive way, His place

among the excellent of the earth ; shows the path of life

through death; and as His trust was in Jehovah,

Jehovah's presence was His joy as man. xvii. treats

the subject not of confidence, but of righteousness ; and

here we get glory, and what I may call reward, more

than joy. xviii., I have no doubt, looks at the suffering

of Christ as the centre of all God's ways from Egypt to

Messiah's kingdom. I now come to the Psalms I had

immediately in mind. In xix. we have two testimonies
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of God—the creation (the heavens), and the law. In

xx. the true, faithful witness is prophetically viewed as

rejected by men, and in sorrows. In xxi., which di

rectly answers to it, having cried for life, He is exalted,

as man, to everlasting glory, and His hand finds out

His enemies. This was outward government and deal

ing. He had suffered from man imagining devices

against Him ; and when they took the character of

enemies they werejudged. But (Ps. xxii.) Christ did not

suffer from man only ; bulls did close Him in ; heartless,

shameless dogs then surrounded Him, and He looked, not

only to man to have compassion on Him, and there was

none, not one that could watch one hour, He looked to

God, and was forsaken there. But suffering from God

was avenging not to be avenged ; hence, when this is

passed, all is grace, widening out in blessing. He de

clares His name to His brethren, as He did in John xx.,

there first distinctly calling them brethren, and leads the

praises of the Church He has gathered ; then brings in

all Israel; then all the ends of the world remember

themselves, and turn to Jehovah ; and then the seed

born in this time of blessing learn the great truth, to

chant it with others, that He hath done this. It is

evident to me there is progress in the bulls and the

dogs ; the first refers to mere violence, leading Him to

the cross ; the other to men's conduct when He was

there. But the witness of creation, law, and Messiah,

rejected of men, and He glorified and judging; and

then His being forsaken of God, the result of which was

not judgment (for it was bearing it), but grace, un-

mingled grace, makes the true import of the Psalm most

clear. Could we dwell upon it, and study the grace of

Christ in it, the place He gives us in it—what the de

claring the Father's name was (see John xx.), and the

full import of this consequent on redemption, and the

place He then takes in our midst, when redemption is

accomplished, to lead our praises as being in. and having

placed us in, the same perfect joy,—it would show the

extraordinary beauty of this Psalm as applied to Christ.
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We may take the words of His lips upon the cross to

show us he Mas not a stranger to it. Now, I can only

use the series as marking the place Christ has in it,

when God, after all, did not despise nor abhor the afflic

tion of the afflicted, and when atonement was made

for sin.

I do not believe that " I have called my son out of

Egypt " is a mere accommodation. It is an example of

the universal principle of the substitution of Christ the

true vine, the servant, for the old vine, the servant. He

began all anew as the stock for Israel, as he did for man.

That the 9th of Isaiah may be translated " the father

of the age to come," may be alleged. No Christian thinks

of making Christ in the proper sense the Father. El Gib-

bor, it may be disputed, is "the strong and mighty one."

Let us even suppose it is so, although it be undoubtedly

contrary to the soundest criticism ; one thing is certain,

it is Christ then owned by the Jews after Jehovah has

hid his face from them ; and the law has been sealed

among his disciples only, and Israel has gone through

depths of misery, and, finally, the judgment by fire.

Then Israel will own the child born as all this to them.

It is a divinely given prophecy of Messiah. As to

Isaiah vii. 16, Dr. Williams may "not listen," but his

judgment will not now have much weight with a serious

and critical mind. I fully believe it to be a prophecy of

Christ, as Matthew has declared it. The prophecy goes

on to the passage already referred to (ix. 7); and un

equivocally gives all Israel's history till the time of rest

and glory, including Christ's " first and second coming."

The occasion of this germinant prophecy was the attack

of Rezin and Pekah. But the children are symbolical

children from their names : " the remnant shall return,"

and, " making speed to the spoil, he hasteneth the prey."

So the then circumstances, in which confederacy was

sought with the Assyrian, is used as a peg to hang the

exhortation to look to Jehovah, and so introduce Christ's

first coming, and its effects on his rejection, and thereby

Israel's. Jehovah would be a stone of stumbling, and



260

have disciples and children, and wait in this character

of the faithful one in Israel on Jehovah. The safety

was in Immanuel.

Now the wickedness of the house of David was the

ruin of the last prop of Israel responsible to God, and

thereon, as a stay to the faith of the remnant and all

the promises, the virgin's seed is promised. This is said

to be Hezekiah ; now the application of the whole to

Hezekiah only shows the utmost narrowness of spirit.

It is absurd to think that all God's counsels end in a

Jewish king who, after all, though blessed, wrought no

great deliverance : the end of the prophecy cannot apply

to him, he had no disciples, he was not the father of an

age. But farther, a little critical inquiry shows it could

not be Hezekiah at all. Hezekiah was twenty-five years

old when he began to reign. Ahaz reigned sixteen

years ; consequently Hezekiah was born some eight or

nine years before Ahaz began to reign ; consequently

there could not be a promise of his birth after Ahaz was

reigning. So that the sign so solemnly given when the

last hope of Israel failed in the apostacy of the house of

David, for such it was in Aha/,—the sign the Lord Him

self interferes to give, calling him " God with us," means

that one, no one knows who, who till then had been a

virgin, should bear a son. It certainly is not Hezekiah.

Is it not evident that the Spirit of God is looking out to

some greater deliverer, who should indeed be Immanuel ?

Even the learned Jewish Rabbin, Jarchi, &c., have

given up the foolish attempt to apply it to Hezekiah.

Since that they and other opposers of Christianity have

been at their wits' end seeking how to make out a sign

out of some younger wife of Ahaz's having a son at the

epoch of the prophecy. Now if you examine the pro

phecy, or pretended prophecy, for we are to assume

nothing, you will find in symbolical and mysterious lan

guage the whole scene of Jewish history in connection

with Messiah, and the state of the nation to the end

when glory and deliverance comes to it. The main

features are depicted in these children, one being already
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born, all bearing, as is usual in prophecy, and indeed in

history, names indicative of the events they represent.

fehear-Jashub, Immanuel, Maher-shalal-hash-baz. The

remnant of Israel and its restoration, God with the

people, represented by this child ; and the inroad of the

Assyrian, the universal expression of the enemy of the

latter day. The history of the people, as we have seen,

is continued from Ahaz to the glorious time of Messiah.

The occasion was this :—The people despised the pro

mises to the house of David— despised the waters of

Shiloah, and trusting in human strength, cried out for a

confederacy. The house of David itself, despising the

promises, sought help by confederacy with the Assyrian,

and removed the altar of Jehovah, putting a heathen

altar in its place in the temple. In these circumstances,

the Prophet, or Isaiah, giving himself for a prophet,

unfolds the history of Israel. Already he owns a rem

nant only, which shall be restored, for he sees all ruined.

He goes with Shear-Jashub to the king. The king re

fuses the encouragement of an offered sign from Jehovah.

He was too wise a politician and lover of arts, to have

faith in Jehovah. Then Immanuel is promised to Israel,

born of the virgin ; but the land was to be desolate.

Next, the latter-day circumstances are entered on. The

Assyrian comes up (prefigured by near-approaching

circumstances, which are almost always, perhaps always,

the occasion of latter-day predictions), but the land is

Immanuel's. The Assyrian overflows all up to the

head, but cannot, so to say, drown altogether ; for Im

manuel, God is with them. Next, the detail of the

history is brought out, the people's history ; the prophet

is warned not to trust in confederacies, but in Jehovah

the refuge of the remnant ; that Jehovah, the sanctuary

of those that trust in Him, would be a stumbling-stone

to the mass of the people, but the law and testimony

would be sealed and made good among the remnant,

who are styled his disciples and his children, and are

tokens to both houses of Israel that Jehovah would

hide his face from the house of Israel, (all this we



262

know has taken place), that the remnant taught by

Christ would wait for Him. The result would be for the

nation, and this is a second part of the inward history,

a time of unparalleled distress and darkness, partially

fulfilled, but not complete; a time of darkness and

oppression, leading them to rage and blasphemy. But

another element was in the midst of this. Light would

be there when all was the shadow of death. This would

be in Galilee, not in Jerusalem ; the result of this would

be multiplying the nation, increasing its joy, breaking

men's yoke from its neck by judgment of fire (compare

Isaiah Ixvi.); for the mighty one, the child born to them,

the Immanuel—the establisher of peace, was now owned

and known by them in a kingdom never to be subverted,

on the throne of David, a kingdom of peace and blessing.

Hence, Matthew, citing this prophecy, brings Jesus

into Galilee, and at the close, with the true remnant,

His disciples, meets them there after His resurrection,

no reference being made to the ascension, linking His

life and resurrection on to future Jewish hopes and

despised Galilean remembrances. The ascension took

place from Bethany, the secret home of Christ, when

the nation rejected Him.

W. And what do the Neologists reply to this re

markable scheme or outline of Divine history, more

deeply and fully known by its mysterious and symbolic

character ? That it gives itself for a prophecy up to

the last days is clear ; and the two sons of the prophet

being prophetical, the third would be naturally thought

so too.

H. Surely ; only the prophet is in the circumstances,

and with the people, and they are connected with

him; but the virgin's Son is the intervention of God,

God with us, and therefore not the prophets. Yet

when He is seen on earth as a prophet—for so He was

—He takes the prophetic place, and says, personified

by the prophet, " I and the children which God hath

given me." You remember the Epistle to the Hebrews

quotes this as a proof of Christ's taking human nature,
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most rightly, as we see here. The Jews own Him, too,

as a child born to them in the end, but as Immanuel

withal. The 13th verse—the stone of stumbling—is

also quoted by Peter and by Paul, and directly referred

to, as applying to Himself, by the Lord, in view of the

then state of the Jews as a nation, and predicting yet

more awful consequences when He should fall upon

them ; for the rejected stone was to be the head of the

corner. The rationalists insist, in reply, on the fathers

quoting it as a proof of the prophetical virginity of

Mary, and urge that, had it been so, the Hebrew would

be Behula, not Alma, which does not imply necessarily

that state.

W. But are you serious? Surely there must be

something more.

H. There is, of course, that absolutely conclusive

argument—there cannot be a prophecy.

W. Yes ; but that is nonsense, because it is assum

ing what is to be proved, and denying all revelation at

once. If God can speak, He can reveal.

H. Well, I cannot help its being nonsense ; it is all

they have to say. Only you may remark how they

labour in vain by seeking to show what it can be.

Gesenius holds it for the prophetess—wife. So Jarchi

and Aben Ezra. But Gesenius admits the difficulty

of calling her Ha Alma, because there was a son, Shear-

jashub. So it is another wife. But then Kimchi

answers, But the land is Immanuel's land. How could

Isaiah call the kingdom his second wife's baby's land ?

and, I may add, his second wife's baby—" God with

us." So he says it must be a new wife of Ahaz. But

then we stumble upon Hezekiah again, because it was

his land in this sense. He was a kind of figure of

Christ, as son of David, before whom the Assyrian

fell. But then he could not be the person alluded to

here; he was born some eight or nine years before

Ahaz was king, and was now some twelve or thirteen

years old. Evidently the same child is the glorious one

of chap. ix. But, further, Rosenmiiller has shown that

s
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the argument as to alma is unfounded, and that the

Scripture use of it is a virgin, and nothing else. And

would it not be singular, as he adds, to call Ahaz's wife

thus, and Ha Alma, the virgin ? Remark, too, that not

only Christians, i. e., the New Testament, distinctly

apply this passage to Christ, but the effect was uni

versal. The Jews expected a Messiah in the house of

David, who would so deliver them, and have universal

rule. The Gentiles, too, as Tacitus witnesses of the

expectation of the. whole of the East, and as Virgil has

sung, wherever he found the materials of his extraordi

nary ode to Pollio :—

" Ultima Cumoei venit jam carminis setas

Magnus ab integro soecloruin nascitur ordo,

Jam redit et virgo redeunt Saturnia regna,

Jam nova progenies coslo dimittitur alto

Tu modo nascenti puero quo ferrea primum

Desinit ac toto surgit gens aurea mundo

Casta fave Lucina."

Of course, in the last phrase we find the heathen, as in

the whole eclogue, the courtly poet.

It is fair to add that Rosenmuller, though a

rationalist, admits fully the usual sense of the passage ;

adding, like a rationalist, but which is confirmatory of

the Hebrew truth of the passage in Isaiah : " The facfr

that the expectations held out by the prophet of speedy

deliverance were not fulfilled should not make us deny

that the prophet thought about that. He refers to the

then universal expectations of a Messianic deliverer

(referred to as a hope in every deep distress), confirmed

by the language of Micah, a contemporary prophet."

He admits, strange to say, that it predicted an incarna

tion (only as just coming) because one who was to be

God with them was to be bom of a virgin. He says it

is evident from Matt. i. 22, 23, that the Jews at the

time of Christ so interpreted it. Not believing in

inspiration, they are forced to admit the facts. The

statement that the word alma was not a virgin, but

simply a young woman, comes from the Jews, after
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Christ, attempting to reject the facts of Christianity, as

may be seen in Justin's dialogue with Trypho. I say

after Christ, because the LXX. give " the virgin" v vapQtyoc

Xr/tkrtu, and Aquila and Symmachus' translations made

after Christianity, the first to meet the feeling of the

Jews, and the effect of the argument drawn from the

LXX., give vtaviQ, a young woman.

W. I think what you have stated proves the flip

pancy of their objections. If Dr. Williams will not hear,

what I have heard both shows to me the wide bearing

of prophetic testimony, and how it hangs together as a

whole; how it connects itself with present circum

stances was to be an encouragement to faith then, and

a revelation to future ages—sometimes symbolical and

mysterious, so as to comprise immense facts in a few

words, and yet so place them in the whole scheme as to

give them a plan of which Christianity is the sure, I

may say necessary, interpreter. Thus JRosenmuller is

so far right, that there was present encouragement;

and faith met even its present reward in the ruin of

Sennacherib : but, had he examined, he would have

found at the same time in the hortatory language and

internal history of the nation, from 12 to the end, to

which you have referred, the evident ruin and rejection

of Israel, in the rejection of Christ appearing as

prophet, and having disciples, but not the nation, from

which Jehovah hides His face.

H. It is quite just, and you will find in this part of

the prophet an unfolding of all the great principles of

God's dealings. After four chapters of preface, in v. the

prophet (for now I shall call him so) shows the judg

ment of Israel for its failure in respect of its first given

blessings. In vi. it is judged in respect of the coming

glory of Messiah — Jehovah, but a remnant is pre

served ; a passage quoted in the Gospels and by Paul, as

fulfilled in the blinding of the people as a people, which

we know to be true (though these infidels would only

make it the Gentiles' sin, and they have sinned, not the

Jews), but with an answer of peace, after judgment, to

s2
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the inquiry of faith counting on Jehovah's faithfulness to

promise, and saying, "How long?" Then the special

prophecy as to the house of David and Christ, and the

remnant, and the inroad of the latter days, and the

delivering judgment and glory, which we have just

considered. Then he takes up their history from Rezin

and Pekah to the end, or Assyrian final invasion. But

this is linked to the judgment of v. by the words, " For

all this his anger is not turned away, but his hand is

stretched out still ;" repeated ix. 12, 21 ; x. 4. And as

the Assyrian was the last enemy from without (from

Babylon on they were captives, and the temple burnt,

or under the Gentile monarchies), it is said, on the

occasion of his destruction : " For yet a very little

while the indignation shall cease, and His anger in

their destruction " (x. 25) ; for he was the rod of God's

anger, and the staff in his hand was God's indignation.

Then (xi. and xii.) we have Messiah, and the results of

His coming, the rod of the stem of Jesse. The word

'' indignation " becomes technical in after-prophecy for

the later sorrows of the Jews, as in Daniel ; and the

expression in the 22nd verse, "the consumption

decreed," very definitely so, for the special dealings of

God in the last days.

And remark ; this history of Israel, and the outward

connection of Christ with the people, is never quoted in

the New Testament ; while the special dealings of God

in connection with the revelation of Jehovah in vi., vii.,

viii., are largely and repeatedly quoted : a fresh con

firmation how one Divine mind runs through all

Scripture.

W. I enjoy your unfolding of Scripture more than

your controversy, still I do not deny that it is useful and

called for. Can you refer me to the texts where the

expressions you call technical are used ?

H. I am sure I enjoy them, at any rate, much more.

I have hesitated as to whether any controversy was to

be desired. But your own state of mind, though fully

believing the truth of the Divine record, and of many
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others, where unbelief lies floating, so to speak, has

made me think it might be useful. I will refer to some

of the texts ; but if they did not refer to the same epoch,

they would not have the same force they have, which you

must note. As to indignation, Daniel viii. 19 ; xi. 36 :

and as to consumption decreed, Isaiah xxviii. 22, and

Daniel ix. 27. I little doubt the Lord refers to this

when He speaks of the shortening of these days in

Matt. xxiv.

TV. 1 thank you ; I shall examine them. They not

only connect the two prophets, but, if I understand their

bearing, throw light on the whole nature of this last

period, so often referred to in Scripture. 1 think, by-the-

bye, this constant reference to the last days, to a special

time, at the close of trial, judgments, and deliverance at

the end, makes the rationalist system of application to

present events, or mere Bunsenian second-sight, utterly

untenable. It was in all the prophecies, from the Pen

tateuch on, a distinct object held out—a system of Divine

government before all their minds—a system which, be

it false prophecy, which would be, I think, incredible in

itself, or true, at any rate proves the falseness of the

rationalist view. But we have been led, I think, to

Daniel.

H. I entirely agree with you. It is evidently a

whole ; the prophetic scheme connecting itself, of course,

with present warning and circumstances, but in most

various parts and divers manners, all bearing on one

great delivering intervention, preceded by trials. We

have the sorrows and joys of it in the Psalms, and the

encouragement and warnings of it in prophets, Christ's

connection with the remnant in rejection or in deliver

ance in both Psalms and prophets, but evidently one

great moral scheme. And this is a proof of its truth,

because it shows that it is not the fruit of individual

mind, but of one Divine mind ; for it is not copying or

carrying on a scheme one from another (there is

only one such case of Micah and Isaiah), nor flattering

the people. They fit into a whole, but do not apply to



268

one another. But we will turn to Daniel. The German

critics in general have given him up, but we must inquire

why ? It is become an axiom, we are told. But German

and rationalist axioms have not much hold on my

mind. We will get rid of evidently false grounds of

judgment to begin with. " The absence of any mention

of it by the son of Sirach strikingly confirms their view

of its origin"—that of a patriot bard using Daniel's

name in the time of Antiochus Epiphanes. Isow, accord

ing to the justest criticism, all the twelve minor prophets

are omitted too, though even the fact of Daniel's being

in the Hagiographa would account for its not being

named there as only natural. But the connection of

the phrase in Greek, as to the sense, proves, I think, the

introduction of the twelve minor prophets to be an inter

polation, and an unskilful one. Daniel's being by the

Tigris, if it proves anything, proves the genuineness of

the book, as a Jew would certainly have thought of the

Euphrates, the great river, not of one all but unknown

and unmentioned. But it really proves nothing, because

it was in the third year of Cyrus, when Daniel had left

Babylon, and was at Shushan and other places. The

remark of Dr. Williams, " If the scene had been Babylon

under Darius, the river must have been Euphrates,"

has no meaning. There is question neither of Darius

nor of Babylon. He cannot have simply looked at the

chapter. These and similar remarks we may leave as

worthless. The real objection to Daniel is, that prophe

cies and visions are impossible. Thus De Wette. It

appears that Daniel is not the author of this book, " from

its legendary contents It is full of improbabilities."

" The events of a distant future .... are related with

great distinctness and accuracy, even with the addition

of the dates. This was evidently done after the events."

Now it is perfectly evident that this is no argument.

It is simply saying, as we have seen before, there can

be no prophet, no revelation ; therefore, Daniel is not

one, and this is not a revelation, but composed after

the event. This can have no force ; it is a mere petitio
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principii, begging the question. But a statement is

made connected with it, and repeated by all the rational

ists, that the alleged prophet stops at Antiochus Epi-

phanes. This is simply false. He continues, after a most

important reference to the state of the Jews, and a most

accurate one from the time of the Maccabees, a very

detailed account of the state of Palestine in connection

with t!i? kings of north and south on to the end, where

Daniel was to stand in his lot at the end of days. You

have only to read Daniel xi. from 30 on, and xii. to

convince you of it. If their theory be true, Daniel

must write the book when he stands in his lot ; and the

details are quite as full at the end, if not more so, than

in the previous part. This is all entirely unfounded.

Along with this, there is an effort to make the account

of the empires suit the fact of Daniel living in Antiochus

Epiphanes' time. If so, he could not speak of the

Romans, and his four monarchies must end with the

Grecian. Thus with Bunsen, the lion is Assyrian, the

bear Babylonian, the leopard Persian, the fourth beast

Alexander. Now this is too bad. Not a trace of Nineveh

existed even when the true Daniel was in Babylon, and

it was wholly inconsistent, if a patriot forger)', to place

him there. Nineveh had not taken Judah captive; the

thought is contrary to all probability ; but he did see the

wings of Babylon plucked, and a tame heart given it.

The attempt to make the last beast Alexander—that is,

the beast with seven heads and ten horns—is arbitrary,

and without the smallest apparent ground. It is simply

impossible that Daniel could so describe the Grecian

empire, if he lived in the time of Antiochus. Alexander's

empire had never seven heads and ten horns. It had

four, as the leopard is spoken of here; and more

precisely, as in the following, is expressly said of the

Grecian kingdom, four notable horns, and out of one of

them Antiochus Epiphanes, it is declared, was to come.

The previous one to this is declared to be Media and

Persia. All these statements are unworthy, I must say,

of honest men. The previous attempt was to make
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Media one empire and Persia another, and so end with

Alexander. This broke down because the prophet de

clares he reckons them one. " The ram with two horns

are the kings of Media and Persia." What was to be

done ? Baron Bunsen's imagination sets at work, and

the Assyrian empire is dragged in before. But this is

going further and faring worse. Because, besides the

utter improbability already noticed, here are clearly

only four great empires contemplated, and we have

another figure of them—the statue, where the head of

gold is Nebuchadnezzar; and we find the ten kings in

another form in the ten toes. They are really to be

pitied in their reasonings ; their object cannot here be

alleged to be truth, but at all cost to proYe Daniel is

no prophet—that there can be no revelation.

W. Well, it is pitiable and pitiful, because there is

no honest nobleness of truth in it. No one can read

Daniel, be he true or false, and not see that the Baby

lonish empire is the starting-point in his mind. The

rest follows necessarily. Have they no other grounds ?

H. The first chapter clearly shows where the starting-

point of all his prophecies is, the basis of the scheme

which the book carries out to the final deliverance of

the Jews. But then, if this be so, he is a prophet, and

all their system is false. Their anxiety betrays them.

Besides chapter ix., ' Messiah is to be cut off and to

have nothing,' for that is the force of it, is clearly a

prophecy. How they make this apply to the time of

Antiochus Epiphanes I am at a loss to understand. It

was poor patriotic encouragement to tell them that their

Messiah, their Prince, would be there in a year and

three months, be cut oflf, and get nothing, and then war

and desolations. And the date is the decree to restore
and rebuild Jerusalem. De WTette says Daniel extends

Jeremiah's seventy years to seventy weeks of years, so as

to include Antiochus Epiphanes. But he admits the

golden head and first beast are the Babylonian empire.

Now, " include Antiochus Epiphanes " is rather vague.

If we take the decree of Cyrus, which is very unlikely, it
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runs on to one hundred and twenty years beyond Anti-

ochus Epiphanes, and, remark, beyond the existence of

the Syrian monarchy. Cyrus took Babylon in 538.

(CHnton Fynes.) The Seleucidae ceased to reign in 65 ;

but the 490 years end 48 years before Christ, so that

they reach on to 17 years after the close of the Syrian

monarchy. This is the most favourable case to De

Wette. Yet it runs into the Roman power. If we

take other decrees to be referred to, as surely they are,

the prophecy runs on to the full-blown Eoman empire.

Why, then, 'to include Antiochus Epiphanes'? but you

will never find details fairly examined and compared.

De Wette settles it in a much more suggestive way, it

was a patriot bard ; like many of our own, says Dr. Wil

liams, who borrowed Daniel's name for himself, and then

being naturally afraid to speak of Antiochus Epiphanes,

openly borrowed the names of Nebuchadnezzar and

Belshazzar to depict him ; and, as Antiochus Epiphanes,

from his conduct, was called Antiochus Epimanes, or

madman, bethought himself of putting Nebuchadnezzar

to eat grass for seven years !

W. Dear ! on what principle do they apply the king

doms? Must not the image harmonize ?

H. That is not it at all. Daniel vii. cannot go lower

than Antiochus Epiphanes ; for you know the bard lived

then, and hence you must make the others harmonize

with that.

W. But do they really settle it in that sort of way ?

H. That is the exact conclusion of De Wette. Be

cause, till the new idea of Nineveh of Baron Bunsen,

all begin with Babylon, as Daniel does ; but then, to

make four empires down to Antiochus Epiphanes is a

torture.

W. But the other proofs of the epoch of Daniel's

prophesying ?

H. There are Greek words used for instruments of

music. As to this, De Wette himself admits that it is

possible that Greek instruments with these names may

have been known to the Babylonians at this time. But
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a fuller inquiry into, and deeper knowledge of languages,

of which recent study has made almost a new science,

has shown that, not only does this attempt to impeach

the genuineness of Daniel, from the use of Greek words,

wholly fail, but the facts go to prove the genuineness.

At the utmost, too, names of instruments, which, if they

came from Greece, would naturally keep their names,

can be traced to Greek words. The others belong to

that class of languages from which Greek proceeds—

the. Aryan, or Indo-European, known now through

Sanscrit and Zend. These words belonged to the East,

and, save one, are not found where Greek and Aramean

were thrown together in the time of Antiochus Epi-

phanes. The foreign words are, many of them, inex

plicable from Greek, but are explicable from the sacred

language of the Aryans, who were the priestly caste in

Babylon, and under Cyrus. As I have said, when

Aramean was Hellenized, these words disappeared. The

force of this is evident. It is alleged, too, that the

Chaldee and Hebrew are corrupt—so says De Wette

and Dr. Williams. I consult other authorities, and

find the character of the Hebrew bears the closest

affinity to that of Ezekiel and Habakkuk, who lived

near his time ; but it is less marked by peculiar corrup

tions than that of Ezra. The Aramean also, like that

of Ezra, is also of an earlier form than exists in any

other Chaldaic document. Michaelis declares that the

language proves it was no late compilation. Other

words betray a source which render it inexplicable how

it could have been composed in Palestine. And the

peculiarities urged as proofs of the late composition of

Daniel are, by Havernich, on very strong grounds,

shown to be Babylonish peculiarities. Thus, like the

alleged Greek, they too prove the genuineness of

Daniel, which they were produced to impeach. But

this is not all. It was clearly received into the canon

when the LXX. translation was made ; so that it was

then a known book. Now, the whole of this was known

as complete, at the latest supposition, in 130 before
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Christ, as it is mentioned by Sirach— how long before

cannot be said ; but it was a well-known, generally

received version at that time. That is, Daniel certainlv

existed, was received, had been translated, not thirty

years after Antiochns Epiphanes' death—not in Pales

tine, but in Egypt. Within thirty years after his death

it had been translated, and circulated, and added to, in

Egypt. Esther was translated certainly—some think

only apocryphal additions and the book long before—in

the reign of Antiochus Epiphanes. The Pentateuch is

supposed to have been translated 285 or 286 years before

Christ, 100 years before Antiochus, and we have a known

public translation of Daniel noticed 30 years after him.

Now, it is not, after all, very likely that they took 150

years to translate all ; and when I say 30 years, I speak

only of when the translation is first spoken of as a whole

well known. There is historical proof that the Old

Testament began to be translated 110 years before

Antiochus began to reign; so that Daniel was trans

lated probably long before the time he is made to live—

certainly at latest at the time they say he lived — as a

part of Scripture. Josephus treats him as the greatest

of prophets.

W. The objections are evidently devoid of all weight ;

and the LXX. version makes it in the last degree im

probable that it can be brought down to Antiochus,

even upon rationalist ground. But what do they make

of the Lord's quoting it 1

H. They make nothing of it ; they do not trouble

their heads about it. It is curious, if sorrowful, to see

the spirit of these men. It is impossible that God can

reveal anything ; and when it is inquired if it be Divine,

that is out of the question. But " it suggests, in the

godless invader, no slight forecast of Caligula again in

vading the temple with like abomination, as well as

whatever exalts itself against faith and conscience to

the end of the world." Thus an impostor, pre

tending to be a prophet of olden time, can forecast

a future tyrant, make a germinant prophecy, but a
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true one there cannot be. That is the new school

theology.

W. It is as low as it is trifling.

H. A short sketch of Daniel will facilitate our judg

ment of their partial interpretations. We have, first,

the captive remnant, faithful and trusting Jehovah, but

giving Him the name which suits Him when Jerusalem

was laid low. He is the God of heaven. For the moment,

his earthly place of habitation was laid low, but faith

looked beyond. He was above all. Hence, in the

returning intervention of God's power, the witnesses in

the Apocalypse stand before the God of the earth.

Next we have the Gentile powers, under which Judah

was captive, presented as a whole (the man of the earth),

beginning with Nebuchadnezzar. God entrusted su

preme power into the hands of man ; next we find that

man, thus entrusted with power, sets up an idolatrous

centre, and persecutes the faithful remnant. Next it is

shown that the Gentile power loses its true sense, its de

pendent relationship to God (it is not exactly here

idolatry, but great Babylon which I have built), and,

during the whole time of the Gentiles, becomes a beast

unintelligent. Next there is the contempt of Jehovah,

the God of Israel ; lastly, the setting up to be God.

Thus we get a full picture of the Gentile world—not,

alas ! the finite realization of the spirit of goodness.

This closes the outward history ; what remains is made

up of the visions of Daniel, in which the condition of the

remnant, and the events of the last days, are more

clearly brought out. It is the inside, more than the

outside, as was natural—more relationships and con

duct.

First we have the four great empires, but especially

the last or western one, and its connection with the

saints ; and when the explanation comes, the final per

secuting power, and the triumph of saints by the judg

ment and coming of the Lord, is clearly brought out.

Then we get the eastern part of these empires of the

beasts, and that carried down to the end, passing over
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from the relationship of the Syro-Grecian monarchy

with the faithful Jews to the last days, thus omitting

the previously given western monarchy, but expressly,

and with detail, recounting what was to happen in the

last end of the indignation. The ix. chapter gives the

promise of the Jews' return from Babylon, and of

Messiah, in answer to Daniel's supplication ; but reveals

that Messiah will be cut off, and not take the kingdom,

and then desolations be determined on the people.

x—xii. gives the history of the eastern part of the king

dom of the beasts in detail, from Cyrus and Xerxes to

Antiochus Epiphanes ; the coming of the Romans, de

scribing the desolation of the Jews for many days, but

then introducing the kings of north and south; but,

besides them, the wilful and apostate king, and thereon

the destruction of the king of the north, and the deliver

ance and gathering, but judgment and cleansing of

Israel, for final blessing. We can see how complete a

picture of the whole history of the world, in connection

with the Jews, the book gives ; there is nothing which

has any pretence to be like it in what is uninspired.

You may find pretentious details, and passions flattered,

and solemn warning as to some cherished religions being

neglected, but anything like the connected scope of

Daniel does not exist.

W. It certainly is above all the puny and futile criti

cisms which the dislike of revelation has made men

heap upon it.

//. In truth it is ; and my only reply to Dr. Williams,

when he says, " It is time for divines to recognize these

things," is this : It is time for these servile followers

of German rationalism to learn that a little attention is

sufficient, for those even who are not learned, to detect

their superficial flippancy, and despise— not them, God

forbid !—but their dishonest dealing with serious sub-,

jects and with truth. Those who have the name of

orthodox in Germany are too much afraid of them ; the

Tholucks and Neanders, and such like, men to be

valued and respected in many points of view, have too
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much yielded to the current of popular professional pre

tensions to superiority, and have not held fast the ground

work of revelation. All earnest criticism to ascertain

what God has said, to interpret it aright with every aid

learning can bring, though a far less important thing

than piety and the aid of God's Spirit, yet, as to the out

ward text, no one can object to ; but no tampering with

what God has said, if we recognize that PIe has said it.

It is of the last importance, morally, for man that he

have something to which he lows as God's Word ; the

whole condition of my soul is different then, and when I

judge I am before God, and not a boy's professor. For

the speaking of the inspiration of Shakespeare or Milton

I have the most sovereign contempt ! Can I feel my

soul before God when I read them ? Did Dr. Williams

ever do that when he read the Word ?

W. It is an immense thing to have a revelation,

communications from God in this dark world. And, as

you say, the whole moral condition of the soul is

different when I place myself before the Word as a direct

communication from God. Besides, if competent to

receive and enter into it, it is the highest privilege and

enjoyment, communion with God ; not merely similarity

of thought, but direct intercourse with Himself.

H. Surely it is. For one taught of God, the moral

side of the question leaves no trace of doubt that these

rationalists are without God in the matter. The Scrip

tures are like the cloud at the Red Sea, a cloud and

darkness to them ; to the simple-hearted believer it is a

light all the night. I do not know that we have much

more to search into in this Essay before we close our

long interview. I feel how little one can bring out the

deep and rich stores of Scripture in such a conversation.

It is more to show the worthlessness of the pretensions

of these men. The great principles of what remains we

have already reviewed. The rest is merely common

place infidelity, under the cover of indiscriminate and

fulsome praise of Baron Bunsen. It is excessively badly

written, turgid abstractions, without a clear idea;
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" windows that exclude the light, and passages that lead

to nothing." Dr. Williams tells us that the great re

sult of making allowance for the distinction between

poetry and prose, and not overlooking the possibility of

imagination's allying itself with affection; of holding

that the Bible is an expression of devout reason, and

therefore to be read with reason in freedom ; the hold

ing that those who pretend to be inspired prophets are

patriot bards using their name ; and that these books

contain no predictions, except by analogy and type, can

hardly be gainsaid ; that the Almighty God has been

pleased to educate men and nations by employing imagi

nation, no less than conscience, and suffering His lessons

to play freely within the limits of humanity and its

short-comings : — " The great result is to vindicate the

work of the Eternal Spirit; that abiding influence

which, as our Church teaches us in our ordination ser

vice, underlies all others, and in which converge all

images of old time, and means of grace now, temple,

Scripture, finger and hand of God ; and, again, preach

ing, sacraments, waters which comfort, and flame which

burns." What does that mean ?

W. Well, I really do not know. Images converging

in an influence may be very fine, as well as flame which

burns, but it is a strange medley of a sentence.

H. Yet the object is plain enough. All that God

has given of old, all revelation, all the expressions of

Divine power, are no more than the ordinary influence

which the spirit of a man, as a part of the Deity, pos

sesses. It issues in this as the true result, be it great

or small. " The Bible is, before all things, the written

voice of the congregation "— not of God to it. Let any

one take and read it, and see if that be true. It is

simply saying, that when Isaiah says, " Thus saith the

Lord," he had not the Spirit more than some other man.

It was man's, the congregation's voice, not God's.

That when the magi said, " This is the finger of God,"

they made a blunder, and need not have been so

amazed; it was only the underlying influence. That
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when Christ said, " If I, by the finger of God, cast out

devils, no doubt the kingdom of God is come among

you," it is still only what Dr. Williams or you may pre

tend to. This, he tells us, was the earliest creed of the

Church. The sacred writers acknowledge themselves

men of like passions with ourselves, and we are pro

mised illumination from the Spirit which dwelt in them.

Dr. Williams, if he set about it, according to this pro

mise, could write a bible as well as they. Now the

illumination of the Spirit is promised and needed ; but

to confound the reception of Divine truth, by the illumi

nation of the Spirit, with the revelation of it, is as un

intelligent as it is preposterous. Paul distinguishes

them carefully, so that there is no excuse for so serious

a mistake. " We should define inspiration consistently

with the facts of Scripture and of human nature ; these

would neither exclude the idea of fallibility among

Israelites of old, nor teach us to quench the Spirit in

true hearts for ever. But if any one prefer thinking

the sacred writers passionless machines, and calling

Luther and Milton uninspired, let him co-operate in re

searches by which his theory, if true, will be triumph

antly confirmed." Then he tells us what it is he wishes,

which, as far as I can see, has nothing to do with the

matter, save of diligent criticism to have a pure text

and translation.

I should like to see Dr. Williams write a bible ; it

would bring these lofty pretensions to a test. We should

see what kind of bible one of these true hearts would

give us. He gives us fully to understand that he is one

of them. They would avoid, of course, the awkward

expressions of " Thus saith the Lord." He would use

the theories of Lyell or Murchison, instead of giving an

account of creation as from God. He would avoid the

dangerous possibility of imagination allying itself with

affection in giving accounts of the blessed Lord. He

would profit by " the pathway streaming with light from

Eichorn to Ewald," aided " by the poetical penetration

of Herden, and the philological researches of Gese
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nius." We will allow him to avoid the directly pre

dictive, and even the forecast of coming tyrannies. It

is dangerous ground to tread on if you do not really

know what is coming. Dr. Williams, it seems, has even

the pretension to be a bard, as well as, of course, a patriot,

but he may write in prose. Let us see what kind of

bible he will produce. He may be freely allowed all

the collaborators he wishes. I think it might be fair

they should be shut up in cells like Ptolemy's trans

lators, but we need not insist on this. They may write,

not like these Essays in entire independence of each

other, but with concert and comparison, or without, as

they like. Let us have their bible free from all tradi

tional methods, and see what it will be. Do they

shrink from this ? Why so ? The influence is abiding,

they should not quench it, so their church teaches them.

Their God cannot be, they assure us, as of the priests of

Baal, talking, or pursuing a journey, or peradventure

asleep and must be awaked. They assure us they have

the fire from heaven. Let us see its fruits—let us have

their inspired communications. If not, in spite of all

the water they may cast on it, we will own the true

and blessed revelation from heaven, the true given fire ;

through a man, we glory in it, but not of man ; the true

heavenly fire, the proof that our God cares for us, and

that He is the true and only God, as He has revealed

Himself. We can be as calm as Elijah because we are

sure, and only desire that all the people that may be

misled may have their hearts turned back again ; and

may we fall on our faces because God has given us

from Himself the true and perfect revelation of His

love.

Only a few isolated passages remain which I notice,

because they refer to Scripture. " The verse, ' And no

man hath ascended up to heaven, save he that came

down,' is intelligible as a free comment near the end of

the first century, but has no meaning in our Lord's

mouth at a time when the ascension had not been heard

of." Now he has quoted only half the verse, it goes on—

T
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" from heaven, the Son of man who is in heaven ; and as

Moses lifted up the serpent in the wilderness." That

is, it is clearly presented as applicable before his death,

not after his ascension. What precedes makes it still

more evident. " We speak that we do know and testify

that we have seen, and ye receive not our witness. If I

have told you of earthly things and ye believe not, how

shall ye believe if I tell you of heavenly things ?" That

He could do because He had come down from heaven

and was divinely in it, though no man else had come down

to bring word. Christ was then speaking to Nico-

demus, and .so speaks in the passage ; it is no comment,

free or unfree. The Evangelist might have added, and

no one has gone up to do it like him save He who came

down, the Son of man who is now there, being gone

back. This would have been very intelligible as his

remark, without being free at all. But it is not so.

They are the Lord's words at the time, only half of

which are given by the reviewer ; and their meaning is

very simple and very evident. How shall ye believe if

I tell you of heavenly things, when you cannot believe

the earthly things of your own prophecies, which as a

Master in Israel you ought to have understood ? And

if you do not believe them you must remain entirely

ignorant of heavenly things, for nobody has gone up

there to bring word back, but I can tell them ; I came

from heaven, and not only so, but I can, even in all their

Divine freshness, for I am in my Divine nature always

there, and it flows in my human nature to tell it accord

ing to my perfect knowledge of it.

As to faith being differently used in the Hebrews, it

is a common stalking-horse of rationalists. It is not

they say Paul's Epistle, faith is used differently. No

Christian is held to believe it St. Paul's as it is not said

so in the Epistle. I believe it is, but I am no way

anxious or inclined to be dogmatic about it. I should

be content to say with Origen, " Whose it is God knows,"

only assured that it is Divine. Every one knows that

very early, not two hundred years after Christ, it was
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doubted if it was St. Paul's when fully received as

Scripture, because of the difference of style, and avowedly

for this reason. But as to faith. It is differently ap

plied, but does not mean a different thing. It is here

looked at as an active principle of endurance and con

duct, not as the ground on which we are justified. Both

are true, that is all. A different subject is treated, and

faith is shown to be the principle of blessing in both ;

but in both it is the reliance through grace on God's

word, and so on God, which is the ground of blessing.

One for peace, the other for practice.

As to second Peter, the Epistle most contested and

latest known in the Church, I am thoroughly satisfied

it is genuine. External evidence is not " against," but

there is not so early evidence of quotation for it. That

internal is, I formally deny. That mere critics who look

at the surface have thought so I know. The similarity

to Jude is dwelt on. There is an exactly suited difference.

Jude speaks of apostacy ; Peter of wickedness, because

Peter speaks in both epistles of God's government, and

gives the link between the glorious grace of the heaven-

revealing gospel, and that government on earth as re

vealed already in the Old Testament. In the first

epistle, viewed as exercised in favour of the just. In

the second, against the wicked. Hence, he goes on to

the end of all things, It professes to be the second

epistle, and written by Simon Peter, saying, that he had

been with Jesus in the transfiguration ; and if thus an

imposture, is an audacious one ; yet one which is most

solemn in its denunciation of evil, and holy in its character.

It properly and exactly completes the first. The ques

tion of the canon I need not go into with you, nor general

councils. They do not in themselves command much

respect when we read their history. There was what

the rationalists, however, ought to delight in, abundance

of the human element. But I do not feel much more

respect for the " first freedom of the gospel." What we

have of the fathers here alluded to was mere Alexandrian

speculation—after the school whose views are presented

t2
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to us by Philo,—Neoplatonism ! But we can bless God,

that in spite of shameful human violence and intrigue,

and the emperor's authority to keep the peace amongst

the bishops of the holy councils—for that is the real truth

of the case,—God, who promised that the gates of hell

should not prevail against the church, has maintained

substantial foundation truth for saints to live by, through

the means of, or in spite of human aberrations. The

early contentions of the Church, and the deplorable

scenes of the first councils are full of instruction in this

respect. As regards the explanation of Christian doc

trines by Baron Bunsen, we have seen enough to judge

of them. Dr. Williams sums them up in saying, " He

may be charged with using evangelical language in a

philosophical sense." I only note one point as substan

tially important : " Salvation would be our deliverance,

not from the life-giving God, but from evil and dark

ness, which are His finite opposites." Now this mis

represents atonement, and misrepresents the truth; it

bewrays the writer. Who ever heard of salvation deliver

ing from a life-giving God ? But there is a true cha

racter of God as a moral Governor, if we are to use

philosophical or " Japetic " language, which, if it were

shaken, would shake the universe; which God main

tains, of which judgment is the witness ; and God hates

sin in His people, as everywhere else, and if He comes

in judgment, knows no man. He judges right. When

the judgment of God went through Egypt, Israel was

guilty, and righteousness could not have spared. Hence

the blood was put upon the lintel and the two door

posts, and there was righteous deliverance (in a figure)

from a God executing righteousness. Can Dr. Williams

understand this ? God in judgment, where sin is, is a

condemning God, not a life-giving God. Does Dr.

Williams believe that ? If he does not, let him not mis

represent what Scripture does state. Now, at the Red

Sea, God said, " Stand still, and see the salvation of

God ;" and Israel was delivered from all his enemies,

and from bondage. But in virtue of what had been
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wrought (here all is figure, but a figure applied by Christ

to Himself, and by Paul to Him) it was a righteous

deliverance. The fathers did discuss what redemption

was, and made utter confusion of it; but the Scrip

ture is clear enough. Love gives the victim. The

Lamb is God's Lamb ; but it is a victim God gives

because sin must be put away. And thus we are de

livered from all we were bound by, and which kept us

from God, and brought to Him in the light, according

to his holiness.

Here is his doctrine of the Trinity, which I notice

only to remark that its main points are wholly borrowed

from Philo ; for all this philosophy is only bringing us

down to the reveries of an unbelieving Jew, who mixed

the law with Neoplatonism. " The profoundest analysis

of our world leaves the law of thought as its ultimate

basis and bond of coherence." This is pure Philonism.

" This thought is consubstantial with the being of the

eternal I AM. Being, becoming, and animating— or

substance, thinking, and conscious life, are the expres

sions of a triad which may be represented as will, wis

dom, and love ; light, radiance, and warmth, &c." Dr.

Williams is very confused in what follows, or rather

lower in doctrine than Bunsen ; he makes wisdom the

word, consciousness the spirit; but then, in order to

have Christ, he says, "Consciousness or wisdom be

coming personal in the Son of Man ;" it is the Spirit or

the Word, and becomes personal. He adds, no wonder,

''If all this has a Sabellian, or almost a Brahmanical

sound, its impugners are bound, even on patristic

grounds, to show how it differs from the doctrine of

Justin Martyr, Tertullian, Hippolytus, Origen, and the

historian Eusebius." Now Justin Martyr was deeply

tinged with Platonism, and always wore his philoso

pher's cloak ; Origen was plunged into every wildness

Platonism and an extravagant imagination could plunge

a person in. Eusebius was an Arian, not a Sabellian ;

whereas this doctrine is more Sabellian, or, as the

writer justly says, almost Brahmanical—rather Bhuddist,
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which Philo tended to. And this is what we are to get

by leaving Scripture.

The love of heathenism, formed into popery, of any-

thingism except a revelation, is curiously shown in a

passage in this part of the review: —"The elasticity

with which Christianity gathers into itself the elements

of natural piety, and assimilates the relics of Gentile

form and usage, can only be a ground of objection (ob

jection to what ?) with those who have reflected little

on the nature of revelation." The fact is true. Me-

diaevalism is—historical proof of it is abundant—the

assimilation of the relics of heathenism. Whether it is

to be objected to is another question. I should, I con

fess, prefer Christianity as Christ and the Apostles gave

it. But the tendency of rationalism to accept popery,

be assured, will daily be more evident. Pretending to

be above it, it will leave it free to do all the mischief it

likes. It is one of the ominous " forecasts " of the times

that I have no kind of moral doubt of.

That I am not wrong in treating these rationalists as

deniers of revelation—open deniers, I cannot say, but

absolutely so, I can—while using Christian terms (a

procedure I do not envy them their use of), some closing

passages of the review will show.

" So, when he (Bunsen) asks, How long shall we

bear this fiction of an external revelation ? or

when he says, All this is delusion for those who believe

it ; but what is it in the mouths of those who teach it ?

there will be some who think his language too

vehement for good taste ; others will think of burning

words needed by the disease of our time." What are

we to think of one who quotes this ? " What is it in the

mouths of those who teach it ? " It is a matter of taste,

and there is no disputing about that.

I have done. I fear I have tired you. I feel lassi

tude creeping over me in long reasonings over men's

ways ; in Scripture never. It is one thing that stamps

its character. It renews, and feeds, and strengthens

in every true exercise of mind upon it, because, though
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there be that exercise where the attention is fixed on it,

we receive instead of judge.

W. But I am glad we have gone through it. This

review is the distinctively rationalist one of the volume ;

our sitting has been long, but, I hope, not without profit.

What I am glad of is, that it leaves the Bible what it

was in my mind, and in the simple reception of that is

our blessing. What I dread in these inquiries is, the

loss of simplicity, the hindrance— even though I do be

lieve it to be the revelation of God—to going to it as

such, without any questions, even though answered, re

maining in my mind.

H. The Lord grant that questions and answers may

both disappear when you use the Scriptures. We are

in another element, in the use of another faculty, when

faith receives the Word. What? .... another na

ture? An objection is presented to the mind; the

answer is presented to it, and convinces. The Word

stands higher than ever in its authority, to my mind. It is

well. But when I use the word itself, my quickened soul

receives it divinely, by grace ; I listen to God. My mind

is not at work about it ; I approach it, and listen to

God. Of course one's intelligence is in play, but not

my mind actively judging. Now our proofs and reason

ings only go to leave the soul free in its true enjoyment

of these blessed divine communications, when we are

taught of God. May yours be free.

W. I confess it has had another happy effect, though

it may be a sorrowful thought, too—complete moral

distrust of this whole class of reasoners ; that is deeply

engraved as the result in my mind. Have you seen

the article in the " Edinburgh " ?

H. I have. It is a most deplorable article ; but I

think we must close now. We have gone through most

of the subjects of any importance, however rapidly.

Perhaps Jowett's article may deserve our looking at it—

it is on other ground, and somewhat more respectable

than this ;—if we do, we can speak of the article in the

" Edinburgh." Oh, how I bless God, in conclusion,
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that we have a revelation from God. A revelation

from Himself, and of Himself, where love has made all

easy when we are humble; where Divine depths are

found, but clear, because they are divine.

W. How true it is. I am sure I join with you in

thankfulness for the Word of God, however poor all

our thankfulness is.

END OP DIALOGUE III.



INSPIRATION AND INTERPRETATION:

on the Jfast of fhe (Bssags and

WELL, H., what do you say to Jowett? It has a dif

ferent character from the other Essays. I cannot get so

fast hold of it. The others rest on alleged facts or dis

coveries, which may alarm you, if they can be main

tained, and the deductions are just ; but here there is

nothing to lay hold of, and yet it leaves a painful

impression on the mind that, if this be so, one has lost

the Word of God. It makes me not doubt of this or

that, but doubtful of everything. I think it does me

more harm than the others, if I am to have faith in

God's Word. I may say to myself, in reading the

others, Well, this is all very well, but it rests on science

or chronology, and people differ about that, and perhaps

their statements will not stand examination ; and there

one leaves it. But here there are some sensible rules

for interpretation; and yet, in interpreting, I have at

the end lost the thing to be interpreted.

H. I quite agree with you ; there is greater sobriety

of manner, a more moderate tone ; Christ seems at least

to be treated with more reverence. There are many

principles which I should not deny, provided other

principles, which are not here, were associated with

them. He circles round the outside of the word, may
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make some just, and more plausible remarks, to remove

traditional apprehensions. These approve themselves

to the mind ; but when he touches the core, the sub

stance of the word, it is simply that God is not there

for him. It is infidelity as to any possessed revela

tion of God, and the same taking for granted that all

rationalist objections are gospel, if the evangelists were

not, and the same entire ignorance, really, of the heart

and substance of Scripture. You must always remem

ber that with this class of persons the love of truth does

not mean that there is any truth they love, or any to be

loved, but simple pyrrhonism—the keeping the mind

always open to receive anything, and therefore always

sure of nothing. Now, this is not the love of truth.

It is the love of making people doubt, and think there

is no truth. Can you tell me one truth they have

brought forward in their writings ? Isaiah is not Isaiah,

David is not David, the inspired word is not inspired.

What is it ? Mere expressions of men's feelings and

minds. Why, if that is all, I may get Dr. Temple's

renewal of inspiration, and have or give just as good

now ; perhaps, as the world is got so much wiser now,

better still. But we shall see that, as regards the Word

of God, Mr. Jowett is just as distinctly infidel as the

rest. The others are as a stone rolled upon the moun

tain path I have to walk on, which bars my way. I

look under, see it has no foundation at all, give it a tilt,

and it is down in the valley, and the path clear. Dr.

Jowett is like a green morass all across. It does not

look such a hindrance, but there is no safe footing

anywhere. If you had been in the bogs of Ireland, you

would know that a green grassy spot is sure to be un

safe. It has no bottom, and if you tread on it you are

plunged in black mud. There are springs. There are

springs of infidelity in Dr. Jowett. We must lay them

bare, and the danger is over ; they run in their own chan

nel as infidelity, but the ground is dry. I have looked at

Dr. Jowett's commentaries too. I confess I was surprised

at their emptiness, and, I must say, their perverseness.
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Notes, to take away the Apostle's meaning, as received

by faith in the Word—not merely false interpretations,

or wrong construction of Greek, or traditional notions—

but all Divine points and truth gone, and that is all.

They suggest to you probable or possible human cir

cumstances which may have occasioned what is said,

but deny, or, more truly, ignore all springs of eternal

Divine truth as the true source of the writings. It is—

though the comparison be weak—as if one should point

out circumstances in the life of a man of uncommon

nobleness, and energy, and truth, and generosity of

character— circumstances in which his character had

been developed, some of them, possibly, having as occa- .

sions done so, and attribute all to these circumstances, as

if the character were caused by them. In such a case

I should say of one who did so, That man does not

know what the springs of truth, and nobleness, and

generosity are. Circumstances may develope, he may

think he is wise, but the spring is wanting in him

which would enable him to undwstand the other, even

supposing he was owned to be superior. The similarity

of moral sentiment is wanting. So, when Scripture is

interpreted by these men, some of their remarks as to

occasions, or the effect of circumstances, may be just ;

but, in thinking they have explained the matter, they

show they have nothing of the contents at all. As if a

man should eat the hard skin of a pomegranate, and

think he had tasted one, telling me that it was through

that the pomegranate was ripened. Well, so it was in

a sense ; but he has not tasted the pomegranate for all

that ; nor does he know what the sun is either.

Such is the effect produced in me by Dr. Jowett's

writings, though in some respects far less offensive than

others of the Essays, and containing expressions as to

Christ which would give hope that the love of His

excellency was not wholly wanting. But there is, in all

who follow this method, in point of fact, a profound

ignorance of Scripture, of the text, and of its bearing

and connection, and of the mind of God as stated in it.
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You will ever find that what is evidently Divine and ex

perimental, is difficult or unintelligble for them. They

will satiate you with external motives and circumstances,

but never study Divine truth. They turn Semitism into

Japetism, with Baron Buusen; that is, not believing

the Scripture to have a Divine source, they do not study

it to know what God says and thinks, but merge it into

the vague notions of their own mind, and get nothing

beyond what they have without it. They reduce Scrip

ture to their minds, decently calling it their conscience,

and, of course, have nothing beyond their minds save by

the irresistible and unescapable power of the Word.

And the plainest statements of Scripture are neglected

by them, so that they cannot be trusted as to its views

in a single statement they make In virtue of their

system, the knowledge of the mind of God — I do not

say as a whole, for no man knows that ("we know in

part")—but in the connection of its parts, is wholly

and necessarily absent ; for they do not believe there is

one. To one knowing simply the statements of Scrip

ture there is an ignorance of them, and consequent

misstatements as to particular passages, which is almost

inconceivable. And further, with much even seemli-

ness of manner, Dr. Jowett has the same pretensions.

All have been ignorant till now the wise age of the

world is come. The rationalists possess the wisdom of

it. Now there is a freedom from many of these preju

dices which cause glosses on Scripture; and hence—

and it is the case with Dr. Jowett himself— the circum

stances of Scripture become more real to them. They

are looked in the face. And many who would think

they must defend Christianity, carry the glosses with

them to defend. These glosses are but prejudices. Over

such defenders of truth, as far as reasoning goes, the ra

tionalists have an easy victory. This, however, for myself,

and I suppose for you, has lost its power. Traditions

and glosses have never had much influence over me

since I thought of Scripture, because it came to me as

the Word of God. All the rest was man—might profit



291

me surely—but was man as to authority. I saw that

tradition, in all its shapes, was man. I can give it all

up, and think it gain to have done so, have, in purpose

and principle, these thirty years and more, and am de

lighted when any remaining influence of it is shown to

me, that I may get rid of it. But I gave up tradi

tions and glosses by and because of the power of the

Word of God, and that only, and have a profound and

ever-deepening conviction that it is the Word of God.

I have given up glosses for that, trusting to learn

humblyfrom that. They have given up the Word be

cause they have found the glosses are glosses ; or rather,

having only the glosses, and having detected them to be

such, have nothing but some old books. But the Word

of God is quick and powerful, and as they have confi

dence in themselves, and talk a great deal about it, they

come athwart that power; and their ignorance of it,

the folly of their views, becomes evident for every

intelligent believer, yea, for every intelligent mind

where there is not a will to disbelieve. The one diffi

culty is, that the full unclouded truth and glory of the

Word, as revealing God's mind, is known to so few

(because they do live on glosses and prejudices of

education), that it is difficult to make it apparent — to

say nothing of one's own weakness.

I must recall to your mind, my dear W., another

thing, not to be misled by words. These men use tra

ditional words when they deny the things meant by

them. I cannot say I think it an honourable system ;

but it is sufficient here to say we must keep it in

mind. An upright mind suspects no guile, trusts the

green grass, being used to see the green grass on solid

ground, and finds itself, by its confidence, in the black

mud. To give an instance of what I mean, we have a

treatise on the interpretation of Scripture; it begins,

" All Christians receive the Old and New Testament as

sacred writings." Of course the unsuspecting reader

supposes Mr. Jowett to present himself as a Christian

with the rest, and consequently to esteem the Old and
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New Testament as sacred writings. We all suppose

sacred writings to be such because they are inspired,—

the teaching of prophets, of Christ, and inspired apostles,

or prophets, with no defined view of inspiration perhaps,

but so as to receive them as having the authority of God,

as God's AVord.

W. Of course. Mr. Jowett's paper is on interpreta

tion; and I do not know what sacred writings mean for

a Christian, except inspired ones.

H. My poor friend, as I told you once already, you

are in the childhood of the world. Here is Mr. Jowett's

dictum : " Nor for any of the higher or supernatural

views of inspiration is there any foundation in the gos

pels or epistles."

W. But surely that is not true, though each book

may not come and say, I am inspired. I see that infi

delity is their common object.

H. We will come to the question itself. Of course

I only notice it now, that you may never, with these

rationalists, take common words to mean what is com

monly meant by them. They deny nothing hardly.

They show that men have had all sorts of opinions,

that the commonest subjects on which Christians

are agreed, have been spoken of under the influence

of views prevalent at the time they lived, that men

were under the influence of their times (all except

themselves, of course) ; and hence, all is uncertain,

everything that has been said, doubtful. The Fathers

were under the impressions of their age, the Re

formers of theirs, Romanists of their system. Hence

the truth itself is uncertain, because men are. Hence,

doubting of every form of truth, truth itself is lost,

because, everything being different, each is an opinion,

a view of man. Now, men do feel the influence of their

age ; they are poor weak creatures. But the argument

from this to the uncertainty of truth, is only a proof

that they who use it have opinions, but no truth ; the

argument supposes God has never revealed any truth,

otherwise we should say, there is a fund of absolute and
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*ure truth. Men have varied —even those who have held

it fundamentally; but, thank God, the truth remains the

same. There would be an appeal from man's uncer

tainty to God's certainty ; but they having only opinions,

only man's mind, nothing from God, the effect is, that

apostles and prophets, all the inspired writers, fall into

the same class as these various interpreters : they

underwent the influence of their day, and there is no

truth at all. The only difference is, that they were at

the childhood, Mr. Jowett and his friends are at the

mature age of the world and human race, and the repre

sentatives of it, so that they, in the freedom it gives,

judge it all. The whole matter is this, they see only

the circumstances and opinions, never the truth. They

have no revelation from God at all, for if we have a reve

lation from God, it must be truth, the truth ; and when

the revelation is fully made, must express His mind,

though that may be partially revealed or fully, a light

shining in a dark place, or the dawn of eternal day.

W. I see plainly the working of their reasonings.

If there is nothing supernatural in inspiration, of course

I have no truth. I may come to conclusions, but never

get truth, get nothing that is a revelation of it from

God, nothing that is beyond the scope of the human

mind. Hence, if various opinions are shown to exist,

all are doubted ; all are the fruits of influence of one

kind or another. I judge them all coldly, but have no

opinion except the denial of inspired truth.

//. The whole system is simply that. There is the

coolness which can judge what has exercised influence

on others, so as to cast all they have said into doubt,

all the shapes in which even real truth has been received

into doubt, but no truth held at all. It is quite true

that in a human mind truth is modified by circumstances

in its form, for we are feeble, and hold the truth par

tially and mixed with error. The Christian says, yes ;

and what a comfort, therefore, to have the truth itself

which, though taking a human form that it may apply

to the human heart, and have a witness of originating
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where it professes to have originated, by leaving the

stamp of the time and circumstances as to its form, is

yet the truth of God Himself; and the channels of its

communication so guarded, that I should have it pure

and exactly as God meant me to have it. What a rest

for my soul to have truth from God, I can rely upon it.

It is pure light in the confusion of this world. It is

love too which has given it to our souls wandering in

the wilderness. Then comes in Mr. Jowett, and, seeing

nothing of this in it at all, proves that fathers and

reformers, and theologians, with systematic and con

ventional doctrine, are all under the influence of then'

age and its manner of judging, but declares that he and

his friends are exempt from it ; at any rate, so far exempt,

that they can show in each case the influences which

acted on the doctors of the various ages, and gave a form

to their views ; you may be allowed to doubt whether they

have got the truth themselves, provided you doubt of all

the rest ; and when I ask, well, but about the apostles

and writers of Scripture to whom these different preju

diced persons refer their doctrine ? Oh ! says Mr. Jowett,

you must throw them all in in the lump. They are like

all the rest formed by their age, and you must judge

them like any other book. That is Mr. Jowett's Essay.

He will tell you how fathers erred by prejudice, how

reformers took the colour of their time, how modern

interpreters are yet inferior. How the New Testament

was formed from the influences of its day. Natural

conscience will judge of all this ; but of truth, Divine

truth, inside of all this, revealed truth which is thus

clothed or departed from, not an atom, save what nature

has. He, Mr. Jowett, and his friends, have made all

this clear. But, I ask, where then is the truth ? You

are, he tells me, to walk in the love of it. I ask, where

is it to love ? Oh, that is not what I mean, says Mr.

Jowett. Love of truth is not truth being loved. It is

not love of the truth The truth has disappeared in the

process. Love of truth merely means a readiness to

reject what is not honestly what it pretends to be. Really
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a pretension to be able to judge by my own competency

of everything, submits everything to this test, and never

to be convinced, but always ready to doubt, consequently

never know that anything is truth ; so that I cannot love

it because it is truth. The moment 1 am assured any

thing is the truth, 1 can receive nothing contrary to it ;

if I do, I do not love the truth. But with them the

love of truth means never to do this, but readiness to

doubt, because we never have the truth. This doubting,

God had taken away by His word. " Ye shall know

the truth, anil the truth shall make you free," says Christ,

" if ye continue in my word." " He that is of God

heareth us," says John. To the total absence of this

truth we are brought back again by the rationalists.

That was all the childhood of the world ; we are now in

the manhood of the world—at least sufficiently to cast

off all this, and trust ourselves.

W. And believe what ?

//. Well, I do not know—ourselves, and, if we please,

Mr. Jowett.

W. But do you seriously mean that Mr. Jowett's

essay throws Scripture thus into the lump, as you say,

with other prejudiced writers, so that we have no Divine

revelation, and so no standard of truth ; and that they

have the singular pretension that they only are enlight

ened to judge of it ?

//. You shall judge of this yourself; we will go

through his essay. The only modification is, that per

haps they are only enlightened enough to learn that all

before themselves have been wrong.

W. But what motive can they have ?

H. I am satisfied it is a direct work of Satan, as I

said ; but it works thus :—They are enlightened, intelli

gent persons—at least, think themselves so ; they believe

nothing, and have given up all that is Divine and super

natural in Christianity, but, as yet, like to retain the

credit of being Christians ; they think that every other

intelligent person must give up the faith as they have,

and they seek to lower Christianity to a point in which
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nothing properly Divine remains, so that their intelligent

friends may thus accept it. Men's eyes dont like the

light, and they want to dim or destroy its character, that

men may look at and receive it ; only, unfortunately, it

is not the light they have received, and they remain

content with the state that hinders their receiving it.

When any truth is in question which requires Divine

faith, dont be so foolish as to peril religion on that, says

Mr. Jowett ; intelligent people soon wont receive it.

Another truth comes up : Do not lead people to reject

Christianity by defending that, he tells us.

W. But that is the love of intelligent people more

than of the truth—the love of respectability. How dares

he to speak of love of truth, and use such an argu

ment ?

H. It is a threat to induce people to degrade Chris

tianity to his level of it ; the poorest, simplest saint,

fears no such threats ; one word of Christ's is more to

him than a bookful of such reasoning. It proves that

the writer has not, or does not love, the truth—does not

know its value ; has not the moral courage that belongs,

through grace, to a Divine acquaintance with it. The

humblest believers pity such intelligent people, and with

true charity. But what is Divine is just what is pre

cious to such souls. They know God hides these things

from the wise and prudent, and reveals them unto babes ;

they can therefore well understand that those who call

themselves intelligent, and think highly of themselves,

will stumble ; those who say, We see ; " we are rich,

and increased in goods, and have need of nothing."

Some intelligent ones (not many), the Apostle tells us,

may, by grace, be poor enough in spirit to receive the king

dom of God as little children. They have been warned

by their Master of such pretensions to wisdom ; but

God's words have been found by them, and they have

eaten them, and they have been to them the joy and re

joicing of their hearts. They know they are Divine ;

they have received them as they are in truth—the Word

of God, which works effectually in them that believe ;
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they have not the most distant thought of being fright

ened out of their known treasure by the questionings of

those who use human intellect to judge of Divine things.

They do not think this very intelligent, because they

know God. No, my dear W. ; threats of the intelli

gent not receiving Divine truth may make us mourn,

but not doubt. It was always so. They must become

fools, that they may be wise. It was Celsus' reproach

in his day ; it is practically Mr. Jowett's in this. But

we will verify what we have spoken of. That men have

sought to pull Scripture their own way, as Mr. Jowett

alleges, is most true ; that we need not discuss. After

describing how this is supposed or expected—i. e., by the

cool observer—which is also true, we soon find who this

observer is. " Philosophical differences are in the back

ground, into which the difficulties about Scripture re

solve themselves. They seem to run up, at last, into a

difference of opinion respecting revelation itself—whether

given beside the human faculties or through them ;

whether an interruption of the laws of nature, or their

perfection and fulfilment."

Now this is rather early in the essay (the first para

graph) for infidelity to ooze out ; but " out of the abund

ance of the heart the mouth speaketh." The essay is on

the interpretation of Scripture, but it turns at last (at

first, he should say) into a difference as to revelation—

i. e., whether there is any. The question here is, though

garbled in " philosophical differences in the background,"

" Is there inspiration, and are there miracles ? " He

could not keep it in. There is no truth in the statement

whatever. With the " Ultramontane and Anglican, the

Protestant and Roman Catholic, the Bible-alone-men of

the Reformation school, or the Bible and Prayer-book

advocates," there is no question as to the Scriptures being

truly inspired, or miracles being true. They disagree on

many points—on important points ; but the points they

do not disagree on are the inspiration and authority of

the Word, and the truth of miracles. On this they all

agree ; their differences do not ever run up into them.

u 2
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The only meaning of the sentence is, that Mr. Jowett's

paper is not an interpretation, but infidelity as to the

thing to be interpreted ; and, as I said, he makes the

doubts and differences as to interpretation fall on the

truth of Scripture itself. It is poorly and dishonestly

done. Others differ—he does, too, from them. It is all

one thing. Now this is false. All the others, unless

" The Germans," own God's Word and its Divine cha

racter ; Mr. Jowett does not. Their differences do not

run up at last into this ; it is not in " the background "

nor in the foreground for them. They own the autho

rity of Scripture, whatever use they make of it. It is

the whole ground for Mr. Jowett ; his heart was too full

of it to keep it in. An honest man, unless blinded by

prejudice, could not say that differences as to doctrine

to be drawn from Scripture, because all held it to be

Divine, run up into the denial of its authority, its in

spiration, and miracles. If all is opinion, and there is

no faith, then Mr. Jowett's opinion is as good, it may be,

as another. But the fact is exactly the contrary of what

he says. They contended fiercely, because they declared

they had Divine authority for what they professed to be

from Scripture, and therefore insisted that that was from

God. Had it run up into doubting the Word, their con

flicts would instantly have ceased. Mr. Jowett doubts

of all, and hence of Scripture.

W. It is clear he must have been in a great hurry to

get out his infidelity ; but what he says is evidently

without the smallest ground of truth in it ; it is, as you

said, doubting of all forms of truth, to make it doubtful

whether there is anything but form. But his doubt is

not a consequence of, it is exactly the opposite in prin

ciple from the discussions of the others. They did not

doubt at all. All is avowedly a " difference of opinion,"

even to whether there is a revelation. Truth, and the

certainty of it, are gone—do not appear as a possi

bility.

H. The third paragraph contains the pretension to be

the sole possessors of wisdom—at least, wisdom enough
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to doubt. " It has not been readily, or at once, that

mankind have learned to realize the character of sacred

writings It is the old age of the world only that

has at length understood its childhood (or rather, per

haps, is beginning to understand it, and make allowance

for its own deficiency of knowledge). " I told you he

would let you doubt even of his world's old-age wisdom,

provided you doubt of all the rest.

W. Well, it is tolerable self-sufficiency ; and how

opposite to the assertions of Scripture ! I do not see,

after all, that there is less open infidelity here than in

the other papers we have examined. He seems in a

hurry to get at it. Scripture speaks of perilous days

at the end ; it pretends everywhere to miracles, and gives

itself everywhere for inspired. I cannot see the con

sistency of pretending to be anxious to interpret rightly

a book which, if their way of setting about it be true, is

an universal lie.

H. The truth of that is, that the Word, and Christi

anity which is revealed in it, have a power men must

undergo while they seek to deny it ; it has changed the

world—has made the proudest hearts bow to its truth ;

their pride may comment on it, but they are forced to

own its power.

W. However, I see plainly, that under cover of

speaking of principles of interpretation, Jowett, by look

ing at all interpretation of Scripture as opinions formed

by the day, brings in his own denial of Christianity,

viewed as a miraculous revelation of God, as one of the

opinions. It is not, in my opinion, brilliant in its

honesty; but, perhaps, having only opinions, and no

truth, he does not see any further. But then that shows

that the idea of truth is lost ; all is " opinionum com-

menta" which " deld dies."

H. I apprehend that is what is likely.

W. But there is excessive pretension in it. It re

minds me of the bitter sarcasm you quoted from Job in a

former conversation : " no doubt, but ye are the people,

and wisdom shall die with you."
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H. Many principles of interpretation—such as not

taking scholastic divinity or the definitions of creeds to

interpret Scripture by—I entirely agree with. God may

providentially have preserved the truth, more or less, in

the visible Church by them, when spirituality was gone.

But Scripture does not make creeds, but livingly reveals

the truth of God ; all this you and I have long recog

nized; though, where error and Alexandrianism, or

Neoplatonism, and its kindred Gnosticism, invaded the

Church, creeds may have had their use. All conventional

interpretations we can let go without a regret ; we

will take up the principles of interpretation which touch

on the " philosophical differences in the background,"

the difference of opinion we come to at last—i. e.,

Whether there is divinely given truth? A great deal

that is said on confounding application and interpreta

tion, and using Scripture to make out sermons, is very

just, and, no doubt, with the preachers Mr. Jowett has to

say to, necessary ; but it is common-place, and needs no

remark. There is an abuse of Scripture, in this respect,

among ministers, in and out of the Establishment, which

is a proof of a low state of mind as to Scripture and

apprehension of Divine truth, which God, in His good

ness, bears with, but is both painful to a mind which has

studied Scripture and injurious to all. But, at least,

the authority of Scripture—that is, God's Word—is

owned ; it is better than Mr. Jowett's " interpretation."

Imagination works too. Let all these remarks have

their effect in the proper quarters ; no sensible person

will regret it. Let those who have these habits see the

effect in Mr, Jowett's treatise—that is, the charging the

New Testament writers with doing the same, still being

good men and Apostles ; so that all the authority of

Scripture is gone—mutato nomine de te fabula nairatur.

" What preachers do," urges Mr. Jowett, " the Apostles

and inspired writers did—accommodated Scripture to

their own ideas." But we may come to principles of

interpretation which affect Scripture itself directly, as

denying inspiration, or as evidently leading to the same
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conclusion. It is better to take up the statements in

the essay than follow any order of our own on the

subject. I will only, to break fairly into the subject,

draw your attention to Mr. Jowett's statement, which I

have already quoted, that we may know what we are

about. Mr. Jowett says : " Nor for any of the higher

or supernatural views of inspiration is there any founda

tion in the Gospels or Epistles ;" that is the " back

ground." His other principle to which I have alluded

I may quote only to set it aside. It is a base one. If

inspiration be true, it is true ; if not, let us give it up.

If it be, let Christianity and philosophy take care of

themselves ; the day of judgment will settle who is right

in principle. I do not expect—it would prove a book

not inspired—a treatise on chemistry or geology, or an

inspired instructor to speak any but the common lan

guage of men on this subject ; an inspired man would say

the sun rises, like another. It is the grossest and flattest

stupidity to object to it ; to think that the Holy Ghost,

speaking to immortal souls, would stop to explain astro

nomy, or not use current expressions ; the whole effect of

what He said would be destroyed. It is, morally speak

ing, impossible. He would not sanction popular errors,

though He might appeal to men's belief of them as an

argument of the unreasonableness of their unbelief, be

cause then He only accepts the state of their minds,

which is the truth as to their state ; but He would not

use the phoenix, as Clement does, as a proof of the

resurrection. That men should insist on the language

of Scripture as scientific is absurd, and that is what the

clergy did with Galileo, with his eppure si muove. But

Mr. Jowett's principle is a hollow and base one ; speak

ing of chemistry and physiology, he says : " It is a false

policy to set up inspiration or revelation in opposition to

them—a principle which can have no influence on them,

and should be rather kept out of their way." I say, if

God has spoken, let God be true, and every man a liar.

I make no objection to chemical and physiological in

quiry ; but I do not trust man's certainty, and I do
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God's. And see how far Mr. Jowett's principles go :

" The sciences of geology and comparative philology are

steadily gaining ground ; many of the guesses of

twenty years ago have become certainties, and the

guesses of to-day may hereafter become so. Shall we

peril religion on the possibility of their untruth 'i On

such a cast to stake the life of man, implies not only a

recklessness of facts, but a misunderstanding of the

nature of the Gospel. If it is fortunate for science, it is

perhaps more fortunate for Christian truth, that the

admission of Galileos discover)7 has for ever settled the

principle of the relations between them." Now the cool,

yet stupid audacity of this is somewhat singular. It

amounts simply to this : the bigoted persecution of

popish priests, and the judgment of the Inquisition, have

exactly the same authority as the Word of God ; and if

the movements of Jupiter's satellites have proved the

folly of popish persecution and applying their dogmas to

science, the Bible must retire and hide itself before the

guesses of geology, and get out of its way, as they

may prove true. What think you of such a principle—

of such love of truth ? Is there a trace of the noble

bearing of truth in it ?

W. Not one.

H. There is not. I may be mistaken, of course ; I

may misinterpret Scripture ; humility as to one's own

thoughts is always right. But I have, what I believe to.

be the truth. I shall hold and own it as such, till I am

convinced of the contrary ; if I find it is not the truth I

shall give it up. If what professed to be inspired, or

men supposed such (for I do not think a true revelation

would occupy itself with such a subject), said Jupiter's

planets do not move, and it was proved they did, I might

see if I had not misinterpreted, if it was not a

traditional view supposed to l)e based on this writing ; if

definitively it said as a revelation, they do not, and I

found they did, or had when the writing spoke of them,

I would say, I have been deceived. This, at any rate,

is not inspired. It is not from God. Yet, even in this
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case, if the direct proofs of inspiration were absolute for

other parts, it would only prove this spurious. If all

the writing was identified with it on the same ground, I

would say, I give up holding that I have an inspired

book ; a book with good things in it, I may have, perhaps,

from spiritual people, but no book from God with a re

velation of His. J would not call them sacred writings.

Ko man that talks of false policy in this way has a right

to speak of love of truth again. I repeat, I look for no

science in Scripture ; I should at once be disposed to

reject it as Scripture if I found it; but this I avow

boldly, I have no need to use policy about it. I may

avoid bringing those weak in the faith to the deciding of

doubtful questions. But I am not afraid of the ques

tion of inspiration, not afraid of science. I do not apply

Scripture to the latter, but 1 am not going to deny inspi

ration—that is, the direct communications of my God in

grace—for the untruthful and dishonest warnings of

policy from those who want to keep their religious posi

tions and give up their religion. However, so frightened

is Mr. Jowett, that his recommendation is to give up

the inspiratioii of Scripture before a guess even of

science. This guess may be true. That Scripture is,

or may be, no mortal knows, certainly not Mr. Jowett,

or he, from " love of truth," would keep fast hold, and

stand up for it. But Scripture, yea, even " Christian

truth " itself, is all the same as the tenets of the Inqui

sition. Such is the man, such the doctrine, which is

pretending to interpret Scripture. But as an argument,

the reasoning has no ground whatever, because it

assumes these Jesuitical tenets to be the absolute

equivalent of what Mr. Jowett himself calls Christian

truth.

We may set aside all that part of the reasoning which

refers to the fears of meddling with the text. The

thought lasted for perhaps a century, at the utmost,

after the so-called tex'.ns rcceptm. Since Mills' or even

Bengel's time, the question has really ceased fa exist.

Save a rare timid spirit, every one seeks a text critically
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exact. All this is throwing dust in people's eyes.

Persons who have the profoundest conviction of the

Divine original of Scripture, seek, for that very reason, to

have it as pure as possible. The showing that people

have had to give way in prejudices as to the effect of

changes, has nothing to do with a denial of inspiration.

In the supernatural sense, Mr. Jowett denies inspira

tion. It is not the way of securing our having the

thing, but whether there is anything to be had which is

now in question. He uses fallen prejudices to produce

universal uncertainty. Having got rid of all these

artifices, for such they are, I meet Mr. Jowett's state

ments in face on the point really in question, the inspi

ration of Scripture.

No one denies that the structure of sentences is to be

sought, though it be not classical Greek, in the prin

ciples of the language, modified by its then state of

decay, and the changes which entirely new ideas and

subjects introduce necessarily into every language. But,

I affirm, that the principle of Mr. Jowett, that it must

be interpreted when we come to the matter contained in

it, by the plain use of words as other books, is a false

and absurd notion. I interpret men's words so, because

men's ideas have formed them, and therefore they can

express those ideas which gave them birth. But if

there be a revelation, however much God may conde

scend to men and speak through men amongst them,

and even in His Son as a man, the ideas of men not

having given rise to the words and thoughts, but God, it

is impossible that language formed by man's ideas can

be an adequate expression of God's, if we take that

language as Mr. Jowett would in its simple use

according to men's ideas. Upon the showing of the

case, by the strictest scientific principles, the whole

statement is wrong.

W. I see it plainly. Every one who has the least

inquired into the subject, or even thought of it, knows

that language is formed by, and expresses the thoughts,

habits, and mental objects of a people. " It is their
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picture. It forms itself on their habits." But if this be

so, a revelation from God cannot find its adequate ex

pression in the language taken according to its human

force, because, according to its human force, it expresses

human ideas, not Divine. But then this difficulty arises,

we must have an inadequate revelation.

H. Inadequate, if we seek what is infinite in its com

pleteness all at once. " We know in part and prophesy

in part," says the Apostle. Intuitive knowledge of all

at once is not come. But there are analogies of rela

tionship, and the Lord Himself lays down expressly that

the thought (the \0yoC) must be known before the speech

(the pnfia) is. This is not the way with man's language.

I explain the terms, and use them then to learn all re

lating to them, and untold the relationships in which the

things stand to one another. In Divine things we must

know the thing to understand the word. To take a

familiar example, " We must be born again." If I take

that in the " simple universal meaning " of being born,

I shall stumble with Nicodemus on nonsense. Take

the word Son applied to Godhead. Has it the simple

universal sense it has elsewhere ? " The Word was with

God, and was God." What docs Word, or Koyog mean ?

I affirm that in everything important referring to God,

or even spiritual subjects, the words must have a meaning

only to be known by those who have the Divine key to it,

whatever that is ; because as human words they only

express human ideas, and they are now used to express

what is not the fruit of human thought but of Divine.

If I say, " Reckon yourselves to be dead unto sin ;" " ye

are dead, and your life is hid with Christ in God ;" can I

take the simple meaning of the words as they apply to

the human order of thought bv which thev have been

formed ? It is absurd, and contradicts itself.

W. This seems to me perfectly clear.

H. It is not that the language is not ordinary human

language. It is because it is ordinary human language

(though modified, as is ever the case with new ideas),

and to be construed so, that interpreting it when used for
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Divine things, as if the ordinary human meaning was

the limit of the thought, and that is what Mr. Jowett

wants, is unintelligent, yea, the grossest absurdity. And

indeed Mr. Jowett cannot and does not deny it. He

says, " There are difficulties of another kind in many

parts of Scripture, the depth and inwardness of which

require a measure of the same qualities in the inter

preter himself." That is, everything that is of chief

value does. And consequently he contradicts himself

within a page or two expressly. " First," he says, " it

may be laid down that Scripture has one meaning—the

meaning which it had to the mind of the prophet or

evangelist who first uttered or wrote, to the hearers or

readers who first received it" (p. 378). Exactly two

pages further on he says, " All that the prophet meant

may not have been consciously present to his mind :

there were depths which to himself also were but half

revealed " (p. 380). Yet I am told (p. 378), Scripture

has one meaning, the meaning which it had to the mind

of the prophet.

W. It is impossible, where a man is not a hardened

infidel, who will not see any force in the Word of God,

to escape the conviction of special depth and power in it.

H. Another passage in which Mr. Jowett most hap

pily contradicts himself in this respect, 'shows the truth

of what you say. " There are germs of truth which

after thousands of years have never yet taken root in

the world." That is, really, that the ideas being not

from a human source, but from a Divine one, human

language cannot express it as a human idea, to be re

ceived according to a human measure. " There are

lessons in the prophets which, however simple, mankind

have not yet learned even in theory, and which the com

plexion of society rather tends to hide ; aspects of human

life in Job and Ecclesiastes, which have a truth of deso

lation about them which we faintly realize in ordinary

circumstances." All this is saying (and makes one think

Mr. Jowett above the heartless system he is propa

gating) that the forms into which the human mind is
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moulded, the state in which it naturally is, cannot seize

the bearing and truth of aspect of the Divine mind, how

ever simply it is expressed. And what follows expresses

it yet more distinctly : " It is perhaps the greatest diffi

culty of all to enter into the meaning of the words of

Christ, so gentle, so human, so Divine, neither adding to

them nor marring their simplicity." Now I rejoice in

such phrases. I repeat, it gives one a bright hope that

Mr. Jowett is above his system, that in emancipating

himself from traditional nullities, he has stumbled into

the mud of the system next him, and that he will get

out confessing and knowing by experience that it is dirty

mud, and nothing else, and that the depth of the Divine

mind and grace will be his abiding portion.

W. One would trust so indeed from these words,

and they are quite the truth ; but it does most entirely

contradict his statement that the Scripture " has one

meaning, the meaning which it had to the

hearers or readers who first received it."

JT. Yes ; but we will rejoice in so happy an incon

sistency—rejoice because the good side seems to be

more truly Mr. Jowett himself. We must, however,

having gladly admitted this, follow the system to which

his name is attached in this paper. Now, with this

depth in the mind of Christ, or even the prophets, what

may be called, though unjustly, many meanings, becomes

perfectly intelligible, and the necessary result. I do not

take up Cocceius' notion, though I understand it, I think,

that the Scripture had all the meanings it could have.

It was merely awkwardly expressing in human feeling

this, that the Divine mind was so large that human

expressions of it partially had no end. If I draw water

from the well, I do not say at each bucket, that is

different water. I say, no, there is a continually spring

ing well. It is all water of the well, but my bucket can

only bring a small part of it at a time. It is, as Mr. Jowett

says, hard in doing this, " not to add or mar the sim

plicity. The interpreter needs nothing short of fashion

ing in himself the image of the mind of Christ: he
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has to be born again into a new spiritual or intellectual

world, from which the thoughts of this world are shut

out." Now, that is excellent ; but the proof, not that the

words of Scripture are not simple, but that, from the

natural mind being formed in another train of thought, it

cannot enter into what is Divine. It says what Scripture

says : " The natural man receiveth not the things of the

Spirit." But it denies at once the theory that Scripture

can be interpreted as having the meaning it had to the

hearers or readers who first received it. Scripture,

Divine truth, never is really received but in the measure

in which the mind is formed into the spiritual state

capable of apprehending it. Not that the words are not

simple, or that the statements are not. They are ; but

that the mind is not morally open to them ; they are

foolishness to it. So of the use of a passage of Scrip

ture. As my water from the well, I may use it to

drink and quench my thirst, to wash, to quench the fire,

to make the plants of my garden grow. It is not

changing anything in the water ; God so formed it as

to be properly applicable to all these things. And so His

Divine Word. Man's limited nature makes limited

things (we spoil the instrument in applying it to some

thing else) and limited words. God's infinite and crea

tive nature has, in His revelation, given what is accord

ing to His nature, though suited to man's. The source

is infinite; the application to what is finite. Hence,

what it is simply I'M itself, is various in application.

Hence, even in the language which expresses it, we

have a finite instrument used to express an infinite

mind. This must be different from a finite instrument,

used to express a finite mind. Even in the last case it

is imperfect, as the comparison of the different languages

shows ; but, in respect of God's thoughts, though He

who uses it is God, and hence it is perfectly used for

thoughts not learned but only to be expressed, that which

is used must have a fulness, and elasticity, and power,

which it had not with man. He who would reduce the

force of language used for inspired communications—as
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the rationalists, and, alas ! inconsistent Mr. Jowett—to

the measure of the mind of the speaker or hearer, denies

the inspired communication altogether. Hence, too, the

language of Scripture is eminently figurative. It uses

physical facts and terms to express moral ideas ; but the

consequence is, we must have the moral ideas them

selves to understand the words, as Jowett admits. But

then the force of the words is measured by the ideas

I have, not by the simple theory expressed by the words

at all. All language is figurative when any moral

subject is spoken of. I talk of a lovely picture of

virtue, and so on. Our life is spent in such figures the

moment I leave materialism. But man cannot speak of

Divine things truly, because he does not know them ; his

language cannot in itself be formed directly on them,

save in falsehood. When God speaks of them, and that

is revelation, He does for our sakes condescend to use

human language, but fills it with that which is Divine.

And the intelligence of the language is in the measure

of the intelligence of the truth conveyed. He who

would reduce the meaning to the human meaning of the

words, denies the thing altogether, makes nonsense of it

besides, by making Divine things human in their con

ception. He is simply an infidel, in fact, that denies

the communication of the Divine mind. That God

should communicate His thoughts to man, to sinful,

corrupt, narrow-minded man, and all be understood

according to the human limit of human expressions, is

an absurdity upon the face of it. It denies what it pro

fesses to admit, and this is Mr. Jowett.

W. But does not this leave room for very wild imagi

nations?

H. To be sure it does. But this is a moral ques

tion under God's hand and government, like all others.

Man's mind runs wild without Scripture, and it runs

wild ,with Scripture if it trusts itself. And the mightier

the instrument the more the wildness appears. If I

run about with a perambulator, I may perpetrate some

mischievous folly; but if with a steam-engine, I may
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jeopard a multitude of lives. But that is the fault of

the person who does so. That this danger should not

exist, we must give up materially and morally all that

has power. And it is God's will that man should be

thus tested. The humble mind learns according to the

power of God's truth. The self-conceited wields a

weapon to his own, perhaps to others' hurt ; but he has

not morally speaking Scripture as God's Word, but as

so many thoughts, and, when wielded by man's mind,

always false, because man cannot wield God. He is

subject to Him, and the power He gives is subject to the

moral guidance of the Spirit working in man. This is

what the Apostle means by the spirits of the prophets

are subject to the prophets. God may use man as an

instrument, but he must first be emptied of self. Hence

the humble soul prospers, has God's own Word, feeds in

these green pastures, and, as the expression of what is

become himself, may become a blessing to others. The

self-confident mind has never approached God in His

Word at all, for had he, he would have ceased to be self-

confident. Whenever I see a man confident in himself

(and we are all of course liable to it, at any rate in

detail), I have no confidence in him. The truth is, all

Divine things are a riddle, because man having departed

from God, the introduction of God again is necessarily

the destruction, the setting aside of man, viewed in his

present state, but thereupon it is the filling the man who

receives it with grace, and so with Divine confidence,

and a delight in holiness that he would never have had

otherwise. And he is strong in virtue of being nothing,

and in the measure in which he is. As Paul says,

" When I am weak then am I strong." But this is in

principle, the total putting down of man as he is, and

this man will not bear, and will meddle to his hurt with

what is given to the new man; and God will deal

morally; He will not give His power (unless as some

particular exceptional exhibition to show it is Himself)

otherwise than morally, certainly not at all the know

ledge of Himself, and it is of that we are speaking now.
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And it is right it should be so : " Blessed are the pure

in heart, for they shall see God." If any man will

do His will, he shall know of the doctrine whether it

be of God or whether I speak of myself. And is it

not right that God should thus deal morally with man ?

Is He to give intelligence of His mind to mere human

will and self-sufficiency ? He presents it in the Word

as adapted to man, to every one. But the understand

ing of its contents does depend on moral condition of

soul, and ought ; though it may work by grace to pro

duce that condition. But that the rationalist denies as

well as the other. I affirm, then, that as Mr. Jowett is

perfectly right, his system is intellectually a contra

diction and an absurdity ; because it supposes a reve

lation of Divine thoughts of which language confessedly

formed on other thoughts is the expression, and says it

is to be understood according to the simple apprehension

of the hearers. It is immoral, because it supposes the

moral condition of men to exercise no influence in

the intelligence of Divine things.

W. But yet the Lord surely made things plain, or,

rather, presented things plainly to men.

H. Undoubtedly. If He had not, it would not have

tested man ; being plain, it condemns him, by showing

that his will and moral condition are in question—are

the real hindrance. Light was surely in the world.

Nothing so simple as light. But men loved darkness

rather than light. The Lord therefore came not to

judge, but in judgment ; not only is light, but gives eyes

to one born blind ; that they which see not might see,

and they which see might be made blind. And so it is

now. How can ye believe who receive honour one of

another ? He sowed the seed in the heart. Often it

was by the wayside, hard as the nether millstone—the

highway of this world's folly and self-will;—part was

choked by cares, riches, and lusts ; part lost by self-

deception. Hence, too, we have what stupid, most

stupid rationalists would call contradiction. He spoke

to them in parables as they were able to bear it. Yet

x
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He spoke to them in parables, that, hearing, they might

hear and not perceive. It was perfectly suited to them

in grace ; but, to a nation that would not the truth, so

communicated, that, where the prejudice of wUl was, all

should be dark. Those who had judged themselves,

who had repented, believed and glorified Him. The

Pharisees rejected the counsel of God against them

selves, being not baptized of John. I will now cite the

positive testimony of the Lord to this principle of having

the Divine thought in order to understand the Divine

words. " Why do ye not understand my speech ? Even

because ye cannot hear my word." So in Proverbs :

It is all simple to them that understand, and plain to

them that keep knowledge. How the Lord shows in

John iv. that conscience is the inlet to intelligence in

Divine things ; and thus • the heart becomes engaged.

Rejected and driven out from Judaea, He sat weary on

the well of Sychar. A woman, lonely (it was not the

hour when women go forth to draw water) and weary

with sin, evidently a strong and ardent nature that had

sought happiness with eager pursuit, and sank through

it into sin, and not found rest to her spirit (how many

such are there in the world), dragged on a life of toil,

and, in the midst of it, thought sometimes on Gerizim

and Jerusalem, and knew there was a Messiah to come.

There might be happiness and rest somewhere ; she had

none. Toil and weariness she had, and the last evi

dently in spirit as well as body. Jesus had toil and

weariness too, but through love, not through sin, save

the sin of others, and that could not weary love, and He

knew where rest was. He was it. The Son of God,

the Judge of all, had, humanly speaking, put Himself in

a position where He was debtor to this woman for a

drink of cold water. But He soon draws her out ; He

speaks of the gift of God, of a well of water springing

up into everlasting life. All was dark in the Sama

ritan woman's mind. She moved in the circle of her

own weariness : that she felt, the fruit of her sin and

toil after happiness. And with all the movings within,
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that predominated and filled her mind, for, in fact, what

had she else ? What does the Lord do ? " Go call thy

husband, and come hither." " I have no husband."

'' Thou hast well said," replied the Lord, " I have no

husband : thou hast had five husbands ; and he whom

thou now hast is not thy husband : in that speakest thou

truly." Now a ray of light breaks in. " Sir, I perceive

thou art a prophet." The word of God by the Lord has

Divine authority in her heart, because it has reached

her conscience. She has found a man who has told her

all that ever she did. \\Tio knew that ? The prophet's

word has Divine authority. Yet she does not yet get

to wells of water. The Divine communications made to

her were quite unintelligible ; but much was done. He

who knew all her life, all her sin, had been sitting in

grace by her, willing to be helped by her. Grace was

there as well as truth. She had found the Christ ; and

leaves her water-pot and her care with it, and becomes

a messenger of that which is good news for all. Gerizim

and Jerusalem are all alike, and alike nothing. The

Father is sesking worshippers in spirit and in truth.

Now here we find a picture of the opening of a soul to

understanding, and the reception of the Divine things.

The presenting of Divine things of the highest character

in grace does not do it. The natural heart remains

closed. Even when there are moral wants and cravings,

Divine things are not understood at all. God makes

His way through the conscience. Then the word is

received. At the moment, the heart does not get farther

than its .present capacity. Still what has been spoken of

has been spoken of for it ; and grace makes all its own.

Jesus in grace has been with it. Oh, what a difference—

man's speculations, and God seeing the fields white for

harvest ! The Lord refreshing His spirit when rejected

by the pride of man, not with the water of the well, but

with love finding its bliss in hearts filled with wretchedness

drinking of the one refreshing well-spring that has visited

this world. He had meat to eat His disciples knew

not of. What a place for this poor Samaritan, what a

x 2
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place for us ; to refresh, stupid creatures that \ve are—

the heart of Jesus, because He is love. Nothing brighter,

nothing more genuine, than the effect of her new-found

joy, which makes this poor woman the messenger of

God's visiting this world to the self-satisfied inhabitants

of Sychar. She was just the one that suited the Lord.

W. It is a lovely picture, and I think the moral ele

ments you have touched justly given; but on that men may

differ. We see thereby, evidently, how the estimate of the

force of passages depends on the individual spiritual state.

H. Of course, and there is nothing like the picture

itself here. What Mr. Jowett says is true ! All ex

planations mar. They are only the expression of our

feelings and moral perceptions of that which, in itself, is

complete and perfect. But remark another thing here,

showing how absurd it is to speak of just the simple

meaning to the hearer—that is, man's measure, according

to the words used. We have here the full power of

eternal life as in one who drinks of the water Christ

gives ; the whole of His person in humiliation ; who it is

that saith to thee "Give me to drink;" His relationship

to sinners ; how the Divine word reaches the conscience ;

the passing of grace out of ceremonial Judaism, where

it was according to promise, to bring mercy to the vilest ;

the place Jesus takes thus as rejected ; His human estate

as weary with us, not having where to lay His head, yet

giving as God; the substitution of worship in spirit

and truth for Jerusalem or Gerizim, yet salvation of the

Jews; the revelation of the Father acting in grace,

seeking to have such worshippers ; the total change in

the soul, when once it is taken possession of by Christ,

however ignorant. These, which I only recall from me

mory, are all directly before the soul in this short but

touching interview. How much more who can say ?

The mere literal facts, read as any other history, cannot

bring the mind at all into the apprehension of what is

here spoken of. If I take the commonest words, as Son

—the Son of God, the Son of the Father, a mere literal

apprehension affords me nothing, or error ; or the Word
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made flesh. I shall be told, these are mysteries ; but

the language is simple, and what I am showing is that,

with the simplest language, there must be Divine ap

prehensions in the soul to understand Scripture ; and

that understanding it as Thucyelides or Sophocles is just

simple nonsense. They have human ideas, and are un

derstood humanly. If there are Divine ideas, they must

be understood divinely. Yet I have only human lan

guage, and hence my way of understanding it must be

different ; and, I must add, the way of writing it, because

the way of thinking it must be different. Whether it

be by inspiration is the question we have to come to ;

only I say here, that to give Divine ideas with certainty,

or to be the truth, they must have a Divine source, a

Divine author. Man's ideas about God were utterly

false and degraded without it. His power of thought, as

such, cannot be adequate to form the idea, or clothe it in

language, so as to be a communication of truth, an

authentic revelation of God's mind. I conclude that as

to the general principle of interpretation proposed by

Mr. Jowett, he contradicts himself in the first place, and

happily so ; next, the system is intellectually an absur

dity ; thirdly, that it is contradictory to the facts of the

case ; and, fourthly, the Lord Himself, as do His Apostles,

assure us that it is not true. The ideas and subjects of

Scripture being Divine, and language human, formed by

human ideas, to understand it simply as it is expressed

by a human interpretation of the words, is a manifest

contradiction and absurdity. Let us get the best text to

have what is to be interpreted, and be relieved from tradi

tional glosses ; let us have the most accurate knowledge

of Hebrew and Greek at our command ; all this is every

way to be desired. But, when you have all, in the nature

of things the text cannot be interpreted as the words

would strike the hearer who stood as a natural man

with human thoughts, I may boldly say, in any case

whatever. For what is wrong in principle is wrong

always. When God is in the world, His ways and

actions have, and must have, a meaning which a mere
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man's cannot have, because He is God. If a Jew had

ridden into Jerusalem on an ass, what would it have been?

Nothing. If the Lord did? In one sense, the history

of the world turned on it as a last public testimony. It

was a moment which made the Lord weep, and God

perfect praise out of the mouths of babes and sucklings,

to still the enemy and the avenger. Had these held

their peace, the stones would have immediately cried

out. I cannot conceive anything more absurd than the

thought that the works or the words of the Lord in the

earth are to be taken just as another's words, and so

understood. They cannot, for He says things none else

could say, and does what none else could do ; but were

they the same, the bearing would be quite different.

Does Mr. Jowett believe that the Lord was in the world,

or that the Word of God is a revelation at all ? or, if he

does, have they no more weight or bearing than another's,

supposing he has the text and grammar all clear ? He

has told us he does, and told us he does not. If his heart

is cleft in twain, may he throw away the worser part of it.

W. I do feel what a solemn question it all is. Your

reference to John iv., though so brief, again led the heart

back to these fresh springs which make one taste that

one is in a region that nothing else is like. It is a folly,

a horror, a senselessness no term can reach, to compare

the movings and speakings of a God walking in love in

this world, with the writings and actings of other men.

If they were such, He was not that at all; and I

thoroughly agree with you, that no human language,

taken in its ordinary terms as expressing ordinary things,

can express that. The statement contradicts itself. It

is still a question, Is there a revelation ? Has God re

vealed Himself or not? Let the language be made

grammatically clear, of course. It is the vehicle God

has been pleased to use, and as a vehicle I employ it.

But when you come to the meaning, the interpretation,

we enter on a Divine order of thought, and must be in

it ourselves, to understand. Here we are dependent on

God, as in everything else.
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H. Surely ; and hence it is that, though they may be

bad commentators, of course, as to the text, the poor and

unlearned, who are really exercised in conscience and in

Divine truth, understand the truth better, as to the sub

stance of it, than the learned man, " who leans to his

own understanding ;" because they have personally learnt

where the connection between an exercised soul and God

is formed—they have learnt it by their spiritual wants ;

and Christ is that connection, and the mind of Christ is

in the Scripture, and thus they have the key to it. If

they pretend to interpret texts, they may very likely go

astray ; but as to the doctrine of Scripture, their faith is

clear and sure. No exercise of human understanding

can give that ; no chemist, even if his analysis be right,

knows what water is like a man who is ready to die of

thirst.

I conclude, therefore, as to the general principle of

Mr. Jowett, and especially as to the first part, that he is

fundamentally wrong. " The true glory and note of

divinity in these latter," he says—(Jewish and Christian

Scriptures)—" being, not that they have hidden, myste

rious, or double meanings, but a simple and universal

one." Now I look for neither mysticism nor logic ; I

reject them, as such, both. When Mr. Jowett speaks

of double meanings, if he means that two distinct mean

ings of the words are to be taken—" good meanings," as

theologians used to say—it is at once to be rejected ;

but if he confines the meaning of the Scriptures to the

narrowness of human wording and thought, his principle

is false. In the communication of Divine thoughts in

human language, the bearing of the sentences, from the

richness of the truths in them, is various. If I say

" God is a Spirit; and they that worship Him must wor

ship Him in spirit and in truth, for the Father seeketh

such to worship Him ;" I may justly take up the contrast

with Jerusalem and Gerizim, and the whole question of

God's dispensations ; or I may justly take up God's

being a Spirit, which in the nature of things requires a

spiritual worship. It must be such. I may alf "
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the difference between God in his nature requiring such,

and the Father, as a name of grace and relationship,

seeking such ; and how now, in this double name, He

gave His character to all approach to Him ; as the

Lord said, "I go to my Father and your Father, and

my God and your God;" and. in the Ephesians, "The

God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ has blessed

us with all spiritual blessings in heavenly places in

Christ."

I add, as Mr. Jowett complains of connecting passages

by some hidden connection, that when I find, " Come

out from among them, and be ye separate, and touch

not the unclean thing, and I will receive you, and ye

shall be my sons and daughters, saith the Lord

Almighty," I may insist on the need of separation from

an ungodly world and evil, in order to be in relationship

with God ; or I may note that there are three Scriptural

relationships with God : two expressly noted and distin

guished in the Old Testament—Almighty, and Lord or

Jehovah ; the first to Abraham, the second to Israel and

Moses ; and that He who bore them both takes here that

of the Father. Now all these are not double senses, but

Divine truths, coming from an everlasting source ; and

being the expression of it, and of Him who, in infinite

richness of being and character, must be in relationship

with all things—above all, through all, and in all be

lievers ; and the statement of these truths must carry

all that God is as spoken of in the statement, or dis

played in the acts contained in the passage. Of course,

all passages are not alike full. It is not logical conclu

sions, which are not in the passage, which I find or seek ;

nor mystic inventions, which are not there either ; but

the mind of God, found in it, that I look for. To say

that that is not mysterious, is, as to many passages,

begging Mr. Jowett's pardon, absurd. A religion which

depends on the Word being made flesh, and the Son of

Man sitting at the right hand of God, and sending down

the Holy Ghost to make our bodies temples ; wluch tells

us that we are members of Christ's body, of His flesh
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and of His bones ; which shows God become a man, and

obedient as such, and dying as such, and other truths I

need not enlarge upon, must be mysterious in the true

sense of the word, and, indeed, in every sense. I do not

know if Mr. Jowett denies all these things. What

angels desire to look into can well be supposed to be so.

Christ made sin ; our dwelling in God, and God in us ;

our being, in this world, as Christ is, so as to have bold

ness in the day of judgment ; the miraculous birth of

Christ; all speak with one voice. He who excludes

mysteries from the Word, excludes sense from it, instead

of making it intelligible. I do not mean by mysterious

that it cannot be understood. The Scripture meaning

of mystery is, that known only by revelation, not by

human knowledge. The initiated know mysteries, the

uninitiated not—that is the meaning of the word ; but

the true initiated are those taught of God. If God re

veals, there must be mysteries ; and, from the nature of

what He reveals, true initiation must exist to understand

it. Its expression cannot be at the level of human

ideas. All the deepest expressions of good and evil are

brought together. God and sin meet in the cross.

Christ is God, and is forsaken of God. Christ is the

power and Prince of Life, and He dies ; but through

this destroys the power of death. You cannot have

such things brought together in the same act without

mysterious truth. When all that is perfectly good in

God and evil in man meet, and are centred indeed in

one person, or the condition he takes, the human mind

must be taught of God to know it; and God alone,

who knows all things perfectly, can reveal it simply,

because He does know perfectly ; but He reveals all in

man, all in Himself, and all in Christ in it. I know, as

one may see in Mr. Jowett's Commentary, a person

may rest on the surface, and seek to destroy all depth in

them, and bend them to the standard of the human

mind and scope of human thought. But I do not see

any great sense in this; that such a fact as God

becoming a man should not suppose immense depths of
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thought, purpose, and moral truth, and reveal them. If

Mr. Jowett denies all this, then I get simple infidelity.

I know what I have to deal with. If not, 1 have a

Christianity in which the depth of my moral nature, old

and new, and in the exercises and conflicts of both,

meet God where He and sin have met, and Christ in

the consummation of ages is come to put it away. And

perfect love and Divine righteousness find their mani

festations and ground. The simplest expressions of

Scripture awake profound depths in our moral nature.

What does putting away sin mean ? What Christ the

Son of God appearing to do it ? What does the Lamb

of God mean ? It is easy for philosophers to avoid all

these expressions, and make a Christianity of their own.

Only it is in no part the Christianity that is revealed or

known in the world. But interpreting the Christianity

that was revealed in Scripture, and has possessed men's

minds for ages, by saying that the true Divine in it is

not having mysteries, is false in fact, and absurd in idea.

Mr. Jowett gives pages on conversion and change of

character to excuse and suppose it possible, at least in

uneducated persons! And—what I trust shows that

he may have tasted it, but shows how ashamed he is of

owning it before educated persons—excuses it thus : " It

was the quiet fancy of a sentimentalist to ask whether

any one who remembers the first sight of a beloved

person could doubt the existence of magic. We may

ask another question: Can any one who has ever known

the love of Christ doubt the existence of a spiritual

power?" 1 hope from this it is true in the writer's

case ; but it is very low ground to take in speaking of

the dying and living love of the Son of God. It may

suit an Oxford theologian seeking to emancipate himself

from the trammels of conventional doctrines and creeds.

A serious Christian hopes for the writer, and passes

over an expression of the truth so unworthy of one who

has felt it.

I would add a few words on the contrast between

double meanings of prophecy in general, and the appli
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cation of the simple meaning of the words as a hearer

would understand them with one meaning. The idea is

entirely false. Mr. Jowett admits, " They must speak

as from one with whom a thousand years is as one day,

and one day as a thousand years ; but," he says, " not so

as to connect distinct and distant objects." Now I think

this also unphilosophical, contradicted by the facts and

statements of Scripture, and untrue. If the prophecies

are to be interpreted as the words of one with whom " a

thousand years are as one day," as Mr. Jowett says, it is

impossible not to see that the bearing of these words

must be something of larger, wider import than the cir

cumstances of the moment, and must reach on to epochs

where the thoughts and words of such an one will be ful

filled. In this day of a thousand years, all in man's

hand changes, shifts, is subverted ; new things are set up,

new interests created. If the Word of one Divine day

can reach over to the end of it, it must be occupied with

a plan that runs through it all, through all these human

changes, which are but the risings and fallings of a

tumultuous sea, where the equal tide below the surface

pursues its constant course. There is a Divine plan above

and beyond all the local circumstances. As Peter says,

' no prophecy of Scripture is of any private interpretation,'

does not solve itself in the individual circumstances

which occasion it, but enters into the great plan of God.

Yet, in the love of God, we may say they must connect

themselves with those to whom they are addressed. I

doubt not, therefore, that the prophecies were often occa

sioned by present circumstances, and comfort given to

saints at the time by them; but to say they did not look

out to a future of blessing to Israel, of the final setting

aside of the power of evil, of the coming in of a great

promised deliverer, is to fail in recognizing the most

obvious fact in all prophecy. Jews, and rationalist infi

dels who think that the prophets were national poets,

apply it, no doubt, to Israel ; and if we are to listen to the

dull rhapsodies of Drs. Bunsen and Williams, Jeremiah

is the sufferer ; but Mr. Jowett is not yet there. He
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owns God has something to do with Scripture, and we

will not return to these foolish and stupid imaginations.

Take Joel. There it is not to be doubted that a famine

through locusts and insect ravages is the occasion referred

to. But do you or I believe, or any reasonable person,

to say no more, that He whose words are to be inter

preted as the words of one with whom a thousand years

are as one day, has written a book for all ages to deter

mine the result at that time of an inroad of caterpillars,

the effect of whose ravages, however trying, would dis

appear in a few years ? Could any one read the book

and not see that God's present judgments and mercies

are made the occasion of drawing the attention of Israel

to their state, and lead the awakened conscience to God's

judgment of evil, and full deliverance for those who

repented and called upon the name of the Lord, when

the people should never be ashamed, the Spirit poured

out on all flesh, and Judah dwell for ever, and every

temporal blessing be theirs ; and, finally, the harvest and

vintage of the whole earth be reaped and trodden—God

dwelling there in Zion ? The famine connected the pre

sent circumstances with this promise of plenty and bless

ing, but no one can but see that the prophet is rapt

into future times. Now, if this is meant by a double

meaning, it is true. That is, that the Lord does give

what is a present comfort, yet clothes it in language

which leads on to His ultimate plans, so as to keep the

godly hope of His people up, and often passes entirely

into that with which the present is not linked at all.

The point of transition may be sometimes obscure. But

the general principle is undeniable, and such a character

of prophecy worthy of God, and indeed alone worthy of

Him. In Jeremiah and in Isaiah it is in vain to deny

that, with encouragement suited to the occasion, the

prophet refers to the coming of Messiah, and a time of

unparalleled and continued blessing. It is incredible to

suppose that God had not His own plans in view, and

the great result of His government of the world when

man had been fully tried on the ground of responsibility.
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W. I must say I think principle and fact concur to

prove this. I mean that God held out the hope of a

great coming deliverance and blessing, whatever mo-

mentary encouragement He might give ; and that this

time in which His plans would be accomplished must

be mainly in view, ihough present circumstances would

draw the prophet's attention, and give rise to exhorta

tion and warning. And we must not forget that in

fact Israel was waiting for this time, and that in all the

East, as Tacitus tells us. the expectation prevailed.

H. Nor is this all. Almost the earliest prophecy

(Balaam's, which reaches to the Mar of Jacob, was

earlier) declares that the order of the world was all

arranged in respect of Israel (Dent, xxxii. 8). And

further, that Israel would be given up into the hands of

their enemies, and afterwards restored, and the Gentiles

associated with them, through overwhelming judgments,

when " God shall arise to judgment, and to help all the

meek of the earth."

Isaiah (vi.) shows us Israel given up too, and for a

long period, and yet preserved in a remnant ; and the

rejection of Him (1.) who found none to answer when

He came and called, as the cause of their being laid

aside. Yet this followed by the fullest promise of

restoration and glory. So Hosea declares they shall

remain many days desolate, without true God or false,

but seek Jehovah their God, and David their king, at

the end. So Micah declares they will insult and reject

the Judge of Israel born at Bethlehem, and therefore

be given up ; but that this same man will be their

peace. And again, the largest and fullest blessing is

promised to a remnant through Him, while judgment

will be executed on the nations, who yet will be blessed

as by the dew from heaven which tarries not for men.

Now, my object is not to explain, of course, here all

prophecy, but to note that there was a reference to a

great scheme or plan, such as must be in God's mind,

though He may encourage and comfort at the time ;

and not only so, but that there was something more
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specific —a giving up Israel, the beloved people, for a

time (during which God would be found of them that

sought Him not) ; that that, whatever other sins they

had, was caused by their rejection of Jehovah coming

as a man in mercy ; that this caused their divorce from

Him ; and that then a long undefined interval would

elapse, and blessing afterward arrive, but introduced by

judgments—the Lord pleading with all flesh. This

gives a uniform plan, declared in statements verified

before our eyes in the state of the Jews consequent on

Christ's coming. This necessarily threw on the appli

cation of Scripture prophecy to the end, when alone the

plans of God would have their decided and full result,

evil be set aside, and the earth blessed under Messiah.

This principle the New Testament confirms (Matt,

xxiii. 39 ; Rom. xi. 25, 26) ; and other passages. We

find the Old testifying in one entire passage, of one

coming in grace and gentleness, and then judgment.

The New quotes what relates to the grace, and stops

short of the judgment. Thus, Luke iv. 19, from

Isaiah Ixi. 1. So Matt. xxi. 5, from Zech. ix. 9. The

New Testament leads us itself to the same point. Thus,

Matt. x. : " Ye shall not have gone over the cities of

Israel till the Son of Man be come." Now, He was

there; but there was a presenting of Him to human

responsibility, and bringing Him in in power. So the

Lord personally tells them they should not see Him till

they said, Blessed be He that cometh. Till then their

house should be desolate. I refer to these to show that

Scripture constantly refers to a Divine accomplishment

of a plan to be fulfilled, which seemed at first to fail—

a failure which was the occasion of bringing in the

Church on quite different principles, the mystery hidden

from ages and generations, Israel being set aside. Even

the Epistles follow the same order. The quotation of

Ps. Ixviii. in Eph. iv. goes only so far as it does not

apply distinctly to Israel. Finally, I take up Daniel,

and I find a declaration of a period appointed to Jeru

salem for God to bring in righteousness and blessing—
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the famous period of seventy weeks ; but when this

is entered on in detail, we have seven weeks of trial to

build the city, then sixty-two weeks to Messiah the

Prince, who is cut off, and takes nothing (for that is

the true sense of the words ; not, " and not for Him

self"). Then comes a long undated period of war and

desolation. And when is the promise of the preceding

verses supposed by the prophecy to be fulfilled ? It

must come after the end of the war ; till then there are

desolations—the city and sanctuary being destroyed

already. It is put off for an unknown length of time,

and the unfinished period of seventy weeks gets its con

clusion at the end. That is the unequivocal structure

of the prophecy. (Daniel never goes on to the blessing

beyond the times of the Gentles.) That is, the prophets

suppose a rejection of Israel for a long period, the

cutting off of Messiah, and afterwards the bringing in

of full blessing through Him. I am not now saying

they are real prophecies to be fulfilled ; nor, as to this

point, does it alter the case, absurd as the theory is,

if Daniel wrote in the days of Antiochus Epiphanes.

My assertion is, that the prophets have a scheme of this

kind,—an appearing of grace, as Christianity expresses

it, teaching us to wait for the ap] tearing of the glory—

a putting off to a remote period of earthly blessing, intro

duced by Messiah and judgments, the accomplishment

of these prophecies, and of the blessing of Israel ;

Messiah being rejected meanwhile by Israel, and Israel

therefore given up. But, whatever particular warnings

and consolations there may have been, this shows that,

while addressed to these generations, and often occa

sioned by their circumstances, prophecy always looked

out farther in its true scope. I am speaking of its

plan, not of its accomplishment. He who would

interpret it with that kind of simplicity which would

leave this out, leaves all the clearly demonstrable inten

tion of its Author out, and that is a bad way of inter

preting.

W. I seize clearly the purport of what you say, and
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it binds the whole together, from the Pentateuch to

Revelation, and brings in the New Testament into

its place in the organization of the whole. I feel that

if God gives a revelation, and that, as entering into the

wants of His people as Scripture professes to do, He

must enter into local circumstances, and present events

so as to meet these wants ; and yet God must have

a plan and a purpose. And Scripture clearly points

out that He has. But the Church seems to stand on

peculiar ground.

H. Doubtless it does. The testimony of Paul takes

up man as wholly ruined in nature, and reveals a hea

venly man and a new creation ; and associates those

called during the rejection of the true heavenly man

with Him in heaven ; so that they are heavenly. He

was the Lord from heaven. They, as new created, have

a part with Him, and, having the Spirit, are united to

Him, and become His bride and His body, are joint-

heirs with Him the first-born among many brethren.

But the current of promise runs on too in connection

with the original promise to Abraham. The Jewish

branches were broken off; and we grafted in ; but the

chain of promise was unbroken, though there are bless

ings above promise in the mystery of union with Christ.

Thus the Church is associated with Him for ever.

W. And when the blessing comes in ?

H. She will joy and minister in it as thus united to

Him and joint-heir with Him, and blessedly so, though

her highest joy be Himself.

W. Where is this at all drawn out of Scripture ?

H. The bringing as children into the inheritance,

and the tree of promise, in Rom. viii. and xi. ; the rela

tionship with our God and Father, and all His counsels

in Christ, in Ephesians, specially chap. i. Our having

personally all with Christ is still more brought out in

the last chapters of John's Gospel. It is this testimony

of a second Adam, a last man, which alone gives its true

Divinely moral character to the New Testament, and

gives the just sense of the real bearing of Christianity
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for us, animating with a heavenly energy, and im

printing a heavenly character on our whole position.

W. The Gospel then comes in, in its full character, in

a suspension of the regular course of prophetic promise ?

IT. Exactly. And the Jews are obliged to come in,

in mere mercy, as a Gentile. Yet all promise will be

fulfilled to them. This it is that makes the Apostle

adore the depths of the riches of God's wisdom. The

promises meanwhile run on ; yet a heavenly people is

formed. All in heaven and earth is to be gathered up

into one head in Christ. Besides individual salvation

and blessing, there are two great topics in Scripture—

God's government of the world, and the Church. In

Christ both find their Head. He will rule over all,

Israel being the earthly centre, while the Church is

united to Him. Meanwhile, as He has perfectly re

vealed God and the Father, we are brought into full

personal relationship with what God is in Himself, and

as children, or sons with a Father, a relationship of

which He Himself is the pattern as man, His redemp

tion work being the basis of all, in the power of which

He fills all things.

W. It does give a Divine completeness to the reve

lation of the mind of God, which is full of interest

though we see but corners of it ; yet corners of a whole

worthy of God. The time will come when we shall

know as we are known, and, better still, enjoy God

Himself fully.

H. That is indeed our one chief joy, though we shall

admire Him in all His plans and ways. The place of

Christ is lovely, too, in this. The glory of God

enlightens the heavenly city. But such a bright blaze

of glory, though needed to know Him, has nothing

personal in it. It dazzles more than it concentrates the

affections ; but the Lamb is the light thereof. Here

the heart finds its home and centre. One known, one

who has loved us, one who is divinely at home there,

and the very light of that glory ; but has never lost the

character in which He has served us in the depths of

Y
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love. For where love is active it serves. But I turn

to another point of the prophetic revelation of God

before we leave this pajl of our inquiry. We have

accepted interpreting prophecy as the words of One with

whom a thousand years are as one day. But, if this be

so, then there is one author really of the whole, though

divers instruments ; and, though surely adapting His

words in grace by those instruments to various circum

stances that arise, as grace would do, yet, I must find

one mind as to the substance and purpose of the whole.

And, though interpreting each part simply, and just as 1

find it, as to the direct meaning of the passages (which

I think very important myself ), taking what a prophecy

says as it says it, yet the one mind from which all

flows and which runs through all, I shall surely find,

and do find ; and consequently (not a similarity or a

copying) but a fitting of each part into the whole, and

into its own place in the whole, each part being suited

for that very reason, to its own object and part in that

whole; and thus, secondly, a connection, not imme

diate, but, through the whole, of each with every other

part. As the members of the body different entirely in

service, yet serve the whole, and serve each other. I

get Jews, Gentiles, Israel, Messiah, their history deve

loped in multifarious ways ; but all treated by one mind

to whom all belong, history bringing out the thoughts

of that one mind by each one, in the sphere they belong

to, and by a revealed bearing one upon another. Law,

the opening up of wider thoughts by prophets, obedient

royalty, punishment of evil, absolute Gentile dominion,

Messiah, sacrifice, endless principles brought out in

germ, death, resurrection, promises, and all running into

one another in one great scheme. For it is a remark

able fact that Judaism has given rise, whatever people

think of it, to a more enlarged unfolding of every ques

tion as to good and evil, and man's relationship with

God, has more touched all the springs of human nature

than anything that ever claimed the attention of the

heart of man. A being separate from good, that is,
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from God, yet capable (by grace) of it. One who had

a will of his own, but was responsible; who had

acquired the knowledge of good and evil, conscience—

yet was under the power of evil : who had been made in

the likeness of God, but had set up to be independent

and do without Him. Such a being must be exercised

in this way, to know himself and be restored to God.

W. When you say Judaism, do you not think

Christianity does so ?

H. Every restored soul must in principle be so exer

cised; but I look at Christianity itself rather as the

answer—the divine and blessed answer to all the ques

tions that have been raised. Thus far then, W., of the

general principles raised by Mr. Jowett, as far as a

conversation of the kind can meet them. I conclude with

him that we must interpret prophecy, the Old Testa

ment, as the words ofOne with whom a thousand years are

as one day. But I do not think he has wisely weighed

what the import of such a statement is. We may next

follow him into details as far as they affect the principle.

W. But, before you go on to these, I should like to

ask you a question.

H. Well?

W. You do not, I am sure, receive all the spiritu-

alization, as it is called, and endless applications of

Scripture made by men's minds. I thought you took

prophetic Scriptures in their direct and plain meaning.

H. Surely, I do. I reject entirely this mystifying of

the Old Testament. There are great spiritual principles

and truths which are found, and must be found, in all

that divinely unfolds God's relationships with men.

God's faithfulness, His mercy, His patient goodness ;

man's trust and integrity of heart, his humbleness, the

fear of God. But when I seek the meaning of a pass

age, I seek simply what God meant, where it is His

testimony ; or in what light He seeks to put man's con

duct, if it is a history of that, or what is His purpose,

as a whole, in the narration. I have already spoken of

the difference of encouragement or warning afforded at

T 2
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the time, and its passing on to give the subject its place

in the general purpose of God to be accomplished in a

future day. What I object to, is the unintelligent, and,

if you please, unphilosophical, irrational way of looking

for the plain meaning. " The office of the interpreter

is not to add another (interpretation), but to recover the

original one." Now here we are entirely agreed, but

then, it is added, " The meaning, that is, of the words

as they struck on the ears, or flashed before the eyes of

those who first heard and read them." I affirm this to

be in every case false, if the fine language means any

thing. I have already referred to the soberer expres

sion, "the meaning which it had to the mind of the

prophets ... or to the hearer or reader." Now, if I

am reading or hearing a statement, I do not in any way

look to the effect on the hearers. That may be a casual

help, but no more. If I seek the meaning, I must

seek not the effect on others, but the intention of the

speaker or writer. That as simply as you please, and

nothing else. I have nothing to do with the impressions

produced on hearers. There may have been none, or a

false one, according to previous prejudices, or an imper

fect impression ; or even a right one as regards them

selves, yet, not taking in the full scope of what was

said. If I am to believe Scripture, the prophets them

selves, so far from receiving a first impression and

abiding by it, inquired into the sense of their own pro

phecies, and were taught of God that they referred, in

the great topics connected with the purpose of God and

deliverance, to after times. See 1 Pet. i. 11, 12. But

it is surely useless to reason, to prove that if I am

interpreting a writing or words, I must seek simply the

purpose and meaning of the speaker and nothing else.

Now, this only one right thing Mr. Jowett leaves wholly

out ; it never occurs to him to think of it. I say, there

fore, that his whole system is irrational and false. He

is so full of the borrowed idea that they were temporary

themes, referring in oriental language simply to the

national hearers of the day, that he takes this as the
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measure of the meaning, and thus lays down a principle

that is as false as can be. But that is all borrowed.

That is German Mr. Jowett, but the other Mr. Jowett,

I trust the true one, tells us we are to listen to them as

the words of One with whom a thousand years is as one

day; one of abiding, unfailing counsels, which every

thing tends to bring about, who is not slack concerning

His promise. The effect of the great fact, that it is

God who speaks, I have already spoken of. Let me

add another example from Ezekiel. He refers to the last

days in the most explicit manner, and with developed

details. Yet, in the final scene he declares that the

mighty one Gog who conies up had been often spoken

of (Ezek. xxxviii. 17). Hence, if I take the prophets

as they present themselves, and as Ezekiel speaking in

God's name declares, they were certainly, under the

name of a then existing power, speaking of a mighty

one at the end of the world's course when Jehovah

would make Himself known in His government. It is

remarkable, that, when the prophecy goes out of the

geographical name by which it is identified, it uses

language intelligible at the time, as far as showing it

was beyond the limits of their geographical designation,

Isa. xviii. A land beyond the rivers of Cush, that is

the Euphrates and Nile. The prophet connects it with

Israelitish ideas, but goes far away beyond, as he must,

to fill up the picture of the last days. But I should go

too much into detail if I pursued this farther. Only re

mark that the prophets (we shall come to the New

Testament) were simple impostors if they were not in

spired, for they give their burdens as oracles, as directly

the w?ords of God : thus saith the Lord ; or, the Word

of the Lord came to me, or a vision was given. If

then Mr. Jowett rejects the prophets as inspired, he

must hold them for impostors. If not, then there is

direct inspiration, a communication of t^e mind of God

through a man, as he was, moved by the Holy Ghost,

in words which entitled the prophet to say, Thus saith

the Lord, and the Apostles certainly did not hold them
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for impostors, but refer to them as true prophets who

had prophesied about Jesus. I suppose Mr. Jowett

would hardly hold that to be the direct and only mean

ing as received by the first readers or hearers. But if

this be so, the question takes a new form. Is the New

Testament entirely deprived of those Divine communica

tions which abounded before, and form the Old Testa

ment ? And is that which is given us by Apostles and

Evangelists to reveal the perfect religion of God less

from Himself tlian the communications which were

given to Israel in their imperfect and preparatory state ?

This is hard to believe. But all this leads us to the

second point, in these days an all important one. Is

there inspiration, and what is it ?

W. It is an important question, and is even more

embarrassing as to the new than as to the old : because

the new pronounces on the old. But I see plainly,

as to the question of the inspiration of the Old Tes

tament, of the prophets at least (and, indeed, the Lord

cites the whole volume), they must be inspired, or

impostors giving as the Lord's words what were not so.

But then the Lord's statements are insurmountable.

" The Scriptures cannot be broken," for instance ; for He

must have known it if they were impostors, yet cites

them as true prophets, and declares they must be ful

filled, that they spoke of Him. But if the prophets were

inspired we have direct inspiration, and the mind of

God as far as given to them. And this, and this only, is

what we have to seek, and the only question is, as you

say : Is Christianity founded on a less explicit revelation

from God than Judaism? You cannot say it was

founded on Christ, and that is sufficient; for He wrote

nothing, and I do not know what He was, with any

Divine faith, if the writings of the New Testament were

not inspired. I see the question is a most grave one ;

while it is of the utmost weight to see that the Old Tes

tament is certainly inspired, because the fundamental

question is settled, and the casting the New Testament

out of the limits of inspired communications is a poor
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idea altogether then. To say that an imperfect revela

tion is inspired, a perfect one not, is somewhat hard to

believe : still we must see from Scripture itself.

H. Surely that is the way as to inquiry; for it

really proves itself its Divine power in the conscience.

And this last is the only true knowledge of inspiration.

I know rationalists try and put off with an air of supe

riority, as rejected by enlightened people (that is, them

selves), what they have not got, and therefore cannot

feel the force of; but I am not afraid of avowing, in the

fullest extent, the doctrine of the Reformation, which is

necessarily the doctrine of every believer ; that Scripture

proves itself by its own power. I go further—it never

proves itself, never can prove itself, if it be true, in any

other way. And so, moreover, it declares : faith cometh

by hearing, and hearing by the Word of God. He that

believeth on the Son of God hath the witness in him

self. The law of the Lord is perfect, converting the

soul. The entrance of Thy Word giveth light, it giveth

understanding to the simple. If what is called light

requires something to show it, it is a proof that it is not

really light. In the nature of things, light shows itself

and all else. It is not what we mean by light, what a

man who has eyes knows it to be by having eyes, if it

has to be shown. It does require eyes to see it. If a

man has not eyes he cannot of course see it, or know

what it is at all. Nor can any one tell him what it is,

or make himself understood in speaking of it. He wants

the faculty of what is to be proved. If a man does not

see the Word of God to be such, it is a proof that he has

no moral eyes, no faith. A man asks me how I can

prove honey to be sweet. I say, if you cannot taste it

you must remain ignorant. And note, if there be a

Word of God, it must be moral light, and perfect light.

Divine light; cannot be otherwise. If what is pre

sented to me be not such, I say at once, then it is not

God's Word. It may be dawn, or shine through clouds,

or be noon-day, but it is in its nature light, or it is not

God's Word. Hence, in the nature^of things it must
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reveal itself. If it do not it is not God's Word. Whe

ther a man has eyes to see is another question : but

one who has knows he sees the light. Hence I am not

afraid of the language of another of our Essays. " Calvin

did not shrink from saying that Scripture shone suffi

ciently by its own light. As long as this could be kept

to, the Protestant theory of belief was whole and sound

—at least it was as sound as the Catholic. In both,

Reason, aided by spiritual illumination, performs the

subordinate function of recognizing the supreme autho

rity of the Church and of the Bible respectively. But

learned controversy and abatement of zeal drove the

Protestants generally from the hardy but irrational

assertion of Calvin." I dare say they did. That is, as

men lost faith, they lost conviction of the Divine autho

rity of the Word. How could they do otherwise ? It

is stating the same thing in other terms. But Calvin,

as every believer, could not say otherwise, because it

had shone thus in his own soul, and in no other way.

The Church was against it, nature was against it, inter

est was against it. God's Word was too mighty. But

I say more : If the Scriptures be not thus received they

are never received at all. It 'professes to be the Word

and testimony of God. If a witness has to be Accre

dited, and proved to be true, the witness is not believed

at all on his own testimony. Hence, as long as Scrip

ture has to be proved by reason, or accredited by the

Church, God is not believed because He has spoken,

that is, there is no real faith. Such reasoning or accre

diting may lead me to believe it afterwards, so far as

leading me to examine the testimony, which thus may

acquire force over my soul as true. But, as long as

reasoning or accrediting is the reason why I believe it,

I do not receive it as the Word of God. I do not

believe God in it. I do not receive it as His Word.

If I believe Thomas because James has said that what

he has said is true, I do not believe Thomas at all.

W. Yes; but if James has said that Thomas was

truthful, not that what he said was true?
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H. I do not want any one to tell me God is truth

ful. What is wanting is to know that it is His testi

mony. And mark, if I cannot without James's testimony

know that Thomas's word is to be trusted, it is a proof

that I do not know Thomas, and that I am incapable

of myself of discovering the truthfulness of his state

ments, He is true, but I cannot find it out. So with

the rationalist. He cannot find it out if it be God's

Word, if the testimony is truthful. It is his incapacity.

He may be an open infidel. But, if not, all his state

means is, that he is incapable of discerning the Word of

God. He has the will to make difficulties, because he

does not like to have a word directly from God ; but he

cannot say it is not—he cannot help me in judging if it

be. And, indeed, if I believe Thomas only because

James says he is truthful, I still do not know Thomas

myself; and if this be true in the case we are speaking

of, I do not know God still, and my believing His Word

is of no real use whatever ; for the knowledge of God is

its true value. But more than this,—if God has spoken,

either He has not so spoken as to bind my conscience,

that is, He has spoken to no purpose at all, and badly,

or He has spoken so as to bind my conscience, and it is

not according to the rationalist bound. I therefore am

guilty and blind ; for I do not receive and bow to what

ought to bind my conscience. If revelation be not,

therefore, wholly denied, either God has spoken incom

petently and badly, or I am bound to receive and bow

to it.

W. That is true ; and it is easy to decide which is

the case. But do you mean sound reasonings cannot

be a means of convincing the mind that the Scriptures

are the Word of God ?

//. They cannot give faith in it. They may lead to

it in this way, namely, in that they prove the absurdity

of what is said to deny it, and prove thus the absurdity

of denying it, so that the mind bows to it, and the Word

is left to its own force ; but there is never faith till it has

exercised this force.
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W'. I see, it may open all the way to the Bible, but

the Bible must do its own work.

H. Exactly.

W. Well, it is true if you did not believe me till

what I said was accredited by another, it would not be

believing me.

H. And note, in passing, how this applies to the

Romanist ground. The word or testimony of God may,

of course, act on souls there as elsewhere by its own

power ; but as to faith—real Divine faith—in the soul,

as long as I believe on the Church's warrant, I do not

believe God at all ; that is, I do not believe anything

Divine. I believe in the Church, but not yet on God

or His Word. The Roman Catholic ground of faith is

total unbelief. They say I cannot believe the Word of

God till the Church accredits it. Now, I hold it a

great mercy to be brought up to receive the Bible to be

the Word of God, because I go to it as a little child, and

it is free to exercise its power over me. But I have not

faith till it does.

We will now turn to Mr. Jowett's statements as to

inspiration. The greater part is utter fallacy, or fancies

of men, which are only to be left to their own worth-

lessness. He gives various views of inspiration as con

tradictory, in order to show the uncertainty of men on

the subject, when, in fact, all are compatible and true,

so that there is no dilemma at all—unless what is

said of the kind of inspiration of particular books. All

this is throwing dust in people's eyes. What the up

right soul wants to know when it takes up a Bible, is :

I can trust this ; I will sit down to know what God

will say to me, what He has said, what His mind is.

As to the manner of inspiration he knows nothing about

it. What he reads must be the Word of God for him.

He must trust it, bow to it as such, and looks for the

aid of that Spirit which indited it. And the Doctors in

theology know no more about it than he does—nor

cannot ; because they are not inspired, and can have no

consciousness of the manner of the Spirit's action. The
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Apostle could not explain it. Mr. Jowett says it is held

by some that there is an inspiration of superintendence,

and by others an inspiration of suggestion. Now, I

believe both fully. If the evangelists, as eye-witnesses,

had facts to record which they remembered, the Spirit

had only to take care they were rightly used, Himself so

to use the memory, and not permit the narrator to

narrate them otherwise than according to His mind.

There is an inspiration of suggestion—as the history of

creation or prophecy. And Christ expressly promises

both: "The Spirit of truth will guide you into all

truth ; for He shall not speak of Himself, but what He

shall hear that shall He speak, and He will show you

things to come." And again : " He shall teach you all

things, and bring all things to your remembrance." Of

course the Essayists know better about it than the

Scriptures. But Mr. Jowett tells us we are to take

Scripture's account of itself. Next we have opposed an

inspiration in which the inspired person is passive, and

an inspiration which acts through the character of the

sacred writer. But here there is no opposition. If

God has formed the character as a vessel, He can use

it so that the will should be in no exercise, and what

sets the character in activity should be simply the Holy

Ghost moving it, and it remaining as an instrument

what it was, as I have no doubt was usually the case.

There are different kinds of inspiration, as to form,

recognized in Scripture, closely connected with this

remark. I may speak the words willed by God, and

not understand them, or I may understand and speak

them. This last, though a less apparently inspired and

glorious form, the Apostle prefers. But both were

inspired. An example of one was tongues, or Old

Testament prophecy ; the other was prophecy under the

New. So when the communication of the facts and

ordinary knowledge of facts are contrasted, the con

trast has no ground, The Spirit brought to their

remembrance. It was the memory of things known

when they had taken place, but recalled in the perfec
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tion proper to the mind of God to the memory of the in

spired person, or, if needed, revealed if unknown. What

I look for in inspiration is, that the words should be

so ordered by the Spirit as to convey perfectly what it

was the intention of the Spirit to communicate. Again,

when an apostle spoke he was as inspired, when it

was the intention of God he should be so, in speak

ing as in writing. When not, he was like another

man speaking or writing—perhaps more spiritual—not

'necessarily so ; but his words had no inspired authority.

The writing was different in this,— it was to abide, and

hence had a permanent character of inspiration. Al

though as to this Paul might have written uninspired,

though spiritual letters, or not inspired for perma

nent use. But I shall show that the Apostles do pre

tend to inspiration, and affirm it of all Scriptures, that

they distinguish between personal spirituality and in

spired communications having the authority of the

Lord.

After making all kinds of false logical divisions and

confusions, so as to puzzle the reader, Mr. Jowett comes

plainly to the point, and asserts—" Nor for any of the

higher or supernatural views of inspiration is there any

foundation in the Gospels and Epistles." Now this is

simply, totally and entirely false, an incredible state

ment; and slurs over the question of inspiration in a

way I must call disingenuous. Because by saying

Gospels and Epistles, the Old Testament is passed over

in silence ; and does it mean the Gospels and Epistles

do not pretend to it themselves, or do not affirm it of

Scripture ? But it is false in any case. We read thus,

" No prophecy of the Scripture is of any private inter

pretation ; for prophecy came not in old time by the

will of man, but holy men of God spake as they were

moved by the Holy Ghost."

Paul says, " Now the Spirit speaketh expressly (here

we are in the New Testament) that in the last times

some shall depart from the faith." He declares that

" all Scripture is given by inspiration of God." It is
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proper to make the man of God perfect. The Old

Testament writers are positive—" Thus saith the Lord,"

they say. And David, "The Spirit of the Lord spake

by me, and His word was in my tongue ;" and Christ, in

spite of rationalists, declares they testify of Him, and

that all must be fulfilled. He appeals to Scripture as

an irrefragable and divine testimony, and declares in

Luke xvi., that it bound the consciences of its readers

as much as His own resurrection did. But St. Paul

is more precise. He ascribes, in New Testament com

munication, first the revelation, next the communication,

thirdly, the reception of divine truth, exclusively and

absolutely to the direct operation of the Spirit. Thus

only can it be, he says. " What man knoweth the things

of a man, save the spirit of a man that is in him ? Even

so knoweth no one the things of God, but the Spirit of

God." Next, "Which things also we speak, not in

words which man's wisdom teacheth, but which the

Holy Ghost teacheth, communicating (such is the force)

spiritual things by a spiritual medium." Then they are

only so received. " But the natural man receiveth not

the things of the Spirit ... for they are spiritually

discerned." He distinguishes between his experience,

in which he had the Spirit acting in himself, and the

revelation which made his communications the com

mandments of the Lord. " But I speak this by permis

sion, not of commandment. Unto the married I com

mand ; yet not I, but the Lord. . . But to the rest speak

I, not the Lord. Now concerning virgins, I have no

commandment of the Lord; I give my judgment as one

that has obtained mercy of the Lord to be faithful.

But she is happier if she so abide after my judgment ;

and I think also that I have the Spirit of the Lord."

Here then he distinguishes between his judgment, as to

which he could yet appeal to them as having the Spirit

to form and guide his experience, and a revelation from

the Lord which constituted a commandment. Hence

he says as to the body of his epistle not thus formally

excepted, " If any man think himself to be a prophet or
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spiritual, let him acknowledge that the things that I

write unto you are the commandments of the Lord."

Some would allege from his saying, " I have no com

mandment," then all is not inspired. Yes, he was

inspired, and modern attempts prove the immense im

portance of the precision of the God of grace, to point

out the difference between the expression of his expe

rience by the Spirit, and a revelation by the Spirit which

had the direct force of a commandment. But as to the

Gospels, Mr. Jowett pleads that their declaring the record

to be true inasmuch as the writer saw that of which he

spoke, is a proof that there is no inspiration. This is a

mistake, the Lord had said the Spirit should bear

witness of what they could not see, the heavenly glory of

Christ ; the disciples of His life, as they had been with

Him. But for this last, that all might be according to

the perfection of the Holy Spirit, He would bring to

their remembrance what He had said. That is, the

Holy Ghost reveals the heavenly glory of Christ and

doctrine flowing from it, and calls to remembrance the

earthly teaching of Christ, which they had already heard.

The fitting the vessel in every way is no proof of the

Lord's not using it Himself. When the Lord is tempted

by Satan, he quotes the Scriptures as absolute authority

against him, and Satan can make no reply to it at all.

There cannot be a more unfounded or false assertion

than that the Gospels or Epistles do not present the Old

Testament and themselves as inspired. They formally

claim inspiration both for Old and New. ^aira. ypa^ij

OwvvivaTri, does not simply apply to the Old Testament.

It is the assertion of the character of wa(ra ypa^ij ; and in

Rom. xvi. 26, prophetic writings (for that is the true

force) are said to be means used for propagating the

truth ; and Peter in his Second Epistle refers to Paul's

Epistles as Scriptures. Scripture is not an essay on

inspiration. Nor does it in every Epistle or book set

about to say I am inspired. It would be a proof that

it was not, and feared people should say so ; but, there

are the most distinct testimonies, when the occasion
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occurs, that it is so. AVhat can be stronger than saying

—" the Scripture foreseeing that God would justify the

heathen by faith ?" It is treating the Scripture as if it

were God Himself, because it is God's own expression

of His mind which Scripture gives ; the Lord Himself

gives testimony to inspiration, and to the inspiration of

Scripture, which is what rationalists deny : the referring

to the New Testament merely is a subterfuge, and the

New Testament gives the plainest declaration of the

inspiration of the testimony by which Christianity was

founded, and that the New Testament, as other Scrip

tures, are inspired.

W. I do not think it possible for any one reading

the New Testament to call in question its inspiration.

H. Impossible. Where it does not speak of inspira

tion it gives its contents as definite revelation. I refer

now to the Epistles. They speak of mysteries, that is,

things known only to the initiated by revelation ; and

speak of them avowedly as so given. Where Paul

gives only his experience by the Holy Ghost, he states

it to be different, as we have seen ; a large part of it is

avowedly prophecy. And the apocalypse is revealed or

an imposture. Some is said to be " by the word of the

Lord," where it is a then given revelation; and the

most ordinary directions are said to be the Lord's com

mandments. The Apostle Paul consequently took the

greatest care, adding a salutation as a testimony that all

was right. However, our present object is to consider

Mr. Jowett's essay, not to give a treatise on inspiration.

W. But how do you account for the details of human

life and difference of style, and special occasions of

writing the Epistles ?

H. It is just the perfection of the New Testament.

The very essence of Christianity is God manifest in

flesh. What is Divine clothed in all the details and

entering into all the circumstances of human life. Of

course the revelation partakes, and must partake, if it be

a true one, of the nature and character of what it re

veals. And this is what we find : first the connection
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of man with what is heavenly in Christ, which could be

only known by revelation ; and thus the introduction of

Divine principles into every part of human life. Under

the old covenant God was hidden behind the veil, and

sent out messages with, " Thus saith the Lord." There

could not be the familiarity there is under the new.

But though Christianity is infinitely higher, yet God is

revealed. It has introduced God into this world in

man, and man into heaven in Christ. This is unfolded

in doctrine, the former specially by John, the latter by

Paul ; and, while the latter makes the believer capable

of drawing his principles from above, the former stamps

its character on all his ways, and is given as the model

of all our walk. Thus, in Phil, ii., also, you get Christ

coming down, a pattern of our subjective state—our

mind ; iii., of our activity and giving up all, through the

objective power of the glory seen in Him—for the

former no circumstance is too minute ; for Christ was

perfect in all, from childhood to the cross. The latter

makes every sacrifice light. All is dross and dung

compared to it. The supposition of a promise given to

the Apostles of guidance by the Holy Ghost in every

respect for their service, and that what they most de

liberately gave to the Churches was without it, is in

itself a moral absurdity. Impossible that they should

do so, impossible that God should allow it. This pro

mise of the Comforter as their guide, and as managing

all, is the characteristic feature of what Christ told them

on going away. His last injunction was, they should

not stir in their work till He was come, and they were

endued with power from on high. Yet we are told that

what was to guide the Church in all ages, and to be its

sure safeguard in perilous times, was not given under

this power.

W. It is utterly incredible. And while direct testi

monies from Scripture prove the assertion of Mr. Jowett

to be utterly false, it is well to see that it is as unnatural

as it is untrue, and contrary to the whole method of

Scripture.
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H. Paul, too, remember, positively declares, in speak

ing of the mystery, that it was made known to him by

revelation. We have seen he communicated it by

words taught of the Holy Ghost. We will pass to other

points of objection. Mr. Jowett declares that Paul was

corrected by the course of events in .his expectation of

the coming Christ. For this there is not the smallest

possible ground. At the extreme close of his career he

urges Timothy to keep the commandment unrebukeably

till Christ's appearing, which the only Potentate was to

show in its own time ; that is, he uses exactly the same

language then as in his earliest epistle (1 Thess.) It

was a time the Father had put in His own power. Of

that day knew no one ; but they were commanded to

be always expecting the return of the Master. Paul

never knew,—for it was not revealed ; he always ex

pected, for Christ had told men to do so, and made

it the difference of the faithful and unfaithful servant;

and the Spirit kept it alive in his soul. Christ had

marked the Church's unfaithfulness, by the servants

saying, "My Lord delayeth His coming." Into this

Paul did not fall. The Lord at the same time pro

phetically declared that while the bridegroom tarried

(no man knew how long) the virgins would slumber

and sleep. He has tarried, and the early expectation of

the Church has been lost. It went to sleep. Its wordli-.

ness and corruption and the loss of this expectation

went on together. The midnight cry which awakes

her is recalling her to this expectation. Mr. Jowett

has not the expectation which brightened and animated

the labours of Paul, and the course of events has more

power over his mind than the words of Christ. The

2nd Peter tells us the blessed motive of the delay. God

is not slack concerning His promise, but is long-suffer

ing, not willing that any should perish. His long-

suffering is salvation.

W. I see no ground at all for this assertion. It is a

mere human comment imposed on Scripture, and evi

dently not drawn in any way from its contents. It has
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always seemed to me—for I have heard it elsewhere—

mere ignorauce of the Word and its principles—be those

principles true or false. And it is quite evident that

this expectation stamped its character on Paul's labours,

and gave them an unworldliness wholly, lost now, but

which was no loss to him. The virgins got in some

where to rest, and had to be called out again when the

bridegroom was really coming.

H. Another objection to inspiration is drawn from

the introduction to Luke. The statement of the fact,

though not peculiar to Mr. Jowett, as little advanced

by these Essayists is, is entirely unfounded. Luke does

not say a word of setting forth in order a declaration of

what eye-witnesses delivered. Others, Luke states, had

done this, according to what eye-witnesses had de

livered. As they had done this, he says that he who

had iraptiKoXvvQrixoTt avwdtv irao.iv axptfiuc, had followed Up

accurately, had an intimate knowledge of everything

from the very beginning, thought good to write to

Theophilus that he might have certainty about them.

That is, because the others were insufficient, he did it

so as to give certainty. This remark, simple as it is, is

as old as Origen, who refers to 'taken in hand' as a mere

human undertaking in contrast with Luke. This is

not a question in itself of inspiration, but of a suited

instrument. But the statements made on this subject

are the exact opposite of the truth. How Mr. Jowett

can say that Matthew supposes Bethlehem to have been

the dwelling-place of Joseph and Mary, I cannot tell.

It is a pure fable. There is not a word of their

dwelling-place, good or bad, nor allusion to it, nor a

supposition of it. As regards other objections. In

Luke we have a full account of the state of the godly

remnant in Israel, a most perfect and lovely picture, the

dominion of the Gentiles over Israel, but God's provi

dential ordering of their political movements, to bring

about His own designs announced in prophecy—the

movement being arrested as soon as ever the design

was accomplished. The genealogies are in perfect
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accordance with the design of each gospel. Luke, after

the first two chapters, unfolds the character of Christ

as Son of Man, and grace towards men ; Matthew, the

presentation of the Messiah Emmanuel to Israel, and

His rejection, and the substitution of the Church and

the kingdom for that people in their then standing

before God. Hence Luke traces the genealogy to

Adam ; Matthew from David and Abraham. That

men cannot explain them is A'ery true. That may prove

man's ignorance, but nothing as to the genealogies.

They were available to those of that day directly ; for

us they rest on the authority of his word. Matthew

does mention, in the most general way, the thieves

blaspheming, because he is giving the extent of Christ's

sufferings. The very thieves insulted Him, as I might

say a mob attacked the queen and outraged her, though

only two used insulting language. Luke, as is con

stantly the case with him, gives a full moral detail on a

particular point. So he does as to the two at Emmaus ;

so as to Legion. It is possible that both thieves did ;

but not the least necessary to the account in Matthew.

As to the narration of the woman's anointing the Lord's

feet, it is a mistake. Mary's anointing at Bethany

was evidently a wholly different occurrence.

Mr. Jowett speaks of a cycle of traditions, beyond

which the tradition of the early fathers never travel,

" though the world could not contain the books if all

were written." And in these short narratives we ought

to estimate the '* accumulative weight " of the discre- .

pancies. So of prophecy how far " the details were

minutely fulfilled."

Now the fact that the early Fathers never travelled

beyond these narratives, proves this, that beyond a written

revelation they knew nothing about the matter. That all

knowledge of the life of Jesus was confined to a written

revelation,—a very important point in its nature, as

proving, at the least, that the positive revelation about

it was from the first so absolutely owned, to the ex

clusion of all else, that every other tradition dropped

z2



346

into oblivion at once. A pretended oral tradition really

falls to the ground. This alone was owned and trusted

from the beginning. These alleged traditions had no

place at all in what was known ; and I think we may

fairly say that this could not have been the case without

the Divine will and power. A Divine account was to

supersede, and did, all human accounts. There must

have been such, and Papias tells us there were, and that

his delight was to listen to eye-witnesses telling of them.

Yet none appear. The apocryphal gospels are not worth

referring to. The gospels were written apart from one

another, probably at different epochs, yet with much of

the same matter, and there is nothing at all outside them.

W. This is a striking fact, and, alleged as it is by

Mr. Jowett, of weight in the inquiry as to discrepancies ;

but I should be glad that you would say a little more on

this point. The objections seem to me to have very

little weight, and to prove, by their futility, rather the

will to attack, than the difficulty of defence. But I

should like a little more on this point in principle.

H. The details as to the gospels we will speak of in

a moment. I will speak now of general principles. If

a man write a book, he must Lave some design in doing

it. And if a consistent man, he follows out that design.

If God inspires one, He must have a design ; and He

must follow it out perfectly : and this is stamped on

every page of Scripture. In this peifectness all details

will come in. Not that every detail has the same

importance. If God is showing the whole relationship

of God with man, and His dealings with man, I must

get man as he is ; and I may get special dealings, not

in the measure, or on the ground, of eternal truth, while

I shall get the true light too. All this, as I have

previously remarked, we have. It is only the stupidity

of the objectors to suppose that all the things related or

said are inspired. The wickedness and unbelief of man

is largely set forth. That was not inspired by God. But

the writers were inspired to give it, as it really was in

truth, that I might have a true divinely given account
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of this state for my own heart and conscience. God

may and has dealt specially with man in all patience.

To know the real state of things I must have these

dealings, or I shall know most superficially the human

heart, and God's ways, and His love, and how the heart

has been tested, and what it is under these tests. My

moral knowledge will else be shallow. Now I have all

this in Scripture, and the full light in the New Testa

ment on them. Mr. Jowett is ignorant enough of the

purport of Scripture thus to describe all this. " It

(inspiration) is reconcilable with the mixed good and

evil of the characters of the Old Testament, which

nevertheless does not exclude them from the favour of

God, with the attribution to the Divine Being of actions

at variance with that higher revelation which He has

given of Himself in the Gospel."

W. But I do not exactly see what that has to do

with inspiration. Those of whom an inspired account

speaks may be good or evil.

H. Of course they might. It has no more to do

with it than the man in the moon. Nay, prophecy

would, as to the greater part of it (we may indeed say

all), have had no opportunity for its exercise if evil

had not been there. It was the sustaining witness of

God when evil was there. And just see the " never

theless does not exclude them from the favour of God."

What has that to do with inspiration? Supposing God

sends an inspired message to one on whom His favour

rests, but who is at the moment going astray. It shows

patient grace, and no allowance of evil. But what is

there in that which has to do with inspiration ? It is

utter blundering, and nothing more. The path which

led to it is evident. It is this : he would show that if

evil be there, there cannot be inspiration. It is an

attempt to discredit Scripture by the fact of evil being

there. But that is confounding the inspired word given

about the evil, which rebukes it even, with the evil

itself. What shows the animus of the passage is that

the evil does not, according to. the inspired book,
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exclude from God's favour. But if a mixed state of

good and evil is to exclude from God's favour, every

man in the world must be excluded from it. But the

whole argument is a mere blunder, and a very stupid

one. Inspired history is true history, and gives the evil

as well as the good. A mere panegyrical history would

prove itself not inspired, like the legends of the saints,

or a human biography. As to prophecy, it is constant,

I may say, invective against evil. That the patience of

God went on rising up early and sending them, till

there was no remedy, Mr. Jowett, I regret to say, casts

in God's teeth. I adore Him for it, as for all His

goodness.

W. I really begin to think Mr. Jowett has one of

the most inexact and illogical minds I ever saw.

H. I thoroughly agree with you. I can hardly say

I begin to think so. But this is a very excusable

infirmity. But it seems more specious to say actions are

attributed to God " at variance with that higher revela

tion which He has given of Himself in the Gospel."

First, note the way Christian language is used; God

has given a higher revelation of Himself in the Gospel.

Is there a revelation without any inspiration? Don't

let us dispute about the word. I prefer revelation—it

is plainer. Is there a revelation without direct or

inspired communications from God ? If so, what is a

revelation ? Now God, in patient grace, did deal with

men on lower grounds than the Gospel; put them

under the schoolmaster up to Christ. But there was

no contradiction in it. It took the ground of man's

responsibility to God ; and God dealt in partial temporal

judgments, and even in cutting off the people, as show

ing the true result of being on this ground, which the

Gospel fully confirms ; though this way of dealing be

not the Gospel. The former history was promise or

law; the Gospel is neither. But perfectly consistent

with and illustrating the excellency of both, while put

ting man on another ground, and that is, redemption,

where the true light can fully shine, grace and heavenly
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blessing reign through righteousness. God's way of

meeting man under promise, and, still more, His way of

meeting man under law, must be different from His

relationship with them under redemption ; but promise

told the redemption would come, and law made the

need of the redemption felt, by putting man on the

ground of responsibility to God, so as to make redemp

tion a far clearer and more felt thing, and God's good

ness far more distinct and intelligible. But Mr. Jowett,

who judges of all as one system, by his own thoughts and

views, insists on the variance as if it was a contradic

tion, and hence all could not be Divine. It is about as

much sense as if I should insist on the contradiction of

a man's bringing seed, and putting it into a field, and

then reaping it, and taking it all out. The truth is, I

think I never met with a person who had bewildered

himself in attempting to deal with Divine questions as

Mr. Jowett has, and proved his entire ignorance of all

God's ways by the judgment which, in his own strength,

he has passed upon them. Think of a man writing an

elaborate commentary or essay on the Romans (I say

essay, for even in the notes it is the expression of his

own thoughts explaining how the Apostle was governed

in his expressions by local prejudices and habits of

thought of his day ; from which, of course, Mr. Jowett

is quite free) ; but think of his coming to this result—

" Sin is not simply evil, but intermediate between evil

and good, implying always the presence of God within."

W. What!

H. Aye, that is it, totidem verbis.

W. Well, but what can he mean ?

H. Well, it is the result of a man's reasoning from

his own ideas to St. Paul's Epistles (of course believing

that this higher revelation is not inspired), instead of

learning from it, or even expounding it. He continues,

" If we are surprised at St. Paul regarding the law—

holy, just, and good as it was—as almost sin, we must

remember that sin itself, if the expression may be

excused, as a spiritual state, has an element of good in
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it." You know how indignantly the Apostle rejects the

thought of law being so. But what shall we say of one

coming to such a conclusion presenting himself as an

interpreter of Paul, and an instructor of men how to

interpret Scripture ? " It was the nature of the law,"

he tells us, " to be good and evil at once."

W. But there mustbe somepeculiar explanation of this (

H. He takes sin to mean the consciousness of sin,

without this there can be no sin, and sin as the trans

gression of the law. But all this is blunder on blunder.

He takes sin as guilt ; hence sin is the consciousness of

sin, t. e., sense of guilt. But sin is a very different thing

from the sense of guilt ; were it not, a perfectly hardened

sinner could have no sin at all. But, besides, when he

says sin is intermediate between good and evil, he is

making the faculty which judges the sin the same thing

as the sin it judges ; that is, conscience, and not merely

the actual consciousness of sin, but the sin we are con

scious of, to be the same thing. In the next place, he

confounds 7ropa/3ainc vopov and avo/ua as equivalent, a mere

acceptance of traditional mistake about which he is so

loud. Sin is the principle of self-will or lawlessness, which

does not own God, and leads a man to gratify his own

lusts without acknowledging any rein upon them. Mr.

Jowett, too, makes all these blunders, referring specially

to a chapter in which the Apostle speaks entirely other

wise of sin, namely, that it took occasion by the com

mandment to work lusts and become exceeding sinful.

It was an active principle, as elsewhere a law of our

nature. And again, having made the blunder of saying

that sin is transgression of law, he makes the Apostle

correct himself, as if he had said it was and then con

tradicted himself by saying that sin was in the world

without law, by declaring (softening it down) that he

meant it was not imputed. There can be no transgres

sion when there is no law. What is there to transgress ?

But self-will and lust, lawlessness, there may be. It is

the state of fallen man, only the law makes sin exceed

ing sinful. Every word in all he says is a blunder, not
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only as to St. Paul's meaning, but as to intellectual ap

prehension of moral truths. He has no idea of any such

thing as truth. Hence Anselm has one set of ideas, the

Schoolmen another, the Fathers another, Paul another,

arising from his age, from which ours is different ; so

that our views of truth, i. e., what is truth for us must be

different from what was truth for Paul, and Mr. Jowett

clears it all up. Thus : " We acknowledge that there

is a difference between the meaning of justification by

faith to St. Paul and to ourselves. Eighteen hundred

years cannot have passed away, leaving the world and

the mind of man, or the use of language, the same it

was." And the truth of God—the truth of this matter

itself, if you please? It does not even occur to him

there is or can be such a thing. The ideas of the day

are really, for Mr. Jowett, the Christianity of the day.

They are all that he can see. Not that he does not

admit that other ages have clothed it in their own garb,

but that he holds he is entitled to think Paul, in every

respect, did so too. And this age, and these philoso

phical men, are capable of divesting it of mediaeval and

scholastic forms, and Pauline forms arising from his

habits of thinking and apostolic conflicts with Judaism,

and give it to us purified by modern philosophy. Such

he declares is the task of modern interpretation. I

cannot, of course, now pursue a critique of Mr. Jowett's

volume on the Romans ; but so entire a misconception

of Paul's meaning and all moral truth, and all justness

of thought, I could hardly have supposed possible in an

intelligent person, as Mr. Jowett surely is. There is just

activity of mind enough 'to make him blunder largely

and livelily. " Who would speak," he asks, " of the un-

regenerate heart of Ctesar and Achilles ?" . . . "Those

who never heard the name of Christ, who never admit

the thought of Christ, cannot be brought within the

circle of Christian feelings and associations." Now, I

do not touch on the doctrinal force of unregenerate,

which is true of every one till he is regenerate. It is

the excessive blundering of Mr. Jowett's mind. What
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have Christian feelings and associations to do with unre-

generate? Cannot Christianity pronounce on the state

of men outside its pale ? Does it not do so ? Is not a

salvation sent into the world because of that state, to the

consciousness of which, where effectual, it brings them ?

Is not the Epistle to the Romans an elaborate discussion

of the state of the heathen and of the Jew, leading to

the conclusion of the need of Christianity, of justification

by faith, because of that state ? Does it not declare that

they that have sinned without law shall perish without

law, and they that have sinned under law shall be judged

by the law ? Regeneration is not the aspect of Paul's

doctrine as much as justification. But except a man be

born again applies to Caesar as it does to others. But

the notion of Caesar not being in the circle of Christian

feelings, and hence not to be called unregenerate, in

volving as it does a denial of Christianity's pronouncing

on his state, whatever it is, according to its feelings, is,

especially in the Commentary on the Romans, as great a

blunder as can well be conceived. It has no sense, be

cause if he speaks of a heathen's not having Christian

feeling, it is an absurdity ; if he means that Christianity

does not pronounce on the heathen state according to

its feelings, it is, in commenting on the Romans,

a greater absurdity still. It is founded on the pro

position of Mr. Jowett's, that "the guilt of sin is

inseparable from the knowledge of sin." But what

even has that to do with holding a heathen to be unre

generate ? All are wnregenerate that are not regenerate.

The question of guilt follows. I must say, he is the

most inaccurate writer, morally and logically, I ever

met with. That he should be ignorant of the com

munication of Divine life, so as to assert the impos

sibility of such contrasts, is too evident in the whole

book to cause any surprise here.

W. It is a singular absence of all true moral appre

hensions, and forces itself on one's notice in a commen

tary on a book which goes into all the depths of these

apprehensions in the conscience.
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H. You have a specimen of his way of judging of truth

in the following, on Rom. v. 12 : " [o^apna] Neither ori

ginal sin, nor actual, nor the guilt of sin as distinguished

from sin itself (for such differences had no existence in

the Apostle's age), nor like a/iapr/;/™, confined to the act

of sin." Think of a revelation being given of God, in

order to give us the notions of the Apostle's age, ob

scured by receiving the colour of each successive age for

1,800 years, and then only brought to light by what is

the task of philosophy. I will add the explanation this

philosophy gives : " u^apna describes sin rather as a mental

state or in relation to the mind" (do you understand?).

" It is often the power of sin, or sin collectively ; some

times, as here, a personification," That gives the mean

ing of ' sin entered into the world.'

W. He is a singular person to write an essay on the

interpretation of Scripture.

H. Yet it seems the bent of his mind. We will

return to the Essays. Of Scripture testimony to its

own inspiration, and of the force of prophecy, we

have spoken, and of imperfect presentations of truth.

Presentations of moral relationship with God according

to the responsibility of man, and the actual results of

the fall, or the search after happiness " under the sun,"

and of discipline when grace is not fully known, nor

redemption revealed as accomplished, we do find in

Scripture. But this is most gracious of God, and full

of the deepest instruction. As to any opposition be

tween that and Christianity, such a thought is only a

confusion between man's standing on his own responsi

bility, man in flesh as Scripture speaks, and grace

meeting the consequences of all this by redemption, and

so man in Christ. As to reconciling science and Scrip

ture, Mr. Jowett's next topic, I have spoken of it al

ready. Let God be true and every man a liar. I deny

the contradiction, abhor the principle of policy. Let us

have the truth at all events. As to infidel theologians'

facts, admitted facts, I have learned to distrust them all.

The long existence of the earth I have little doubt of.
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Of man upon it I most certainly have. Mr. Jowett

would give all up in fear, before it is proved, to have

his own ideas of inspiration. I am not afraid. I see

infidels repeating the notions and hypotheses of enemies

of the truth as certain ; and because they all take it for

granted, declaring it is an admitted fact. They are the

most unhistorical class I know, searching the least of

all into facts. Strauss himself has declared that their

objections to the gospels are utterly untenable, and

therefore made a myth of it all ; about as absurd as the

other system, if once it is examined : indeed, it has died

out. One proves that the second of Luke, if by the

same author as the first, must have also had lyric poems

in it, as the disciples praised God ; the first therefore is

certainly a poetical morsel tacked on, being written by

another. And this is by no means to be counted an

extreme example.

W. This habit of making their assumption that pro

phecies, miracles, &c., cannot be true, and judging of all

according to their own notions to prove they are not

true, is too constant and of too gross a character to need

your saying much more about it. None can have read

any of these statements without noticing this. Daniel's

prophesying of Antiochus Epiphanes, is the proof as we

have seen, that his prophecy is spurious ; because there

cannot be a prophecy, and the writer must have lived

then. Then he becomes in their language the Macca-

bean Daniel, and all is settled. And the English come,

and, credulous as our nation is, and apt to think others

wiser than itself, all passes for gospel with them.

H. But Mr. Jowett, inconsistent as he is, adopts

this pctitio principii, which, starting from the assump

tion that prophecy is impossible, proves thereby that

those that pretend to be prophets are not. He complains

that Isaiah's mentioning Cyrus is not taken, as it would

be in another book, as a proof that it must have been

written after his time, which is simply the a priori argu

ment that there cannot be a prophecy. We must con

tinue a little with some further details, as they harass
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the mind when passed over. Mr. Jowett quietly takes

for granted, leaves it to be supposed, that if Schleier-

macher has spoken of discrepancies in the narrative of

the infancy, it is all true, and we must turn to what is

called setting free by the truth to escape it, but let

inspiration down to a nullity. And that is what is

done, but nothing said about it. Now, I deny altoge

ther these discrepancies. If I admit traditions as to

the infancy as told by Matthew, there may be ; but in

the gospels there are none,—only the account in Mat

thew is so brief, or rather, there being no account of

Jesus's birth at all, the circumstances narrated by Luke

have no chronological place in Matthew. Mr. Jowett

refers to the natural meaning of " Why are they then

baptized for the dead ?" Now, the natural way of

knowing what a person means is to pay attention to

what he says. You may remark that verses 20—28

form (what Paul is singularly fond of, and what Mr.

Jowett more singularly objects to in his commentary.—

one would say really with the object of making all

obscure—that is) a parenthesis, and 29 refers to 18,

and 30, &c., to 19. Baptizing is, in the nature of

Christianity, baptizing unto death ; and the case of those

filling up the ranks, as has been said, when some were

actually dead, is referred to as showing the folly of the

whole Christian course, if there was no resurrection.

The dead had perished ; the living were the most

miserable of all men. Whatever should men become

Christians for, or jeopard their lives, if it were thus ?

At any rate, Mr. Jowett leaves us to divine what true in

terpretation would afford us. If he refer to a subsequent

superstition of baptizing over dead bodies, it is a gross

anachronism, and unworthy of Christianity; but that

is no matter for a rationalist. It is an objection, and

that is everything, though they are as much in the dark

as others. The difficulty as to " This generation shall

not pass away," is a prejudice flowing from the English

use of the word generation. It is quite as much used

for a moral class in Scripture, as for the period marked
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by human life ; and if Deut. xxxii. 5, 20, where this

very subject is treated of, be referred to, the sense is

plain. And here we have a minute and most striking

fulfilment. The generation is not passed away. The

Jews remain a perpetual witness that there are other

thoughts in Scripture than those of rationalists ; an

objective fact, witnessing to God's government of the

world according to the words of the prophet and of the

Lord. As to " Upon this rock I will build my Church,"

you will ever find rationalists favouring popery, be

cause they are indifferent to truth, and dislike Scripture.

Christ does not declare He will build His Church on

Peter, but gives that name to him, "a stone"—for so

it is ; because, in his confession, he had a part in the

power of that truth on which He would build it,—not

that He was the Messiah, not Son of God, King of

Israel, but what only Simon had confessed, and the

Father had revealed to him, that Jesus was the Son of

the living God. This, proved in resurrection, was the

basis of the Church of God. All this side Christ's grave

was, save Christ Himself, in death's power—and He

willingly put Himself there. But as Son of the living

God, He could not be holden of it. And he who had

his seat in the gates of Hades had no power over what

was passed beyond his realm and dominion. Resur

rection of Christ's person, in whom the power of it (and

righteousness of it too) was, was the overthrow of and

beyond the power of Satan, and laid the foundation of

the Church—Christ's person as Son of the living God.

That could not be held by death. Hence Peter clings

to this word in his Epistle: "He hath begotten us

again to a living hope." Christ is the living stone to

whom we come, and come as living stones. As to

Phil. ii. 6, I believe it to be a contrast with the first

Adam, and a magnificent one. I do not desire to rest

the argument on "thinking it no robbery." The word

is a very difficult one indeed,—never used, I believe,

elsewhere ; its form may be active, and not the object

or thing done. The force I believe to be, he did not do
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as Adam, who, when in the form of man, sought as a

robbery, a booty to be acquired, to be equal with God;

but, being in the form of God, emptied Himself of the

glory He had. It does suppose Christ to be in the

state of Godhead, as Adam in the state of a man ; but

the special force of the proof does not rest in the word

"robbery," as contrasted with " booty," or object of

robbery—for that is the only question in the passage,

because it is apvaynov, not apvayfta. As to Rom. iii. 25,

Mr. Jowett rests on his statement in his own com

mentary, in which he follows De Wette and Meyer, and

still more Winzer, and translates through faith, by his

blood. I do not see what he gains by it ; he grounds

the translation on faith in not being used, which is a

simple mistake which a concordance would have recti

fied. If a man is justified by faith, by his blood, I

suppose the blood of Christ must be efficacious to justify

him—as, indeed, is expressly said— and his faith in it

is right. But faith " in " is used. The words, " faith

in His blood," are not found elsewhere ; but "justified

by His blood," " redemption through His blood," so as

to present its efficacy as the subject-matter of faith, is

often found. His gloss on Gal. iii. 26, seems to me an

utterly false interpretation. His allegation is, that

" faith, like all other Christian states, is often spoken of

as existing in Christ." I am not quite sure what this

lucid phrase means,—whether it is that Christ had

faith, or whether Mr. Jowett refers to the general ex

pression "in Christ," as a position in which anything

was realized. At all events, Gal. iii. 26, cannot be

interpreted in either way. " We are all the children of

God through faith in Christ Jesus," seems to me as plain

as possible. 2 Tim. i. 13, may be taken as characteristic

as a position : '' Faith and love which are in Christ

Jesus." 2 Tim. iii. 15, is clearly faith in Christ Jesus,

so is, beyond all question, Eph. i. 15, and Col. i. 4;

and, if Tischendorf is to be believed, John i. 15,

which however may be doubted. Fritsche, whose com

mentary has been called a Greek grammar, insists that
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on grammatical grounds there is no foundation for the

assertion. , Doctrinally I could have no objection ; the

word his own would incline me to connect tv TW avnv

uiftan with iX'KTrijniioc. Av-uv is emphatic, and a propitia

tion in [the power of] His own blood, [and that]

through faith is perhaps clearer than faith, .in His own

blood. Were avr»v after ai^an, I should be disposed to

take it as in our English translation. But the ground

Mr. Jowett takes is untenable, and the use of it here as

any perversion quite unfounded. There is nothing to

struggle for. Nor in Rom. xv. 6. The God and

Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is the well-known

expression of Scripture, as putting us so blessedly in the

same place with Himself in John xx. In Eph. i.,

where the blessings to be referred to each name are

distinguished in 4 and 5. And the prayer of chap. i.

founded in one name ; of iii. in the other. I do not

think these complaints quite free from being disin

genuous. As to 1 John v. 7, it needs no remark ; and

as to 1 Tim. iii. 16, it is a question of criticism which

orthodox and rationalists have alike discussed, perhaps

both with prejudices. As to Rom. ix. 5, it is certain

all the Fathers took it as said of Christ, all the

Reformers, and the vast majority of moderns ; and, as

far as I am aware, Erasmus first proposed the change.

The moderns, who wish it otherwise, do so on doctrinal

grounds. So Meyer, Fritsche, Tischendorf, Wetstein,

and others. De Wette declares nothing satisfactory.

Holding the Deity of the Lord Jesus as the foundation

of all my faith, the usual punctuation of a full stop after

Kara aapm seems to me to have no sense. And if all do

not refer to Christ, I should set the stop after ' over all,'

Of whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, He who

is over all things, God [be] blessed for ever. Amen.

I rather think Erasmus spoke of this too, but cannot

exactly say. This stopping leaves the question unde

cided. It depends on the insertion of [be]. All these

attempts to throw discredit on ordinary interpretation

have an evident animus. And Mr. Jowett and his



359

companions have not left it to nice criticism on passages,

admitted to be difficult, to have their orthodoxy called in

question. This part of Mr. Jowett's argument I leave.

No one wishes to hinder sound critical inquiry into the

reading or interpretation of the text.

W. He who believes it to be inspired, would be the

first to desire it.

H. Clearly so: I turn briefly to another point.

These interpreters have created an immense difficulty

for themselves, partly incident to their position, but

more connected still with their doctrine. Denying the

distinction of the regenerate, of the Church, of what

Sc'ripture calls saints, this being for them only a

forced and unnatural position of Christianity, and then

all the world being, by an effort of imagination, chris-

tiaui/ed, they seek to apply the precepts of Christianity

to civil society. Hence I read " the frame of civiliza

tion, that is to say, institutions and laws, the usages of

business, the customs of society ; these are for the most

part mechanical, capable only in a certain degree of a

higher and spiritual life. Christian motives have never

existed in such strength as to make it possible to

entrust them with the preservation of social order."

Moral light Christianity has, I admit, brought in ; it has,

I admit, acted beneficially on society. Men do not do

in the light what they do in the dark. But what the

spiritual life of usages of business is would be hard to

tell. But what is the result ? Christianity is taken as

a kind of. essence, an infusion, which is to influence

men ; and followers of Christ disappear. " Are its

maxims to be modified by experience, or acted on in

defiance of experience? Are the accidental circum

stances of the first believers to become a rule for us ? . .

. . That can hardly be, consistently with the changes of

human things." Now that you cannot frame politics on

Christianity I do not deny. It is felt to be impossible ;

but Mr. Jowett concludes, not that the Christian is to

abide by what is properly Christian, but " our Lord

Himself has left behind Him words which contain a

A A
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principle large enough to admit all the forms of society

or life. My kingdom is not of this world ; " a singular

proof of it, that because it is not of it at all, it admits

them all. What means, ' admits them' ? Does it mean,

has common principles with them all '( That cannot be.

Is exclusively one '( That it is not. It directs obedi

ence to human authorities as of God. Or is it, that it

has its own directions for its true followers, not the letter

perhaps, but its own guidance for those who follow Christ

as pilgrims and strangers, gives a Divine path through

the world, guiding in all real common duties, but giving

a heavenly path through them '( " If ye live in the Spirit,

walk in the Spirit." " If any man serve me, let him

follow me ; and where I am, there shall also my servant

be. ' " Whatsoever ye do in word or deed, do all in the

name of the Lord Jesus." Is it spiritual direction for

those who are strangers and pilgrims, declaring

plainly that they seek a country; or an arrangement

to have an inward life, and do at Rome as they do at

Rome ?

W. I cannot doubt for a moment that Christ has

left us an example that we should follow His steps ;

and that the precepts of the New Testament form and

guide our path: that he who loves God keeps His

commandments—and that they are not grievous, for he

that is born of God overcometh the world; and all that

is in the world is not of the Father. Alas ! I feel I

come very short, but I cannot doubt an instant that the

principles you refer to, if I have rightly understood

them (and in reading the Essays this part struck me as

giving a key note to much, I mean the mingling

Christianity with the world, swamping it in it), are

distinctive of all that is heavenly, of all that is Christian,

all that lifts the whole spirit of a man out of the

wretched motives of self and the world into Christ's

motives. I am persuaded that it is this which has

destroyed the testimony of Christianity in the world.

Men, alas, thinking of self too, have put out almost the

light under the pretext of winning n?an to look at it.
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But we have lost our own joys, and dimmed the witness

to Christ by it.

H. I am glad to hear you say so. We are, alas !

short, very short; but it is well in such a matter to

have a fixed principle of conduct. Mr. Jowett having

shown the impossibility of framing society on Christian

principles, Christ's kingdom being not of this world,

then lets down individual Christianity in this way—

" It is a counsel of perfection, and has its dwelling-place

in the heart of man. . . ." "That is the answer to a

doubt which is also raised respecting the obligation of

the letter of the Gospel on individual Christians. But

this inwardness of the words of Christ is what few are

able to receive." So, in result, you have the words of

Christ inward in the heart, and all forms of society

and of life admitted, because Christ's kingdom is not of

this world, so we are not to bring it into it. It is a

comfortable mysticism which by professing to have the

words inwardly, can have any form of life and worldli-

ness outwardly. Now I admit the letter kills. We have

the spirit of power, of love, and of a sound mind. But

this is merely the denial of the authority of Scripture in

the largest sense—" be not conformed to this world."

I would arrest your attention a moment on another

passage here, as very deeply characteristic of the low

ground on which all these reasonings rest. Mr. Jowett

complains of the "extraordinary and unreasonable

importance attached to single words . . . divorce,

marriage with a wife's sister, inspiration, the personality

of the Holy Spirit, infant baptism, episcopacy, divine

right of kings, original sin." Now really a person must

have been in a very singular school to give such a list.

Lightness in divorce is an abomination in the sight of

God ; and in my judgment marriage with a wife's sister

is the destruction of the free happiness of families.

Episcopacy and infant baptism have their importance

through their connection with more general truths.

Kings have a divine right as long as God keeps them

on the throne. That is, they have, however they get

AA2
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there, their power from God. But to mix up these

subjects with inspiration, the personality of the Holy

Ghost, and original sin, shows an absence of the

spiritual element truly remarkable. If there be no

inspiration, I have no communication from God ; the

greatest privilege I can have on earth ; the only thing

that puts me, in a sure and Divine way, in relationship

and intercourse with God. The personality of the Spirit

is perhaps the most practically important truth, the

most characteristic of Christianity, not as foundation,

but, as to state and power, of all in Scripture ; and

original sin, whatever view we may have of it, the foun

dation question of all man's relationship with God. And

these Mr. Jowett casts in with episcopacy, and ques

tions, serious no doubt in detail, but some of mere forms

of thought. Instead of rising above his age, he is

immersed, and, as to his mind, the divinest truths with

him, in the comparatively petty questions which absorb

the attention of the narrow circle in which he moves.

I do not charge him with design in it, but singular

narrowness. If he had said, See what they have reduced

Christianity to, questions of forms of Church govern

ment, and divorce, and ordinances, I should have under

stood him, though he would have found assailants ; but

he reduces Christianity to this level, for he puts that on

which as a present thing Christianity rests (for redemp

tion is the foundation), questions as to our alienation iu

nature from God, the reality of blessed communications

from God Himself, and His living personal presence

with us, on the same footing, in the same category of

importance, as episcopacy and the marriage of a wife's

sister.

W. It is surprising. But I think it shows he does

not believe himself in any of these things ; he could not

class them thus if he did.

jBT. Surely, he does not. We have already heard

what he says as to inspiration, and we will look at what

he says as to the others. But let us note for ourselves :

—If there be no inspiration, there is no communication
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from God which is from Himself, which is the commu

nication of God's mind from and by God, which gives

to man's intelligence Divine thoughts, to his heart the

witness that God delights to give them to him. All

that has enlarged the intelligence, fed the heart, sus

tained the faith of all that have trusted God in all ages,

and in all forms of Church government; what has

marked the spiritual tone of every divinely taught and

spiritually elevated mind is gone. And they know, the

poorest and most ignorant believer (I do not say

Mr. Jowett) knows what he means by inspiration. He

could not define it perhaps, does not know what define

means, but he knows that he has communications from

God in which his soul drinks of living water, a Word

of God, sharper than any two-edged sword, discerning

the thoughts and intents of the heart ; he eats the words

of God, as Jeremiah says, and they are the joy and

rejoicing of his heart. They have an authority over

him which he delights to obey ; reproofs, if needed, his

heart bows to ; promises his faith leans on ; a Saviour

revealed whom his soul loves ; and all this because he

receives it with a divine faith as inspired, as God's Word,

as God's having condescended, taken pains, shall I say,

to speak to him for every want here, and the brightness

of heavenly hopes hereafter. He has seen his Saviour

quoting them as authority, using them to repel Satan ;

the Apostles proving the truth by them, or declaring

that their own words were God's commands : he takes

them as all this, and there is constant intercourse

between God and his soul. Mr. Jowett will quibble on

eto;ri£vin.ijc, and quibble wrongly. I deny that 2 Tim. iii.

16 is spoken of the Old Testament. It is carefully

worded, so as to leave no pretence for such a statement.

riaira ypa^ Oimrvevarri. Whatever comes under the title

ypa^ij it applies to, is meant to apply to. The Scriptures

were held then to be a character of writing which had

irrefragable authority, could not be broken. Holy men

had spoken as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.

They had not come of the will of man. Whatever was
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that, had Divine authority. Before Christ there was only

the Old Testament, of course. Mr. Jowett at least has

owned the New Testament to have this character, has

owned that the Lord has caused all holy Scripture to be

written for our learning. St. Paul speaks of the com

fort of the Scriptures. Our inquiry here is not what

books belong to it, but, whether prophetic Scriptures

are a blessed communication from God Himself to men.

Does Christ treat them so Himself, use them so, de

claring from them, and for Himself, that men live of

every word that comes out of the mouth of God ? Does

He obey them, fulfil them, declare that they must be

fulfilled, all that is written in them concerning Him?

Was it what man had invented or God had revealed

that was to be fulfilled ? Have words proceeding out of

the mouth of God no hold on Mr. Jowett's heart'

Does he mean to say that the New Testament is not

holy Scripture which God has caused to be written for

our learning ? If so, vaaa yp»ij>ri OeoirvtvoTri. It is inspired.

He has declared more than once, I believe, that the

New Testament is holy Scripture. I know in the esti

mation of Essayists subscriptions are elastic things, and

conscience as to them still more so. However that may

be, those who have found words out of the mouth of

God full of grace and truth to their souls cling to them

as the tokens, and precious and profitable tokens, of

God's love. They have seen the Apostle carefully dis

tinguishing his own spiritual experience and his autho

ritative communication of the Divine mind. And they

believe, as Mr. Jowett professes to believe, that the

New Testament is Scripture, and hence, that it is

Qioirvivarri divinely inspired, and they have no doubt what

that really means for them. They have the words that

came out of the mouth of God. They believe St. Paul

when they hear him saying, that what he had been

taught by the Holy Ghost he has communicated not by

words which man's wisdom teacheth, but which the Holy

Ghost teacheth, and they bless God for so infinite a

treasure. If Mr. Jowett has it not, does not believe it.
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they pity him. TIe has lost what is the greatest trea

sure, communications of God Himself to their souls.

JF1 Oh ! how I agree with you, one feels one has to

do with God; and whether it be for comfort, the

strength flowing from feeling such an One's mind

guiding you when weak and beset, or the joy it gives

when the mind is free ; the way it suits our weakest,

aye, our worst moments, and yet in our most elevated

reaches out beyond all our thoughts with Divine fulness,

one learns daily more it is the Word of God. It

makes me think of the words of the Apostle as the

revelation of what he is there speaking of the fulness

of, " that being rooted and grounded in love, we may be

able to comprehend with all saints, the length and

breadth, and depth and height, and to know the love

of Christ, which passeth knowledge, that we may be

filled with all the fulness of God." A largeness which

he cannot go out into, a nearness of that love, known,

and yet which passes knowledge, leading the heart,

rooted and grounded in love, into all the fulness of God.

Surely, he is speaking of the things themselves, but

what reveals it but the Word ? Can man do it ?

H. Well, we will leave this, to use it through grace,

as our own resource in daily life, and turn to the second

point which Mr. Jowett seeks to sink as far as possible.

W. The personality of the Spirit ?

H. Yes. Here, as wherever there is spirituality,

our Essayists are utterly at a loss. Surely we are all

most poor in these things, without any false modesty in

saying it. But I do not mean that. They have not the

thing to be poor in. " In the fourth example the words

are mysterious (John xiv. 26 ; xvi. 15), and seem to come

out of the depths of a Divine consciousness." Now,

what does that mean ?

W. Well, I really do not know. All Christ's words

came out of the depths of a Divine consciousness.

H. Surely they did ; but, coupled with mysterious, it

intimates, I apprehend, that they are unintelligible. It

is added, remark, "They have sometimes, however,
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received a more exact meaning than they could truly

bear. What is spoken in a figure is construed with the

severity of a logical statement." It is thus mysterious,

not of the supposed exact moaning, cannot bear it, and

spoken in a figure. Thus the immense and all-im

portant fact of the presence of a Divine person, who is

sent, wills, distributes, comes, guides, teaches, is God,

who is lied against, is all a figure. And this is the

more pointed, because in the quoted passage He was

another Paraclete, who was to take the place of the Son

of God personally with them on earth. Now that, if a

Divine person dwell in us, so that our bodies are the

temples of the Holy Ghost, He should work in a power

and influence difficult to express in a single form of

words ; that He will be a source of thoughts and feel

ings which are ours, and yet His, so that expressions

necessarily vary, to get the whole of the truth, I fully

admit. It must be so. That this effect will be spoken

of as the Spirit, and the Divine person who produces it

as the Spirit apart from the effect, is the natural conse

quence of His working in us when present. And Scrip

ture so speaks ; but it unfolds, develops, and does not

weaken the truth of the Divine presence. It makes power,

but not a figure of it. Thus I find, " He who searcheth

the hearts," that is, me, " knows what is the mind of

the Spirit ;" there it is the effect that is wrought by it ;

" for He maketh intercession for the saints according to

God ;" there it is the Spirit personally. This Scripture

largely teaches ; but it does not make a figure of so great

a truth. These, for Mr. Jowett, are passages " of an

opposite tenor." Now, the xiv., xv., xvi. chapters of

John are specially occupied with the truth of the

Comforter's coming when Christ went away. It is

after unfolding what Christ was in the world, to the

end of chapter vii., and the rejection of His word, in

chapter viii., and of His work, in chapter ix. ; the

witness given to His being Son of God, Son of David,

Son of Man, in xi., xii., and the washer of His people's

feet whom He had cleansed, that they might have a
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part with Him on high, in xiii. (the great subject

which follows on His going away) ; after declaring, in

the beginning of xiv., that there was place for them on

high, and lie would come again and fetch them there ;

that they knew where He was going—for He was going

to the Father ; and they had seen the Father in Him,

and they knew the way ; for in coining to Him they

came to the Father,—He proceeds to tell them the

great blessing of their position while He was away ; and

this was His obtaining another Comforter, the Holy

Ghost, whom His Father would send on His going

away, and who would bring to their remembrances

what He had said when living ; and then in xv., whom

lIe would send from the Father, so that He would bear

witness as well as themselves ; and thus His heavenly

glory, which they did not know, would be known. In

the xvi. He unfolds all the Comforter would do when

He came ; first, as to the world, and then as to them.

Now, in this we have the plain, however momentous

declaration, that as He, the Son, had been with them

bodily, so another Comforter, the Holy Ghost, would be

with them when He went—they would not be left

alone. And the difference is distinctly put as to how

He could be known in the world. The world did not

see Him or know Him, and hence could not receive

Him. The world ought, at least, to have received Christ ;

but there was no question of its receiving the Holy

Ghost. He was given to them that believe (John ever

speaks individually, not of the Church) ; with the dis

ciples He could abide (which Christ as He then was

could not), and would dwell in them (Christ had only

dwelt with them). And thus they would know Him.

Now, this does confine the true knowledge of the Holy

Ghost to those in whom He dwells. That He wrought

in special service, to render the disciples competent

witnesses, is most precious, but no figure. It makes us

know what inspiration is, and how, while eye-witnesses,

they were divinely competent to be so. They were

human witnesses, but their record Dr»n'"n onrl witnesses
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by the Holy Ghost. This is what a person, who denies

anything supernatural in inspiration, of course must

make " a figure " of, " not take exactly " ! All that, we

understand, understand it well ; but it is because it is

too plain, that, by those who deny inspiration, it is said to

be mysterious and a figure (just as Strauss, because he

saw the folly of rationalism, but would not believe, made

the whole history of the gospels a myth)—not because

it is not plain. Of course one verse does not exhaust

the subject ; but we are speaking of the verse referred

to by Mr. Jowett. Can anything be plainer, however

solemn and blessed, than this,— " But the Comforter,

the Holy Ghost, whom the Father will send in my

name, TIe shall teach you all things, and bring all

things to your remembrance whatsoever I have said

unto you ; " that is, all Divine truth and needed

remembrance of Christ's living words ? I have only to

believe it, and all is plain. I do believe it. I believe

when Christ went up on high, the Father did send the

Holy Ghost in Christ's name, that He did teach the

Apostles, and bring what Christ had said to their re

membrance, and that they acted, and taught, and

witnessed of Christ, by this power. What means a

figure here ? Did not Christianity spread by this

means ? Is not, in the Acts, the presence of this Com

forter the salient fact which stamps its character on all

their proceedings ? That the Spirit wrought in a new

life, was a Spirit of adoption, made men to abound in

hope, shed the love of God abroad in believers' hearts, and

ministered a thousand other blessings, is most true. A

Christian's career is designated by walking in the Spirit.

But the passage we are considering is plain enough to

those that understand, to those that believe. In John

xvi. 15, it is another side of the Holy Ghost's work,

but the same truth. The Holy Ghost reveals to be

lievers (His work in the world had been spoken of),

the glory and riches of Christ—not merely recalling

what He had said on earth, or leading unto truth. All

things the Father has are Christ's (it was not as if
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Christ, or the Father, had some independent things) ;

hence the Holy Ghost takes of what is His, and shows

it. And, as the Father was known in the Son on

earth, so the fulness of all that belongs to the Father,

is known as the Son's now He is in heaven by the

Holy Ghost's teaching. Depth surely there is ; but the

passage is plain enough. You may remark how the

blessed Persons in the Trinity are associated in both

cases, i. e., of Christ on earth and Christ in heaven. The

Holy Ghost comes, and " My Father and I will come

and make our abode with Him." When Christ, as

Son, was working miracles on earth, the Father that

was in Him did the works, and He cast out devils by

the Spirit of God. They are distinct, yet cannot be

separated. Now that, on such subjects, we are in

Divine depths is most true ; but the passages we are

referring to are most simple and plain. They affirm

the coming of the Comforter, and what He was to do ;

and He came and did it, and He abides in true Chris

tians who thus know Him, and with the true Church

for ever.

W. It is simple. What we want is to believe it more.

There is very little faith in the presence of the Holy

Ghost.

H. Alas ! there is not : yet it is appealed to so dis

tinctly as a known thing in Scripture, as to make us

ashamed. The Apostle, in speaking of such a thing as

fornication, says : "Know ye not that your bodies are

the temples of the Holy Ghost which ye have of God ?"

So to the Galatians, who were in a sad state, he asks,

" How did you get the Holy Ghost ? " On that there

was no obscurity. So as a motive to avoid evil and the

measure of it : " Grieve not that Holy Spirit of promise

with which ye are sealed for the day of redemption."

So : " Hereby know we that we dwell in Him (God)

and He in us, because He has given us of His Spirit."

It ought to be an elementary point of faith, that the

Holy Ghost dwells in the Church and in the true

Christian. These two truths, on which Mr. Jowett
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casts all the slur and dimness he can, are the hinges of

the whole condition of the Church and of the individual

saint. The Word of God and the Spirit of God. In

the first alone we have the mind of God : in the second

alone spiritual understanding, and power; and so, as

John tells us, fellowship—wondrous word!—with the

Father and the Son, the living objects of daily faith.

May we be found here simple and dependent " as new

born babes."

W. It is very hard to be simple.

H. It is in itself perfection ; true simplicity is forget-

fulness of self. And there is only one way to arrive at

it, for it is, as all spiritual life, a matter of overcoming,

and that way is being much with God, and God known

in grace, because then self, which is the opposite of sim

plicity, dies down, so to speak.

IF'. I am sure it is the way. Nothing replaces that

communion; and then there is a perception of Divine

power and enlargement which is not found anywhere

else. Our eyes see, as Peter (negatively) expresses it,

afar off. We are not ^wTrafrcrtc. But pursue your

subject.

H. The next point is, original sin. Now, I have no

love for scholastic terms : I prefer Scripture ones infi

nitely. But I do not want to lose things in getting rid

of words. Mine may be no better. We are all by

nature the children of wrath. Mr. Jowett speaks thus

of it : " The justice of God who rewardeth every man

according to his works, and the Christian scheme of

redemption, has (have) been staked on two figurative

expressions of St. Paul, to which there is no parallel in

any other part of Scripture " (1 Cor. xv. 22 ; Rom. v. 12).

The first has really nothing, or only in an indirect way,

to do with it. The second is an elaborate statement on

the subject. But to say that there is no parallel in

Scripture, if the doctrine and not the form be referred to,

is to ignore all vital truth in it. The history of the

Bible is the history of original sin. The doctrine of the

Bible is the doctrine of God's putting it away for ever.

f ^
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W. You must explain yourself a little.

H. I will. Does not the history of our race (I do

not say our creation) begin with the declaration that

Adam, fallen and driven out from God, begat a son in

his image after his likeness, the fruit being shown in

sin against his brother, as Adam's sin had been against

God, and so death being actually brought into the world,

but the death of the pious, marking the predominance

of evil?

W. It does.

H. That is the early history of original sin—sin

attached to our origin and so in our nature. Further :

when the Flood had swept away the insupportable

violence and corruption of the world, and the world

began again in Noah, in whom rest was given concern

ing the work of men's hands, and the curse taken so far

oft' the ground, did he not turn the blessing into

drunkenness, he to whom government had been en

trusted, and shame and a son's wickedness inaugurate

the new career of man ?

W. Yes.

H. This is the history of original sin. Did not man

then sink, what there is no appearance of his doing

before, into idolatry, having built a tower to establish

his own will ?

W. True.

H. This too is. The form of the world in nations

and peoples is founded on it. God then called out

Abraham from the midst of this idolatry, and, after

a lapse of some 400 years, so that a people should be

formed, brings them out of Egypt with a high hand,

leads them to Sinai to give them His law, the rule of

life for a child of Adam. What did they do before

they had time to get it graven on stone, though they

had heard the voice of God out of the midst of the fire ?

W. They made the golden calf.

H. Such, then, is man according to the history of the

Bible : and so you will find it throughout. Before the

consecration of Aaron and his sons was over, Nadab and
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Abihu had ottered strange lire and were slain, and

Israel, responsible under the priesthood, closed its his

tory by the Ark's being taken, and judgments coming on

the priesthood itself in Eli : so that the whole system

was closed, for without the Ark there was no regular

association with God at all. God interfered by. a pro

phet, but that was sovereign grace. When the royalty

was established Solomon fell into idolatry ; and at last

Lo-ammi, not my people, was written on the chosen

people of God, where He had set His name that it

might be owned in the midst of the universal corruption

and idolatry of the world, and where grace and warning

had dealt " till there was no remedy." When God set

up a head of Gentile power in Nebuchadnezzar, he sets

up an idol and persecutes the saints, and the whole

series of these monarchies take the character of unin

telligent ravenous beasts. But chief and last of all

(save special mercy on His intercession), when God de

clared ; " I have yet one Son, it may be they will rever

ence my Son when they see Him," when they saw Him

what did they do ?

W. They said, " This is the heir ; come, let us kill

Him, and the inheritance shall be ours."

H. They had then " no cloak for their sin." " They

had both seen and hated both Him and His Father."

There was a reprieve through His intercession on the

cross, and the Holy Ghost (that figure of Mr. Jowett's)

announced a glorified Christ, and the open door of. re

pentance, but they would not go in. They closed the

history of man with this word of judgment ; " Ye do

always resist the Holy Ghost, as your fathers did so do

ye." A judged world, a broken law, persecuted prophets,

the slain Just One, a resisted Spirit, sum up the history

of man, the history of original sin. Man must be bora

again.

W. It is a sad and solemn picture.

H. It is, and ought to be brought home to one's own

heart, in which it is all morally true. But it brings

this comfort with it, that it shows the new blessing
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brought in by the second Adam to be itself entirely

apart from the corrupt first Adam, though moral in

telligence be brought out by their conflict, and the need

of God's grace be surely found in it. But Christianity

has its basis in resurrection after the work of redemp

tion ; that is, a passage into a wholly new state after

God's perfect goodness, and His righteousness too, had

been proved as to the old.

W. It is a glorious thing, Christianity. One sees it

is Divine when once we know it. It is deplorable this

effort to shut us down into the first Adam.

H. In truth it is. And that is what one feels in

reading the works of all these rationalists when one has

the new man. One finds also one's dependance on God

in their reasonings ; for the vast and Divine largeness of

Scripture, full of thoughts which can be only Divine, is

not their field of view at all, nor the richness and

fulness which a divine person and a new creature gives

to it. You might as well talk of a beautiful view to a

blind man. The blending of all the richness of lights

and shadows, the striking features, and soft distances,

and enlivened details, do not exist for their faculties at

all, nor faculties to apprehend them. So speaks the

Lord Himself—" Why do ye not understand my speech,

because ye cannot hear my word." And so the

Apostle—" The natural man receiveth not the things of

the Spirit ; they are foolishness to him." One cannot

but answer their statements as the Lord—" If he called

them gods to whom the words of God came," he shows

them their injustice on their own ground. Still by the

word: I have deeply felt in what we have teen search

ing into, the absolute impossibility of meeting unbeliev

ing objections by this depth and riches of Scripture,

which to a believer carries the absolute evidence of their

divinity. Paul sums up the great truth in saying, " we

are all the children of wrath ;" and then, " but God who

is rich in mercy, for His great love wherewith He has

loved us, when we were dead in sins, has nuickened us

together with Christ ;" " we are risen together,"
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" created again in Christ Jesus :" and this makes death

and resurrection the great topic of the epistles—" Reckon

yourselves to be dead indeed unto sin, and alive to God

through Jesus Christ." So Peter, though less fully and

elaborately, " We are begotten again to a living hope by

the resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead;" "and

as Christ has suffered in the flesh, arm yourselves likewise

with the same mind." Am I not right in saying that

the history of the Bible is the history of original sin, of

one who had to confess, if he knew himself, " Behold, I

was shapcn in wickedness, and in sin did my mother

conceive me" ? Accompanied by marvellous long-suffer

ing and gracious dealings, but which only brought out

this sin, till, the tree having been digged about and

dunged, it was proved no care could make a bad tree

bring forth good fruit, and the Lord says, " Now is the

judgment of this world." "The world seeth me no

more." But this only to bring in redemption, and set

man on a wholly new footing, beyond evil and in the

glory of God. So that it should be said : " When we

were in the flesh," " but ye are not in the flesh." And

this true and Divine dealing with our nature, according

to the revelation of God, is what is fully brought out in

the Romans ; and hence, deserved condemnation, atone

ment, death, and resurrection. Indeed, in doctrine it

goes no further, not on to the ascension, because it is

laying the great moral ground, of sin, and putting it

away, in guilt and power alike ; and man's acceptance

with God on a new footing. It only once just states

the result of ascension as a final fact in the chain. The

passages referred to by Mr. Jowett are merely summing

up the great universal truth in Scripture in the two

heads of the respective races, so to speak, of carnal and

spiritual life. But the same truth is insisted on once

and again, as in the passages I have quoted. So in

experience. " I know that in me, that is in my flesh,

dwelleth no good thing." " The flesh is not subject to

the law of God, neither, indeed, can be." " It lusts

against the Spirit." " They that are in the flesh cannot
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please God." " i am crucified with Christ, nevertheless

1 live, yet not I, but Christ liveth in me.' I suppose this

is " Oriental" for Air. Jowett. But, if so, his heart is

following its own imaginings, and he does not know it.

God has not said in vain, "All the imaginations of

his heart are only evil, and that continually ;" and this

said too in grace : "I will no more curse the ground

for man's sake, for the imaginations," &c. It was not

merely the previous wickedness of the antediluvians.

They were gone. It was II is motive for dealing with

the race no more in that way. So the Lord, " Out of

the heart of man proceed evil thoughts, adulteries," &c.

Did you ever see it stated in Scripture that good things

came out of his heart naturally ? God has tried it in

every way. It was lawless, broke law, killed His Son,

resisted His Spirit.

W. I see what you mean by Scripture being the

history of original sin ; and in truth it is so. The deal

ings of God, in patient mercy, which we find there, in

truth only brought this out, so that we might have a

scriptural delineation, a history which proved that sin ;

which, after all, is the history, however far that sin may

be developed in them, of our own hearts. For self-will,

law-breaking, slighting Christ, resisting the appeals of

God, was not confined to antediluvians or Jews.

//. No; it is the picture of my heart brought care

fully out. The Scripture hath concluded all under sin,

that all might come on the ground of pure mercy. And

you will see that, developed only in promise in Adam's

time, then by prophecy, in figures under the law (in

spite of senseless rationalist judgment as to them), in

accomplishment in Christ, in testimony to His glory by

the Holy Ghost sent down from heaven, the putting of

it away is the great doctrine of Scripture. " Behold the

Lamb of God that taketh away the sin (not the sins, as

often falsely cited) of the world." It is changing the

whole principle on which the world, as such, stood, as

we saw before. So, again : " But now once in the con

summation of ages "—these times of testing responsible

u B
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man from Adam to Christ—" He hath appeared to put

away sin by the sacrifice of Himself." That is morally

founded, as to the glory of God, on the death of Christ ;

and man after Him is introduced by resurrection into the

new condition, beyond sin, consequent on that glorifying

of God. At the same time there is the bearing of

sins for the redeemed ; but that is not our subject now.

W. I conceive you clearly now, and I think it brings

the heart into a most healthy moral atmosphere, because

it is not merely feeling safe, but one sees that God is

glorified ; that all—speaking reverentially—His moral

nature is fully displayed, and glorified in that wonderful

sacrifice. It gives a depth to Christ's sacrifice which

mere salvation, precious as it is to us, could not do,

though we come into it so. But I understand better :

" Now is the Son of Man glorified, and God glorified in

Him ; and if God be glorified in Him, God shall also

glorify Him in Himself, and shall straightway glorify

Him." And note this wondrous word—it is " The Son

of Man."

H. Most just. And hence, while, as you say, we

must come in as sinners by the cross, or there is no

truth in the inward parts, and sin is not judged in our

selves, without which there is no moral deliverance, and

by which, if I may so speak, we morally side with Gixl

against ourselves as sinners, and against sin ; yet, when

we have entered in by this new and living way, it is not

a standing without, in the hope that, by the blessed One's

bearing our sins on the cross, we may be safe ; but, that

though that has, and where it has, been fully realized in

us as the needed and only way (and it is morally neces

sary it should be), we have now passed within, by the

new and living way, and contemplate the cross in peace,

so to speak, from the Divine side, and see all the abso

lute beauty of it. And there is nothing like it—nothing in

which God is thus morally glorified. " Therefore doth my

Father love me, because I lay down my life that I might

take it again." He does not even say, " for the sheep,"

—it is the thing itself which is so excellent. And this
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makes me so often feel mere evangelical teaching so

poor, even where true, as I thankfully say it is, as far

as it goes. It leaves the Christian outside, hoping and

thinking only of himself, instead of, on the deep con

viction there is no good thing in himself at all, bring

ing him in by an accomplished work ; and then looking

that, as within, he should display the character suited

to it.

W. But they dread Antinomianism.

H. They are right to dread every inconsistency, and

to distrust themselves. But I suspect that the true

secret of putting Christians under the law (which Chris

tianity does not, and that these rationalists see, because

their consciences are untroubled by it, clear enough) is,

that, having nothing of the discipline of the primitive

Church, they are obliged to modify the Gospel, and make

the law a schoolmaster after Christ, to keep men in order.

Then all fall naturally into it. Because man has the

keeping of it ; it flatters man. If he has a tender con

science, tortures him, as we often see ; if not, he thinks

of himself, takes for granted some failure is to be there,

judges it perhaps pretty easy, will really sorrow over it,

if the new nature be there ; but, in any case, can think

of himself, and that the heart likes. A man likes

thinking badly of himself, ay, and saying so, better than

not thinking of himself at all, and simply displaying

Christ's gracious lu by thinking on Him only. We

have to judge ourselvt ; but our right state is thinking

of the Lord alone.

W. You are severe on men.

H. Is it not true ? Is not having done with self the

really difficult thing ? Is it not the aim of Christianity,

settling first, in a Divine way, the question of sin righte

ously with God by atonement ? And is not power there

to deliver from self or flesh, and give us the victory,

though we may fail ?

W. I do not deny it. But it is a humbling thought

that we are such.

H. It is so. But it is better to know ourselves ; and
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the largest supplies of grace, and Divine objects, are

there to take us out of ourselves. In the Philippians we

have the pattern of it in one of like passions with our

selves. There, in the picture of the Christian normal

state, the flesh (save having no confidence in it) and sin

are not mentioned. Yet the writer had a thorn in the

flesh to keep it down. If we were perfectly humble,

we should not need humbling. But we do, all of us,

even Paul, as we see in this case. Christ, then, has

been manifested to put away sin out of God's sight,

out of man's heart, and out of the world. The great

work which does it is accomplished, the results not all

accomplished in power. He who has not judged ori

ginal sin, has not that estimate of the new nature

animated by the Spirit of God which is on God's side

against sin. I judge the individual in no way. He

may hate what he sees in himself of actual sin. I speak

of abstract moral truth. He who does not see the prin

ciple, and nature, and guilt of sin, as it stands in man's

self-will, has not the estimate which the knowledge of a

holy nature in reconciliation to God gives. We have

made a long excursion, but we will return to our Essay.

But the subjects lay at the root of the matter.

W. Clearly they do. I was struck, as by a kind of

providence, how, in this strange list of subjects in the

Essay, these three great vital points which are at the

root of the question — inspiration, the Holy Spirit,

original sin—are dragged in. And it is of them we

have been speaking, and Scripture is quite clear as to

them.

H. We will continue, then, our inquiry into the

principles of the Essay. I feel how tedious entering

into these details is, but it is impossible to meet the

system without doing so in a measure.

W. Do not fear to do so. It is better to meet it

fully, because the difficulties are raised, and the doubt

thrown on the whole truth and its sources by them, on

the spirit in which we are to read Scripture, can only

be met by taking up the details. One returns to
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simplicity by it, and the Word to its full and simple

authority in the soul.

//. Well, we will proceed, then. It is the character

of what follows, as in general of the Essay, to mingle

a mass of conventional ideas and scriptural precepts or

doctrines together, and, by proving the groundlessness of

men's comments, to throw like doubt on scriptural state

ments ; and hence the need of some detail. But there

is a deadly principle running through all ; making

men's present habit of thinking the measure of the

fitness of the Word of God ; and thus gradually leading

to the belief that it was the product of the age and

country it was written in. True, it may be said, it is

only its form and expression. But as we have biblical

truth only in that expression, if I change it for what

suits the West and the nineteenth century, I shall soon

change it for what suits myself, who live there at that

epoch, and we might as well not have it all. It is pre

tended to save it by great principles ; for I cannot but

think that the Word has power in Mr. Jowett's soul. Yet

such is the result of his system. I call your attention

with pleasure to such expressions as, " But, at any rate,

they (the precepts of Christ) are not to be explained

away; the standard of Christ is not to be lowered

to ordinary Christian life, because ordinary Christian

life cannot rise even in good men to the standard of

Christ."

\V. That is excellent, surely.

H. Undoubtedly. It is the same happy inconsistency

with what I quoted before, which we have already

noticed ; and even here, in the same page, speaking of

our Lord's remarks on the danger of riches, and recom

mendation to sell all, he says, " Precepts like these do

not appeal to our own experience of life." " Religious

sects or orders who have seized this aspect of Chris

tianity have come to no good." And then it is all

melted down in the following words, while lauding some

rare stars, to a truth of feeling : " Let not the refine

ment of society make us forget that it is not the refined
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only who are received into the kingdom of God," &c.

Now, I find Scripture owning the rich, as such, when the

Gospel had spread : " Charge them that are rich in this

world." But that does not weaken in the smallest

degree the contrast between Lazarus and Dives, or the

extreme danger to true heavenly mindedness of treasure

in this world. At no time, as Peter says to Ananias,

was it claimed from any one that they should give their

goods to the Church, nor mentioned to them. It was

the free power of the Holy Ghost working in love to

others. There was no community of people or goods

established at all, but a voluntary giving up of one's

own where it could be made available ; and most blessed

it was, and, acting in the spirit of it, will be always

blessed, though there be no Apostles at whose feet I

may lay what I have to dispose of. Riches are as dan

gerous now as then, devotedness as acceptable now as

then. There is in principle no great difference in these

respects, though in forms of life there may be. All this,

however, is a mere question of worldliness or its degrees.

" The friendship of the world is enmity with God, and

whosoever will be the friend of the world is the enemy

of God." Mr. Jowett refers to " swear not at all." As

this question comes often into public, I will just refer to

this too. The same principle which hinders my swear

ing of myself, makes me take an oath, as it is called,

before a magistrate. I bring in God lightly in one case ;

I own Him in the magistrate, as I am bound to do, in

the other. The Lord and James speak only of volun

tary oaths—what comes from self. Whatsoever is

more than this cometh of evil, i. e., more than yea, yea,

and nay, nay, in our conversation. So the Lord speaks

of vows, i. e., voluntary swearing to the Lord. But

in Lev. v. we find adjuring and a man bound to utter it,

and, consequently, the Lord answers before the High

Priest. The oath imposed by a magistrate is adjuring,

and I judge a man to be wholly in fault who does not

tnke the oath. He disowns God's authority in the

magistrate. Other details I pass by, only remarking.
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that the instruction contained in the parable of the Good

Samaritan is grace contrasted with law. In answer to

the question, Who is my neighbour whom I am bound

to love? we find love acting as a neighbour to need,

and that is God's principle. But in all these cases, im

portant no doubt in practice, we have more a pastor's or

an expositor's work. But then Mr. Jowett, men's minds

being thus thrown into uncertainty, suddenly plunges us

into doubts on the fundamental truths of Christianity, such

as the Divinity of Christ, justification by faith, the state

of condemnation in which sinners are lying—the doubt

being always applied to the truth. Now this seems to me

somewhat disingenuous. He compares the Athanasian

Creed, which he must be supposed to have signed and

use, with the words, " Neither the Son", in Mark xiii. 32.

He says we do not readily recall the verse when

maintaining the Athanasian Creed. Now as to doctrine,

what may seem strange, I like the Athanasian Creed

the best of all, though it be far too scholastic in form.

But I maintain no creed, but I do maintain the proper

Divinity of the Lord Jesus. That He was in a personal

relationship as Son to Father, every one who believes in

His Divinity, unless a Sabellian, owns. But it is to me

as clear as the sun at noonday, that Christ was the

Jehovah of the Old Testament, who could say, Before

me there was no God. I know not any. All the ful

ness of the Godhead dwelt in Him, and dwells, of course,

bodily. He was Immanuel : His name called Jesus

(Jah, the Saviour), for He shall save His people from

their sins. When Isaiah, in chap, vi., saw the thrice

holy Jehovah of Hosts, he saw, says John, Christ's

glory, and spake of Him. If the Son of Man was

brought to the Ancient of days, the Ancient of days came

(Dan. vii.). If the blessed and only potentate, King of

king and Lord of lords, showed the appearing of Christ

in Timothy, Christ when He appears is King of kings

and Lord of lords. It is to me as evident as possible,

historically, that the Arian doctrine came direct from

Philo, at least from the Alexandrian school of philoso- .'
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phers, or Platonist Jews, who held that the supreme

God could uot be directly connected with the material

creation ; and spoke of the Xoyor, the Word, as between

the Supreme God and the creation, begotten, perhaps,

rather than made ; yet, after all, existing as a creature

by the will of the Creator, the Supreme God. Now, save

the dear good old Irenaeus, and a word or two from

Polycarp and Ignatius, all the earlier Greek Fathers

were of this school. Justin Martyr, a Platonist, taught

this doctrine, so Clemens, so Origen. It was Platonism,

not Scripture, and deeply infected the Church. These

Fathers are no way to be trusted ; they show it, and this

spread west, too, in the existence of the words dftnOiruc

and ityio0opi«ic. All that is directly and verbally from the

Philo school. I accept none of this. I find it met in

face by John and Paul, carefully and fully met. I read,

" In the beginning was the Word, and the Word was with

God, and the Word was God." Wherever my mind can go

back to as a beginning as to time, there He was. And

that there may be no plea of trfuiUtror, that is His inhe

rence as reason without being a person, he adds, " He

was in the beginning with God ;" always a distinct per

son. And lest any inferiority should be alleged, Paul

tells us: "All the fulness was pleased to dwell in Him,"

for that is the true force of the passage. And so the

fact is declared to have been : " I1 or in Him dwelleth all

the fulness of the Godhead bodily." As a person, He

emptied Himself, can.wot mavror. He could not have

done so save as God. A creature who leaves his first

estate sins therein. The sovereign Lord can descend in

grace. In Him it is love. Then, as in that position,

He receives all. All the words He has are given to

Him. He is, though unchangeable in nature as God,

yet in His path a dependent man. He lives by every

word that proceeds out of the mouth of God, is sealed

by the Father, the glory He had before the world is now

given Him of the Father. Now, in this state of obe

dient servant with a revelation which God gave to Him,

the day and hour of His judicial action was not revealed.
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the times and the seasons which the Father ha? put in

His own power." And to this exactly Psalm ex. answers,

as has been observed by another : " Sit on my right hand

till I make thine enemies thy footstool." When t Sit

there in this place of Divine glory till—no more is said.

Now, I do not pretend to explain— God forbid I should !—

how this is. 1 see in Scripture the full (not etionjc merely,

but) formic of Christ maintained by the truth, that none

can know the Son but the Father ; the Father we do. He

is simply the adorable God. " No man knows the Son but

the Father, and no man knows the Father but the Son,

and he to whom the Son shall reveal Him." The Son's

Divine nature seemed, so to speak, exposed to danger

by His blessed humiliation—not so the Father. It is

secured (I mean, of course, as to thought) by His being

thereby absolutely unfathomable. Such I believe He is.

I know He is the Son; I know He is a true proper

man. I know He is : "I AM," " the true God." How

to put this together I do not know, though I see

and know they are together, am glad I do not as a

creature. Did I know, I should have lost that Divine

fulness which, if capable of being fathomed when in

manhood, was not truly then Divine. God, through

grace, I know ; man, too, I know, in a certain sense ;

but God become a man is beyond all, even my spiritual

thoughts. Be it so. It is infinite grace, and I can

adore. I am sure for my soul's blessing He is both;

and the Son of the Father too—for the persons are as

distinct as the nature is clear. Say to a Christian, the

Son sent the Father, he would instinctively revolt at

once. That the Father sent the Son, is the deepest joy

of his soul. All heresies are met by Scripture, Sabel-

lian, Arian, or others : but the Son is not known but of

the Father. The Father He declares. I accept no

creeds, but I do bow to the perfect Divinity of the Lord

Jesus Christ; the fulness of the OCOT^TOC is in Him. It is

painful to sec Mr. Jowett say not what he believes, but,

in the midst of questions of practice, throw a doubt, and
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more than a doubt, on the Lord's divinity—hold his

mind in a Pyrrhonic balance as to everything. Into

the Calvinistic controversy it is hardly necessary to enter

here. I believe Scripture precise, and should shock

parti/ans, I suppose, on either side. I believe Christ

died for all. 1 believe in an elect people. The XVlIth

Article gives a very nice statement of the doctrine. It

is equally painful, but common with this class, to see a

lift given to Popery over the stile. I believe the Church

is founded on the rock—the Rock Christ, as Augustine

even says, and that the gates of hell will never prevail

against it. I believe Peter had the keys, not of heaven,

nor of the Church—men do not build with keys, there

are no keys of the Church at all thought of in Scripture,

but the keys of the kingdom. I believe Peter used

them. It was a common expression for administrative

power, and he had and exercised it, as we see in the Acts.

I believe, moreover, according to Matt, xviii. 18, that

what the Apostles bound on earth in the exercise of their

ministry was sanctioned by Heaven; and, further, that

what is told to the assembly, and in which the assembly so

acts, will be sanctioned, and that wherever two or three

are gathered in Christ's name Christ is ; but what the

Pope has to do with two or three gathered thus, I know

not. This may suffice here. There is not a tittle of

ground for the corruptest system that ever was on earth

to stand upon. The word Church may deceive; but

say first. Go yourself; then two or three ; then tell it to

the assembly (which is what is said), and all popish

reasonings and rationalists' objections dissolve in air.

This is not freedom from, but bondage to, conventional

teaching in Mr. Jowett. I know not to what he

refers in 1 .Cor. iii. 15, unless it be purgatory, a notori

ously modern doctrine. The early Fathers' doctrine of a

middle state had nothing whatever to do with purga

tory. Augustine vaguely hints at it ; but his doctrine

is as loose as can be. He speaks of the judgment-day

being a purgatorial fire. Gregory the Great first pro*

pounds it as possible for any very little sins.

,^1
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was invented some 600 years after Christ ; and the

plainest historical proofs exist of its modern character.

Tertullian is treated as unsound by Romanists them

selves on it. But the doctrine of 1 Cor. iii. applies to

labourers, not simply to Christians ; their work is tried

and burnt. And, further, it is admitted by present

writers among them, that this cannot be applied to pur

gatory (though they do so where men are ignorant),

because here all are to go through it, and that is not

their doctrine ; for the saints do not in their system.

The prayers for the dead, on which dishonest Roman

Catholics found their doctrine, included, in the earlier

ages, even the Virgin Mary, as Epiphanius says, to dis

tinguish all from Christ. But what is the result of all

these doubts ? " Nor is it, indeed, easy to say what is

the meaning of proving a doctrine from Scripture." It

is easy enough. It is finding it there, learning it there,

and showing where you have learned it. Those who

have creeds, and dogmas, and articles to prove at all

costs, arc naturally embarrassed. They have to adapt

Scripture to the formularies of men ; to what scholas

ticism, or partial knowledge, has laid down. But what

I have really learned from Scripture I can, with God's

help, easily prove from it. And that is the secret of their

embarrassment. They have not learnt their doctrine

from Scripture, and they do not know how to prove

anything by it. And then see where you are landed.

" Nay, more, it is a book written in the East, which is

in some degree liable to be misunderstood " (I read :

"Then opened He their understanding to understand

the Scriptures"), "because it speaks the language and

has the feeling of Eastern lands. Nor can we readily

determine, in speaking the words of our Lord or St.

Paul, how much even of the passages just quoted is to

be attributed to Oriental style." I will just quote you

another passage from Mr. Jowett's commentaries, which

will lead us somewhat further in this path, only to

Africa instead of Asia. After speaking of the tendencies

of the Jewish mind, he says, " Vr- i• 'loubt that
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the entrance of Christianity into the world was not

sudden or abrupt ; that is an illusion which arises in the

mind from our slender acquaintance with contemporary

opinions. Better, and higher, and holier as it was, it

was not absolutely distinct from the teaching of the

doctors of the law, either in form or substance ; it was

not unconnected with, but gave life and truth to, the

mystic fancies of Alexandrian philosophy. Even in the

counsels of perfection of the sermon on the mount, there

is probably nothing which might not be found, either in

letter or spirit, in Philo or some other Jewish or Eastern

writer. The peculiarity of the Gosj>el is, not that it

teaches what is wholly new, but that it draws out of the

treasure-house of the human heart things new and old,

gathering together in one dispersed fragments of truth."

I wish I could quote what follows, but it would

lead me too far. Mr. Jowett turns round and says

there remains what eludes criticism—processes of life,

about which we know nothing ; the figure which St.

Paul applies to the resurrection of the body (except it

die), " is true, also, of the renewal of the soul, especially

in the first ages, of which we know so little, and in which

the Gospel seems to have acted with far greater power

than among ourselves."

W. Flow singular ! Mr. Jowett puts me in mind of

a person who, having lived blind and among blind people

all his life, has just got his eyes open, and is telling us

astonishing news—the first impressions he receives—as

if never before discovered, yet reckons all distances

wrong, and judges about all objects falsely ; yet is no

longer blind, but refers all things to his state of blind

ness, as he naturally must. It is so new that the poor

man judges rightly of nothing. All is inconsistent, his

head full of his old ideas mingled with new conceptions.

Men are trees walking. What he would have known

by touch, he does not yet by sight : as a dead ortho

doxy may be truth, and is gone when the heart wants

truth for itself.

H. I believe it is really the truth of his state. But
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it is a pity, in such a state, a man should set up to

teach. Deeper wants in his own heart would have kept

him from it. He would have wanted to have learned—

I do not mean from man, but of Christ. He had the habit

of teaching, I suppose. And then there is another thing,

he got into the hands of others, inferior in this respect

to himself— men still blind. He has got into this

wretched system, where there is no truth, and the most

offensive pretensions and copying from one another.

And thus his Essay is a treatise of contradictions. I

pursue his system only, for others are injured by it.

For himself, I would hope the best. But see what his

system comes to—his Eastern rhetoric. The revelation

of God is composed of Alexandrian philosophy and the

scattered fragments of truth in the human heart. All

is doubt. What is rhetoric in it, what truth ? What

comes from Philo ? How can the human heart, in

which masses of error are mixed with scraps of truth,

while the scraps of truth only make the error more

powerful, judge of the elements of truth gathered up

here ? Can error judge of truth ? All is contusion.

Now, I admit that there were dregs of traditional

truth worked up by Satan (who can use truth in man's

mind, but not the truth as it is in God's) into idolatry,

on the one hand, and philosophy on the other. I

admit that the cravings of the human mind after God,

and the knowledge of good and evil acquired at the fall,

produced some apprehensions of partial truths. It was

like the Achamoth of Sophia's cravings after Bythos, in

the Valentinian system, which probably was an effort of

' Eastern lands ' to describe these atoms of truth in the

sea of confusion, and was most poetical,— a world

formed of the sighs and tears, and I forget what else,

of Achamoth, outside the Pleroma. In the Alexandrian

system, as we have it in Philo, and perhaps the Book

of Wisdom, much had been borrowed from Scripture,

much from Plato, who, I cannot doubt, had got his

notions from the Feroohers of Zoroaster, and which,

except the Feroohers, is reproduced in Hegel and Schil
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ling. Gentiles had traditions ; Alexandrian philosophy

had shreds of Judaism ; but God was lost. Now God,

who had compassion on man, took up every link where

He could connect Himself in grace with man, while

positively confirming His own revelation given in the

Old Testament. He could take up the unknown God

in Athens, the \0yoc in Alexandria, the Paraclete itself

as a term. But what does He do ? The unknown God

is fully revealed with positive facts and Divine truth.

The \oyoc was introduced by Platonic Jews in Alexan

dria, because God could have nothing to say to the mere

creatnre ; and the Xoydc might form others, but remained

alone in His own nature. For John the \eyoc is God,

who Himself becomes flesh. The cravings which philo

sophy had made a false system out of, not knowing

God, are met (not a system made out of them) by

the revelation of God Himself, the truth of all they

sought, and the perfect grace they needed. It put

down the philosophy, while it met all the seekings of

man in it. It took up the old thoughts thus far ; but

to say it did not so much bring in what was new, is

utterly false. All it brought in was new (save as the

Old Testament revelation had spoken of it). But it did

meet the hungerings of the human soul, which philosophy

was wasting by ideas, and told the truth about the tra

ditions which had been perverted into monstrous, idola

trous, and absurd legends. It is impossible to go

through the discussion of some childish and some use

ful, though perhaps imaginative, adaptations of Scrip-

ture. But some points claim our attention. " It is

admitted Scripture has only one meaning." We have

partly spoken of this; but there are new points con

nected with it here. We are not now to decide whether

Scripture is wise in having one or more, but whether it

has. Now, in the use made of it here, the proposition,

that it has only one meaning, is wholly false. Mystical

and allegorical inteqiretations of the Fathers, I throw

overboard at once. Scripture is not answerable for

them ; but our friend Philo and the Alexandrians
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mainly. But prophecy and symbolism of the Gospel in

the law are referred to. Prophecy we have spoken of;

but symbolism means types of the Old Testament appli

cable to things in the New. Now, I affirm that Old and

New Testament concur in stating this to be so. Moses

was commanded to make the tabernacle according to

the pattern he had seen in the mount; nay, if God

made such a system, we ought to expect some meaning

in it more than gowns, and dresses, and curtains. When

I read through the Scripture, I find, the whole form of

language framed on such a symbolical use, and the

great facts of the New the plain counterpart to the

symbols of the Old. You must crush the whole struc

ture of Scripture in its most vital essences, tear the

warp out of it so that it ceases to be a texture, before

you undo this. Altars, tabernacles, the dwelling-place

of God, sacrifices, priesthood, the rock, the water, the

anointing, the holy place, the mercy-seat, the blood-

shedding ; I should go through every element of what

coastitutes its whole texture of thought, before I had

closed the list of symbolical facts and objects presented

in the Old Testament and taken up in the New, and

\vhich have entered, and that according to Scripture,

into the whole conception and framework of our reli

gious thought. It is not a way of interpreting Scrip

ture, it is Scripture itself. Christ is the Lamb of God.

He is a great High Priest entered into the holiest. And

Paul goes further; he tells us as to the history itself:

" All these things happened unto them for types, and

they are written for our admonition, on whom the ends

of the world are come." One, and only one, true

meaning, therefore, is not the fact in this case. Say

Moses was foolish, and Paul foolish ; but if you so

interpret Scripture, you interpret it contrary to its

nature and positive directions. That is, you do not

interpret it, you correct it. I have the facts—important,

very important, in the history of the people—important

as a history of God's dealings with the people ; and I

get them avowedly pattern facts. Keep the imagination
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in check— all quite right. Look for doctrines in doctrinal

passages, and here for details and illustrations—all

right. But do not pretend you are teaching us to inter

pret Scripture rightly when you are directly contradict

ing it, and saying to it, You are wrong. It is not the

Fathers who have said that Sarah and Ilagar were an

allegory. We do not follow them in such a point, as

saying, Does God take care for oxen ?

W. On this point I do not think you need go further.

If I use Scripture at all, and on the weightiest subjects,

Mr. Jowett's principle becomes impossible. It breaks

down, as you say, the whole structure of Scripture itself.

And I see that he does not "merely check the indulgence

of imagination in it, which is quite right, but rejects the

idea of more or less. He declares, that " in whatever

degree it is practised, it is equally incapable of being

reduced to any rule." I do not know whether he

rejects the Epistle to the Hebrews, but evidently that

book is gone wholly if his principle be true, and count

less passages throughout the whole New Testament.

H. Temporal and spiritual Israel, as commonly used,

I give him freely up. It is a mere abuse of words. I

say, as commonly used ; because in the common adapta

tion of prophecies, prophecies explicitly referring to

Israel are applied to the Church, where the subject-

matter and principles are completely opposed. Ordained

forms, and facts of history, may have a symbolical

application, but moral addresses refer to the objects and

moral state of those addressed, and do not give us

objects to interpret, but persons addressed. Zion means

Zion when she is prophesied about. The prophecy con

cerns her because it speaks to her on the moral ground

she is on, and the arbitrary application to the Church is

entirely false, because the principle of relationship with

God is different. A general principle, as that God is

faithful or good, may be, of course, applied, with just care

to see how it is used ; but the people addressed are not

symbolical objects, but moral jiersons, and the facts to

happen real. If we are to speak of the Lord's prophecy
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as to Jerusalem, I apply the same principle ; but I deny

wholly that in Matthew, Titus, &c., is spoken of at all.

There may have been something analogous; but its

only direct application is to dealings yet to come, imme

diately after which the Lord will appear. I believe this

because it says so. In Luke I have the siege of Jeru

salem, and the language is carefully altered. I believe

what is said in both passages. In Luke, whose Gospel

always looks out to Gentiles, the times of the Gentiles

after the siege are distinctly spoken of, before the signs

that are to come. Remark here how doubt is thrown

on all. It is asked : Is the application of types " to be

regarded as the meaning of the original text, or an

accommodation of it to the thoughts of later times?"

Now, note that the Lord instituted the Last Supper as

taking the place of the Passover. The Apostles apply

in every passage these figures, so that the question is

not if we are interpreting right; it extends to this, if

the Lord and the Apostles are merely accommodating

these figures or not ? What does Mr. Jowett think ?

He says : " Our object is not to attempt here the deter

mination of these questions, but (to point out that they

must be determined before any real progress can be

made." The answer is, for every Christian the matter

is determined. They believe in the Lord's and the

Apostles' use of them—man's now they judge by Scrip

ture to see if they are just.

W. I see no difficulty in the question. The use of

any given type now is, of course, to be judged of when

it is used. I find them most instructive, and, fitting in

with positive doctrines which warrant what is drawn

from them, they become living pictures and illustrations

of what otherwise would escape you. They may not, in

our hands, serve to found a doctrine as a first revelation

of it, but as a vivid illustration and suggestion of truth

they are invaluable.

H. Mr. Jowett insists on this because "The Old

Testament will receive a different meaning accordingly

as it is explained from itself or from the New. In the

c c
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first case, a careful and conscientious study of each one

for itself is all that is required ; in the second case, the

types and ceremonies of the law, perhaps the very facts

and persons of the history, will be assumed to be pre

destined or made after a pattern corresponding to the

things that were to be in the latter days." Now, all

this is confusion from beginning to end. It ignores the

positive statements of the volume pretended to be inter

preted. And further, if the book be inspired, one Mind

has formed it from beginning to end, and we must look

for a co-ordinated system. If it be not, we find there is

an end of predestinating facts or even statements. But

we have seen that, if it is a true history, the whole sys

tem of the tabernacle was made after a pattern, which

the Epistle to the Hebrews largely and specifically de

clares to be a heavenly one, and the tabernacle a pattern

of things in the heavens. But we have this even more

specifically defined. The law was a shadow of good

things to come, and not the very image. There were

sacrifices : so Jesus was a sacrifice. But the Jewish

were repeated, proving that sin was not for ever put

away for him who came by them; Jesus' was not

repeated, because it was. There were many priests,

because they died; for us but one, because He ever

lives. There was a veil, and no one could go into the

Holiest: now the veil is rent, and we have boldness to

enter. The high priest stood, because his work was

never finished. Jesus is set down at the right hand of

God, because His work is finished for ever : and so ou.

These were the outlines of this vast exhibition of God's

ways, to be a key, so to speak, near the eye. But

neither Testament is simply to be explained by the other.

In some points there is contrast, as law and Gospel, in

other analogies, in other common principles, in other

prophetic announcements. The only point we learn to

have been hidden was the Church. That could not be

revealed because it was based on the casting down of

the middle wall of partition, and the Jewish system on

its being strictly kept up. But if God be the Author of
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the sacred volume, it is monstrous to suppose there

was not a preparatory leading on to the full revelation

of God Himself, or that He revealed something which

was wholly unconnected with and no way introductory

to what followed. It was necessary to make distinct

the difference between man's standing on the ground of

his own responsibility, and grace; between requiring,

however justly, and giving. And this, though prophets

point to the giving, there is. But promises came before

law ; and even under law, a ministration of condemna

tion and death, there were ordinances which prefigured

the way of grace, while the exacting of righteousness,

which man had not, led him to the sense of the need

which grace met. The understanding of all this rests

on this: " They shall be all taught of God." Each part,

as to its statements, is to be understood in itself; but,

when simply understood, the correspondences and dif

ferences will appear, and rich instruction for man's

soul be acquired out of them. All this division of Mr.

Jowett's, and its consequences, is in the air, and written

without any kind of reference to the facts of the case.

We do not assume anything about it. We take what

is said in the book itself about itself, and find it verified

in the richest and most instructive manner. One would

think Mr. Jowett had never read St. Paul's Epistles, or

the Hebrews, or, indeed, any part of the New Testament ;

for, as I said, he does not reason on its interpretation

here, but against its contents. And man's fancies, and

Scriptural, that is, Divine expositions, are thrown to

gether as of equal weight.

There is another interesting question which he touches

on—the origin of the three first Gospels ; but his con

clusions—for he is one of the most illogical persons I

ever met with— are in no way the consequence of his

premises. He is constantly making a false division, and

the true conclusion is outside all he says. There is a

difficulty as to the forms of recital of the three first or

synoptical Gospels. Marsh, who was educated in

Germany, introduced into this country a modification

cc2
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of Eichorn's German theories. Eichorn changed his

somewhat in consequence, afterwards, if I remember

right. The singular fact is, that tantamount statements

are found in these Gospels, often verbally the same, and

yet sometimes different, and the facts placed in different

connection. The only difficulty, and that which all are

really entirely ignorant of, is, how to account for it. It

affords no difficulty in reading, but great help. The

difficulty is, for critics, simply how it should have hap

pened. Mr. Jowett supposes the main facts were pre

served orally. Now, till the Gospels were written, that

seems to me a matter of fact, not " a probable solution,"

whatever use we may make of the fact. Only we have

to remember that Christ told the Apostles they should

be witnesses, because they had been with Him from the

beginning. That they were kept, according to the

promise, to bring all things to their remembrance, as

Jesus had said, I believe ; and that they were graciously

secured in their memory and use of facts ; still they

spoke of what they had seen. But this, while very

simple, does not at all account for the phenomena,

because one Evangelist, even an Apostle, recounts facts

where he was not present, and another who was pre

sent does not recount them —as Matthew and John, as

to what passed in the garden of Gethsemane. The

motive of the histories, and they had • motives, are not

in the casualty of memory, nor in the documents pos

sessed. The theory is, they had the same tradition to

use. Now, if they had had no governing motive, they

would have put the facts together according to the

document men have imagined, or the current tradition.

But they do not. The order is distinct. The allegation

that they are not distinct witnesses, is unfounded. They

may, in particular parts, have used what all knew ; but

they are wholly in their accounts independent of one

another. But I attach no kind of importance to inde

pendent witnesses, because I believe all was inspired.

But I find clear proof of distinct objects in the Gospels,

objects pursued in each, from one end to the other ; 
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which rationalists, who always rest on the surface,

have never found a trace of, and which gives the clearest

proof of the absurdity of their theories of the structure

of the Gospels. But as to the question raised, the facts

of the case prove the contrary to what is pretended. If

all used a common tradition, how comes it that the con

nection, order, and development of facts is so different,

if there was not in each (as inspired, I believe) inde

pendent design ? Men have a common tradition (it is

only true of a part), and yet produce very different

books. They are not memoranda thrown together un

connected, but a set of facts used in a definite, but

diverse connection, so as to produce a different picture

altogether of the Saviour's life, and large portions wholly

omitted, and large portions introduced, all in connection

with this design. Yet, all together, they make up the

full character of the Saviour seen on earth. It is de

clared, moreover, that there were a mass of other facts

which they do not record, because these suit the

purpose. Again, whole scenes of labour and miracles

are told in a few verses, where it met the point sought

for ; large details are given of single ones, when it re

vealed some trait of Christ's life or principle of God's

dealings. Let me, before I enter on this, a little

notice Mr. Jowett's conclusions from the statement I

have quoted above. (1.) There is no necessity to recon

cile inconsistent narratives —the harmony of the Gospels

only means the parallelism of words. Now, I object

totally to all harmonies, as such ; but the remark is

unfounded. A certain number of passages are parallel

in words ; but, as to a vast quantity of the materials, it

is not the case. A harmony is merely an attempt at

chronological order.

W. But why do you object to harmonies ?

H. Because they are the confusion of accounts which

are each written with a distinct Divine object. The

facts are put together by the Holy Ghost, for I may

speak as a believer with you, with an evident purpose,

each Gospel presenting both Christ and the ways of
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God in a different light. To throw them all together is

to destroy this purpose, and obscure the intelligence of

the Gospels.

W. 1 understand. If there be such purpose in each,

it must, of course, do so. Proceed.

H. The second conclusion of Mr. Jowett is : " There

is no necessity to enforce anywhere the connection of

successive verses, for the same words will be found in

different connections in different Gospels." Now, the

true conclusion is exactly the contrary. The Evan

gelists had some leading facts in common, containing,

for they do so, important principles, and many other

facts each to himself. They do not combine them

alike, but form a picture different one from another,

though combining into a whole ; for no one who has

examined the Gospels carefully can deny this. Now,

the difference of connection is one great mark of this

design. And the different connections in which the

statements occur are one great clue to the design, though

by no means its only evidence. Supposing I had this

phrase : The Jews crucified the Son of God, the Lord of

glory, at Jerusalem. And one writer went on : " Think

of the wickedness of this people ; this was their crown-

.ing sin. There, in the beloved city, whose children He

would so often have gathered under His wings, these

very children put their Messiah and Lord to death."

As far as this goes, I should conclude this writer is

bringing out the guilt of this people in Christ's death.

And if I saw him going on, afterwards, to relate dis

coveries as to something else coming in, instead of

Israel—as the Church or kingdom—the bearing of his

narrative would gradually clearly open to me. Sup

posing another gave the same words, and said : " See

the Son of God Himself crucified ; how deep is His

love, how sad the guilt of man ! and those, too, who

were nearest to Him, who had the best opportunity of

seeing that He was indeed the Lord of glory, whom

none of the princes of this world have known.''

should gather, this writer is bringing out man's
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general, and that no evidence will correct the evil of

the heart. If I found afterwards the most touching

doctrinal and parabolic illustration of man's evil and

God's love, and not the Church or the kingdom, but

heaven and another world, I should get hold, of course

by study and Divine help, and gradually, of the bearing

and design of this writing also. Patient investigation

and waiting on Divine help, of course, are called for;

but the difference of the connection in which the same

words are found, is so far a special guiding trace to

the discovery of the spirit and aim of the particular

Gospel.

W. It is as evident as evident can be.

H. And what shall we say to Mr. Jowett's conclusion,

that there is no need to notice the connections because

they are different?

W. We had better leave it.

H. Be it so. But you cannot be surprised if ration

alists' reasonings have no great weight with me. He

adds: (3.) " Nor can the designs attributed to their

authors be regarded as the free handling of the same

subject on different plans ; the difference consisting

chiefly in the occurrence or absence of local or verbal

explanations, or the addition or omission of certain

passages." After what we have already seen we cannot

be surprised at this remark. I have only added just

now to my example certain passages. But what can

possibly be more absurd than this ? It depends wholly

on what is added or omitted, or what the local explana

tion is. I do not see how an explanation in this case

could be anything but local — for we are talking of

connection of passages—or than verbal—for we are

talking of words, and additions or omissions complete

the list ; so it is only saying no connection can explain

the design, wHich is simply absurd; for the addition

or verbal explanation might be even a statement of the

design, so that the conclusion is utterly foolish. But it

is not the fact. The order of the facts is constantly

different, so as to give a totally different colour to them.



398

Save in a brief early part, when, this is the main point,

the choice of facts is totally distinct, though you see the

same scenes. And then the different order and the

whole structure of each Gospel, mark clearly its object.

The parables afford the strongest proof of the design of

the Gospel, and vary largely and abundantly ; and in the

last solemn scenes, while certain facts must be the

same, the special adaptation to the character and design

of the Gospel is as evident as possible. But I go

further. Certain leading facts are common to all,

at least to the three; but even these prove design,

not a tradition gathered up, as it might be, from

memory. They are significant facts, characteristic facts,

connected with the immense change that was taking

place by the rejection of Christ, and leading to this

change. We are assured that they had an immense

mass of other facts; yet he who had them does not

recount them, but declares what his design is in what

he does recount. But the facts were there, remem

bered, but not recounted ; and those that are character

istic and common to all, differently connected with one

another. I see, then, evidently design, I have no doubt

Divine design, but certainly design. A selection of

facts for all. By whom ? Yet (and here we see inde

pendency) these facts so differently used, and in such

different connections, that they could not have joined in

arranging them, nor could there have been collusion.

They would have avoided the differences reproached to

them. We have a vast number of facts known, not

used—a choice of facts, to a certain degree common to

all, hence brought together by some one ; but not by

the writers together, for they use them all differently,

and to different purposes, though all to present the Lord

to us. And they have, besides, such a large number of

other facts and discourses, which they introduce in the

midst of the former, or all together—for both are true—

completing evidently the specific design of each. Now,

I get here distinct instruments, distinct objects, each

instrument following his own, but, at the same time.
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a common Mind which has guided and overruled it all.

As to the traditions of the Fathers, as to Mark and

Luke, they may be true ; between Luke and Paul there

is certainly spiritual and historical connection ; but they

are of no sort of consequence. As they stand they are

vague and contradictory, and founded on an utterly false

principle, namely, to trace each Gospel to an Apostle. At

the very best they are curiosities of history, which, if a

person believes the book Divine, are of an entirely

secondary interest.

W. But you must go through the Gospels in this

view a little.

H. It is a long task, but, to my mind at least, full

of interest,—an inlet into the mind and grace of our

God, and not merely dry antagonism with rationalism.

W. Quite so. I desire it the rather for that reason ;

for though we may be called upon to occupy ourselves

with these Essays, still, by going effectually into Scrip

ture, we get, with the arguments against them, by the

positive proof of what is good, food. Divine food, for

our own souls, which brings a conviction of a higher

order.

H. Well, I will run through, then, as most strongly

characteristic, the Gospels of John and Matthew, so as

to mark their character ; just referring to Luke, and

Mark, too, which, as you know, is a shorter one, and

rapid in its course as to facts, to confirm the general

principle. I will begin with John, because it is perhaps

the most easy to seize. John's great doctrine is the Son

of God on earth, and eternal life in Him, and the reve

lation of God in and by Him. In his Epistle he goes

on to the manifestation of this same life in the disciple.

He is the eternal life which was with the Father, and

has been manifested unto us. Then, " he that hath the

Son hath life," and so, " which thing is true in Him and in

you." The details are the traits of this life, the know

ledge of the love of God in it through the Spirit, and

fellowship with the Father and the Son. In the Gospel

to which I will now confine myself, it is His person and
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the gift of the Comforter when He is gone. I will run

through the chapters of this Gospel, to see if there be

not a leading idea running all through, to which the

peculiar facts recorded are subservient. That idea is

the Son of God outside of, and above all dispensational

dealings, in the blessedness of His own person, though,

as a man, and taking fully a man's place. But it is, as I

think I have remarked, not man taken up to heaven,

but a Divine person come down to earth. In the first

chapter there are three parts, 1—18, 19—34, and thence

to the end ; but this continued chap. ii. 1—22. The

first is the abstract glory of His nature. He is God,

but a distinct person, with God, and that in eternity, life,

light : John was His witness. There was this singular

phenomenon, light shining in darkness, and the darkness

remaining what it was ; and then the Word made flesh

and dwelling among us,—the only begotten Son in the

bosom of the Father, who makes God known. Next we

have what Christ does, His work, the Lamb of God who

takes away the sin of the world, and the baptism with

the Holy Ghost. We then find Christ the centre and

gatherer of the remnant of Israel. In the first of the

two days, John the Baptist's work to this end is spoken

of; in the second, Christ's. This last, I doubt not, like

Matt, x., goes down, in principle, to His return. I

would note, in passing, that we have here Christ as a

Divine centre, for none can be such truly but God ;

next the one only path through a world in which there

is none for man, for there can be none for children who

have wilfully abandoned their Father's house till they

turn back to it ; and then the heaven open, and man (in

Christ) the object of Divine favour, and the mighty

ones, the most exalted of creatures, his servants. Na-

thanacl owned Him, according to the second Psalm.

He takes his place, according to the eighth. Here note,

that the Jews and world, as such, are wholly outside,

10, 11; (the Jews are always treated as reprobates in

this Gospel), and those born of God alone owned,

12, 13. In a word, we have not dispensatioual deal-



401

ings, but the deep realities of the Divine nature in

relationship to men and the world, though it is fully

owned that the Jews were God'§ people. The second

chapter, called the third day, I have no doubt intimates

the double aspect of Christ's reunion with His earthly

people—the marriage and the judgment. I can quite

accept that such a figure, though to me, from the con

nection, undoubted, may not be admitted. I do not

complain of this, but, as I am saying what I think, I

would not omit it. In ii. 23, iii. 21, we have the great

foundations of the new state of things - born of God,

and the cross ; the latter, in the double aspect of the

Son of man must be lifted up ; the love of God has given

His Son. The condemnation is, the coming in of light.

22—36 In the full aspect of the new state of things,

and the absolutely heavenly character of the witness, are

gone into. iv. After this introduction—for such it is—

(John was not yet cast into prison, and Christ had not

•yet presented Himself), He leaves Judaea, practically

driven out by the Jews, and in Samaria, where no

promise was (salvation, He declares in the chapter, was

of the Jews), unfolds the living power of the Holy

Ghost, which He could give as God—for God was

giving, not requiring—and which He was humbled, so

as to be the weary One craving a drink of water, that

man might have ; and then finds the way to man's un

intelligent heart, as it ever must be, by the conscience.

Nothing more lovely than this whole picture—the re

jected and weary One finding His meat in showing grace

to this wearied but guilty heart ; but I must not dwell on

it here. It opened to His view the fields white for harvest

at the moment He was cast out. In v. we have the

Son of God giving life to whom He will. The general

picture is man's incompetently to get healed by strength

in himself, and Christ, in contrast, bringing life, and

that eternal life, so as to escape judgment. The end of

the chapter shows life in Him, with every evidence, and

man would not come to have it. This is man's responsi

bility as to Christ. In chap, v., He is the life-giving
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Son of God. Chapter vi., He is the Son of man, the

object of faith come into the world, and dying, so that

faith feeds on Him. The general picture is Christ

satisfying the poor with bread, according to Ps. cxxxii. ;

owned Prophet, refusing then to be King, going up

on high alone, while His disciples were tossed and

toiling in His absence ; He rejoins them, and they

are at land ; a Christ, the true manna (2—9), incar

nate, and dying (understood in spirit), their true food,

vii., He cannot show Himself at the feast of Taber

nacles. The feast of Passover is fulfilled in Him. The

Pentecost on the day so called. But the Tabernacles,

where Israel celebrated their rest after the harvest and

vintage (known figures of judgment), are not even yet.

He promises the Spirit meanwhile, as Israel had the

water out of the rock in the desert ; only now it should

be in him who came to Him to drink, and flow forth as

rivers in this desert world. Thus we have the triple

fruition of the Holy Ghost giving life as born of Him,

the Spiritual power of life in us rising up to its full

blessing as eternal life, and 'flowing forth in blessing

from us as a river. This closed the direct communica

tion of Christ as to His position on earth. In viii.

His word is rejected ; there He is light. In ix. His

works ; here He gives eyes to see. He gives eyes to a

poor sheep cast out, who having owned Him as a pro

phet, finds He is the Son of God. Then comes all He

is for His sheep, from His entering in Himself by the

door as a subject man, then laying down His life for

them, of infinite value in itself also, to His being one

with the Father. In xi. and xii., being thus rejected,

He receives just testimony, in spite of men, to His being

Son of God (resurrection and life), in Lazarus' resurrec

tion ; to his being Son of David, in riding in on the ass ; to

His being Son of man, by the Greeks coming up. But He

declares that, to take this place, He must die or abide

alone. He must be lifted up to draw (not Israel as a

living Messiah) but all men. The Evangelist then unfolds

how it stood with Israel, and Christ how it stood with the
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world at large in respect of Himself. He is now owned,

so to speak, as crucified, i. e., His teaching takes up

what is beyond it. He was come from God and went

to God. The Father had delivered all into His hand.

And now if He could not abide with His disciples as a

companion upon earth, He would make them fit to be

with Him in heaven, have a part with Him. They were

washed, as completely regenerated by the Word ; but, as

priests connected with the sanctuary and holy service,

must have their feet washed as to daily conversation.

That, He was their servant still to do. fIe then refers

to His betrayal and Peter's denial of Him, the perfect

wickedness of flesh and its weakness ; declares the value

Godward of the death of the Son of man and its fruit in

His then entering into Divine glory, and being no more

(bodily) for any in the world, xiv., He unfolds His

disciples' position in consequence. He was not going

to be alone on high, He was going to prepare a place

for them; but having revealed the Father in Himself,

they knew where He was going, for He was going to

the Father, and they had seen Him in Him ; and they

knew the way, for they had come to the Father in

coming to Him. That was as already there ; but on

going away He would obtain another Comforter for

them. In Spirit He would come to them, manifest

Himself to them, and the Father and Himself make

their abode with them. The path of obedience and

responsibility on Christian, not on Adam ground, is in

this and the following chapter fully set out. He left what

He could only give in leaving, for He made it by the

cross, peace ; gave them His own peace ; but He was

truly a man, cared for their love ; if they loved Him

they would be glad He was going to His Father, to

rest and glory. But there was a difficulty. What about

the vine that God brought out of Egypt and planted ?

This He meets in the following chapter. Israel was not

the vine, though as a people it were so. He Himself

was the true Vine, they were the branches. He was

not, as they thought of Messiah, the best branch of the
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old vine ; He was the vine, and they the branches.

He then enlarges upon the way of bearing due fruit,

dependence and obedience, and, if His words abode in

them, asking what they would : most important instruc

tions, which I regret passing over so rapidly, only that

I must confine myself to my present object—the general

idea. As He has returned to this rejection of the old

provisional vine, so to speak, He shows that to be with

out excuse, and as really having seen and hated (not

Messiah, though He was such), but Him and His

Father. It is laid on its intrinsic moral grounds.

Hence, when the Comforter was come— before He

had spoken of the Father's sending Him, now of His

sending Him from the Father to testify of Him glorified

(as before, to bring to remembrance what He had said

upon earth), they also having to bear testimony as with

Him from the beginning- in the xvi. chapter, when

the Comforter was come, He would bear witness in the

world, of sin, righteousness, and judgment, in con

nection with His rejection, and going away to His

Father ; and guide the disciples into all truth, show

them things to come, and glorify Christ (all that the

Father had being His) ; and then places them in im

mediate confident relationship with the Father. For

the moment they were to be in sorrow, and scat

tered. In xvii., addressing His Father—wonderful

thought that we should be admitted to hear !—He looks

to taking His own place, as Son on high, to glorify

Him, in virtue of His work which He had finished ;

the one our place, the other our title to it. He puts

them in it, having manifested His Father's name to

them, and gives to them all the communications made

to Him in it on earth, and prays for them, on the

ground of their being the Father's, and on the ground

of His being glorified in them. He prays they may be

kept in the name of the Holy Father, and Divine

names are the power of the thing named. Holiness,

His holiness, and children ; these are our place. This,

that Christ's own joy might be fulfilled in them. Then
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Be gives, not the words, but the Word, the testimony,

and the world hates them. They are completely put in

Christ's place on earth in every respect, sanctified by

the truth, and He Himself set apart, away from men, on

high, to be the source of this their setting apart, by the

revelation of what He was to their hearts. Next, He

gives them the glory the Father had. given Him, but,

beyond all, will have them with Himself where He is.

And, as partaking of His glory hereafter, will prove to

the world they were loved as He was; so that He

manifests the Father's name now, that the Father's love

to Him may be in them on earth, and He in them.

Having thus completed His disciples' place in His

absence, and even to their heavenly rest—of which John

speaks little, barely in the beginning of xiv. and at the

end of xvii., and this only in the full result—in the

xviii. he enters on the final history of the Lord's days

on earth. But this, even more than any other part,

shows the Divine person who is above all circumstances.

John was one of the three present, as near as any could

be, in the agony in Gethsemane. He gives not a word

of it ; while Matthew, who was present at what John

recounts, tells nothing of that, but does of the agony,

ftow, if these contrasted circumstances were not charac

teristic they might not prove much, but they are most

strikingly characteristic. I will briefly recall to you

those mentioned by >St. John. All point out the Son of

God, M'holly above circumstances ; the free offering up

of Himself. Judas comes ; the Lord advances and

names Himself. They all go backward and fall to the

ground. Had He sought escape He had only to go away,

but He asks again, and then says, " If ye seek me, let

these go their way:" the blessed sign, as the Apostle

witnesses, how He stood in the gap, and, however

poor and weak, the disciples escaped untouched. With

this love we have perfect love to His Father, and

perfect obedience. " The cup which my Father has

given me, shall I not drink it?"—and no more. The

miracle of healing, even, is not noticed by John, though
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he can give the servant's name. So all His answers to

the chief priest are in the calm superiority of one above

all that surrounded Him, while the full guilt and mad

ness of the Jews is fully brought out, as they are seen

in all the Gospel ; and in rejecting Him they deny their

own place, " We have no king but Caesar." Christ's

answers before Pilate bear the same stamp, as one

above all. As we had no agony in the garden, so no

" My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken me ? " on the

cross. Finally, Jesus knowing now all was finished, a

single passage remaining to be fulfilled, says, " I thirst,"

and, having drank the vinegar, says, " It is finished."

He then bows His head, and gives up His own spirit.

Meanwhile, in perfect calmness, He committed His

mother to John, and charged John with the care of her.

No bone is broken, but Joseph and Nicodemus make

Him to be with the rich in His death. Now, in all

this—and John, mark, was with Him, as near as any

could be in His agony, and standing by at the cross—

all that marked the anguished man is omitted, and all

that presents the Son of God is introduced. I find

design, that is ; a blessed and beautiful appearing, as a

true, lowly, and obedient man, no doubt, but — an appear

ing of the Son of God, as such, for faith on earth ; reveal

ing His Father all His life, and even in the circum

stances of His death, Son of God still.

W. Though the whole synoptical analysis of the

Gospel is important to our purpose, yet the character of

the last facts referred to, in connection with the blessed

Lord's death, is to me even more striking still. I do

not see how it is possible to avoid seeing a Divine

design in connection with the purpose of the whole

Gospel, and the aspect in which the Lord is viewed

throughout it ;—His person, as the new foundation of

all when He had been offered up in sacrifice, the Jews

being wholly rejected. It is striking, too, that he does

not mention what he alone of the Evangelists might

have been, in some measure, an eye-witness. of.

JJ.. Two chapters remain to consider, relating His



407

history after the resurrection. They are throughout, I

do not doubt, significative as to the dispensational deal

ings consequent on the truths already brought out.

Such applications are not like doctrines, we must leave

them to the judgments of others. But I will state them

to you. Their .orderly completeness, I have no doubt,

proves the truth of the view I suggest. The fact of

Christ's resurrection known only by sight, without the

testimony of God in the word that He must rise, pro

duces no effect. They go home. But Mary, out of

whom seven devils had been cast, wants Jesus Himself—

in ignorance, no doubt, but in true affection. When this

had been fully and most beautifully brought out—the

world had nothing for her but Him—Jesus reveals Him

self to her, and makes her the messenger of the witness

of the believers' position. He was not come back to be

corporally present for the kingdom, and reign over

Israel. He could, through redemption, call His disciples

brethren, and they were in the same relationship to His

God and Father as He was. This gathers them, and He

is in their midst, and pronounces peace—for He had

now made it: then sends them forth, breathing into

them the living power of the Holy Ghost. Afterwards

Thomas believes on seeing, but full blessing arose from

believing now without seeing. Now, I have no doubt,

while this put the disciples, historically, in their true

place and relationship to God ; yet we have a picture of

the whole period from Christ's resurrection to the time

of His return ; first, the remnant who had known Him

before ; then the Church formed without seeing Him,

and in possession of peace with God, and His presence,

as assembled ; then sent forth in the power of the Holy

Ghost, with remission of sins, for others ; then the

remnant of Israel, in the latter days, who will believe

by seeing. This introduces the Millennium. The last

chapter has avowedly in it that which is mysterious, and

evidently intentionally so. I have no doubt myself that

it follows on consecutively after the Lord's return.

Seen on earth, seen in resurrection, seen now the third

D D
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time, i. e., when He returns. He puts Himself on the

original ground of His associations with Israel only in

power. The nets do not break, the ships do not sink.

He has already gathered fish, but the great haul is then

taken, and without the ensuing failure as it was in pre

vious service. Remark, too, we are .in Galilee, and

there is no ascension. This suits John; it is Divine

manifestation on earth, not man's going to heaven;

hence, it links on to the future display of power, not to

Christ's coming to receive the Church which is united to

Him while in heaven. Peter follows Christ, and is to

be cut off, and, I believe, the whole Jewish church

system with him. John is left in testimony to connect

it with that which is to come, so that the disciples

thought he was not to die, but this was not said. Is'ow

these last points I leave to the Christian perception of

every one who examines the Gospel with care ; but the

facts prove the co-ordinated character of the history,

from one end of the Gospel to the other, completing one

distinct and clear exhibition of Christ outside legal

Judaism, in every chapter up to His taking His sheep,

which closed all recognition of the fold, being Christ

in contrast with that Judaism, and presenting the setting

up of a new thing in Him. Peter's ministry, who served

in the circumcision, like Jesus, would end like His.

But John's, who represented ministry outside it, but

not heavenly, though leading individuals there, would

go on till Christ came.

W. All this requires study to verify the consistency

of details, and the general character you give to it, where

it is mysterious, which it evidently purposely is ; but the

fact of a definite character and design in the Gospel is

evident.

H. There is another point I would note here on

occasion of the xv. chapter. The notion of the appli

cation of the words in Hosea, " I have called my Son

out of Egypt " to Christ, is ridiculed by rationalists.

Now, I affirm distinctly that it is according to the tenor

of Scripture testimony and perfectly rightly applied. It
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is a great leading truth. If you look at Isaiah xlix.,

you will see Messiah distinctly presented as taking the

place of Israel. ' I think we have spoken, when on the

pseudo-Isaiah of infidels, of the elect servant of Israel,

Christ the elect servant, and the remnant the elect ser

vant of the last days. But this xlixth chapter is more

definite. Israel is first presented as Jehovah's witness

in the earth, as the polished shaft in His quiver. " Thou

art my servant, 0 Israel, in whom I will be glorified.

Then I said," says Messiah, " I have laboured in vain,

and spent my strength for nought and in vain." And so

it was with Christ on earth. " But now, saith Jehovah,

who formed me from the womb to be His servant, to bring

Jacob again to Him, though Israel be not gathered, yet

shall I be glorious in the eyes of Jehovah, and my God

shall be my strength. And He said, It is a light thing

that thou shouldest be my servant to raise up the tribes

of Jacob, and to restore the preserved of Israel, I will

also give thee for a light to the Gentiles, and to be my

salvation to the end of the earth." That is, Israel

is presented as the servant of the Lord; but when

Christ comes, if it were so, His labour was in vain, and

then Christ, though to restore the remnant in due time,

is Himself God's servant, and light goes forth to the

Gentiles. This is the passage Paul so strikingly quotes

as justifying his turning from the Jews to the Gentiles,

when the former rejected his message. Christ takes

the place of Israel under the law, Israel after the flesh.

This He does all through John, though in a higher way,

as revealed Son of God. Hence, in xv., He proclaims

Himself as the true vine; Israel was the well-known

vine, and, as remarked before, Messiah w^s to be the

best branch, the topmost bough. But Israel is set

aside. The true vine, as the true servant, is Christ.

Israel was Jehovah's son, His first born ; but Cki.ist was

the son, the true first born of every creature. Hence,

as rejected by Israel, He begins Israel's whole history

afresh, and, as not deriving His position from the people,

He is called out of Egypt, to begin their historv accord

D D 2
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ing to God. Now, remark here, dear W., I am not

saying whether Scripture be wise or foolish, I believe it

divinely wise ; but that is not my question now. What

I say is, it is the system of Scripture to substitute

Christ for Israel, the second Adam for the first, and,

that what wholly failed as founded on the responsibility

of man was taken up afresh in the perfect and unfailing

Son of God. Indeed, this is true, as we have seen, as

to every principle of God's dealings with men, but I

now speak only of Israel. And hence, Matthew and

the New Testament using the Old Testament Scripture,

use it rightly according to the intended use of Scrip

ture. People may quarrel with Scripture, but they

cannot say that Matthew quotes, " Out of Egypt have

I called my son," in a way not according to the inten

tion of Scripture. It is the system and plan of Scrip

ture, of the Old Testament itself, to transfer passages

from Israel the provisional son to Christ the true Son

thus.

W. Well, this is a new view of the matter. It is

taking the bull by the horns.

H. I believe it to be the simple matter of fact. I

think the real weakness of the defenders of Scripture is,

that they do not really believe in its perfection, they

yield something to their adversaries. If it be Divine,

I cannot yield what is Divine. If it be not Divine, I

have lost all Scripture. If I believe it Divine I seek

the Divine meaning, and I shall be helped to discover it,

and wait till I do. The moment you compromise, you

are off the ground on which the Bible is of any value ; or

that contending for it is of any consequence whatever.

W. There I agree with you, and I think that, for

Christians, these attacks will be of great value in this

respect. For even Orthodox persons were very loose

in their estimate of God's Word, and of inspiration. The

Divine authority of God's Word, and the present action

of the Holy Ghost were not really believed in.

H. An unconverted man cannot spiritually recognize

either. He may be brought up with respect for the
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Word of God, and it is a very great mercy. But his

own thoughts, when he thinks, must be human as to it

when he comes to the point, and he has none else.

When he ' has set to his seal that God is true,' all this is

changed. But we will now take up Matthew.

W. If you please. What is the aspect in which Christ

is presented in this Gospel, as you suppose ? What the

ways and dealings of God as presented in it?

H. The Emmanuel, Jehovah-Messiah, promised and

prophesied of, presented to Israel but rejected, and, thus,

rejected Israel making way for the Church and the

kingdom ; but all in earthly or Jewish connection ; from

that point of view. Hence, as in John, the final scene

is in Galilee, and there is no ascension. Let us now go

through its general structure as the evidence of special

design ; of a design which has Divine largeness of view

and object. It begins with the roots of promise to come

to the promised seed. Abraham, David, Christ. There

are none of the lovely details of the state of the poor

and godly remnant in I srael which we find in Luke, but

simply the accomplishment of prophecy in the mira

culous birth of Jesus, whose name was to be the expres

sion of the coming of Jehovah to save His people.

Next we have the false king seeking to thrust Him out,

the Gentiles having come to own Him, God's won

drous testimony according to prophecy, and God pro

viding, when once Jesus was thus owned, for the non-ful

filment of the blessing in legal Israel then, but a

recommencing their history in His Son called out of

Egypt. All this in Bethlehem, according to prophecy.

The result is, that He is cast out into Galilee among the

poor of the flock, to be brought up as the separated one

from among His people. Next comes the voice foretold

in the wilderness to announce the coming of Jehovah

calling for repentance to meet Him, disowning right by

birth from Abraham as sufficient. They must meet

God. The fan was there to cleanse His floor (Israel),

the axe already at the root of the trees. John recog

nizes the glory of the person of Jesus, but Jesus takes
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His place according to Ps. xvi. among the poor in spirit,

and godly ones among the people, the excellent of the

earth : there He is owned as Son of God and anointed,

and sealed with the Holy Ghost for His service in the

earth. Then He is tempted and put to the test, and

answers by passages from Deut., the book which con

templated Israel, not in legal order, but under a Divine

claim of obedience. John is cast into prison, and Jesus

begins His ministry and carries it on, on the same foot

ing among the people as John, and begins to gather

disciples to Himself. The last three verses give a

general account of all His service in Galilee, preaching

the glad tidings of the kingdom, and, by a display of

power in goodness, drawing the attention of the whole

country. Thereupon, that there might be no mistake,

He sits down and declares to His disciples, but in the

audience of the crowd, who they were that would enter

into the kingdom, and on what principles. This is the

sermon on the mount. Israel was in the way with

Jehovah to judgment. If he did not come to agree

ment he would, as to earthly government, be cast into

prison and remain till all was paid. Note, that rejec

tion is supposed for the disciples, v. 10, 11. It is the

kingdom of heaven, an expression peculiar to Matthew :

that is, the rule of the kingdom is not on earth, but in

heaven, enlarged, when the full result is seen (Matt, xiii.),

into the Father's kingdom and the kingdom of the Sou

of Man, a name which Christ takes on His rejection as

the Christ, and always gives Himself, and which is the

passage from the prophecy of Him in Ps. ii., in which

character He was rejected and the kingdom not now set

up, to His character in Ps. viii., in which He is head

over all things. The special characteristics of the ser

mon on the mount are what is called the spirituality of

the law, the claim of a sanctifying view and obedience,

and the revelation of the Father's name. In a certain

sense this part of the Gospel gives His whole position

in Israel. After the sermon on the mount we have

details fully bringing out the display of Emmanuel, and
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the effect on Israel, and the opening the door to Gentiles.

These we will go briefly through. We shall see that it

passes withal directly on to dealing with the people in

the last days in connection with what was then going

on. In cleansing the leper He shows Himself as exer

cising Jehovah's power in Israel, and yet subject to the

law of Moses. In healing the Centurion's servant with

a word we find Him owned as the Divine Disposer of all

things ; and He takes occasion by this faith, not found

in Israel, to declare the bringing in of Gentiles to sit

down with Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the children of

the kingdom of Israel after the flesh being shut

out. These great principles being established, we

have His present condition, the blessed fulfiller of

Isaiah liii., and an outcast in Israel, the Son of Man,

but one for whom all must be given up. Next a

picture of the result of being with Him, to man's eye a

storm, which left no hope—at any rate they were in the

same ship with Jesus—but He who seemed asleep (and

was undisturbed by all) with a word commands all the

elements ; thus graciously rebuking their want of faith.

In the country of the Gergesenes His word dispels all

the power of Satan ; but occasion is given to display this

power in the unclean, the swine—a figure, I have no doubt,

of Israel's subsequent history. At any rate those who have

seen this power in Him, when fully informed, got rid of

Him. Thus, all His power, and Israel's and the Gen

tiles' history in connection with it, have been displayed.

Note, herein, the beautiful perfect display of the truth

in the first case, Jehovah alone cleansed the leprosy.

The leper saw His power, but doubted, at least, His

goodness, could not reckon on it. Jesus, in words

which God alone has a right to use, declares His grace,

" I will ; " but if one touched a leper he was unclean ;

but His holiness and nature were such, He could exercise

His love to the uttermost in the midst of evil, undefiled

and undefileable. And He touches him, and says, " I will."

Jehovah, whom none could defile, a man to bring per

fect love in power to the vilest.
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W. How a few words, a single act, in these Divine

records carries a volume of truth. How they prove

their Divine character by it. It has, we cannot doubt an

instant, a Divine Author, and a Divine subject. Much

as your explanation interests me, the simple fact in the

history you speak of says more than volumes of any

explanation.

H. In truth, it does. The soul taught of God is in

contact with Divine power in the Word. We may, by

God's grace, serve as finger posts to it. He makes us,

and it is gracious, helpful to one another ; but all must

be learnt with God. We will proceed. In ix. Christ

is the Jehovah of Psa. ciii. He forgives and heals at

the same time. Next He abounds in grace and calls

the vilest, comes as a physician to call sinners, not the

righteous ; nor can He put this new power of grace into

the old bottles of Judaism. In the rest of the chapter,

a picture, I do not doubt a moment, of God's ways in

Israel, He comes to intercept death. When there was

individual faith in the crowd of Israel, power went out

to heal ; but really the object of His compassion was

dead before He came. Resurrection must restore Israel.

And so it will be with them. Owned as Son of David,

He opens the blind eyes and opens the dumb mouth to

praise God. Such was His work in Israel ; but the

Pharisees, the nation in its legal pride, committed itself

fatally, and ascribed the Divine power to Satan. Awful

word ! But patient compassion was not exhausted, and

Jesus-Jehovah went healing everywhere, had com

passion on the shepherdless multitudes, saw the harvest

plenty and the labourers few, directing His disciples to

pray the Lord of the harvest He would send out la

bourers. This He does in the next chapter, but exclu

sively in Israel. The twelve are sent out, but the terms

of their mission extend, without taking the Church into

account at all, to the time of Christ's coming again.

They are sent out in the midst of a hostile people, seek

ing the remnant, the worthy in Israel, and forbidden to

go to Gentiles or Samaritans. But, if rejected, judg
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ment would come. He goes on to the time when

the Spirit would be come, and till the time when

the Son of Man would be come. They had called the

Master of the house Beelzebub (showing His estimate

of the character Israel thus took), how much more His

servants. But He encourages them by every promise,

and especially the Spirit's help, and declares that all

done to them would be considered as done to Him. This

remarkable chapter shows the Lord, as we have seen

the prophets before, passing over here from His first

coming unbrokenly to the last days, leaving out wholly

the present period—for He forbids any gospel to Gentiles.

The patience of Christ continued to deal with Israel ;

but, in a certain sense, this was a closing testimony ; I

mean as to its character and nature. This is supposed

to continue, as we have said, or, rather, not to be com

pleted till He came. What follows in the Gospel dis

cusses the moral character of His rejection, showing

where rest was to be found, and, afterwards, what would

come in on His rejection. Thus, in xi., on the inquiry

by John, the character of His mission, and their recep

tion of it, and of His own, and their reception of that, is

unfolded, reproaching the cities with their unbelief, but

showing rest in Himself for the weary ; and that the

truth was, all was given to Him the Son ; He alone

knew the Father, and could reveal Him ; and He was

the Son, none at all could know Him but the Father

Himself. But He did reveal the Father to those who

came to Him. He then shows the triumph of mercy over

sacrifice— that a rejected David had eaten the show-

bread, and that the priests profaned the Sabbath in the

temple, and a greater than the temple was there. The

seal of Israel's covenant must give place to the Son ofMan.

The same point is again insisted on with the Jews, and

their whole system judged. This was an all-important

point. It was setting the whole system aside for grace.

His silent and unobtrusive character is declared, but, when

the people own Him Son of David, the Pharisees repeat

their blasphemy, and this leads to the formal judgment
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of the nation, and a prophecy of their last estate : that

as the unclean spirit (of idolatry) had gone out, it would

come back, with seven worse ones, to Israel. Then, on

His mother amI brethren, the links with Israel according

to the flesh, coming, He will not own them, but only

what is the fruit of His own word. This is fully un

folded in xiii. There the Lord takes the character of

a Sower, one who does not seek fruit from what is

already planted, but brings with Him what is to produce

it. Then, in the six following parables, propounds the

character and forms the kingdom of heaven would take

while the King was hidden, and had not taken to Him

His great power and reigned : in three its outer aspect

to the multitude, in three its inner to the disciples. Its

character as kingdom of the Father and of the Son of

Man is given at the close. They are things new and

old, the new unlooked-for character of what had been

told of in prophecy, which a Scribe would already know.

In what follows we have the signs of the closing scene—

John Baptist is beheaded, and the Lord retires. But,

followed by the multitude, His compassions still continue.

He acts as the Jehovah of promise, and satisfies the

poor with bread ; but then retires even from His disciples,

and, returning to them, shows that He walks as on dry

ground where they are tossed about, and can give power

to faith to do it. All here depends on keeping the eye

fixed on Jesus. Peter could have walked on a smooth

sea no better than on a rough one. When they were in

the ship the wind ceased. Who with any sense can

doubt this was significant? Israel dismissed, Christ

alone on high, His disciples tossed about, yet taught

to walk on the water to come to Him. When in

the ship all is peace, and come to land (Gennesaret),

that world out of which He had been once expelled,

they worship Him there, xv., We have the principles

of the kingdom ; truth in the inward parts contrasted

with ordinances ; man's heart evil, but grace going out

to the vilest of an accursed race, where there was faith.

The Lord again feeds the multitude, the fact having a
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distinct character, which for the present I pass by. In

xvi., leaving the adulterous generation, the Church is

revealed, founded on His being the Son of the living

God,—as such He had never before been owned, it was

proved in resurrection ; and also the kingdom of heaven,

whose administration was entrusted to Peter. This

leads to the clear announcement to His disciples that He

must be rejected, and die. At this moment, conse

quently, He charges them to say no more that He is the

Christ, the character in which He is presented to Israel.

In xvii. the glory of the kingdom is revealed. But the

disciples even could not profit by the blessing and power

then present, and He was soon to leave that generation.

He owns His disciples as, with Him, sons of the Great

King ; but, not to offend, submits as yet to the temple's

demands. In xviii., we have the spirit, and flesh-judging

principles, of the kingdom. The meek and lowly, and

little children, are on His heart; for now it was, not

Christ to Israel, but the Son of Man come to save that

which was lost: and the Church, not the synagogue,

became the place of which within and without could be

said. Forgiveness characterized the kingdom, but judg

ment when grace was not owned ; and so it happened to

Israel. We then get spiritual power, judging and hold

ing flesh as dead, while the relations formed of God are

fully maintained—the law, the way of life to the Jew,

supposing it to be kept ; but the state of the heart spiri

tually judged, and Christ to be followed. All this is

showing the effect of bringing in new power, applied to

what the law treated of. In relationships, flesh not

being judged, the law had gone below the original order

of God, which was restored, but new power brought

in, to live wholly to God. The truth of life by law, on

the other hand, abstractedly owned, but the state of the

heart judged in respect of it ; not merely outward con

duct ; and Christ the true test of this. All this is of

vast importance at this moment of transition. Riches,

instead of being a reward of righteousness in God's

earthly government, were a snare to the heart as to its
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entrance into the kingdom of heaven ; while giving

up everything for Christ would surely not lose its

reward ; only man might judge amiss. It was a new

thing where (xx.) all was grace, and fleshly claim of

reward for so much ran athwart the ways of one giving

in grace. The Lord then renews His announcement of

His immediate rejection; and, James and John looking

for a good place in Messiah's kingdom, the Lord shows

them the Son .of Man was to suffer, give His life a ran

som, and they must take up the cross too ; that was all

He could give them, save as all was ordained of the

Father. He that was least among them would be

greatest. This closes thy instruction. The closing his

tory commences here with the blind man at Jericho, as

in all three Gospels,—an additional evidence of a com

mon plan, yet unquestionably not formed by the hu

man authors,—and Christ in the presence of Israel takes

the character of Son of David. He then rides in

on the ass, according to prophecy, and is celebrated as

Son of David coming in the name of the Lord. The

fig-tree, the figure of Israel, is judged. And then, in

succession, He judges virtually (each class coming up in

succession to tempt Him) the chiefs of the nation, the

whole nation being God's vineyard, who were at

last rejecting the son sent for fruit according to the old

system, here the kingdom of heaven according to

grace is set forth (xxii.), on which He gathers the

Gentiles, but judges when they are come in ; then

the Pharisees and Herodians as to their connection

with the Gentile monarchies ; then the Sadducees ;

then He takes out of the law its Divine and eternal

essence, and by one question confounds the Pharisees as

to how the Son of David could be David's Lord, and be

taken up to God's right hand, which was just about to

happen. This closes His intercourse with the nation.

They had all passed in review before Him. Inxxiii. He

recognizes the seat of Moses, however, still, and His

disciples' connection with it; owning still existing

Judaism ; but then judges in the severest way its state,
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declaring that their last hypocritical excuse would be

taken away from them ; that prophets and scribes (so

he calls the Gospel witnesses here, as in connection with

the people) would be sent to them, and thus the mea

sure of their guilt be filled up, and their house be left

desolate till the last days, when the nation would own

Him that came in the name of the Lord. In chap. xxiv.

the disciples are told of the destruction of the temple,

and then their ministry on to the last days is spoken of to

v. 14 ; then the last half week of Daniel's seventy weeks

is referred to, at the close of which the Son of Man

would come. The whole history of the Jews in Judaea,

and the scattered remnant, is given to v. 31 ; thence to

xxv. 31, we have practical warnings and parables as to

the duty of the Church and saints while He is away ;

thence to the end of xxv. the judgment of the nations

in the earth when He shall be returned. The historical

close now comes—the attachment of Mary, the treachery

of Judas, the closing of Christ's association with them

(shown in not drinking of the wine then with them), till

in a new way He drank it in 1 1 is Father's kingdom, the

millennial world to come. Kingdom of heaven and king

dom of my Father, the latter its character when He takes

it in heavenly glory, are peculiar to this Gospel. Then we

have fully the sorrows and sufferings of Gethsemane, but

not what we found in John— only He could pray and ask

His Father; but the Scriptures must be fulfilled. He

is in communion with the Father, but the suffering,

obedient man. So He answers when the high priest

adjures Him, according to Lev. v., but even here refers

to His being, from this'out, only known as Son of Man

sitting at the right hand of power, as He is now, or

coming again in that character. The people give up

Christ, and desire a murderer, and say, His blood be on

us and on our children—their true judgment to this

day. We have the details of His humiliation on the

cross, too, though no stupifying Himself with the offered

potion, but obedience to the end. It is marked that it is

not by weakness He expires, but crying with a loud
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voice. But His death closed the whole system publicly,

the veil was rent, the very characteristic of the Jewish

state, where men had no access to God, and the bodies

of saints (Jews) arose. At the close, it is only His

connection with His disciples in Galilee, where He had

connected Himself with the poor of the flock, that is

noticed, and there is no ascension. Thus it fits in to the

renewal of a place with Israel on earth when the time

comes. The mission supposes this, and sends the Gospel

out only to the nations ; all power being His in heaven

and in earth, they were to make disciples of them.

Now, no one can doubt that the whole course of this

Gospel is marked by a character wholly its own, the

revelation of Christ to the Jews as theirs, but rejected

by them ; and thus the dispensational substitution of

other things, the Church and kingdom ; while the

connection of His disciples with Jewish things, only

on a new footing, is distinctly marked and pursued to

the last days, the Church being overlooked in this part.

W. Your review of it makes it very plain, and gives

an entireness to it which greatly facilitates the seizing

the sense of the different passages.

H. You will see, too, if you examine the passages,

that the historical order is neglected, to put the events

into a just succession, with a view to God's dealing with

Israel. Where we have the same events in Mark and

Luke, these, so far as Luke is chronological, follow the

same historical order ; but Matthew leaves it to give a

distinct character to Christ's ministry ; while in Luke,

in the temptation, and from ix. exclusive, to the end of

xviii., we have no chronological order at all, but events

morally connected. I will touch now on the Gospel of

Luke. The' first two chapters are wholly Jewish ;

except the heavenly song of the angels, more so than

any part of the Gospels. We have a most perfect

picture of the state of the pious remnant, who knew and

spake one to another ; the priestly service, and God

yet, in patience, blessing in connection with it, and the

relationship Israel, or at least Judah, bore to the then
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Gentile monarchy. John's ministry is brought in in

connection with it, and Israel's rejection of him ; but

then, after this, Christ is genealogically traced as Son of

Man to Adam. Hence grace, and His associations with

man, with sinners, and the principles on which those asso

ciations rested, characterize henceforth all the Gospel.

He is in the power of the Spirit, the moral temptation

coming last in the wilderness. He begins His ministry

by showing sovereign grace and blessing sent outside

Israel (chap. iv.). We find Him often praying. He

was so when He received the Holy Spirit like a dove ;

was so all night before choosing His Apostles ; was so

when He was transfigured. What He gives of the

sermon on the mount speaks not of how people could

enter, but of His disciples as separated actually to Him.

We have not the dispensational change of Matthew xi.,

but only Wisdom is justified of her children ; and then,

what is not found elsewhere, the touching account,

in contrast with the Pharisee, of one of these

children of Wisdom, the woman in the city that was a

sinner. In the country of the Gadarenes the details of

one of the cured men given, a soul restored desiring to

leave the world and be with Jesus, but sent back to tell

of Him where He had been rejected. Fuller details of

the associations of Moses and Elias with Christ in glory,

searching judgment of self in all its shapes when He

came down. In the mission of the twelve, none of the

directions which confined it to Jews, nor those which

continued it to the coming of the Son of Man. The

different, and here historical order, I have alluded to.

From hence to xViii. there is no chronology, but great

moral principles; among the rest the lost sheep, the

piece of money, and the prodigal son ; the use of riches,

and the insight into a moral world unfolding grace and

heaven, and a total change, not of dispensation, but of

moral system—from earthly government to grace and

heavenly hope. The parable of the good Samaritan, to

the same purpose—answering to the xiiith. of Matthew.

Before this we have only the sower and the different
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soils ; none of the parables of the kingdom of heaven,

nothing dispensational ; but a moral closing warning as

to how they heard. The prophetic warning as to the

revelation of the Son of Man is given as a general

warning to disciples, not in connection with anti-

Christ and Jerusalem. The parable of pounds (not of

so many talents) rests on individual responsibility,

and reward is proportionate : in Matthew, only

'enter into the joy of the Lord,' for all alike. In

the answer to the Pharisees, He introduces the life of

the souls of all after death. In the prophecy answering

partly to Matt. xxiv. we have definitely the then coming

siege of Jerusalem, consequently no abomination of

desolation, but the desolation of Jerusalem, till the end

of the times of the Gentiles, and then the coming of

the Son of Man. Christ's personal feelings are more

brought out as a man in the passover. There is a

strife for greatness even then. In Gethsemane there

appeared an angel from heaven strengthening Him ; the

Lord turns and looks on Peter when the cock crows,

a touching and deeply interesting circumstance, not else

where. Pilate and Herod are made friends, another

deep moral trait. Here only, the conflict (agony) in

Gethsemane is noticed, and His sweating, as it were,

great drops of blood, presenting Him so deeply as the

suffering man, more than the rejected Christ. The

remarkable history of the thief's conversion, in which

the happiness of a soul before the setting up of the

kingdom, which last alone the thief expected, is re

vealed, and his being with Christ in paradise, the abso

luteness of grace, and the efficacy of the cross. Then,

while all the history of the women is thrown together

in a few words, the history of Emmaus is very largely

recounted, and He is known in the sign of death.

Lastly, He assures their hearts that it is Himself. Re

pentance and remission is their Gospel, and they were

to wait for the power of the Holy Ghost promised—and

the Gospel being from heaven, was to begin at Jeru

salem—the Jew first, and also the Gentile. Here we
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find, lastly, the Ascension, where Christ, as from Heaven,

blesses them with outstretched hands, and praise became

the portion of His saints. Now, though I have gone

very rapidly through this Gospel, the character and

design is as clear as that of Matthew.

W. My feeling is, that, from its nature it is clear,

because, while Matthew is dispensational, the moral

character of this is so very evident, Christ's connection

with man, grace, the interest of the soul, the prodigal

son or Gentile sinner, the praying of Christ, and the

touching circumstances found in this Gospel alone, give

it a character not to be mistaken. But the comparison

of them all leaves no cloud upon the fact, and I feel

what you say now ; what a feeble idea a harmony is, and

how utterly senseless the remark of Mr. Jowett is, that

the connection of the same facts with others could not be

of importance, because they were differently connected

in different Gospels. Why it is the whole pith of the

matter, and one chief thing which prints a special

character on them. But what of Mark ?

H. I have not much to say of Mark. It presents to

us the prophetic service of Christ. Hence, we have not

His birth, but it begins with the testimony of John,

then of Christ. Its order, the historical one, in spite of

patristic statement, is, as remarked, the same as St.

Luke, where the latter follows any historical order. In

the passage answering Matthew xiii., we have only the

sower, and no parables of the Kingdom, save one in

which he shows that Christ took personally part at the

commencement, His prophetic service, and, after leaving

it seemingly to itself, takes a personal part in the end

at the harvest or judgment ; and a second, in which the

outward form of the Kingdom during His absence is

shown. We have the call of the Apostles, I do not

doubt, coincident with the sermon on the mount, which

is not found in Mark, being the principles of the King

dom whose character and dispensations are opened in

Matthew. In Matthew we have the twelve only intro

duced afterwards, in exclusive connection with their

E E
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mission to Israel, and reaching forward to the time

when the Kingdom will be set up in power. I need

not go further into the details of this Gospel, which is

more rapid in its character, more of testimony than the

unfolding of dispensations and dealings of God. But it

seems to me that a special design is evident in each

Gospel, not perhaps of the writer, but of the Spirit which

indited them, because all concur to one common end,

but each is independent and treats the same subject

differently—each pursuing its own object; but, inas

much just, as the same facts are differently connected,

showing that each has a different one, yet all, by each

pursuing a different one, completing a whole. The

Prophet, the Son of David, the Son of Man in grace,

the Son of God, are respectively brought out, and in a

great measure brought out wholly by the same facts.

W. It seems to me most striking, and to have a very

Divine character. For the design proves a designer ;

yet each independent document has a separate design of

its own, and the general design is not from their writers,

even if that of each particular document was, which I

do not believe. There is a simplicity of relation which

forbids me to think of a plan of composition, though I

do not doubt the habits of thinking of the vessel were

fitted to its task. It makes the Gospels a very import

ant part of Scripture as to knowledge ; though, I con

fess, the details of the Lord's life are the most attractive

and blessed aspect of them.

H. May it ever be so. I have found that, led to

occupy myself with the Epistles as divine reasonings on

Christ's work and place now, to get peace for my soul ;

when I had it, my heart turned back to the Gospels to

learn and feed on Him whose every footstep was light

and grace. They are our constant food in this respect.

I find I read Scripture two ways : as study, and as a

child to learn in heart and conscience, as God speaking

to me that I may be comforted, searched out. and

taught, and listen to God. And the last is the most

important and every one's ; the former is more in the
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way of gift. Here we are studying it. Mark, too,

that it is not each Gospel choosing its facts, marking

thus the writer's design. Mr. Jowett's own theory, as

of others, is that they had a common testimony, and,

hence, the proof that the design came from a higher

source is very strong indeed.

W. It requires to study the Gospels to have the

proof of this, and happily souls enjoy and profit by them

who never think of the difficulties presented or the

answers to them. But, when they are studied, I do

not think we can hesitate a moment in seeing the jus

tice of what you say. It brings to my mind your old

charge of superficiality. One finds that, when any

thing is studied, the rationalists have remained wholly

on the surface of things, and their crude difficulties

disappear.

H. It is the beauty and blessedness of Scripture as

the word of God to work by its own power, and convey,

through grace, its divine contents to the heart. Hence,

it does work, is blessed to the poor and ignorant, and

to every simple mind which has received what is divinely

given and found in it a certain proof of its divine

nature, without ever perceiving the difficulties. All we

do, who look into them, is to discover that they are

trashy, and the fruit of minds who do not see beyond the

surface. But the inquiry serves to show that we are

looking into depths which prove that all of us are, com

paratively speaking, at the surface of that which is of

infinite depth, its waters always pure, and all, and

always, ours. But we will return to our Essays. Mr.

Jowett, after speaking of the Gospels, says : " If words

have more than one meaning theymayhave any meaning."

This may sound wise, but it is most perfect trash. I

take an example. When Christ died, it is said the veil

of the temple was rent in twain from the top to the

bottom ; and then the resurrection of the saints after

His resurrection and their appearing in the city is noted.

Now this rending of the veil has one meaning. It is

the history of the fact, and means only that. Now, I

£ £ 2
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say, such an assertion is as senseless and foolish as it

can possibly be. The rending is ascribed to Christ's

death, followed by resurrection of dead saints. The

veil was the sign that God was hidden and could not be

approached. Now, by Christ's death, He could be.

The whole mighty change of dispensation was marked

in it, and the full power of redemption in Christ's death.

These senses are indeed ascribed to it in the Epistle to

the Hebrews, in ix. and x. But they are evident. The

talking of one meaning is simply folly, and if I speak of

the uncertainty of interpretation, which of course is not

infallible, am I to choose the judgment of an interpreter

who has proved himself incapable of interpreting any

thing by embracing an evidently false and inapplicable

principle, or of one who has a right one, though of

course I must watch his use of it ?

W. You may proceed, for the absurdity of their prin

ciple here is too evident to need a moment's hesitation.

We are returning, too, to an old ground, that they are

attacking Scripture, not interpreting it.

H. I do not think we have much more to examine,

as much of the latter part of Mr. Jowett's Essay speaks

of general principles which we have discussed already.

However, we will run through it. The beginning of his

Part 3 is merely that dread of rationalists and their

power which makes him anxious to reduce Christianity

to the level at which they will not object to it, which is

no level at all, and which would make it not Christianity,

but a most pitiable and despicable imposture, which every

one, but one sufficiently intellectually and morally low

to be a rationalist, would repel with scorn. Their in

cessant occupation to prove it such, and then explain

it, only proves their degradedly low moral state, which

would accept such a system, and that the fang of Divine

truth is in their conscience, from which they cannot get

themselves free. If Mr. Jowett rejects mere conven

tional Christianity and traditional interpretation, I have

nothing against it. I can use criticism to get a pure

text and real Christianity ; but to get an imposture, and
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continue to use it, that I must leave to him. Nor will

I use a double tongue to deceive myself, for I really do

not suspect him of desiring to deceive others ; such

language I mean as this :—" They wish to preserve the

historical use of Scripture as the continuous witness in

all ages of the higher things in the heart of man, as

the inspired source of truth, and the way to the better

life." Now, whence did the higher things in the heart

of man come? What does "inspired" mean here, "an

inspired source of truth?" Any one would think it

meant it had not come of the will of man, but that

the Spirit of God had moved holy men of old to speak

as they were moved by Him, and hence, that it was a

source of truth. And note, we cannot take up Old and

New Testament inspiration here as distinct. It is a

" witness in all ages." Remember, then, we have been

told that, " not for any of the higher or supernatural

views of inspiration is there any foundation in the

Gospels or Epistles." If he meant to shirk the Old

Testament there, he cannot here. He speaks of the

whole of Scripture, and we soon find what this ambi

guous language means. I cannot here acquit Mr.

Jowett of disingenuousuess, though quite ready to admit

that it is the influence of a lying system over his mind.

We begin with an " inspired source of truth." Here

you would think that an inspired source of truth must

have its own proper and Divine authority. But we

find a kind of half-way house of uncertain tones in the

following words : " The purer the light in the human

heart, the more it will have an expression of itself in

the mind of Christ;" the explanation of which, though

still in ambiguous language, really reduces the word

simply to the higher things in the heart of man : " the

individual soul" finds a "sympathy with its own im

perfect feelings in the broken utterance of the Psalmist,

or the Prophet, as well as in the fulness of Christ."

Now, if it had said that the Psalms provide a Divine

utterance for feelings imperfect man knew not how, or

dared not, to express, when redemption Was not fully
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known, I should have accepted it. For the unspeakable

grace of God is shown in this : but for Mr. Jowett it is

a pious person not inspired himself and imperfect,

finding broken utterance of his own feelings in the higher

things in the heart of man, i.e., in the utterance of others

like himself. Sympathy there may be, but the Scriptures

are worth nothing more than any Christian neighbour ;

only really that 1, when on Christian ground, am to go

buck to Jewish ; and lose wholly " the increasing purpose"

of revelation, for I live in the light, and am to go back

for the utterance of my feelings to those who had not

got it. But we reach the home of this thought a little

further on, what even the fulness of Christ is. " No

one can form any notion of the power which Christianity

might have, if it were at one with the conscience of man,

and not at variance with his intellectual convictions."

Here we have the truth. My state of mind is to be

the measure of revealed truth. The " inspired source

of truth" is to be tampered with till it be brought into

harmony with it—nay, Christianity itself is. What the

use of having a source of truth, or Christianity is, in

that case, is, to me, perfectly unintelligible. I should have

thought that an inspired source of truth must, by its

statements, have judged the state of the conscience;

that Christianity was something positive, which could

only be itself, and was a Divine light, and Divine facts

for the conscience ; and if not that, an imposture and

false ; that if I am going to make it one with the con

science it ceases to be it at all. I cannot adapt a

revelation to a faculty, because it is not then a revelation

at all. It becomes a "ffdlus in campanili," "ceases to

have any meaning at all," and to whose conscience is it

to be conformed ? It won't do to talk of conscience, i.e.,

a faculty of judging of good and evil ; because, in fact

I judge it by something, some judgment has been formed,

conscience has its measure, unless, it may be, in

crimes, and even in that. One had thought the fulness

of Christ was a perfect light and measure which judged

all in man, and formed the conscience ; that it was the
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rule of it. It appears this is all a mistake. There is

a Christianity, but man's conscience, God knows whose,

(the majority rejected Christ), is to be made the measure,

and Christianity is to be adapted to it. A pretty Chris

tianity we should have ; but, as I said, the statement is

simple nonsense, because, when adapted, or if adaptable,

then there is no such thing at all. But we have the

system of the Essays. Christianity is no Divine or

Divinely revealed religion. Talk of the fulness of

Christ if you will, the hind let loose will give you

goodly words. It is the result in the year one of the,

till then, higher things of the human heart, which is to

lie adapted to the conscience of Mr. Jowett and his

friends. We may condescend to allow God to give an

inspired source of truth, only He must bend and make

Himself and His religion one with Mr. Jowett's intel

lectual convictions. Why his next-door neighbour should

not say the same I cannot tell, or an American Indian

from a scalping party, or the Chinese, who are very

particular in paying their debts the first of January, but

have no scruple in robbing to do it, or throwing inconve

nient daughters into the river ; why not the Chief Priests,

who would not put the price of blood into the treasury,

but had no scruple in buying it ? Conscience of man—

convenient word ! what has it made of the world ? If

I may give it, thus used, lapetic interpretation, after

Baron Bunsen, it is man's justifying his own thoughts, to

please his own will, and subject everything Divine to it.

W. But I can hardly conceive how any one can

make such a statement as Jowett's. It is so outrageous,

not merely because man's conscience has been so cor

rupted and hardened, which is, though true, the weaker

side of the argument; but that it makes Christianity

a mere paste to be suited to intellectual convic

tions ; that is, makes it nothing at all—not a revelation,

not Divine, not truth (and yet calling it the fulness of

Christ)—it is a pure and simple absurdity.

H. It is ; but we get exactly here what the system

is. All previous adaptations of Christianity to other ages.



430

that is corruptions, these writers hold for forms pro

duced by the age, but their intellectual convictions, Chris

tianity is to be made one with. They only deserve the

name of man—their conscience is man—their intellec

tual convictions man. We see plainly, too, the road

that has led them to this modest theory—" No one can

form any notion from what we see around us of the

power which Christianity might have if it were at one,"

&c. Now people who feel that " what they see around

them " is anything but what Christianity ought to be,

which is not very difficult, and complaining and finding

fault very easy, jump at this, and, having still faith in

Christianity, they say, That is true ; oh, if we had it

in its purity. I agree largely and heartily with this

feeling, and have this thirty years, and more. So when

he talks of the Bible's beauty being " freshly seen, as of

a picture which is restored after many ages to its

original state," it is delightful. But when I hear that it

is to be by making Christianity one with the conscience

of man, I say, But that is not its original state, it is

the state of your conscience, your present intellectual

convictions as you call them. That is no rule by which

I judge of Christianity ; it is denying it and its use

altogether. They have by conscience, when the ways of

those professing Christianity have sunk below natural

conscience, judged that state, and then not gone back to

correct their own state by the original revelation, but

have assumed their conscience and present intellectual

convictions to be competent to judge of revealed Chris

tianity, and the inspired Word itself. The reasoning is

this, natural conscience has judged the corruption of

Christianity around one, therefore it is the right judge

of the Divine revelation which has been misused. But

this is poor logic, and worse morality, in the highest

sense of morality. There is a conscience which is

disgusted at the hypocrisy of what bears the name of

Christianity, but that does not make man's intellectual

convictions the measure of what revelation means.

Speaking of a Christianity which can so be made one
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with the conscience of man, is saying, there never was

any Christianity at all; if Christianity means a reve

lation from God, aye, a final revelation. If it be not, it

is an imposition, and there is nothing to. be adapted.

But I am only showing the total fallacy of the ground

Mr. Jowett stands on, and how in fact he got on it.

We should only go over ground we have trodden, if I

should remark how he urges, that from the Fathers till

now—till the German rationalists and the seven

Essayists—" they read the Scriptures in connection with

the ideas which were kindling in the mind of their age."

It is singular to say of Luther and the like, " The words

of Scripture suggest to them their own thoughts and

feelings." I thought, " the purer the light in the human

heart, the more it will have an expression of itself in the

mind of Christ ;" so that I should have thought Luther

and Calvin must have been perfect, if the words of Scrip

ture thus suggest to them their own thoughts and feelings

But then that was their age, this is Mr. Jowett's ; so

that Christianity must be one with his intellectual con

victions. A pretty thing Christianity must be, by way of

" an inspired source of truth, and way to a better life."

I certainly never read more incomparable nonsense ;

and yet flowing from a conscience greatly offended with

the inconsistencies of Christendom, but continuing in false

self-confidence, and in connection with the lowest and

most contemptible system that ever a man drudged

through to find a crambe repetita of infidel stupidity and

pretensions, and that is, German rationalists' comments

on Scripture.

W. But is there not research in these German

writers?

H. There is. If I seek mere verbal criticism, they

are very useful. Not to be trusted, " because they read

the Scriptures in connection with the ideas kindling in

the mind of their age," but still, as compiling materials

most useful. But if I took a man who bought and

hewed my wood to explain the nature of heat, or the

tissues even of the wood, I should not get far on } only
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that the rationalist pretends to do it, as my woodman

would not. But I speak of their comments and deduc

tions, not their research. We have spoken of the prin

ciples of interpretation, and I only remark, that when

Mr. Jowett speaks of design, what he says is utterly

false—' There is no more design than in Plato or

Homer'—'no proof of any artificial design.' Now

only remark how God is wholly left out here. There is,

I am satisfied, unless it be, perhaps, in the form of the

Book of Job, not so much design as in Plato, as regards

the writer ; artificial, none at all ; unless Job. But.

supposing there is not more than in Plato, but God be

the designer, what an immense fact that would be;

how deep and Divine the design must be. Now, with

the usual superficiality of these writers, Mr. Jowett does

not even take that into consideration. I could under

stand his denying it ; but to leave it out is stupidity.

As to human design extending beyond a book, or even

an epistle, it is out of the question. The authors were

mostly different, and of widely different ages ; and

where one, as, for example, Paul, his writings are chiefly

occasional, and a general design equally out of the ques

tion. Hence the only real question is. Is there a design

in it ? Mr. Jowett has not even found out the question.

That there is, I do not think any intelligent person who

has read the Scriptures carefully, could doubt an instant.

I believe every book of Scripture finds its place, like

the parts of a dissected map, and give a whole which

proves its own completeness. His next rule is itself

just as superficial and false, and assumes that there is

no inspiration. " Each writer, each successive age, has

characteristics of its own." That I fully admit, as does

every one who has read them. In deigning to use

instruments, God did not mean to destroy them. He

gave them talents according to their ability. "These

differences are not to be lost in the idea of a Spirit

from whom they proceed, or by which they were over

ruled." Even this I do not quarrel with, though its

animus be evil. Its effect is to swamp inspiration in
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the differences of style, but I admit its terms—" The

differences are not to be lost." Be it so. But now the

conclusion—Mr. Jowett is, I think, the most illogical

writer I ever came across—"And, therefore, illustra

tion of one part of Scripture by another should be con

fined to writings of the same age and the same authors,

except where the writings of different ages or persons

offer obvious similarities." Now every one, except Mr.

Jowett, knows that the later writers were thoroughly

imbued with, their minds wholly formed by, what pre

ceded ; the prophets by the law, and the New Testament

by the Old. That the New Testament, far the most

dissimilar, is yet built in every thought on the basis of

the Old. Though the truths and state be wholly new,

and in a certain sense set aside the whole system of the

Old, yet nine-tenths of its language is unintelligible,

unless we are versed in the Old. This is the more

remarkable indication of the one Divine mind, because

it was, as a system, the total setting aside of the Old.

The Cross made an impassable gulph between the Old

and New, yet confirmed and adopted the Old ; and the

Old predicted and prepared the way of the New, which

yet set it aside. As Paul says—" Now the righteous

ness of God, apart from law, X",pi<: yu^wv being witnessed

bv the law and the prophets." Now, this remarkable

phenomenon stands alone. Not that one system cannot

borrow from another, but no two systems on earth stand

in the same relation as these do to one another. The

principle of Mr. Jowett is the most futile of thoughts,

contradictory of all the facts of the case. But his logic

is no better. Because the differences, which we admit,

are not to be lost in the idea of a Spirit from whom they

proceed, or by which they are overruled, therefore they

are not to be illustrated from one another. Now, if

they proceed from one Spirit, I should, admitting the

differences, expect them to throw, necessarily, light on one

another—or even if one Spirit overruled them. Can the

Spirit of God, that is, God, make an opening series of

Divine thoughts which, communicated by different per
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sons, are to issue in one great culminating fact,—the

revelation of Himself in Christ,—can there be "in

creasing purpose of revelation" brought out by these

Divinely accredited persons, overruled by one Spirit,

without one part clearing up another ? Be it that I first

take each part by itself in its own context, an excellent

and important rule which cannot be too strongly en

forced ; but is not so much as an illustration (I do not

like the term), a clearing up of one part by another, in

the increasing purpose of revelation to be found, if all

proceed from one Spirit ? If Mr. Jowett means that it

does not so proceed, let him say so honestly, and deny

the Scriptures as " an inspired source of truth ;" but

to speak of a Spirit from which they proceed, or by which

they are overruled, and that with an increasing purpose,

and that therefore we are not to illustrate one part by

another, because each writer has characteristics of his

own, is to say the characteristics are not overruled, and

that I am not to look at the one Divine power from

which all proceeds, but only at the particular forms in

which this one mind is conveyed ; and this is just the

system, and a more illogical and absurd one, upon the

face of it, cannot be conceived. I admit, again, that I

believe this inconsistency flows from Mr. Jowett's feeling

it does come from one Spirit. But a double-minded

man is unstable in all his ways, and hence his exception

as to obvious similarities. For, if this be of style, the

exception hardly exists. After the captivity, the pro

phets went back to purer Hebrew, and there are a few

resemblances of no importance ; but if this saving have

any meaning, it is as much as to say, Do not say that

there is any light during the day, except when the sun

is up. This inconsistency of Mr. Jowett is regularly

shown in a subsequent paragraph : " They have also a

sort of continuity .... and at length the idea arises

in our minds of a common literature, a pervading life,

an everlasting law." No God, no Spirit, of course, in it.

But to proceed : " It may be compared to the effect of

some natural scene, in which we suddenly (!) perceive a
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harmony, or picture, or to the imperfect appearance

of design which suggests itself in looking at the

surface of the globe. That is to say, there is nothing

miraculous or artificial in the arrangement of the

books of Scripture; it is the result, not the design,

which appears in them when bound in the same

volume; or, if we like so to say, there is design, but

a natural design which is revealed to after ages." Did

you ever in your life read anything like this extraordi

nary sentence ? Were not God shut out so carefully, I

should go round and round it, like the suddenly

perceived beautiful picture, to admire I hardly know

what, except Professor Jowett's naivete. You cannot

accuse such a man of any dishonesty. You do not like

to accuse him of anything—bonum vinnn facile crederes

magnum libenter. And who knows what he would

make if he believed God had something to do with

Scripture ! Here you have him suddenly perceiving

what every one else has believed these thousand years,

a thought sanctioned by the Lord and His Apostles, but

combated by Mr. Jowett till now ; but, thank God, felt.

And what is the effect it is hard to tell, in the pcle mele

of the phrase. This continuity, this harmony, appears

in them when bound in the same volume. That is pro

found. But then the idea,—what is to be done,—arises

in our mind, (i.e., you cannot help seeing it) of a

common literature, a pervading life, an overruling law.

I suppose that did not come from being bound in the

same volume; next "it is the result;" I suppose, of

something,—that Mr. Jowett is silent upon, only it is

the result, not the design, which appears in them when

bound in the same volume. But the result of what ?

But, if we like to say so, it is design ; but a natural

design which is revealed to after ages. Now, I grant

the revelation to after ages, because, between you

and I, the design of this harmonious whole could

not be seen till the harmonious whole was there. But

though revealed to after ages, the design, I suppose, was

before it began—«p\>l r^C fcwpiac rtXoc rrjc ;rpa£twci But
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then I would suggest that, if there is a design, there

must be a Designer of the whole; for the design is

found in the whole before any of it was there. It

proceeded from one Spirit, and was overruled by one.

Who was the Designer of this which suggests one over

ruling law, the harmony of our picture ? Ah ! here is

silence ; nay, worse than silence, it was " a natural

design." What does that mean ?

W. Well, I really don't know—a natural design—

I do not see the connection of the ideas.

If. In one sense no human being can. It is a design

which has no designer, but has grown up naturally, a

mere contradiction of terms, a fortuitous concurrence of

atoms to make a tree. It means that, if anything grows

naturally, God is to be shut out as the cause. And he

would have Scripture so considered, lest God should be

believed to be in it. He will—the Lord deliver him

from it — at the cost of nonsense, shut out God. For, if

natural means springing up without a cause, it's a con

tradiction in terms to say a natural design; and it is

Atheism. But you have a clue to it : " There is nothing

miraculous or artificial," he tells us, "in the arrange

ment of the books of Scripture." Now, arrangement of

the books is of his usual looseness. Is it of the con

tents or of the books themselves? But, take it any

way, there is nothing miraculous or artificial, i. e.,

neither of God or man, in it ; it grew up naturally, yet

was a design, not of God's, not of man's. Of whose ?

a result which appears when bound in a volume ! Did

you ever see a man labouring and toiling under a

weight upon his spirit, in a labyrinth of his own mind,

like this ? And let me add, if I see a lovely and har

monious picture in nature, do I say it's a result ? Was

there no Designer, no Creator, no one who formed and

made the lilies of the field, which the Blessed One

admired ? Did God clothe the grass, which to-day is in

the field, and to-morrow cast into the oven, and not

order, and arrange, and form His Word, which abideth

for ever, and by which, as by the sword out of Christ's
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mouth, men will be judged in the last day ? I see a

creation around me, a harmony, aye, " the imperfect ap

pearance of design," in looking at the surface of the

globe, perhaps at the starry heavens. I read the

Apostle telling me that His eternal power and Godhead

who has ordained them are clearly seen, taravoovutva,

by the things that are made, so that men are without

excuse. To Mr. Jowett it is a result, and he uses the

comparison to make out a natural design which grows

up where God and man are not. Yet he cannot deny

design in a harmonious whole, and, to shut out God

from Scripture, uses an expression, " a natural design,"

which is simple nonsense ; while the object of it is simple

and clear, from the exclusion of ' miraculous and artifi

cial,' that is, God and man. Design means, I cannot

help perceiving God. Natural means, I will not at any

rate have Jlim. And see the foolishness of even that

comparison. What is the analogy between a picture in

nature and thoughts of men, and more, the thoughts of

men as to Christ, and all that God has told us in Scrip

ture ? Do they grow up like a tree whose seed is in

itself after its kind? Is there nothing moral in them,

nothing but natural consequences, no communications

from God at all more than to a tree? Is that Mr.

Jowett's idea of natural ? If not, am I to be guided, as

the way to life, by mere human thoughts in dark ages ?

Who was Christ ? Or, if God has revealed His thoughts,

am I to have them spoiled, perhaps perverted, by human

agency, and only so ? Is He to give His Son to work

redemption to deliver me, and I only to know it in such

an Oriental garb, and so mixed up with the ideas of the

age, that I cannot tell what this Son or this redemption

is ? To say even that man, with religious thoughts, con

flicting thoughts, Divine thoughts, human thoughts, grows

up like a tree, which has one unchangeable nature, is

rank nonsense. And to call these thoughts a revelation,

or the inspired source of truth, if it be not God's own ac

count of this, is trifling with words and things, and with

the things of God too. The very breaks Mr. Jowett
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speaks of, prove the folly of his thoughts. The harmony

of a picture is a whole. But, as he says, we have cen

turies of Judaism without a word : nigh 2,000 years of

Christianity in their turn. If Scripture be a harmo

nious whole, it is something else, then, than natural

growth and development. For the development was

interrupted for centuries in Judaism, and has ceased for

near 2,000 years, so that the harmonious whole must

belong to the book in itself. But a design, which har

mony denotes, means that there is a designer, and, if a

designer, a designer of the whole. And this says all.

For, let it grow like nature, which is nonsense as to 'a

revelation, or let each word be dictated to a machine, if

the design be accomplished, the perfect expression of the

mind of the designer is there. Did God (every word

being according to His design, or there is not harmony

if I look far enough) mean to teach me exactly the

truth by His design or not ? Has He formed the Scrip

ture so as to do so, supposing I am willing to learn ?

If so, all this reasoning is the pretension of a candle in

sunshine to show us the sun, and clear up by it what

light is.

W, But, if you look at the details in a picture, you

lose the harmony.

H. To be sure I do, but I learn what makes it.

But only think of the language of this sentence. There

is a harmony, an overruling law, but a result, not a

design, which appears when bound in one volume,

yet a design, but a natural design. Did you ever see

such a rocking of the mind, as the hull of a ship with

110 sail filled, no rudder to guide ; every contradictory

thought brought together, following each other like the

waves ; the beating about of the mind sensible of the

force of what it is in, but without God, and unwilling

to let Him in ?

W. Well, I never did.

JET. That there is progress in revelation, and in man

under revelation, no Christian child denies, or is igno

rant of. But, what has that to do with the authority
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aud source of the revelation so given, and the account

it affords of man under it all ? The true present result

in a Church, they are wholly ignorant of, and choose to

ignore the facts. Mr. Jowett says, " But of all man

kind, whom He restores to His Father and their Father,

to His God and their God." Now that it is for all the

world, is true, but Christ says this to His disciples only.

'Not to all the people, but to witnesses chosen before.'

Of course those that believed came into it ; but disciples

are there, not mankind. The vagueness of all these

men's thoughts is singular. And it is a moral vague

ness ; for it supposes men to be in a Divine position,

without one Divine quality.

W. The whole series of the Essays give me the idea

of very unformed minds ; like half-fledged birds got out

of their nest, they attempt the air, but it is not flying.

Neither the safety of the quiet goose, nor the liberty of

the fledged wing ; they tumble instead of flying, because

they attempt to fly.

H. I leave you to your simile, but that is the neces

sary effect of man's mind pretending to occupy itself

with Divine things in its own strength. I will turn now

to some passages in which we have specimens of Mr.

Jowett's interpretation, to show how in every respect, as

to the connection of the passages, the force of the state

ments, and the moral judgment of good and evil, his

system has made him utterly incapable and incompetent

as an interpreter. First, Romans iii. 19, he attacks

St. Paul as false in logic, as arguing from a particular

to the universal ; the blunder is simply Mr. Jowett's.

The Apostle had already proved the Gentiles as wholly

reprobate morally. But he could not deny that how

ever evil, as he had shown, the Jews had special privi

leges, and particularly the oracles of God. They

boasted that the law was theirs, and theirs only All

right, says the Apostle ; what the law says it savs to

them who are under the law; but it says that there i

none righteous, that those it spoke to were together 1,,'

come abominable; but it spoke to Jews, therefore thev
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were such by their own confession, and every mouth

was stopped, and all the world become guilty. He had

fully proved the Gentile so, and the Jew did not ques

tion it ; only sought to justify himself and rest on his

privileges. You have them, I admit, says the Apostle,

particularly the oracles of God ; they are yours, speak to

you : let us hear them, hear what they say to you ; you

are abominable, there is every mouth stopped. Nothing

could be more conclusive with a Jew pleading privilege.

Mr. Jowett, not having understood one atom of the

argument, which is evident to a child, sees only the

Apostle applying what is said avowedly to the few, to

all the world.

Next, he takes Rom. i. 16—18, and says they,

(" the series of inferences which follow one another,")

are for the most part different aspects or statements of

the same truth. Now, yap, with Paul, is very frequently

no inference from what precedes, but from a principle

he has laid down, or which is the ground on which his

mind is going in argument. Thus, "because" (i. 19),

"because" (21), are two reasons for the same thing,

namely, that the wrath of God was revealed ; first, the

rejection of the witness of creation ; secondly, the aban

doning the knowledge of God when they had it. So

continually in Paul's writings, though what the ' for '

refers to is not always so on the surface. But further

saying that 16—18 are different aspects or statements

of the same truth, has no sense. He is ready to preach

the Gospel at Rome; for, however proud and great

the city and people may be, &c., or whatever it may be,

he is not ashamed of the Gospel, for it is the power of

God to salvation. That is verse 16, and tells why he

is not ashamed ; next follows why it is the power of God

to salvation; because God's righteousness was revealed in

it when man had none ; and thus it became available to

faith, whether it was of Jew or Gentile, being on the prin

ciple of faith. But what made all this necessary ? How

came it that it was by faith to any, Jew or Gentile, and

so to all? There was another great truth that had to



441

be remembered. It was not now a government of God

in earthly judgments on the one family God had known,

but God's wrath from heaven morally, He being fully

revealed, against all inconsistent with His nature, be

the guilty ones where they may; and particularly, as in the

case of the Jew (and now of the Christian), those who

hold the truth, but in unrighteousness. " For the wrath"

is not a direct inference from what precedes, but from

the whole state of the case. All this, he says, is brought

out, and my service and object ; for, &c. To say that his

not being ashamed of the Gospel, the revelation of the

righteousness of God, and the revelation of the wrath of

God, is a statement of the same truth, could be found, I

suppose, in a rationalist alone, and from the enlarged

light he alone possesses. Having referred to these three

first instances of proofs of fitness for directing how to

interpret, I leave all this part, in which are some just

remarks, with evidence of utter immaturity as a whole,

but nothing that requires particular notice. But one

statement I would advert to, simply because Mr. Jowett

is advancing human experience to overthrow the essen

tial point of all Paul's teaching, which he advances

distinctly as Divine truth, against the false conclusion

which Mr. Jowett draws. Logical " opposition is one

of ideas only, which is not realized in fact. Experience

shows us not that there are two classes of men animated

by two opposing principles, but an infinite number of

classes or individuals, from the lowest depth of misery

and sin to the highest perfection of which human nature

is capable, the last not wholly good, the worst not

entirely evil. But the figure or mode of representation

changes these differences of degree into differences of

kind." Nor does Mr. Jowett fear to include in this

logical opposition even the setting the sheep on His

right hand and the goats on His left; so that not even

judgment is to separate the evil and the good Herl;

is resting on man's judgment of (m0d from

coMuct, ta deflance oi1 rfs who seaSl

* G«L It is
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that the foundation truth of Scripture is that man is a

sinner ; not that men are criminals, but that " or even

as this publican," is the proof of a hard heart, not of a

good man. That he who thanks God he is not as other

men, is a Pharisee. It was Christ's reproach that He

was the Friend of publicans and sinners. He avowed

it—He did not come to call the righteous. 1 lie

Apostle's whole doctrine is in the most striking way. not

as logical opposition, but as laboriously proved doctrine,

that there is no difference, that men by nature are

children of wrath ; that all are gone out of the way, and

need redemption and to be justified by blood. The Lord

declares that the publicans and harlots were nearer the

kingdom of God than those who take the ground Mr.

Jowett does. The Apostle insists that they that are in

the flesh cannot please God. He knew that in him,

that is in his flesh, dwelt no good thing. God would

not curse the ground any more for man's sake, for all

the imaginations of the thoughts of his heart were only

evil, and that continually. The true gardener knows a

thistle with two leaves over ground, as well as with

mischievous ripened seed. There is many and many a

person in the depths of misery and sin that has juster

thoughts of God and of the truth than Mr. Jowett ;

many a judge upon the bench with a harder heart than

the passionate criminal he is judging ; many a Pharisee

ready to cast a stone (aye, at Christ Himself morally),

till he meets Christ's eye, that goes away, to save his

character not his conscience, from His eye, and leaves

one undoubtedly guilty to the Lord of mercy. There is

no good in sin, that is certain, but less in covering it.

But, besides, Mr. Jowett's paragraph destroys all the

moral doctrine of Scripture. A man, all men, must be

converted, must repent, must be born again ; has not life,

if he has not the Son of God. All is lost on Mr. Jowett.

It is not his eajjcrieim. And even this is moral blindness.

His experience, and nobody else's, in looking at this

world, tells the secrets of hearts, the temptations, con

flicts of the one in misery, or the cold, heartless, selfish
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ness of the other decent and respectable moralist. The

history of Christianity, the doctrine of Christianity, the

path of the Christ of God, are all the formal, express,

and careful denial of Mr. Jowett's doctrine ; the denial

of it, because that doctrine was the ruinous self-decep

tion of men's souls. Mr. Jowett seeks to make words

also uncertain ; and, in order to avoid admitting that

religion shifts with shifting modes of thought and

speech—for the existence of truth does not seem to cross

his mind, or enter as a possibility into his conception—

he makes any fixity of thought immaterial to Chris

tianity. What is Christianity, then ? The statement

that it is life, and not doctrine, while true, rightly used,

is of no force,—that is a doctrine,—nor to say it is a

revelation of God, because the revelation when stated is

what is meant by a doctrine. To justify this looseness,

he refers to a commentator, who appears willing to peril

religion on the literal truth of such an expression as,

" We shall be caught up to meet the Lord in the air ;"

and asks, Would he be equally ready to stake Christianity

on the literal meaning of the words, "Where their

worm dieth not, and the fire is not quenched ? " On the

truth, certainly ; on the literal meaning not ; because not

being as careless and loose as Mr. Jowett, he would

know that one was a positive distinct revelation by the

Word of the Lord how certain things should happen,

when some confusion had arisen in the minds of the

saints, and the other is an avowed figure, taken from the

end of Isaiah. But rationalists soar above all the

necessities of careful inquiry. They doubt of what God

says, and pronounce by their own thoughts, and all is

settled. They know how to quote and apply the Old

Testament better than the Lord and the Apostles.

"Hardly any" (quotation), "probably none," which they

have made, " is based on the original sense or context."

It is one who has found out that sin is an intermediate

between good and evil, and that sheep on the right hand

and goats on the left is only a logical opposition, who can

alone quote properly. But what is the proof that the
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Apostles and the Lord are wrong, and Mr. Jowett right ?

It is, that the way of quoting is in agreement with the

ideas of the age or country in which it was written.

That is, if it were so, those formed by the Old Testament

and the teaching of the prophets ; and here, mark, all

superintendence, all care, of the Holy Spirit is denied.

And what is the conclusion ? First, it is a reason for not

insisting on the applications which the New Testament

makes of passages in the Old, as their original meaning ;

and, secondly, it gives authority and precedent for the use

of " similar applications in our own day ;" which have thus

as much authority and truth. Nor does he deny this last

use to be sanctioned by the Lord and His Apostles; so

that the Lord Himself has sanctioned, according to

Mr. Jowett, the total perversion of the Old Testament,

though declaring it to be the Word of God, and that it

must be fulfilled. But how fulfilled, if it was applied

wrong ? Which was fulfilled—the sense it had, or the

sense the Lord (may He forgive me for saying such a

thing) took wrongly out of it ? These Scriptures wit

nessed of Him. But, if they were all wrongly quoted

and misapplied when cited as witnessing of Him, how

could this be ? The confidence of these men in their

own stupid opinions, in presence of the declarations of

the Lord, borders on blasphemy ; save that their loose

ness and carelessness, and the absence of all inquiry and

research in what they say, make their emptiness an

excuse for what would be otherwise wicked. Where

they have lived, I know not ; one would think among

the traditions of the darkest corners of the land—for

their efforts at looseness are only occasioned by tradi

tional applications, exploded by every one who has care

fully studied Scripture—only that they have given up

God and Scripture with these traditions, as I have often

seen poor Roman Catholics do, who, when they gave up

taking a bit of bread for God, for a time had no God at

all, believed nothing at all. And note, we make this

very same use of Scripture, and show it is no perversion

at all ! And, while insisting that Scripture has only one
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meaning, it is curious to see how he would let it loose

on his side the country. " Where, for our example, our

Saviour says, ' Ye shall know the truth, and the truth

shall set you free;' it is not likely that these words

would have conveyed to the minds of the Jews who

heard Him, any of the perplexities of doubt or inquiry."

.Nor to anybody else in their senses, I should think;

because the context is, " If you continue in my word,

then shall ye be my disciples indeed, and you shall

know," &c. "Yet we cannot suppose that our Saviour,

were He to come again on earth, would refuse thus to

extend them." Now, the blessed Lord's words seem to

me very simple, for His time and every time. Divine

truth sets a man, when really received, morally free. He

is not a slave, as he is when he is a sinner—lost. I

suppose I am unfortunate ; I avow I do not understand

what Mr. Jowett means by " conveying any notion of

the perplexities of doubt or inquiry." Does that mean,

that setting free is giving doubt and inquiry, or delivering

them from it who are doubting or inquiring ?

W. Well, I really don't know. I do not understand

them either. How knowing the truth can give doubt

and inquiry, I do not understand; nor how the words

should convey notions of doubt or inquiry : I am as much

at sea as you.

H. I suppose he must mean, by what follows, freed

from doubt; of course, knowing the truth does free

from doubt. But continuing in Christ's word is not

exactly what he speaks of. He says : " The Apostle

Paul, when describing the Gospel, which is to the Greek

foolishness, speaks also of a higher wisdom, which is

known to them who are perfect. Neither is it unfair for

us to apply this passage to that reconcilement of faith

and knowledge which may be termed Christian philo

sophy, as the nearest equivalent to its (what's ?) language

in our own day." Now, the Lord's declaration is, " If ye

continue in my word, ye shall know the truth, and the

truth shall make you free." This means, after doubt

and perplexity, that reconcilement of faith and know
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ledge which may be termed Christian philosophy ; that

is, not continuing in Christ's word, but adding modern

science, and so getting free. Again, in the passage

referred to, the Apostle Paul declares of the wisdom in

question, " yet not the wisdom of this world, nor of the

princes of this world, that come to nought ; but we speak

the wisdom of God in a mystery, even the hidden wisdom

which God ordained before the world for our glory ;"

that means geology, modern German criticism, and

Bunseu's wild Hegelianism. The Apostle describes it

thus : " Eye hath not seen, nor ear heard, neither have

entered into the heart of man the things that God hath

prepared for them that love Him, but God hath revealed

them to us by His Spirit;" and then the Apostle pro

ceeds to show how he taught them. That means

now, the removing doubt and inquiry, and the reconcile

ment of faith and knowledge, termed Christian philo

sophy.

W~. But this is really puerile, as an interpretation of

Scripture ; they cannot have read the passages.

H. Just puerile ; but they had the texts running in

their minds, and it is what we find everywhere, letting

their own minds reason without research. But I don't

exactly know where we have got to here, save, happily,

nearly to the end of the Essay. Our master taught us.

at the beginning of it, there could be but one meaning

to a passage of Scripture. Now, though it is inadmis

sible to accept the Apostles' use, because that gives the

ideas of their age, passages are become so expansive, so

Indian-rubber like, that, " we have" now " only to enlarge

the meaning of Scripture, to apply it even to the novelties

and peculiarities of our own times ;" " and we cannot

suppose,"—I almost regret quoting it from its want of

reverence,.—•" that our Saviour, were He to come again

upon earth, would refuse thus to extend them." And

further, the only meaning was that which would have

presented itself to the minds of those who first heard it.

Here it is not likely that their words would have con

veyed to the minds of the Jews who heard Him any
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notion of the perplexities, &c. ; but " it is not unfair " to

apply it now to Jowett's interpretation and modern

knowledge, termed Christian philosophy.

W. I suppose it is to give a full illustration of what 1

read in p. 372 : " If words have more than one meaning,

they may have any meaning. Instead of being a rule of

life and faith, Scripture becomes the expression of the

ever-changing aspect of religions. The unchangeable

AVrord of God, in the name of which we repose, is

changed by each age and each generation, in accordance

with its passing fancy. The book in which we believe

all religious truth to be contained, is the most uncer

tain of all books, because interpreted by arbitrary and

uncertain methods." It is a singular description for a

man to give of himself; but, I suppose, it is like Ma

homet. His religion forbad any good Mussulman to

have more than four wives, but, as he was the prophet

of it, he took eighteen. It is a singular exhibition of

the human mind, and of the pretensions and careless

ness of these rationalists.

H. Well, dear W., we are happily drawing to a close,

and though having had to Made through tedious details,

the system is pretty well judged, I think; at any rate, it

is for me, and the pretensions too.

W. They have not a feather's weight in my mind,

and their weakness only makes the Divine Word stand

out in its simple strength.

H. A. few more observations, and I have done. We

have looked at most of the observations which remain.

1 will just notice distinctly one or two.

" The original meaning of Scripture is beginning to be

clearly understood. But the apprehension of the original

meaning is inconsistent with the reception of a typical or

conventional one." I have gone through the cases alleged

to prove this. A conventional one, I give him up ; but

that a typical one is not to be received is simple folly, when

half the book is typical, both as to ordinances and facts ;

and the whole New Testament and Christianity in its

foundation based upon its being so. The mail who
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asserts it must be out of his senses, or deny Christianity

and the Lord's whole history and place in it ; and he

refers expressly to these types. " We shall find it im

possible to maintain it partially, e. g., in the types of the

Mosaic law." Now, I say, either this or all Scripture

is simple nonsense ; for Christ is the Lamb of God, our

Passover, and it is impossible that the blood of bulls and

of goats could take away sin. But there is an object, a

bent of purpose in all this, which I would notice ; per

haps, I should rather say an effect than an object, for I

would not exaggerate, but which is certainly Satan's

object. It is this. Having no truth at all, they are

indifferent to it, and like to be free ; and, having nothing

which they value as truth, they are content to leave

others free too. It looks liberal, but is really caring for

nothing as the truth. This you may have seen in their

interpretation of the remarkable passage of the blessed

Lord, " If ye continue in my word, ye shall know the

truth, and the truth shall make you free." An immense

announcement of the love of God giving the promise of

deliverance by certain known truth, and, it is added, by

the Son, from all immoral influences, all that was not

the truth. This for them means now doubt and inquiry,

and a mixture of philosophy and knowledge with faith,

that is, with Christ's Word, which is the truth. Hence,

as they have liberty for themselves, they must have

it for others, that is, indifference. Hence, they say,

a change is observable in the manner in which doc

trines are stated and defended ; it is no longer held

sufficient to rest them on texts of Scripture, one, two, or

more, which contain or appear to contain similar words

or ideas. That is, this Divine standard of truth, " the

inspired source of truth," to use their own words, has

lost its authority. "They are connected more closely

with our moral nature," i.e., we judge for ourselves of

their truth and fitness— "extreme consequences are

shunned, large allowances are made for the ignorance of

mankind." 'They are wise, they suffer fools gladly.'

" It is held there is truth on both sides ; about many
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questions there is a kind of union of opposites." So " is

it a mere chimera, that the different questions of Christen

dom may meet on the common ground of the New

Testament ? " each believing what he likes, of course,

and meeting in what ? A kind of union of opposites.

They will agree in receiving the New Testament ; but,

like inspiration, "it is one of those theological terms

which may be regarded as great peacemakers, but

which are also sources of distrust and misunderstanding.

For, while we are ready to shake hands with any one

who uses the same language as ourselves, a doubt is apt

to insinuate itself whether he takes the language in the

same sense," p. 344. It is a kind of hope, or advice,

which, he told us there, came from a bad quarter. " It

is placed by Goethe in the mouth of Mephistopheles.

Pascal severely charges the Jesuits with acting in a

similar manner." " But this is not the way to heal the

wounds of the Church of Christ." To be sure it is not.

but it serves for something else, to make men indifferent

as to the truth. It is one of the great questions of the

day, Is the unity of Christians to be founded on what

Scripture speaks of—Love for the truth's sake, or indif

ference to it ? And mark the fruit of it here : " Ex

amples of this sturdy orthodoxy in our own generation

rather provoke a smile than any serious disapproval."

Again, " But that (the uselessness of a formal scheme

of union) is no reason for doubting that the divisions of

the Christian world are beginning to pass away. The

progress of politics, acquaintance with other countries,

the growth of knowledge and material greatness, changes

of opinion in the Church of England, the present posi

tion of the Roman communion; all these phenomena

show that the ecclesiastical state of the world is not

destined to be perpetual." Again, " The recognition of

the fact, that many aspects and stages in religion are

found in Scripture ; that different, or even opposite

parties existed in the Apostolic Church ; that the first

teachers of Christianity had a separate and individual

mode of regarding the Gospel of Christ; that any
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existing communion is necessarily much more unlike

the brotherhood of love in the New Testament than we

are willing to suppose—Protestants, in some respects,

as much as Catholics —that rival sects in our own day—

Calvinists and Arminians — those who maintain and

those who deny the final restoration of man—may

equally find texts which seem to favour their respective

tenets (Mark ix. 44—48 ; Rom. xi. 32)—the recog

nition of these and similar facts will make us unwilling

to impose any narrow rule of religious opinion on the

ever varying conditions of the human mind and ( hristian

society." Now, the incontrovertible departure from

early devotedness and brotherly love, if we take the dis

play of it in the Church as a whole as a standard, the

New Testament has prophetically and even historically

made known to us, assuring us that, in the last days,

perilous times should come. That the Holy Ghost

employed Peter and Paul, and John, and even James

and Jude, and, indeed, the Gospels themselves, to give

us different aspects of Christ and Christianity, that we

who know in part, might have a complete and perfect

apprehension of both, is full of the deepest interest to

the intelligent study of Scripture. Of the extreme

ignorance of Scripture interpretation shown in the

quotation of Rom. xi. 32, I say nothing. I notice

purely the result of all that Mr. Jowett has observed,

the effect of modern thinking and searching. It is

simply to arrive at Pilate's question, with the Truth, the

eternal Son of God, before Him—AVhat is truth ? And

when he had said this, he went out, and, though he

found no fault in Him, it all ended in, "not this

man but Barabbas." If we turn to Christian missions,

the truth is equally given up. " You may take the

purer light or element of religion, of which Christianity

is the expression, and make it shine on some principle

iu human nature, which is the fallen image of it. You

cannot give a people, who have no history of their own,

a sense of the importance of Christianity as an historical

fact." The fact of the incarnation of the eternal Son of
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God coming into the world, is to \te dropped. "We

want to awaken in them the sense that God is their

Father, and they His children; and that is of more im

portance than anything about the inspiration of Scrip

ture. But to teach in this spirit, the missionary should

himself be able to separate the accidents from the es

sence of religion ; he should be conscious that the power

of the Gospel resides, not in the particulars of theology,

but in the Christian life." So it was all a mistake to

say the truth shall make you free.

Now, you will remark, all this is an effort to make

truth immaterial. I am no stickler for conventional or

traditional denominations, and, if anything is far from

my thoughts, it is that the miserable things called deno

minations are one or another of them the Op0c of the

/KI of salvation. Mr. Jowett might take me rather,

I suppose, for an achamoth in the world composed of

my sighs and tears, &c., for the state of things. But

what I remark is, that having neither Christ nor alle

giance to Him, nor the truth—and He is the truth

—mentioned, nor thought of, " the progress of politics,

changes of opinion in the establishment," are the real

agents in dissolving " the Christian world." Now, I do

not dispute this. But, for him. therefore, as " opposite

parties existed in the apostolic Church," Protestants are

no better than Roman Catholics ; Calvinists, and Armi-

nians, holders of eternal punishments and deniers of it,

may equally find texts which seem to favour their

respective tenets, truth is all a fancy, and no one " will

impose any narrow rule of religious opinion on the ever

varying rule of the human mind and Christian society."

Now, that this is going on, no one with his eyes open

can deny. But a more absolute negation of truth, in

difference to it, or rather unconsciousness that there is

a Christ in Christianity, or truth in Scripture, or any

where else, it is impossible to believe. It is not, indeed,

astonishing in one who holds that the use of Scripture

in the New Testament, sanctioned by our Lord and the

Apostles, is in, probably, no instance based on the ori
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ginal sense or context, and liable to error and perversion ;

so that, as to them it is true, that, " if we are permitted

to apply Scripture under the pretence of interpreting it,

the language of Scripture becomes only a mode of ex

pressing the public feeling or opinion of our own day ;"

so that what Christ and the Apostles taught is only

such a public opinion of their day, for they, Mr. Jowett

declares, did so apply Scripture ; yet declaring that " we

have only to enlarge the meaning of Scripture to apply

it to the novelties and peculiarities of our own times,"

and that our Saviour would not refuse, if He were to

come again now, thus to extend them, and that it is not

unfair to use St. Paul's statements thus, and sanction the

views of our day,—it is not astonishing, I say, that one

who blames the Lord and His Apostles, so as to make

their use of Scripture no kind of guide to its meaning

or purpose, but assumes full right to get at the truth by

giving his own application, and to get freedom promised

by Christ through it, that he should put Christ and all

truth out of sight in a Christian world, look to politics

governing it, and take indifference and no truth as

his standard and his hope. But it is all a delusion.

Those who buy the truth and sell it not will hold

to it, and take Christ's word as the revelation and

standard of it for their hearts, owning the Apostles

as ministers of it by the Spirit. Many will take

refuge in it, too, from sorrow, and passion's rage

on the other side, when the dissolution looked for

takes place. But the present working will be this :

the philosophical indifference of rationalists will palsy

sturdy Protestant orthodoxy, which till now held its

ground against Popery. Popery, which does not rest on

truth a bit more, but on authority, and in its nature is

essentially infidel, does know what it wants and what it

wills, and will pursue it constantly, cleverly, and ener

getically, and all hold of truth will be gone in the coun

try. This state of things the Dissenters will help on,

and then find how weak they are. The main effect of

this rationalism will be giving power for a time to what
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knows its own mind, that is, to Popery. The rationalism

itself has no future at all. Of what would it be the future ?

Of inquiring- and waiting till the Pope and infidels

take the New Testament for a common around ? Thev

can destroy, perhaps, faith in the truth (where it is not

in the heart), but produce nothing.

W. You are somewhat a sombre prophet, though I

see the truth of what you say in principle.

H. No ; I believe the word of God abides for ever.

I believe Christ, our blessed Lord, has all power in

heaven and in earth ; and for the soul who loves the

truth, I believe it is a very bright and blessed time. I

admit that what old associations may attach men to, is

disappearing. Every one sees it, though how much we

have to thank God that in this country it is peacefully ;

though I doubt that Christian or religious liberty will

last very long as it is now, the revival will help to

destroy it : but as outward props tumble and disappear,

for those who have Christ in their hearts, and to whom

the truth is precious, He will be more and more all,

and the truth have infinitely more power and price.

They will live more in Christianity, and less in the

Christian world formed by phases of the mwyog tovtov. I

feel thoroughly that they are times most simple for

those who love the truth, and blessed ones ; soon I trust

to be replaced by heavenly and better ones still. Only

Christ and the truth must be of course all.

W. But it requires faith thus to see things.

H. Of course it does. Did you ever find the Lord

propose our being happy without it? Can anything

live above sight and sense, and its influences, but faith ?

No doubt we are all imperfect in this heavenly tempera

ment that associates us livingly with what is Divine and

unseen ; and therefore in being separated from earth in

spirit, we may have trials and discipline where the flesh

clings ; even, it may be, what the Lord calls cutting off

a right hand or plucking out a right eye. But for faith,

I read, " In the world ye shall have tribulation ; but be

of good cheer, I have overcome the world." It is a
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remarkable thing that the two things which the Lord

refers to as setting us free, are both of them wholly out

of sight, unmentioncd, and unthought of by Mr. Jowett:

" The truth shall make you free, and the Son shall

make you free ;" though he quotes this passage to

make ( 'hristian philosophy of it. But they do make us

free, much as we may have to seek to know their power

better. But it is a touchstone of their whole system,

the total leaving out of the two things which the Lord

Himself says make us free. But it could not be other

wise. Their system is doubt and inquiry. Love of

truth they call it ; but never the truth loved or known.

I think we have pretty thoroughly gone through the

system. The narrower fields of tendencies of religious

thought in England and national churches, which thev

say the heathen had too, such is their exclusion of

( 'hrist and the truth, I do not feel there is much need

that we should enter upon. I would only remark how

singular the darkness as to the power of Christianity

was a century or more ago, and thereby note the limit

of proofs of Christianity. Butler's " Analogy," a

standard book known to all, and not only first rate for

its age, but, to use the new word of the Germanizes .

on its stand-point incomparable, when the author shows

negatively the folly of those who, believing in a God of

nature, would question revealed religion—breaks down

in the most singular manner when he enters on positive

Christian ground. He shows that deists have no proof

of anything ; but he does venture a little on to positive

ground. He reasons, however, from Aristotelian to

('hristian principles. For happiness we must have

virtue, for virtue victory and a formed habit. Then he

says that this supposes that these propensions (lusts)

must exist in heaven ; " and for my part," he adds, " I

do not see how it could be otherwise."

W. Is it possible ?

H. It is a fact. It only shows what a different

thing faith and the proof of Christianity are. A child

that'had faith, in any age since Adam, to say nothing of
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a Christian, would have rejected such a thought. But

what?—except the kingdom of God be received as a little

child, we shall in no case enter therein. But you and

I, through grace—and, thank God, thousands more—

have been given to believe in the truth, to know the

Lord, and, feeble as it may be in us, to love Christ.

May His grace keep us steadfast in faith, and in its

fruits. The question for a soul now is Christ, that

blessed Person who reveals the Father. The truth of a

living, acting Spirit, the Comforter, given ; and the re

vealed written Word of God, the only source and the

standard of truth ; and that that which we are called on

to confess is the truth, known by the Spirit from that

Word, known in the heart with God ; and, while acknow

ledging we may be mistaken in a hundred points, knowing

that we have the truth for which martyrs have died, and

that we had rather give up our lives than lose, or deny

it. The Lord Jesus is at the right hand of God the

Father. He may suffer us to be tried, but He is above

all, and will prevail ; watches over us always as the good

Shepherd, and will, in the Father's own time, come

and receive us to Himself, that where He is we may

be also.

W. I do heartily believe it, and thank God it is so ;

but I am sure Christians in these days ought to give a

more distinct witness to whom they belong—I mean

practically, as devoted to Him—by their profession,

and the fruits which make it good. " Show us thy

faith," has all its force now.

77. In truth it has. If I contend for the truth,

because Christ is the truth, I had rather one did not

profess it, than deny it in works. We are in serious,

most serious times, and there must be reality. Only the

Lord keep us from pretended love of the truth, which

destroys the truth we love ; which has nothing to keep,

and hence has nothing to lose, and can be always seeking.

When conventional systems are crumbling around, and

evil raises up its head, may men te seen who can walk

peacefully, because they possess what can never crumble

G c,
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till God makes all things new according to the truth He

has revealed.

W. I am glad we met ; it has done me good. Holding

fast the truth, and feeling one has it (oh, what grace it

is !) from God, always does. We may now turn to

seek directly, and with humble thankfulness, into the

treasure we have in the truth—the unsearchable riches

of Christ, which is made over to us. It is yet happier

work.

H. Adieu, then, for the present; may we be only

found at our watch-tower, and, above all, humble and

dependent. I have not, after all, gone into the article

in the Edinburgh. It is merely an attempt to justify

infidelity, because it has prevailed for many years in

Germany, so that even evangelical professors yield more

or less to it ; and an attempt to defend the Essayists, by

proving the superior clergy to be as bad ; and I don't

really see how this affects the truth or falsehood of

the principles themselves. I think many non-infidel

professors in Germany have yielded, through want of

faith, to the current ; and I see the same tone prevalent

in the clergy and dissenting ministers in England. They

like the credit of being up to the progress of the age.

And there is so very little faith in the intrinsic truth and

power of Scripture, in its being the Word of God, that

their estimate and defence of it necessarily fails on that

*ide. The clergy must answer for themselves to the

charges of the reviewer. They ought to be morally

indignant at the article. But I do not see, if he proves

the assailants of the Essayists dishonest, and to have

been previously abettors of their views, what an

upright mind will have gained, or lost. It does not

affect the question in the smallest degree, but merely

the reputation of the clergy. I do not think much of an

opponent who, when his friend is charged with being

dishonest, declares he will prove the accuser as bad.

The whole matter savours of want of principle and per

sonality. Besides, many a mind may be led away from

solid ground by new thoughts, which, when their ripe
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fruit is shown, honestly discards them all. I think this

Review a very poor thing; lowering eternal questions

to personal ones, and not worthy, therefore, of any

particular notice.

IV. H. Collingridge, City lTes«, 117 to 119, Aldcrsglte Street, LonduD.
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" I think thee, O Father, Lord of Heaven and Earth, because thon hast hid

these thiuga from the wise and prudent, and hast revealed them auto babes."—

Matt. li. .25.

IT is impossible to treat the author of this book as a Christian.

I do not say this as forming any judgment of his personal

state, in any way ; I speak of the public profession of a re

ligion he belongs to—Christianity as contrasted with heathen

ism, Mohammedanism, Judaism, or Buddhism. Dr. Colenso

states that " our belief in the living God remains as sure as

ever, though not the Pentateuch only, but the whole Bible

were removed. It is written on our hearts by God's own

finger as surely as by the hand of the apostle in the Bible,

that ' God is, and is a rewarder of them that diligently seek

Him.' It is written there also as plainly as in the Bible,

that ' God is not mocked,—that whatsoever a man soweth

that shall he also reap,' and that ' he that soweth to the flesh

shall of the flesh reap corruption,' " pp. 53, 54. That is,

with the Bible or without the Bible, Dr. C. believes in the

existence of God, and His rewarding them that seek Him,

and in natural conscience. In other words (as far as his

book goes, which he puts forth as a manifesto), he is a pro

fessed Deist. Even with the Bible he only believes so much

as his heart and conscience recognise, and that the latter is to

be preferred to the Bible as the means of knowing God : "that

He Himself, the living God, our Father and Friend, is nearer

and closer to us than any book can be ; that His voice within

the heart may be heard continually by the obedient child that

listens for it, and that shall be our teacher and guide in the

path of duty, which is the path of life, when all other helpers

—even the "words of the best of books—may fail us," p. 54.

Now it is clear that neither believing that God is, nor natural

conscience, is believing in the special facts of Christianity—

the incarnation, atonement ^urrection, redemption, being

born again, the exaltation • God's right hand, the

 



Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. In a word, no special truth

or fact of Christianity is " written on our hearts by God's

own finger," or can be possessed by mere natural conscience

or belief in God. All intervention of God is left out. But

it is in this, and the statement of what led to its necessity,

that revealed religion consists. There is a conscience in

every man. The word of God acts on it. I do not doubt

that there is an instinctive knowledge of a God and a judg

ment. This is all Dr. C. owns, with or without the Bible.

Revealed religion is a series of divine and marvellous facts

and truths, unfolding an intervention of God in grace with

sinful man. He sets this aside. His relationship with God

is not founded on it. He prefers, as teaching, what he has

without it ; that is, he wholly and professedly sets aside

Christianity. He goes farther—he recognizes " the voice of

God's Spirit . . . not in the Bible only, but out of the

Bible : not to us Christians only, but to our fellow-men of

all climes and countries, ages and religions, the same gra

cious Teacher is revealing, in different measures, according

to His own good pleasure, the hidden things of God," p.

222. Dr. C. has, in substance, solemnly declared that this

is not so (see Article xviii. of the Thirty-nine Articles) ; but

I suppose this is no matter with rationalists. But his state

ment amounts to this : Christians and heathens have all their

particular religions, but beside and within this, all have a

communication in their own hearts of the hidden things of

God. The knowledge of God is not in the religion, for

heathens and Christians have it more or less, whatever their

religion, in their hearts. He confirms this by quotations

from Cicero, Sikhs, and Hindoos. Cicero's statement—I

suppose Dr. C. did not find it out—is merely asserting

natural conscience, with the addition of a denial of the

foundation fact of revelation, that man is a sinner, driven

out from God. " Whoever will not obey this law," says

Cicero, " will be flying from himself, and having treated with

contempt his human nature will, in that very fact, pay the

greatest penalty, even if he shall have escaped other punish

ments, as they are commonly considered." Now this makes

human nature the measure of good, as indeed Cicero every

where does. And just see the result, which neither Dr. C.

nor Lactantius, from whom he quotes, seem to have noticed :

this law or right reason " to the good never commands or

forbids in vain, never influences the wicked either by com

manding or forbidding." Could grace be more fully denied ?

Could the effect of law or conscience be more entirely mis



stated ? There are good or wicked already—God knows how

—and this law or right reason changes nothing,—always

succeeds with one, and leaves the other where he is. This is,

we are told, " a voice almost divine." " The same divine

Teacher revealed also to the Sikh Gooroos (teachers) such

great truths as these," p. 223. He then quotes statements

of the unity of God, but which is Pantheism, that is,

that God is in every thing ; statements which recognize

Mahomets, Brahmas, Vishnus, Sivas—of course not Christ—

and that is a revelation of God for Dr. C. He then quotes

from Hindoo writings " the following words, which were

written by one who had no Pentateuch nor Bible to teach

him, but who surely learned such living truths as these by

the direct teaching of the Spirit of God," p. 224. In these

words God is celebrated, and there is a good deal of moraliz

ing, such as may be found anywhere ; but in which we find,

" He that partaketh of but one grain of the love of God

shall be released from the sinfulness of all- his doubts and

actions"—a comfortable quietus. " I take for my spiritual

food the water and the leaf of Ram." " God dwelleth in the

mind, and none other but God." Dr. C. admires what is the

avowed doctrine of these same teachers, without finding out

it is the grossest folly of Pantheism. " God is the gift of

charity, God is _the offering, God is the fire of the altar, by

God the sacrifice is performed, and God is to be obtained by

him who makes God alone the object of his work." Every

thing being but a development or expansion of God, we are

too, and, of course, so far as we realize God in it, become

God in a superior degree. But all is God ; and it is true of

all things, man among the rest. This last sentence, as Dr.

C. approvingly quotes, was by " one who had experienced

somewhat of what Job had experienced," p. 223. All this

is but extracting Deism from Christianity and heathenism

alike, and making conscience the judge of what is to be

received from each; only, unfortunately, Dr. C.'s conscience

accepts the very grossest Pantheism without so much as find

ing it out.

But there is more than this. This boojc does not believe

as much of Christ as Mohammed did. Dr. C. openly pro

fesses to know much better than Christ upon the subject of

the divine authority of revelation. Mohammed held Christ

to be a prophet, and that he will judge the world. On the

last point the book does not declare itself, if it be not in

an intimation borrowed from Cicero. Here is Dr. C.'s

estimate of Christ's authority in what he declared : " We



are expressly told, in Luke ii. 52,' that Jesus increased

in wisdom as well as in stature. It is not supposed that

in His human nature He was acquainted, more than any

educated Jew of the age, • with the mysteries of all modern

sciences, nor, with St. Luke's expressions before us, can

it be seriously maintained that, as an infant or young child

He possessed a knowledge surpassing that of the most pious

and learned adults of His nation, upon the subject of the

authority and age of the different portions of the Pentateuch.

At what period, then, of His life upon earth, is it to be sup

posed that He had granted to Him, as the Son of Man, super-

naturalhj, full and accurate information on these points, so

that He should be expected to speak about the Pentateuch in

other terms than any other devout Jew of that day would have

employed ? Why should it be thought that He would speak

with certain divine knowledge on this matter more than upon

other matters of ordinary science or history ?" p. 32. That

is, when Christ, the Blessed One, spoke of the authority of the

Word of God,—spoke authoritatively of the Scriptures and

of Moses,—He merely followed the ignorance and prejudice

of the pious Rabbis of his nation. Dr. Colenso has more

knowledge, and is freed from the prejudices, and in consequence

can tell us positively that Christ was wrong ! He has found

out that it is impossible that such things as are found in the

Pentateuch could come from our loving Father. This, if we

are to believe Dr. C., Christ had not moral discernment enough

to find out, and took for granted all was right, so as to believe

that what Moses wrote came from God. Now Christ says,

" We speak that we do know, and testify that we have seen,"

for He was of and in heaven ; and the question is not how He

learned what He knew, but, when he taught positively, did He

teach perfectly, or only under the influence of national pre

judice ? Dr. C. quotes the following passages of Christ's

words :—" Had ye believed Moses ye would have believed me,

for he wrote of me ; but if ye believe not his writings, how

shall ye believe my words ?" But it seems this appeal was all

beside the mark, for Moses never wrote it at all. Hence, of

course, they were not called upon to believe Christ's words

either. " Now that the dead are raised, even Moses shewed

at the bush." This too was quite a mistake. "They have

Moses and the prophets, let them hear them. If they hear

not Moses and the prophets, neither will they be persuaded

though one rose from the dead." But all this solemn appeal

of Christ to Moses, as of equal authority and weight with His

own words and resurrection, as a proof of truth, is a mistake,



the prejudice of pious Rabbis of His nation ! Dr. C. is freed

from them, and can prove he knows much better than Christ

did. And this man is what is called " Bishop of Natal." I

may be asked, has he not declared his belief in all the canon

ical Scriptures, and bound himself in this office to require it of

those he ordains ? He has. What then does he do with his

conscience ? He tells us that too : it is governed by the Court

of Arches. It is a mercy for upright men that modern

rationalists shew themselves so plainly morally. I do not

think I ever read anything so morally base as the reasons for

signing the Articles, in the "Essays and Reviews." Old

infidels broke with Christianity—it was sad enough—but

modern ones keep their places and only give up their faith.

The boldness of Dr. C.'s assertions, and the excessive care

lessness of his statements and conelusions, are alike remarkable.

He tells us that he does not believe in the deluge, because he

does in geology. He has studied it in the Zulu country,

and he now knows for certain (for Sir C. Lyell is infallible,

if Scripture and the Lord Christ be not) that a universal deluge

could not possibly have taken place. Now Sir C. Lyell is

unquestionably an able geologist, as well as the constant resort

and refuge of infidels ; but he has a system, and a system which

geologists less speculative and, at the very least, as able as he,

entirely reject. Nor does he deny that the science is in its

infancy. The ablest inquirers believe in a universal deluge ;

the latest researches tend to prove it. I say tend, because no

certain conclusions can yet be made from geology as to dates.

I do not hesitate to affirm, and I am supported by the ablest

geologists, that geological dates and periods stand on the most

uncertain and unsatisfactory footing. Sir C. Lyell's system

is utterly unsatisfactory,—irreconcileable with the evident

facts of the upheaval theory, which is generally admitted.

Dr. C. assures us that a partial deluge is no better, so that

in spite of universal tradition, Scripture, the authority of

Christ, who refers specifically to the deluge as true (Matt. xxiv.

37—39), and much geological research, we are to have no

deluge at all. I do not know that I should ever have noticed

this point, as it is impossible to follow it out here, but as

affording a proof of Dr. C.'s manner of reasoning. It was

not partial, he says, because a flood which should cover Ararat

must, in due time, sweep over the Puy de Dome, because water

finds its own level !—that is to say, water 16,000 or 17,000

feet deep in a narrow locality, must have been some 5,000

feet deep at thousands of miles' distance, when it had spread

that distance in every direction ! And a man who reasons
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thus is to call in question the accuracy of Scripture. But

Dr. Colenso assures us the Scriptures never affirm their own

infallibility. Abstractedly "infallibility" belongs to a person,

not to what has been already said ; but they affirm that they

are inspired by God, and that they have His authority. The

Lord says, "The Scripture cannot be broken"—appeals to it,

as we have seen, as of equal authority with His own words—

refers to them as testifying of Him—,expounds them after

His resurrection in what they taught concerning Himself—

declares that all they said must be fulfilled—.opens His dis

ciples' understanding to understand them—declares that His

rising from the dead would be useless to convince those by

whom they were not believed ;—-they are quoted by Him as

absolutely conclusive authority. Facts here questioned, or

borne with because they may be " fairly disposed of," are re

ferred to by Christ as undoubted history. So the apostles

write whole epistles, in which their entn-e teaching is based

upon the truth and inspired authority of Scripture. Paul

speaks of the Scriptures " foreseeing," so completely does he

identify them with God. " But what saith the Scripture ?"

is conclusive : not only so—they declare them to be by in

spiration. They are called the oracles of God, and the

possession of them is counted to be the main privilege of God's

people ; so the law is called " the living oracles." Peter says,

" No prophecy of the Scripture is of any private interpreta

tion, but holy men of God spake as they were moved by the

Holy Ghost." I dare say Dr. C. will call the authenticity of

this in question. Take, then, the first Epistle (though I am

perfectly satisfied of the authenticity of the second) . There

he states that the prophets searched as men into their own

prophecies, as given by the Spirit of Christ which was in them.

Paul declares that "Every Scripture is given by inspiration of

God "—the security of the saint in the last perilous times.

He calls the Scriptures c' prophetic Scriptures " (Scriptures

of the prophets) . I have no doubt this refers to the New

Testament, but if it be the Old, it is saying they are inspired.

So his own teaching he declares to be by " words which the

Holy Ghost teacheth." The prophets were infamous impos

tors, if what they said were not the direct testimony of God

himself, for they say, " Thus saith the Lord." As to Christ,

it is said, " He whom God hath sent speaketh the words of

God, for God giveth not the Spirit by measure unto Him."

Thus, as Son of man, what He spoke He spoke—to refer to

Dr. C.'s question—:" supernaturally," and his words were the

words of God. I am aware that Dr. C. says that, on such
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subjects, He was no wiser than other pious Jews, and that he

thinks himself wiser than Christ and the apostles on such ;

but does he expect everyone to have the same opinion of him

that he has of himself ? Does he think that many even will

respect the judgment of one called a Bishop, who persuades

us that Christ was prejudiced and he is not ? Poor human

nature !

Allow me to ask you, Dr. Colenso, do you believe in the re

surrection ? do you believe in this stupeudous exercise of

Divine power, so suited to man subject to death? I mesn

the resurrection of Him who was " delivered for our offences

and raised again for our justification." Is it not something,

this coming in of God to take out of death and from among

the dead His own Son, given for our sins ? Do you find this

without a revelation ? Does Cicero furnish you with this, or

do Sikh Gooroos, or Pantheistic Brahmins ? They may say

fine things about God and patience, and do the same things

(as Paul says) as the rest : can they tell of the deliverance of

sinful man ? I can conceive no greater proof of imbecility

and wilful ignorance of facts than to compare the revelation

first of the whole history of man, under God's dealings with

his responsibility, and then of atonement and the intervention

of God in deliverance, with the fine sayings of some heathen;

—one who shows, too, men to be incapable of knowing God,

as Cicero does, or with the moralizing of Pantheists.

But I close. I am not writing a book on these things, but

penning an ephemeral article on the poorest piece of infidelity

I ever met with, and I turn to the objections to run them

over rapidly. Let my reader only remember this. The ob

ject of Scripture is not to meet objections or give history, but,

on the part of God, what is divinely instructive to man ; that,

if the Old Testament gave the perfection of the New,—it

would prove it was not true, for the true light did not shine

till Christ came ; that, meeting objections does not give the

force of the positive proofs. It seems candid to quote Kurtz

and Hengstenberg (men who, however respectable, know

little, as I judge, of the power of Scripture), but in merely

giving answers to objections all the positive proofs are, of

course, left out. If no answer could be given to an objection,

and yet there were positive proof of that against which the

objection was brought, this would only prove the solution of

the difficulty was not known. The positive proofs of tho

truth of Scripture are such, that the denial of their being, as

they are called, " the oracles of God " is an evidence only of

the moral darkness of the rejector of them. It is quite true
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I cannot explain light to a blind man ; but every one who

sees knows he is blind. Above all, let my reader remember

that the Lord himself treats the Scriptures as absolutely in

spired and authoritative, quotes them as we now have them,

and declares that all written of Him must be fulfilled,—that

" not a jot or tittle can pass from the law till all be fulfilled,"

the law which Dr. C. pronounces he could not attribute to

God, save as he selects bits according to his own fancy, for

he has, of course, a perfect judgment;—a man who sees

nothing in the minutiae of the law, which (while a yoke in

the letter) as a shadow of good things to come, is full of the

deepest instruction : let him remember that Dr. C. presents

himself as wiser and better informed than Christ, and if he

have faith to do it, pray for one who can think so, and pub

lish a book to tell the world he does.

Such views, they tell us, will unite all pious people in one

mother church ; and if such questions should disturb men's

minds, and a serious person woulcl ponder and weigh them

before doing so, he has only to remember that Dr. C. has

such a sense of the petty importance of his own position, that

he cannot have leisure (so he tells us) to ponder a while

before he gives forth, pretending to be wiser than Christ,—

opinions which contradict what Christ says.

The first objection is that in Genesis xlvi., Hezron and

Hamul are stated to have gone down to Egypt, and conse

quently to have been born in Canaan, but that it is impossi

ble if the ages of Judah and Joseph be considered. It is

contended that Judah was forty-two when Jacob went down

into Egypt, inasmuch as Joseph was thirty-nine. Genesis

xxx. 24—26, and xxxi. 41, are cited to prove that Joseph

was born in the seventh, Judah in the fourth year "of Jacob's

double marriage." The impossibility of Hezron and Hamul's

going down to Egypt, arises from this, that Judah was

twenty when Joseph went down into Egypt, and that Hezron

and Hamul, who rank in point of time with Judah's great

grand-children, though his own grand-children by Tamar,

could not have been born when he was forty-two, i.e. twenty-

two years afterwards. On the other hand, it is insisted that

the narrative of Jacob's going down, makes sixty-six souls

go with him, and there are not sixty-six without Hezron and

Hamul.

There is no ground for the objection at all. I do not

insist on the uncertainty of the exact difference between the

ages of Judah and Joseph, as what might be added, even if
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just, would hardly clear up the point ; though, bringing it

perhaps within the limits of possibility, it is sufficient to

throw doubt upon Dr. C.'s assertions. But Gen. xlvi. is

simply to record the immediate descendants of Jacob who

were associated with himself in Egypt, to give his family.

Thus Er and Onan are noticed, only it is added, they died in

Canaan. It is then added " and the sons of Pharez were

Hezron and Hamul." This 12th verse is distinctly genealogy,

not that all went down into Egypt who are named in it : for

Er and Onan arc named because they are sons, while it is

expressly stated they did not go down at all.*

In the 12th verse, the introduction of "were" is emphatic,

and the phrase, I apprehend, clearly intended to be supple

mentary. It is not " Er, and Onan, and Shelah, and Pharez,

and Zarah, and the sons of Pharez, Hezron, and Hamul,"

which would clearly have been the case if they had been

goers down into Egypt. But the historian stops at Zarah,

and adds supplementary information : Er and Onan were on

the list of sons, but they did not go down—they died before,

and Pharez's sons were Hezron and Hamul. They are looked

at as filling up the breach, but the latter half of the verse is,

in contrast with going down, an explanation of the history

of that family. As if he had said : these were Judah's sons,

but I must add this explanation to the statement : Er and

Onan never got down, for they died, and Pharez had two

sons who are counted in to supply their place. For, though

the leading thought be the going down into Egypt, yet in

order to this he gives the whole family ; and that this is so

is evident, for he introduces Joseph's sons, adding they were

born in Egypt. Indeed, I think it very questionable whether

all Benjamin's. sons were born when he came into Egypt. It

was after Joseph's birth that Jacob agreed with Laban to stay

longer, and staid six years. He then journeyed to Palestine,

when Joseph must have been seven years old. He was sold into

Egypt at seventeen. Hence Jacob had been only ten years

in Canaan when Joseph went there. Jacob had settled first

at Succoth, then near Shechem, and Dinah, who was probably

• The computation in the passage is not very clear. If we count in Er and

Onan, we have thirty,three sons and grandsons. If we leave them oat we mast

coant Jacob among the sools of his own sons and daughters. However, I am

disposed to include Dinah and Jacob, and leave out Er and Onan, and read

thus :—" ihese be the sons of Leah which she bare unto Jacob in Padan Aram,

with his daughter Dinah, all the souls of his sons and daughters : thirty and

three." As if he had said, this makes thirty and three. If not, we most

count in Er and Onan, and make it mere genealogical computation of sons, and

the 26th verse would be general, the computation already given excluding Jacob,

and Joseph and his song.
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nearly of Joseph's age, was old enough to be ill-treated by

Hamor, before Benjamin was born. For Jacob went off to

Bethel after the destruction of the men of Shechem, and

after leaving Bethel, Benjamin was born, and Rachel died.

He does not appear either in the history. Joseph is a boy,

the son of Jacob's old age. Benjamin could only have been

two or three years old when Joseph went down ; for if Dinah

were seven or eight years old when she came to Canaan, say

she was fifteen or sixteen when Hamor wronged her ; seven

or eight years had elapsed in Canaan before Benjamin was

born, and two or three years more elapsed before Joseph went

down. We must add twenty-two for the interval between

Joseph's and Jacob's going down. Benjamin was thus at the

utmost twenty-four or twenty-five. So he is called a " lad "

(nahar) xliii. 3, and a little one (katan) in xliv. 20, and

(nahar) again, 31. This being so, and giving the fullest

possible age of twenty-five, which, with the three terms, is

very improbable, it is very little likely that he had ten sons

born to him. I doubt even whether Reuben's sons were all

born, as he says, " slay my two sons." On the whole, I

think it is evident that this is a genealogical list, without

reference to the place of birth : the statement of the whole

family, as a family, who went down. This manner of giving

a genealogy complete, and a general fact which is not accur

ately true as to each individual in it, though it characterizes

the subject of recital, we have other examples of. To go no

further than chapter xxxv. : All Jacob's sons are given, includ

ing Benjamin, immediately after the account of Benjamin's

birth in Canaan, and it is added, " these are the sons of

Jacob which were born to him in Padan Aram." The exact

genealogy was the important thing, and it is given accurately.

The main fact which characterized the family was their birth

away from the land of promise, in the country where Jacob

served for a wife. It was no object to except Benjamin in

the statement ; it was to give the accurate history of his

birth. I doubt not. a moment he is a special type of Christ

in connection with Israel : the son of his mother's affliction,

but of his father's right hand. But it could be no mistake,

for the writer or compiler, or whatever he was, had given all

the details of his birth immediately before, and speaks in the

passage itself of Jacob's being in that land. But, Benjamin

being born, the time was come to give the whole family.

The subjects are given with divine purpose, in view of after

dealings of God, which He foreknew, not as mere histories

to amuse ; and hence we get distinct subjects without arrange
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ment of dates. Dr. C. states that Judah's misconduct was

after Joseph's going down to Egypt, because it is said, " at

that time." Now Judah's genealogy and ways Were all

important because our Lord was to spring out of Judah.

But after this history of Judah which lasts some twenty

years at any rate, the history of Joseph's going down into

Egypt is resumed where it left off. Judah's history is intro

duced as a separate subject parenthetically. The last verse

of xxxvii., and the first verse of xxxix. are connected, and the

history of Judah comes in between as a whole of twenty

years by itself. " At that time " is only the general epoch,

and the whole history is given together. This is exceedingly

common in Scripture. But as Joseph was a remarkable type

of Christ, so Judah was his progenitor according to the flesh.

And this Pharez and his son Hezron were so. I must add

that the relative ages of Judah and Joseph are anything but

clearly proved. The relative dates of Joseph's birth and his

going down into Egypt, and of each to other events are

far more distinctly given.

On the whole the purpose of the statement in Gen. xlvi.,

is clearly to give Jacob's family, and hence some are noticed

who did not go down to Egypt, and Hezron and Hamul are

specially introduced into the verse not with the list of sons,

but as associated with them. The saying, " Thy father went

down into Egypt threescore and ten persons, and now ye are

as the stars," takes up the general fact, to show the marvel

lous increase. The same is the case in the New Testament,

specially in Luke.

Dr. C., in fact, admits the whole case where he says,

" wishing to sum up the seventy souls under one category, he

uses (inaccurately as he himself admits) the same expression,

' came into Egypt.'" Now this settles the whole question.

He gives a category of persons, that category being Jacob's

family, with the general fact of that family's leaving Canaan

and going into Egypt. But he introduces some who did not

literally go down, though they were there. If this be so, and

it is perfectly evident, Dr. C.'s argument is simply worth

nothing at all. When he says: "all the souls which came

into Egypt were threescore and ten," we have the demon

stration that some at least who were born in Egypt, provided

they were of the family that came, are accounted as coming.

The case of Hezron and Hamul is much clearer, because

there is only an accessory statement in the genealogy ; " and

the sons of Pharez were Hezron and Hamul." And we have

no need to say again with Dr. C., " the description is, of
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course, literally incorrect, but the writer's meaning is obvious

enough," for it is literally correct, and the meaning obvious

too. But I may add Dr. C.'s own remark, which shews the

utter wilfuluess and equal absurdity of his objection : " He

wishes to specify all those out of the sons of Jacob who were

living at the time of the commencement of the sojourn of the

Israelites in Egypt, and from whom such a multitude had

sprung at the time of the Exodus." How soon Hezron and

1 1 am :i I were born we cannot say. They are brought into the

list in connection with the loss of two of the sons of Judah,

with whose history they were connected,—one of them being

ancestor of David and of Christ.

The next objection is really almost too absurd to notice,

but worthy the futility of rationalist arguments. Dr. C.

makes a computation of how far files of men as many in

number as could stand in front of the breadth of the taber

nacle would reach. Does he think the writer did not know,

as well as Dr. C., that all the congregation could not have

stood in the court ? But he was not so morally dull as to

think of it. Supposing the riot-act read to a crowd of

100,000 persons, and I say, the riot-act was read to the mul

titude who stood before the magistrate, and I computed how

far 100,000 men would reach, standing in a file directly

before the magistrate, what would any one think of the sense

of the person who made the remark ? Or, are the crowd not

responsible because they cannot hear it ? Away with such

childish trifling. But the fact is, there is no ground for the

remark at all. " Before the door of the tabernacle of the

congregation," has a most important meaning in these ordi

nances. Within the tabernacle and holiest of all was the

place of Jehovah's communing directly with Moses ; outside,

yet in connection with the tabernacle, the place of meeting

the people, of God's going out, not in the revelation of Him

self, but in communications from Himself to the people, and

of the access of the people to Him. All the court of the taber

nacle ofthe congregation was held to have this character of"be

fore the door ofthe tabernacle," and all done there and commu

nicated thence was done before the door of the tabernacle of the

congregation. All brought up to the court was before the

door. Thus if all the people had been outside the court and

Moses had stood in the doorway of the court, they would have

been before the door of the tabernacle of the congregation."

It was the general expression for coming up to the court or

entering it, though not going near the tabernacle where the

door literally was. " The women," we read, "assembled them-
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selves in troops at the door of the tabernacle of the congrega

tion." They did not come when the tabernacle was set up in

order, in troops, between the laver and the holy place. But we

have the matter definitely stated.—In Exodus xl. we find, ver.

29, " he put the altar of the burnt offering by the door of the

tabernacle of the congregation. . . . and he set the laver between

the tent of the congregation and the altar." Thus the altar

of burnt offering, the first thing met with on entering the

court was by the door of the tabernacle. Now this was the

place where God was to meet the children of Israel, as con

trasted with meeting Moses within the veil. Exod. xxix. 42,

" a continual burnt offering. ... at the door of the tabernacle

of the congregation before the Lord, where I will meet you

to speak there unto thee. And there I will meet with the

children of Israel." Thus Moses standing under the hangings

of the court and speaking to the crowd without, was speaking

to them gathered before the door of the tabernacle. Had they

been inside the court he would have turned his back to them.

So when a person offered a burnt offering, he offered it at the

door of the tabernacle of the congregation before the Lord.—

He killed the bullock before the Lord, and the blood was

sprinkled upon the altar that is before the door of the taber

nacle of the congregation. They came up to the Lord there,

instead of offering it where they pleased, away from him. And

this was carefully secured by ordinance, as a guard against

idolatry. They had to bring all the beasts they slew up before

the Lord : Lev. xvii. 4. The gathering of the congregation

to the door of the tabernacle was bringing them up to the

court, so that Moses standing there might address them. And

the place specifically pointed out for this was not at the door,

but where the altar was, i. e. next the entrance of the court

where the people were to come up with their sacrifices, and

the Lord met with them.

Such objections as these are child's play, proving only

entire ignorance of God's ways with Israel, and the purport

of the ordinances, carelessness of research into them, with the

pretension, the common accompaniment,of ignorance, to see

clearer than others, and the desire to make difficulties in pre

sence of all the divine light which is found in what is objected

to. Dr. C. seeks to prove his candour and care by showing

that the elders of Israel were not all the congregation. He

might have spared himself the trouble. And he has gone

through sums of arithmetic to prove the size of the court. I

really have not examined whether his multiplication is correct.

I can suppose it.
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His next objection is as to how Moses and Joshua addressed

all Israel ; and he wisely informs us that the crying of the

children, whose mothers must be supposed to have pushed to

the first place, would hinder all but those close by from hearing.

Was ever anything more childish! Supposing all did not hear,

which may very well be believed, they were all put under the

responsibility of what was addressed to them, of which those

who were in earnest could easily put themselves in possession.

Supposing the elders or heads of tribes were nearest, as is

probable, they would have both informed and led the others

according to what was said.

The next objection is to the possibility, with so few priests,

of having the bullock for a sin offering burned without the

camp. Now I admit fully that the great object here is doc

trinal, not historical. There is no history at all. What is

ordained was only to be done in the case of the priests' or

the whole congregation's sinning ; ought never to have hap

pened, and may never have happened. And from the way

they went on (for they never circumcised their children, and

certainly fell into idolatry) if the case did arise, they proba

bly neglected the prescribed sacrifice. If it did happen once

or twice, such a provision was no difficulty. That once or

twice in forty years, or even in one year, such a toilsome ce

remony should mark their sin was most appropriate. Nor do

I doubt a moment that though the priest was responsible, and

must have had and seen it done, the Levites or younger priests

might share the manual toil. And this is implied in the form

of the Hebrew verb which is the Hiphil, "to cause to go

forth ;" used no doubt consequently for " bringing forth,"

but which may be by another as by oneself, as it is used for

causing an evil report to come on some one.*'—For the rest,

a walk of a mile and a half, or three miles, for their com

mon bodily wants, was nothing out of the way for a people

who had nothing to do except to tend their cattle, which

would in itself have taken them there. To suppose they

used fuel as in London is simple nonsense. And they chose

* Yatsa is to go forth, a& Bo is to go in or to. And hence the causative is

used for bringing forth, because one who does cause to go or come forth.

But there is no ground at all for confining it to the personal act of the person

causing it to come forth. Thus, not only in the case of an evil report, Hotze

Dibba, cited in the text. Deut. xvi. 23, Bringing forth the tithe. Lev. xxiv.

14, Bringing forth him that had cursed. Zech. iv. 7, Oen. xxxiv. 24, 25, Bring

ing forth Tamar. Ex. iii. 10, Moses is to bring forth Israel from Egypt ; that

is, cause them to come out. So Ex. xiv. 13, Heb. iv. So in Ezra i. 8. We

have those did Cyrus bring forth by the hand of Mithredath. Where he ex

pressly uses another to have them brought out. In a word, there is no ground

at all for Dr. C.'s remarks.
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places where wells were, and God clave the rock when there

was no water. It is really absurd bringing forth such objec

tions. Had Dr. C. been a soldier, or lived in the dirt I have

had to live in, he would have known that a walk a mile and

a half out of a city, for the necessities of life, was a very

natural thing.

The fifth objection is first that the shekel is called the

shekel of the sanctuary, before there was a sanctuary ; and

that the money of which the silver sockets, &c., were made

was the redemption money, and that the census which ascer

tained the number of the people, on which the redemption

money was paid, was six months afterwards, by which time

the number must have increased. This has no foundation what

ever. As to the remark that it was called the shekel of the

sanctuary before the sanctuary was set up. The book is a

history, and gives the sum taken according to the value of

the money known when it was written. They paid at the

time what was known, when the book was written, as the

shekel of the sanctuary, perhaps settled at the very time. As

regards the numbering, it is clear the computation of the sum

that was paid is made from the numbering itself, the result of

which was known when the account of it was written.—There

is no continuing of the same number ;—Exodus xxxviii. 26,

Numb. i. 46 ;—it is the number itself. I do not know what

the ground for saying six months is. The tabernacle was set

up on the first day of the first month, the numbering took

place a month after. The sockets, chapiters, and filaments

may have been made just before. They may perfectly well

have given each man his money, and the actual numbering

been made six weeks afterwards to verify it, and that number

be given as the ascertained one, even if some few had attain

ed the age of twenty in the short interval. The command to

give the half shekel is given in chapter xxx. But this

was' by no means all the silver, for many had offered

willingly, but it was typically important that it should

be understood that that on which the tabernacle of

witness was founded was redemption,' and what separated

the service of God from the world was redemption. Hence

the sockets of the boards of the tabernacle, and the hooks

and chapiters on which the hangings of the court were fixed,

were of this silver.—The actual numbering took place when

the tabernacle was set up to verify the number redeemed,

which had its own importance. If some shekels more were

given it was of no consequence whatever to notice them, as

the direction for their use was given already. Some few

B
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might have died who had given their half shekel, some few

reached twenty, hut the sum, when numbered, is taken as

the sum applied to the service. We know that the popu

lation in the wilderness was as nearly stationary as possible.

The next difficulty is how they got tents, on leaving Egypt,

and carried them. I might fairly say I do not know. Some

may have been badly oft' for want of them, have made them

on the journey, and while staying at Sinai for a year. As to

carrying them, nothing is said; they had asses doubtless,

perhaps camels, as well as oxen. The history says nothing

about it. To say they could not have them is absurd. Very

likely they were at first greatly in want of them. All this is

to the last degree idle : it is not the object of the history to

give these details. Dr. C. then takes a very difficult Hebrew

word to prove that if it means " armed," there are difficulties

in knowing how they got arms, or how they were afraid of

Pharaoh if they had. It is really tedious to go through such

absurdities. The word probably signifies that they went out

" in array,"—not as poor hunted runaways : for God took

them out with a high hand. " By strength of hand the Lord

brought us out of Egypt." But it does not by any means

follow, if their faith were not lively, that they would not be

alarmed when attacked by trained soldiers. It is said in this

same 13th chapter : God did not take them the short way,

lest the people should repent when they saw war, and return

to Egypt. And they were so disposed. God suffered their

faith to be tried for a moment, and they did repent when

they saw war ; only now it was but to make His deliverance

the more conspicuous. Nor, where faith was not in exercise,

was it very wonderful. Accustomed to be slaves, with all

their women and children and cattle, the way of escape

barred, no practice in war, or even in any common military

arrangements, they were in face of the most experienced war

riors on earth, with chariots and cavalry ;—themselves a great

mixed multitude. When Dr. C. says " a body of 600,000

warriors," he says what is false. They were not warriors.

They were of an age fit for war, even if that were true of

them ; but they were poor brickmakers, though now roused

by God's intervention to leave the house of bondage.

The next objection as to the passover, is founded on mis-

statement and carelessness. Dr. C. insists it was impossible

to notify it, and have all ready in time. He tells us the first

notice of any such feast to be kept is given in this very chap

ter, where we find it written, verse 12. "I will pass through

the land of Egypt this night." Hence he argues it was im
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possible to have all Israel ready, and insists on this night and

the use of the Hebrew word hazeh. But zeh has not this

kind of exactitude always. At any rate the chapter shews

distinctly the falseness of the conclusion Dr. C. has drawn

from it. The directions had been given at the beginning of

the month, and the lamb had to be kept up three days ;

" This month shall be unto you the beginning of months, it

shall be the first month of the year to you. Speak ye unto

all the congregation of Israel, saying : on the tenth day of

this month they shall take to them every man a lamb, . . .

and ye shall keep it up until the fourteenth day of the same

month." Dr. C. says, this cannot mean that they had notice

several days beforehand, because it says, I will pass through

the land of Egypt this night. This is very bad indeed.

Moses is told to notify to all the people to take a lamb the

tenth, and to keep it to the fourteenth ; and this we are told

canuot mean that they got notice beforehand, because the

chapter says " this night," when it comes to killing and eat

ing it. And what can it mean else ? If the lamb was not

kept up from the tenth to the fourteenth, the ordinance was

not kept at all. All this objection does, is to disclose the

will of the objector. No doubt the momentous ordinance

itself is what occupies the inspired writer ; but the beginning

of the chapter fully suffices to show that the objection drawn

from want of time and notice, is as perverse as it is un

founded. The rest of the article does not deserve notice.

In the first place kids would do, so that there was no danger

of all the male lambs perishing. As to notice to start, they

ate it, loins girded, and staff in hand, ready to go, and were

prepared long before to be on the move, to sacrifice in

the wilderness. Nor is there a word to show there was any

sudden notice ; or that their move was caused by the urging

of the Egyptians.

Dr. C. thinks that his own confusion, in fright from a

false alarm, proves that there must have been hopeless con

fusion in Israel. But they had for a length of time been

demanding to move with all their flocks, and were now loins

girt and staff in hand, so that we cannot doubt a moment

that all was prepared and arranged. There is no hint of an

order to start communicated suddenly. The Egyptians were

urgent on them to go. They had already borrowed jewels

from the Egyptians in anticipation of going. The whole

theory of Dr. C. is simply inattention to the scriptural ac

count. Because that account dwells chiefly on the great

facts which have a moral import, he concludes there were

B 2
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none else, even when they are positively stated, and makes

statements, moreover, and statements upon which all his

argument depends, which are not in the passage, or actually

contradict it. I may add that I do not even admit that the

600,000 were only men in the prime of age ; they were all

above twenty—twenty and above, that were men, besides

children. This would make a considerable difference in the

numbers.

As to how the herds were fed in the desert, it is certain

they chose their encampment where there were springs. At

Sinai, God gave them water out of a rock. I may add that

Dr. C. speaks of Mount Serbal as Sinai, which is more than

doubtful, or confounds two opinions, applying statements as

to one incorrectly to the other, ignorant that there was any

difference ; which, as to the character of the place of en

campment, is important. Lipsius thought Serbal was Sinai,

but more exact research has made it pretty clear it was not,

and shewn where Israel encamped. The attempt to say, as

Dr. C. says, that the wandering in the desert is not a neces

sary preliminary to all the history of Israel, is too barefaced,

does too much violence to the common sense of every man

who has read Scripture, to call for an answer. Movements

of whole nations in the deserts of Upper Asia have been fre

quent when there was not the miraculous interposition of

God to give water, which is stated in the history of Israel.

Israel stayed mainly in the north of the desert on the bor

ders of Mount Seir and the land of Canaan, where there

were wells and pasture. Though what is related in detail is

what happened at Sinai at the beginning, and at the close.

When Dr. C. says the Scripture story says not a word about

this long sojourn near Mount Seir and the Red Sea, he

makes a blunder with his usual carelessness. The Israelites

got through the desert of El Tyh* (which is not the desert

of Sinai, as Dr. C. says), by a rapid and short journey to the

desert of Paran and Kadesh Barnea close to Canaan. There

they were called on to go up the mountain of the Amorites

and take possession of the land. Instead of this they sent the

spies, the Lord giving his sanction to it, but at their desire.

Their faith failed and they would not go up, and were con

demned to wander the forty years, till the men, save Joshua

and Caleb, died.

It was on their refusal to go up that they turned and went

to the Red Sea (Numbers xiv. 25), and then it was they

* El Tyh is a modern name (the wandering) for the desert district lying

mil ih of Sinai.
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compassed Mount Seir (Deut. i. 40), and were on the border

of countries affording supplies. In one place where they had

no water they were given it again miraculously, went down

finally outside the Wady Akaba to the Red Sea, returned to

Mount Hor for Aaron's death, and then, at last, down to the

Red Sea again, going up the eastern side of the mountains of

Seir to Moab and Jordan. The statement of Dr. C. is merely

the result of carelessness in searching Scripture. The detail

of these long years we have not ; but we have of a stay of a

year in Sinai, where water was given miraculously, a short

journey across El Tyh, the Lord himself leading them, their

arrival at the borders of the land, and their journeying about

Mount Seir and to the Red Sea, water being given them

miraculously when it failed. Let me remark how beautifully

at the moment they were sent back from the land through

their unbelief (Numb, xiv.) God gives directions what to do

in the land, shewing His promise and purpose as sure as His

Word and nature, in spite of Man's folly and failure.

(Numb, xv.) The only account we have of the stations

between their reaching the borders of the land in the second

year, and their reaching Jordan, is in Numb, xxxiii., and the

localities at which they stopped during this interval of time

arc unknown till we come to Moseroth. Thence their journey

is clear to the Red Sea, back to Hor, back to the Red Sea,

and round Seir to Edom. (Comp. Numb. xxi. and Deut. x.)

But we know that from Kadesh to Zered was thirty-eight

years, so that they reached Kadesh in the second year before

the end of it, probably a good while before, because the wars

against the Amorites and Og were after Zered and before

Jordan. Now they did not leave Sinai till the end of the

second month of the second year. They abode in Radesh

many days, certainly more than forty, so that we are sure

that the journey from Sinai to the borders of Canaan was

very short indeed. They were there on the edge of cultivated

land. God turned them back, but they never left the

neighbourhood of Canaan, Seir, and the Red Sea. And He

who turned them back took care of them, giving them water

at Meribah miraculously when needed. Of all this Dr. C.

is ignorant, telling us Scripture says nothing about it,—not

having examined that which he is pretending to prove un-

historical. This is true that the Lord gives us those parts of

the journey in detail which have a moral bearing, and not

how the cattle were provided for. But the book is all false

if it be not historical. We have the name of each place

where they stopped during the whole forty years. This must
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be history or forgery. I have noticed elsewhere that the

statement in Deut. x. seems to contradict the list in Num

bers, but becomes the strongest proof of the historical

character of the book when closely examined, because we find,

by careful comparison of facts and passages, that they tra

versed the same ground twice from Hor to the Bed Sea, from

the Red Sea to Hor, and then back to the Red Sea and east

of Edom. But men do not make these apparent contradic

tions, solved by collateral facts, and shewn to be uncon

sciously true, save in relating real history, which, as they

know the facts, they have no need to combine and arrange.

Dr. C. makes difficulties as to there being wild beasts in

Canaan with so large a population. His objections are futile.

What is the population of India ? how dense is well known,

yet tigers and wild beasts abound. Modern European popu

lations are no rule at all, nor even Port Natal, because they

settled more in Canaan in towns and villages. Counting in

the Canaanites besides Israel is only another instance of Dr.

C's. carelessness, for the supposition made is their total im

mediate destruction. My own conviction is that the number of

Israelites is greatly exaggerated. The 600,000 are all males

not children, all the grown men.

The whole of the reasoning in the next chapter to prove the

first-born more numerous than is stated seems to me an un

doubted mistake. I cannot doubt that those only, and the

same in Egypt, who were still members of their father's

families are counted. The captive in the dungeon and Pharaoh

himself may have been first-born, but it is not supposed, as

in question, that they should die. It was the house. " There

was not a house where there was not one dead." In each

family which was together the first-born was taken. I do not

believe that a first-born father and his first-born son were

both taken or numbered. The first-born children of child-

bearing mothers were counted. The first-born of existing

famines at the time of the numbering. It clearly, I apprehend,

did not include old men and grandfathers whose fathers were

dead, or even heads of families married out, but first-born of

living mothers whose families were with them. Hence counted

from a month old. Those below were yet unclean. Remark

here that the question must have presented itself to the mind

of the writer. It is a proof that // is historical that an evident

difficulty is left unsolved. A forger does not put an evident

difficulty in his account. Here we have an apparent and evident

difficulty. The number of grown men is in the previous

chapter. No explanation given. Why ? Because the writer



28

is stating fact, not inventing a story, and therefore states the

fact without noticing the difficulty. For myself, I can only

say, when I never thought of a question in it, I never took

the statement as to Egypt or Israel as referring to other than

families at home, unmarried members of households. Indeed,

in this particular case, it may he questioned whether it was

not those only born after the destruction of the first-born

Egyptians to whom the ordinance here referred to was given.

God says he sanctified then to Himself all the first-born. It

would, perhaps, suppose an unustial number in their first year

of liberation, which would be nothing extraordinary. How

ever, on this I do not insist, as those under a month must be

subtracted, who, in this case, might be numerous. " All the

males," does not refer to all of all ages, but all the males as

contrasted with females. Indeed, in verse 43, it is rather

implied that all were not : " and all the first-born males by

the number of names, from a month old and upwards of those

that were numbered of them, were 22,273." But neither do

I insist on this, as the Hebrew may, I apprehend, be taken as

" in their numbering" the same as " in number."

As to the question of the increase of population during the

sojourn of Israel in Egypt it has been discussed and rediscussed

a hundred times, and it must require over-weening self-confi

dence in Dr. C. to bring it forward as he does as an argumen-

tum crucis. He says the doubts he has "raised will be

confirmed into a certain conviction, by its appearing plainly

from the data of the Pentateuch that there could not have

been any such population itself to come out of Egypt/' p.

148. I suppose he must be ignorant of what has been said of

it ; if not, such language is simply overweening impertinence

to men far better versed in such inquiries than himself. If the

Israelites doubled in fifteen years, they would have been

1,146,883 in two hundred and fifteen years ; in two hundred

and thirty years 2,293,760. But the statement of Scripture is,

that " the children of Israel were fruitful and increased abun

dantly, and multiplied, and waxed exceeding mighty, and

the land was filled with them ;" and the new king said,

" Behold, the people of the children of Israel are more and

mightier than we," . . . and they persecuted them.

Very probably they were all removed to Goshen, giving rise

to Manetho's story of Avaris. " But the more they afflicted

them the more they multiplied and grew," so that their

increase was not such as makes any difficulty. In England

the increase in ten years was more than 23 per cent, where

town and manufacturing habits largely impede, so that 35
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per cent, in fifteen years is reached in the actual state of

England. So that doubling in the circumstances of Israel,

with extraordinary blessing in this respect, was nothing in

credible, though we have no proof of their numbers more

than the 600,000 males above twenty, and no proof that the

majority of women were not Egyptians or other strangers.

If this fact be taken into account, the increase presents no

kind of difficulty. But the duration of the sojourn is a very

obscure point : Josephus gives it both as two hundred and

fifteen and as four hundred and thirty. The reader may see

Clinton Fynes' investigation of the point, if he have access

to it. He reckons two hundred and fifteen years, taking the

shorter or Hebrew chronology. Many able chronologists

doubt of this, as Hales. At first sight Gal. iii. 17 seems to

decide the question, but when examined it does not, I think,

necessarily do so. The apostle takes the time of promise as

a general fact. To Abraham were the promises made and to

his seed. Now the confirmation to the seed does not come

in for some forty years after the promise. It is of this con

firmation the apostle speaks, if we take the letter of what he

says. But his object was not the date, save as showing the

law coming long after the promise. He refers to Ex. xii. 40,

which was sufficient for him, and is ambiguous. He may

refer to patriarchal times as those of promise, and take the

Egyptian state as four hundred and thirty years. The length

of the sojourn in Egypt is an unsettled question.

As to the Chronicles, it is, I judge, a blunder of Dr. C.'B,

which I should not think much of, were not his book solely

founded on affected accuracy of detail. 1 Chron. vii. 20,

presents difficulties. This is always hopeful ground for

infidels. What is difficult to understand they can more easily

turn to their own purpose, for others have not a positive

answer ready. If we follow the statement simply, however,

there is no great difficulty. The Chronicles, besides giving the

history of Judah, not Israel, and especially of David's family,

gather up all the fragments possible of ancient history and

genealogy for the return of Israel from Babylon. Take the

passage thus—" The sons of Ephraim Shuthelah :" his

genealogy is followed down to a second Shuthelah, and there

stops. Then the passage speaks of two ether sons of Ephraim,

Ezer, and Elead, who made a raid against Gath, and were

killed ; and then follows another son of Ephraim, which is

quite natural, and his genealogy is given. His daughter

Sherah is simply a descendant of his. Ammihud was fifth

from Ephraim.
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The objection to the numbers of the Danites and Levites,

that of the former being large, though Dan had only one son,

which, to an unpractised eye, may seem to present the great

est difficulty, is founded on want of attention to the reckon

ings of Scripture ; as if in every case those mentioned are all.

The very comparison with Chronicles which Dr. C. institutes

ought to have taught him it was not so ; for there are persons

mentioned there who are not in Exodus. The genealogies

are given as far as needed to make out the moral history

according to God's government of Israel, but no further.

Any number may be left out, even generations may, provided

what is needed is given.—Next, generations are taken by

Dr. C. as if they were the same then as now. They lived

one hundred and thirty or one hundred and forty years,

and their families were often proportionate, and here God

interfered expressly to multiply them. Thus if we had not

Gen. xxv. all Scripture would have led us to suppose that

Ishmael and Isaac were all the sons Abraham had. Here

we see he had six sons more when he was quite an old man,

of whom nations sprung. Here for other purposes it was

important to notice it. In other cases it was not. Next

the assumption that Israel remained only two hundred and

fifteen years in Egypt is a questionable one.

The number of the generation following the twelve pa

triarchs is no way decided. To begin the computation one

really ought to take at any rate one hundred and thirty-nine,

not seventy ; that is, take the females in. So the children of

Dinah and Serah do not appear at all. The fact of a number

of children in one generation says nothing as to the result.

Benjamin had many; Reuben had many. Neither were

large tribes. Does Dr. C. suppose that a forger would have

been insensible to this if he had been inventing ? It is the

strongest possible proof that the account is historical, drawn

from facts, for no one would have laid himself open to the

objection. There was no need whatever, but that the facts

were so, to lend a handle to objectors. It was unnatural if

it were not true. Dr. C. states that Moses' children were

only two. I doubt it much. They were only two by Zip-

porah, but he had married also an Ethiopian woman. It did

not concern the Scripture history to say anything of children

by her. We see from the genealogies that families were

reckoned all under one head if they were not numerous so as

to make a distinct family (1st Chron. xxiii. 10, 11), or might

come in as two when properly the head should have been but

one, as Ephraim and Manasseh. If Joseph had had a dozen
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sons afterwards they would not have formed distinct families

(Gen. xlviii. 6). They would have merged in the tribes of

Ephraim and Manasseh.*

All these considerations which lie at the basis of the whole

system are ignored by Dr. C. We have an instance how

much the names are taken merely to represent families, and

how many may be left out, in the very case Dr. C. mentions,

who in his usual careless and superficial way does not notice

or perceive it, being simply bent on his own object. " The

Amramites, he tells us, numbered as Levites in the fourth

(Eliezer's) generation were, as above, only two, namely, the

two sons of Moses,—the sons of Aaron being reckoned as

Priests. Hence the rest of the Kohathites of this generation

must have been made up of the descendants of Ishar and

Uzziel," p. 169-170. This is because Ishar and Uzziel are

mentioned (Exodus vi. 21, 22). But this is simply that there

was some special reason for mentioning them. Kohath had

another son, Hebron, who may have had, for ought we know,

ten times as many. In a word those are noticed in the

genealogies as to whom some special motive existed, others

not. Dr. C. has not even found it out. All his calculation

here is based, to say nothing of its general fallacy, upon his

not noticing what was before his eyes in the text. But this

fact, with a thousand other similar ones, involves a principle

which makes the ground of all his calculations fundamentally

false. Let the reader note this case, as it may clear his

mind as to these statements of families. A genealogical suc

cession is given, and only two sons out of four mentioned.

One, it so happens, we can supply as far as it goes, because

Moses and Aaron came from that stock,—the absence of

the other we cannot account for. In this case we are

sure of it, because he is mentioned a few verses before.

Now it is just as possible, very likely indeed, that Am-

ram may have had a host of sons besides Moses and Aaron,

who are mentioned because of their importance. The

names are given more to show from whom people are

descended who are known, than to tell all the descendants.

All this Dr. C. has overlooked, and simply made mathe

matical calculations as if all were given.—His whole system

is false.

• As to Dan, if the absence of others of the tribe not yet formed hindered the

application of the rule laid down iu the case of Zelophchad's daughters, the fact

that he had only one son may have been removed in a few generations. Hnshim

may have had aa many as Jair, who had thirty sous who rode on thirty asses'

colts.
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Dr. C.'s computations are merely neglect of all the princi

ples of scriptural genealogies. Besides, I repeat, the numbers

given are such as prove they are not fabricated; and the

paucity of Levites, and the numbers of Dan prove that the

statements are drawn from history and facts, as the whole

tenor of the statements bear on the face of them, and are such

as no man on earth would have invented. Dr. C. says :—It

is incredible the Levites should not have increased more

during the sojourn in the wilderness. The fact that Eliezer

did not die proves nothing as to the Levites not coming under

the judgment which fell on Israel, for their murmurings when

the spies returned; God was pleased to keep Israel at the

same level in the wilderness. As to numbers that is clear.

The Levites were no exception. God may have used provi

dential means for this, the privations of the wilderness, which

affected the Levites as well as the rest. But there is no

motive for thinking they were exempt from the judgment.

But the truth is the great change in relative numbers in the

tribes shews all the reasoning as to the small increase of the

Levites, utterly valueless. Population may increase or de

crease at such a rate, but that says nothing whatever for par

ticular families. One increases, another becomes extinct.

Thus Manasseh rose from 32,200 to 52,700. Ephraim had

sunk from 40,500 to 32,500. Benjamin increased from

35,410 to 45,600. Dan was stationary. Asher had increased

from 41,500 to 53,400. Judah had remained pretty sta

tionary. Issachar largely increased. Simeon had fallen

from fifty-nine thousand to twenty-two. Thus the particular

degree of the increase of the Levites, on which Dr. C. has

bestowed so much labour, is of no import whatever. All Dr.

C.'s remarks indicate a singular inattention to facts.

As regards the small number of Priests making it impos

sible they could fulfil their services ; unless in the case of the

offering of birds, it is a mistake to think the priest had any

thing to do save to receive the blood, and arrange a burnt-

offering on the altar. All the operations of slaying, flaying,

cutting up, were done by the offerer. But let it be remem

bered we are speaking of history. The doctrinal import

(which is their real value) of the directions for the sacrifices

is most precious, as these are known types of the sacrifice of

Christ. No part of Scripture is more important. This of

course is lost on Dr. C. Now as to history, we have no proof

that a single offering was brought all the time they were in

the wilderness. Burnt-offerings were always voluntary, and,

in the state of Israel, it is just as likely they never troubled
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their heads about it ; for they sinned without compunction,

and certainly had never circumcised their children, so that

really they had no right to offer any sacrifice. That they did

not offer a peace offering is certain, for they murmured for

meat, complaining of the manna, and got the quails in chas

tisement ; at any rate on the second occasion. Save Miraim

we do not hear of any one having the leprosy. There is no

evidence of any historical difficulty whatever, but the con

trary. Indeed, Amos v. 25, complains that they did not offer

sacrifice to Jehovah, but took Moloch and Chiun for their

Gods. History, therefore, has nothing to do with the mat

ter ; the instruction as to priests and sacrifices, is doctrinal,

not historic. The details of Dr. C.'s reasoning are as trifling

as usual. As Scripture speaks often of doves in the wilder

ness, he assures us the Psalmist was hardly thinking of the

terrible deserts of Sinai—of which he knows nothing. Was

ever more egregious trifling ?

As regards the Passover, Dr. C. says it was impossible the

priests could suffice to kill the Passover, and sprinkle the

blood. If, as it is evident they naturally would, they kept it

as they had in Egypt, every house killed the lamb for itself.

The whole difficulty is a soap bubble, proving only Dr. C.'s

will and foolishness. If Dr. C. had given himself the trouble

of reading 2 Chron. xxx., which he quotes, he would have

seen that the Levites (verse 17) killed the Passover, because

many of the people had not sanctified themselves, and they

did so only for those who were not clean. It rather appears

that it was the blood of the burnt offering which the priests

sprinkled then. At any rate, this and Josiah's Passover,

when the priest did sprinkle the blood of the paschal lamb,

were special exceptional cases, and there were plenty of

priests and Levites attending in their places. As far as the

New Testament goes, it would seem each prepared it for

himself. It is really disgraceful for a person in Dr. C.'s

position, or for any one, to make a formal attack on a Book

he has professed to believe in, on grounds so futile, and with

a carelessness which proves no honest research for himself,

but that his will was father to his thought. He has at any

rate proved himself, logarithims and all, to be an equally in

competent and pretentious man. Probably those by whom,

nine years ago, he assures us, he was not thought unworthy

of the position which he holds, supposed that, in declaring

he believed in all the canonical Scriptures, he said the truth.

Just think of a man taking the battle of Waterloo (and on

the side of the victorious army, well knowing, as every one
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does, it is in pursuit most are slain,) as a test of the numbers

of Asiatic armies, as to which a child, who has read Rolliu's

History of Greece or Persia, knows the difference.

Dr. C. complains of the destructive Razzia against Midian.

Midian had been the means of corrupting Israel, and leading

them to idolatry, so as to lead to 25,000 Israelites falling in

the pestilence God sent ; and that by the inexpressible

wickedness of Balaam, who, when he could not curse Israel,

recommended Balak to lead them into sin, and then God

could not bless them. For this they were punished, and, as

a settled nation there, destroyed. Dr. C. congratulates him

self that he is not called on to believe it. But thus he must

give up the whole Old Testament for his own notions ; he

must give up God's judging the world. God sent Abraham's

seed down into Egypt because the iniquity of the Amorites

was not yet full. The whole history is a history of the

judicial extermination of these races for their wickedness.

It is a question not of history, but of the whole ways and

dealings of God in judgment. He will find it in the Psalms ;

he will find it in Revelations. God presents himself as a

moral governor, and in this special case used human instru

ments to carry out his judgments, as he did afterwards

against Israel, as he had warned them by the prophets. The

whole establishment of Israel was founded on the principle

rejected by Dr. Colenso ; all God's judgments are. Dr. C.

does not like to believe in judgment. Be it so. But that is

no way of judging of history. As to God's revelation of him

self, it is objected that the Old Testament character of God

cannot be that of the true God. He did not reveal himself in

Judaism. He gave laws, promises, but he dwelt in thick

darkness, was avowedly hid behind the veil. The way into the

holiest was not made manifest. He was patient in goodness

and grace, but the system was one of public moral go

vernment. The sins of the fathers could be visited on

their children, as we see still in providential government.

There was a code of national laws, of which Christ could say,

" Moses for the hardness of your hearts gave you this com

mandment." In the national laws he did not set aside slavery.

The law made nothing perfect. He took, as a people in the

world, the people where they were ; put checks on will, soft

ened in many respects the manners of the age by His authority,

and what was an immense point, suffered nothing to be done

without it—an immense point, because arbitrary will was

arrested. But all this was not bringing souls to God, nor

revealing God as he is to souls. He is light and love. He
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has been revealed in Christ, a revelation Dr. C., it appears, is

content to give up. He is so wise, so competent to know God,

and judge of what He ought to be, that he can give up all

revelation of Him ; and yet is ignorant of the first principles

of the revelation he is giving up, and publishes an empty

book, if ever there was one, to prove it,—assuming, as his

statements are conclusive, Moses and all the prophets are

ignoramuses, Christ knows no better than the Rabbis, but

Dr. C., of course, does. Christ attaches His sanction to the

whole of the Old Testament, as having the authority of God.

Now this does not merely affirm inspiration : it is the blessed

Lord putting His seal to God's having been justly represented

there as thus revealed. Dr. C. thinks differently; he would

not have such a God—is relieved in thinking it is not true.

Christ felt no need of such relief. What shall we think of

one who holds the nominal place of bishop of the Christian

Church, who counts himself the moral superior of the Lord ?

Who else will think so ? Think of the vanity and character

of the man who could. Did ever a man degrade himself to

the same degree ! For Christ did not see any thing moral to

make Him call in question its being a revelation of God. Dr.

C. tloes. Christ could see that there were national laws given,

as suited to the hardness of their hearts. That Dr. Colenso

does not see. He is as ignorant of the relationship of the

Gospel to the law as a national code, as he is presumptuous

and ill-founded in judging the law and slighting the Gospel.

For every man of sense the book will do good.

But I will complete the question of detail as to the Midian-

ites. Numb. xxxi. ; Comp. xxi. 1, and xxxiii. 33—43. The

objection is, that time is not allowed for the destruction and

other events before Moses addressed the people, Deut. i. 3.

I have, as will be seen, no objection to the result at which Dr.

C. arrives; but I will show the levity of the proofs, and then

the excessive carelessness of the author. There is no proof

whatever of the time employed in the destruction of Arad's

cities. It is very probable the prisoners alluded to had been

taken thirty-eight years before, when they would go up the

mountain (Numb. xiv. 44, 45) : they may or may not. Israel

then defeated now avenge themselves. Five days may have

very easily done the work. Further, it appears rather to have

been carried into effect during the mourning for Aaron, for

they left Mount Hor afterwards, Numbers xxviii. 41. Next

we are told that, there was a fortnight for the serpents and

healing, and then a month of journeyings. This is the usual

inattention to the facts. They moved on from one station to
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another, and murmured because of the way, and the serpents

were sent while on the journey. They had made four encamp

ments of this journey, before the serpents were sent ; this is

certain, by comparing Numb. xxi. 10 and xxxiii. 41-43. Thus

the three months and a half become perhaps a month and a

half or two mouths. Sihon was defeated. It may have been

in a day and the country fell to Israel. They marched thence

np north, and Og came out with all his people and was defeated.

For all this there may have been a month possibly more.

Thus three months at the outside would have sufficed for

»hat Dr. C. takes six months for. Let it be three and a

half. This much is certain that in the point where Dr. C. is

precise, the serpents and supposed subsequent journey, he is

precisely wrong by not consulting the text. Dr. C. then for

the remaining facts gives " March forward to the plains of

Moab." March forward from where ? They were in Moab,

the expeditions had started thence. But they were by Arnon

the border of Moab. They made then very short stages.

They might move their head-quarters, but they were in Moab,

only they moved into the plain from Mount Abarim. Balak

was alarmed and sent for Balaam. This may have taken a

week. We have thus some four months gone. Here Israel

fell into sin with Moab, and thereupon Israel attacks the

Midianites by divine command. My statements leave two

months for this. I should be quite disposed to say with Dr.

C., six weeks perhaps, and probably four, was ample so as to

allow a month more for the previous marches and wars. No

one can pretend to say how much each took ; there was time

enough for all. But this is not even necessary, though it

sufficed to shew the arbitrariness and even error of Dr. C.'s

calculations. More was spent in some parts ; in others the

text contradicts him. But what is curious enough is that

Dr. Colenso has made the passages he holds to be irreconcil

able, so as to prove they are unhistoric, exactly coincide by

his computation, and has not found it out. Moses' address

in Deut. i. 3, is after defeating Sihon and Og, as it is expressly

stated, verse 4. Dr. C. says, " Thus then, from the first day

of the fifth month, in which Aaron died, to the completion of

the conquest of Og, king of Bashan, we cannot reckon less

together than six months . . . and are thus brought down to

the first day of the eleventh month, the very day on which

Moses is stated to have addressed the people in the plains of

Moab, Deut. i. 3." Just so, accordingly Deut. i. 4, states

that it was after he had slain Og, that he made the address.

Dr. C. has managed to make a blunder in his proofs, but has
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tumbled by mistake, into proving exactly historic what he

attacks, and this is to set aside the Bible by unquestionable

facts.

On the quotations from Cicero and the Hindoo author

celebrating Ram, I have spoken, and add no more here. A

more pretentious and futile attempt to set aside the revelation

of God, it never came to my lot to examine.

It may be well just to add that the quotation from ' Types

of Mankind' which Dr. Colenso quotes, as he says, with

entire sympathy, is from one of two works by Messrs.

Gliddon and Nott to prove that there are several races of

mankii.d, as there are of animals, and following the analogy

of the forms of these last, according to a theory of Agassiz,

the object being to prove that the negroes are a distinct race,

and formed and destined to be fit for slavery. I can hardly

think that if he was so zealous with the Zulu for the honour

of the true God as to condemn the Pentateuch because it

recognized slavery in Israel, that he can have read the book.

It is very superficial, is wrong according to the best author

ities as to America, particularly South America, and con

tradicts itself as to Africa. His only argument, to which he

(Mr. Gliddon) constantly recurs, being the presence of negro

figures on the Egyptian monuments, of which, with Lipsius

and others, he exaggerates the antiquity in a way which the

monuments themselves clearly prove to be false, inasmuch as

kings given as successive are proved by the monuments to be

contemporary, as many as eight at a time. Mr. Gliddon was

Consul General of the United States in Egypt. I quite

admit Dr. C. does not quote the book in what it says of

negroes, but the argument which meets his entire sympathy

is used to get rid of the 'prejudice' which believes with

Paul that " God has made of one blood all nations of men

for to dwell on all the face of the earth," in order to justify

the reducing the blacks to slavery as a distinct race.

W. T. BUTI.M, Steam Printing Works, Frome, Somerset.





 



 

Ill
2044 024 423 667

THE BORROWER WILL BE CHARGED

AN OVERDUE FEE 1FTHIS BOOK IS NOT

RETURNED TO THE LIBRARY ON OR

BEFORE THE LAST DATE STAMPED

BELOW. NON-RECEIPT OF OVERDUE

NOTICES DOES NOT EXEMPT THE

I BORROWER FROM OVERDUE FEES.

T

■ORRON

 

 



 


