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BOOK II.—DIRECT EVIDENCE—EXTERNAL.

C H A P T E R  I X .

MIRACLES— D EFIN ITIO N  CONSIDERED.

T h e discussions in our preceding chapters have all been jorgjaratorj 
to the main question ; that is, they only pave the way to the more dir&i 
evidences by which the truth of Christianity is established. In exam
ining these—which we may style the evidences proper, in contradistinc
tion from such as are only preparatory—we find that our various emi
nent authors have adopted different plans of classification.

Stackhouse makes four divisions of the evidences of Christianity:
1. The character and behavior of the person professing to deliver a 

revelation from God.
2. The nature and tendency of his doctrine.
3. The signs and tokens he gives of his divine commission.
4. The success and effects of his doctrine.
Richard Watson, following in the wake of Dr. Hill, divides the evl 

deuces of Christianity into three classes:
1. The External, including miracles and prophecy.
2. The Internal, derived from the consideration of the doctrine 

taught.
3. The Collateral, arising from a variety of circumstances which; lest 

directly than the former, prove the revelation to be of divine authority.
The definition this author gives of collateral evidence is too indistinct 

to be of practical use, in a subject of this kind. According to his 
definitions, it will often be difficult to distinguish his collateral from his 
external or internal evidence; but it will be quite plain that his collateral 
may always be included under his definition of external or internal evi
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dence Hence we dismiss tlie collateral division, as tending more tc
perplex than to assist.

I t must not, however, he inferred, because our authors adopt
different divisions on this subject, tliat they differ from each other as to
the evidences themselves. It is true that they vary as to their mode of
presenting the subject; and some attach most importance to one c l^

evidence, and others to another class; but there is little or no diff
S lic e  as to the evidences set forth in the various systems, and especially
is there no contrariety or opposition.

In our classification of the evidences of Christianity we pursue that 
plan which has been the most generally adopted by our eminent authois. 
because we consider it the most natural and convenient; hence we 
will embrace these evidences in two grand divisions, viz.:

The EXTERNAL a n d  the i n t e r n a l .
But even when we adopt this division, which we deem the most un

exceptionable, there is danger of allowing the two claves to interlock 
or run into each other. To guard against perplexity which might arise 
from this source, we should be as clear and explicit in our definitwns 
as possible, and then be careful to adhere to them in our investigations 
as strictly as the subject will admit.

We thus define our classes : , • ■ •
1. E x te r n a l E v id e n c e .— B y  this we mean all that evidence which is 

uerived not from the character of the revelation itself, but from out
ward facts and circumsUnces, which, though many of the.ii may be re- 
corded in Scripture, yet they make not an essential part of ite doctnna 
system, and are susceptible of proof, in part, from profane history and 
collateral testimony. Under this division^ we embrace the evidence 
from mvrades, prophecy, and the success of Christianity.

2. Internal Evidence.— By this we mean all that evidence which u 
derived from the nature of the doctrines, the consistency of the writers, 
and effects of Christianity. Or more at large, under this division we 
embrace the evidence derived from the consieUncyoi the different parts 
of the Bible—the exceUerury of iU doctrines, their accordance with human 
nature, their transforming influence upon the heart and life, and the 
internal assurance of their truth, which they, through the Spirit, impart
ui all who believe and obey them.  ̂ •

We are now prepared to enter upon the consideration of the extenuU 
evidences of Christianity. We begin with the subject of miracles.

Among the arguments relied on for the truth of Christianity, none 
has been more prominently urged, or deemed more satisfactory and 
coRclusive, than that which is founded on miracles. Fully conscious of
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the potency of this argument, the enemies of Christianity have taxed, 
to the utmost extent, their ingenuity and skill to set aside or ward off its 
force; but with how little success, a careful, though brief, examination 
will enable us to judge. That we may see the evidence from this source 
in its true light, there are three points necessary to be closely considered 
and clearlv presented.

The first point is the definition—we must have a clear conception of 
the character of a real miracle.

Secondly, we propose to show that such miracles are susceptible of dear 
and satisfactory proof.

In the third place, we propose to show that such miracles were per
formed, by divine interposition, in attestation of the truth of the Jewish and 
Christian revelations.

I. We inquire, first, what is a miracle? A clear and accurate con
ception of the definition will prevent confusion and perplexity in the 

: investigation.
The first import of the word miracle, from the Latin miraculum, is a  

wonder, or wonderful thing. Webster defines a miracle thus: “ In theol
ogy (a miracle is) an event or effect contrary to the established con
stitution and course of things, or a deviation from the known laws of 
nature; a supernatural event.” The “ New American Cyclopedia” 
defines a miracle to be “ a work of divine power, interrupting (or vio
lating) the ordinary course of nature, and directly designed to attest 

[ the divine commission of him who works the miracle.”
, Chrysostom says: “A miracle is a demonstration of the divine digni

ty.” Augustin argues that a miracle is not against nature in its high
est aspect; for “ how is that against nature which comes from the will 
of God, since the will of such a great Creator is what makes the nature 
of every thing ? ” He adds: “ In miracles, God does nothing against 
nature; what is unaccustomed may appear to us to be against nature, 
but not so to God, who constituted nature.”

Aquinas says : “ Miracles are all things done by divine power, beside 
the order commonly preserved in the course of affairs.”

Lord Bacon asserts; “ There never was a miracle wrought by God 
to convert an atheist, because tbe light of nature might have led him 
to confess a God ; but miracles are designed to convert idolaters and 
the superstitious, who have acknowledged a Deity, but erred in his ad
oration, because no light of nature extends to declare the will and 
worship of God.”

Spinoza says: “A miracle signifies any work, the natural eause of 
which we cannot explain after the example of any thing else to which
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we are accustomed ; or, at least, he who writes about or relates the
miracle cannot explain it.”

Miracles have been defined, “ from their came, as a work of direc 
divine energy; from their characteristics, as compared with natural 
events, as superseding or violating the ordinary laws of nature; from 
their immediate effecU, as producing wonder, and an impression of the 
divine presence; and from their final came, as designed, accordmg to 
some, to evoke feith, and, according to others, to accredit the miracle-
worker.”  ̂ .

Horne defines a miracle to be “ an efiect or event contrary to the
established constitution or course of things, or a sensible suspension oi
controlment of or deviation from the known laws of nature, wrought
either by the immediate act, or by the assistance, or by the permission

tfU8

01 VJOU. - i. J • ^
Dr Samuel Clarke defines thus: “A miracle is a work efiected in a j

manner unusual, or different from the common and regular method of ;
providence, by the interposition of God himself, or of some intelligent
agent superior to man, for the proof or evidence of some particular
doctrine, or in attestation of the authority of some particular person.

From the authorities above presented, it will appear that the writers
upon this subject have deemed a correct conception of the import ot
the term miracle a matter of importance in the discussion. The deh-
nitions given vary but little in substance, except that some are more
extended than others. The definition given by Dr. Samuel Clarke is,
perhaps, more extended than any of the preceding, and is in perfect
accordance with the acceptation of the term, as used by theologians
generally; but his definition, as also most of those we have cited, seems
to embrace more than the term itself necessarily implies.

I f  we attempt to analyze the term, it is clear that the first element in 
the import of miracle is, that it is a work of the divine power, and 
which nothing but the divine power can efiect. For illustration, crea
tion is a work which nothing but the divine power can efiect; hence 
every manifestation of creative power embraces this element of the 
miraculous. But there is another element in the definition of a mirar 
cle, and that is, that this divine power be exerted, in a way, contraven
ing the ordinary process of nature, or in opposition to the regularly- 
establisixed order of things. Now it is clear that many things are done 
by the power of God, and which nothing but the divine power can 
efiect, that are not miraculous. The planets are wheeled m their orbits; 
the influence of the seasons is kept up, and the forest and the field aw 
clothed with verdure and plenty; and all this by the power of God,
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which alone is adequate to the performance of these wonders; and yet 
there is no miracle in these wonderful displays of divine energy, simply 
because the power is exerted according to an ordinary established plan, 
which we style the order or laws of nature. To raise a dead Lazarus 
at a word is no more an exertion of the divine power than to cause the 

t sun to rise in the east; yet the one is a miracle and the other is not,
I because the one is effected by an immediate exertion of power, in an 
' extraordinary way, and the other by the exertion of the same power in 
I the ordinary course of nature.
i Again, although it may be true that all the miracles of Scripture 
[ were performed (according to Dr. S. Clarke’s definition) “ for the proof 
! or evidence of some particular doctrine, or in attestation of the author- 
I ity of some particular person,” yet it does not appear to us that these 
[ circumstances are essential to the nature of a miracle. We here b ^  
t leave to ask. How can we certainly know that God might not perform 
I a miracle for some other purpose, of which we have no conception T 
f And would not the same divine act, performed out of the ordinary 

plan, or in contravention of the regular course of nature,.be equally 
I miraculous for whatever purpose it may have been performed ? We 

think, at the outset of this discussion, the term miracle should be 
divested of all extraneous encumbrances, and taken according to its 
own essential elements.

According, then, to our views of the import of the term, we define it 
thus: A miracle is a work of God, which nothing but divine power can 

■ effect, performed in contravention of the ordinary course, or the laws of 
nature.

With this definition of a miracle before us, we cannot question the 
i validity and force of miraculous testimony. A miracle is, in effect, the 
I testimony of God. I t is the voice of God speaking through his mighty 
i deeds. Just as we read the existence and attributes of Deity through 
i the works of nature, so we may see “ the finger of God ” in the miracles 
r he performs. As none but God can perform miracles, according to our 
\ definition, and as it is absurd to suppose that God should contradict, 
I or work in opposition to himself, so it necessarily follows that he can 
t neither perform himself, not permit any other being to perform a mir 
[ acle in attestation of any thing but wbat he approves; and what he 

approves must be not only true, but right and proper. Hence we con
clude that, if Christianity has been confirmed by real miracles, in the 
sense of our definition, it is established by evidence as satisfactory and 
convincing as the nature of the subject admits, or as any rational mind 
should demand.

r 39
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W e  a r e  p e r s u a d e d  t h a t  n o  in t e l l ig e n t  d e is t  

o f  m ira c le s ,  w h e n  p e r fo r m e d  in  o u r  p re s e n c e , a n d  a t t e s te d  b y

q u e s t io n s  o n

QriMTioN 1. Have the various authors 
differed in the classification of the 
evidences of Christianity I

2 What is the plan preferred ?
3 How are the two classes of evidence

defined?
1 What is the first department of ex

ternal evidence ?
« viHiat are the three points to he con

sidered in reference to miracles?

CHAPTER IX.
6. How has miracle been defined ty

different authors?
7. What is the correct definition?
8. Can any but God. or one empowered

by him, perform a real miracle ?
9. Is the evidence of miracles concla-

sive and satisfactory ?
10. Is this evidence, when witnessed by 

our own senses, generally admit 
ted to he conclusive?
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C H A P T E R  X .

MIRACLES— HUM E’s  ARGUMENT.

About a hundred years ago, that shrewd and renowned Scotch met 
aphysician and champion of infidelity, David Hume, aiming a blow 
that would sap the foundation of Christianity, boldly advanced the theory 
that “ no human testimony can have such force as to prove a miracle 
and make a just foundation for any system of religion and, although 
the rottenness of this position and the sophistry by which it was advo
cated have been fully exposed again and again by masterly hands, yet 
it still lives in the world, and once in awhile is unblushingly paraded 
by the advocates of modern infidelity.

Such has been the fame of Hume’s argument against miracles, that 
scarce a treatise has appeared on the evidences of Christianity, since 
the first enunciation of that gilded sophism, in which it has not been 
brought upon the arena for discussion. We here call attention to it, 
not so much from any conviction of its intrinsic force as from the fact 
that it has occupied so conspicuous a place in this controversy that no 
treatise on the question can ignore it entirely without being viewed by 
many as incomplete.

We briefly state the substance of Mr. Hume’s argument in his own 
words, thus: “A miracle is a violation of the laws of nature; and as a 
firm and unalterable experience has established these laws, the proof 
against a miracle, from the very nature of the fact, is as entire as any 
argument from experience can possibly be imagined; and if so, it is 
an undeniable consequence that it cannot be surmounted by any proof 
whatever from testimony. A miracle, therefore, however attested, can 
never be rendered credible, even in the lowest degree.”

In considering the argument here set forth against miracles, our first 
observation is this: It is in contradiction to the dictates of common 
sense. It implies that we ought not to believe a miracle, though con
firmed by the most indubitable testimony of our own senses. His argu
ment is this:

“A miracle is « violation of the laws of nature, and as a  firm and
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unalterable experience 1ms established these laws, the proof against a 
miracle, from the very nature of the fact, is as entire as any argument 
from experience can possibly be imagined ; and if so, it cannot be sur
mounted by any proof whatever from testimony.

Omitting for the present several points in which the fallacy ot this 
argument is manifest, is it not clear that it bears with equal force against 
testimony for miracles, whether it be the deposition of those who have 
witnessed them, or the direct testhnony of our own senses to the .act! 
I f  as Hume asserts, a miracle is a violation of the laws of nature, and 
these laws are so firmly established that no argument from experience 
can possibly surmount the evidence we have of their stability, does it 
not follow, not only that a miracle is incredible on any testimony of 
others, but a.Jj on the testimony of our own senses! I f  the laws of 
nature are so firmly proved not to be susceptible of suspension, change, 
or violation, that no evidence from experience can possibly surmount 
that proof, it is undeniable that the personal experience of our own 
senses is as fully excluded as the testimony of others. According to 
this argument, nothing can prove a miracle. I t does not appear that 
Mr. Hume carried out his argument so as to assert that we ought not 
to credit our own senses, though we might, again and again, and unde» 
every variety of circumstances, witness with our own eyes, and ears, 
and hands, the performance of the most notable miracles; but it does 
appear, unquestionably, that his argument proves this, if it proves anj 
thing at all. Indeed, this consequence is so undeniable that we tl ink 
it could not have been repudiated by the author of the argument 1 im-

Hence we conclude that, as this argument necessarily leads us to lis- 
credit the evidence of our own senses, even when we have the u ost 
satisfactory reasons to believe that those senses can be under noilluiive 
or deceptive influence, and as we can gain no knowledge of any kind, 
or from any source, in reference to which we have a firmer conviction 
that we are not deceived, than what we derive from the testimony of 
our senses, our own common sense teaches us that this argumen^ 
which would require us to discredit this knowledge altogether in appli
cation to miracles, must be fallacious. . • i.

In the next place, the argument in question, if conclusive against the 
proof of miracles, must be equally so against every thing new, coming
under the head of the viarvelous.

Miracles arc incredible, says the argument, because they are against 
the testimony of experience. The word experience, as used bŷ  Mr. 
HuihC, h'iiSrt mean, either our own individual experience, the experience
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of the whole world, or the experience of the world generally. It coulii 
not have referred to the fir.st named, for then we ought to admit noth 
ing wliatever on the testimony of others—it could not mean the expe
rience of the whole world, for there are no means of ascertaining what 
[hat has been; the meaning, then, must be, that miracles are contrary 
to the experience of the world generally.

Now, is it not clear that if I am bound to discredit all human testi
mony for a miracle, because no such thing has been witnessed by the 
world generally, I  am under obligation to reject every thing new and 
marvelous? Let this mode of reasoning be adopted, and what must 
be the fate of every new discovery in science—in astronomy, geology, 
philosophy, or the arts? When any of these are for the first time 
brought forth, might not every tyro in knowledge sit in judgment upon 
them, and condemn them “ without farther examination?” Might he 
not exclaim: “ These are contrary to experience—who ever heard of 
them before?—and they are not in accordance with the known laws of 
nature; hence we must reject them.”

Thus, according to this reasoning, all extraordinary phenomena in 
nature—all uncommon efforts of memory or of genius—all the won
ders of magnetism, galvanism, and electricity— the newly developed 
mysteries of the telegraph—the reported descent of meteoric stones—all 
these things we must reject, if, according to this argument, our faith is 
to be circumscribed by the general experience of the world.

If  what has never been experienced is never to be believed, what 
must have been the situation of man at the beginning of the world? 
and how suddenly would the wheels of progress now cease to revolve, 
were we to admit the maxim, that every thing unknown to the experi
ence of the past ought to be rejected as not worthy to be believed by 
men of sense!

We can see no good reason why miracles should not be susceptible 
of proof, as well as every other class of facts. That God is able to 
perform them, none will dispute. And what, we ask, is there in the 
character of God rendering it improbable that he should, on suitable 
occasions, thus display his power? If  it be reasonable— âs proved in a  

former chapter—that God should reveal his will to man, what evidence 
could be selected so direct aud satisfactory, in confirmation of that reve
lation, as the utterances of God in a miracle?

Mr. Hume’s argument seems to suppose that the “ laws of nature,” 
as he terms them, possess an abstract existence, and are so unbending 
in their character that, if even the divine power were capable of sus- 
iMmding or changing them, no evidence could be given that would jus
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tify man in believing the fact. But surely this learned .netaphys.cmD 
knew that the “ laws of nature ” are no abstract essence. AH we mean 
by the phrase is, the method by which God usually governs h.s crea .on 
These laws are the creature of the divine will, and why “«t ^  
will suspend or modify them at pleasure? It is no more difficult 
God to work a miracle than to cause the grass to grow. I t is as ea^ 
for Him who rules over all to speak to the raging storm, Peace be 
still!” and it shall instantly be calmed, as to fan the face with t 
gentle breeze. Miracles are only improbable, as they are unusual; bu 
L a u s e  they are not every-day occurrences, that is no reason why we 
should not accredit them when they do occur, and are s«ffi«ent ? 
attested. Miracles are not contrary to the “ laws of nature, m 
real and full sense of the word, but are only over and above those laws, 
as they appear to us. They are not so with the D eity-they are not so 
in such sense as to imply that an effect is produced without an adequate 
cause The difference between an ordinary event and a miracle is, that 
in the former a natural cause operates, which we may perceive, and, to 
some extent, comprehend ; but in the latter a supernatural cause, who  ̂
operations we have not witnessed before in that way, and, though lU 
presence may be known by its effects, yet the manner of its causative 
connection with the physical effect is concealed from our view.

That miracles may be proved by human testimony, in opposition to 
Hume’s argument, we might safely leave to the verdict o common 
sense, before any jury of intelligent, unprejudiced person^ We will 
present the case, as given by Mr. Paley in his answer to Hume s the- 
orism, thus; “ I f  twelve men, whose probity and good sense I had long 
known, should seriously and circumstantially relate to me an account 
of a miracle wrought before their eyes, and in which it was impossible 
that they should be deceived—if the governor of the country, hearing 
a rumor of this account, should call these men into his presence, and 
offer them a short proposal, either to confe.ss the imposture or submit' 
to be tied up to a g ib b et-if they should refuse with one voice to 
acknowledge that there existed any falsehood or imposture in the case 
— if this threat were communicated to them separately, yet wit no 
different effect—if it was at last executed—if I  myself saw them, one 
after another, consenting to be racked, burnt, or strangled, rather than 
give up the truth of their account—still, if Mr. Hume s rule be mj 
.Hide I am not to believe them. Now I  undertake to say that them 
exists not a skeptic in the world who would not believe them, or who
would defend such incredulity.” _ ^

Rut, wherein, it mav be asked, consists the flaw in Mr. Humes argu-
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ment? We reply, tliat his argument is mainly defective in two partic 
ulars :

Fird. In pretending to balance between two experiences, measuring 
that^ by which the laws of nature are established, and that by which 
men’s veracity is established, against each other; whereas he is only in 
reality balancing total ineacperience on the one hand, against podtivi 
experience on the other.

, Secondly. T'he fallacy of the argument, as we judge, mainly consists in 
his blending together in the same category all kinds of testimony, both 
good and bad.

We conclude our notice of his argument by a brief exhibit of these 
fallacies.

First. We call attention to his balancing between two experiences, 
thus; He argues that we cannot prove a miracle, because it implies a 
violation of the laws of nature, and these are established by the unal 
terable experience of the world. This he would balance against our 
experience of the character of human testimony; and finding, from the 
experience in reference to the laws of nature, that they never fail or 
vary, but, from our experience in reference to human testimony, that it 
has often failed and deceived us, he concludes against the possibility of 
proving a miracle by human testimony.

To show clearly that while he thus speaks of two opposite experi- 
enc^, which he would balance against each other, he is really only bah 
ancing experience against inexperience, we will illustrate the subject by a 
supposed case of fact. Now, admit that A is charged with having 
murdered B in the senate-chamber of the United States, at a certain 
hour of a certain day in a specified year. Twelve men depose that 
they were present at the time and place specified, and witnessed the act 
as charged. Now, we have me certified experience of these twelve men, 
convicting A of the crime of murder. But the counsel for A propose 
that they will neutralize the evidence against their client by arraying an 
equal amount of experience acquitting him of the crime. Now, we ask, 
will it do for them to bring forward the testimony of twelve men who 
were not present at the time and place specified, but who are ready to 
depose that they never witnessed the crime charged against A? Of 
what avail would ten thousand such testimonies be against the deposi
tions of those who were present and witnessed the act? Is that bal
ancing experience against experience? Surely this negative testimony 
amounts to nothing against afiirmative evidence! This is experience, on 
the one hand, against inexperience on the other.

But is it not the same kind of balance we have in the argumi'u*
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against miracles? Let us examine. Twelve men depose that they saw, 
at a certain time and place, a dead man raised to life at the word o 
another. Now, if we propose to neutralize the testimony of these 
twelve witnesses, must we not do it by arraying against them twelve 
others who were present at the time and place, and saw no such 
thing? The evidence of ten thousand persons who were not preseu 
at the time and place, can be of no avail. Their testimony can on y 
amount to this, that they have never witnessed any thing of the kiiict 
As to the fact alleged, all their experimee amounts to a Mai mexpm- 
ence I t may be true that neither they nor any one else had ever wit
nessed any thing of the kind, and yet the testimony of the twelve men 
affirming to the fact, may also be true: there is no contrariety in the evi
dence. The inexperience of millions, who never witnessed a given lact, 
cannot neutralize the evidence of such as depose that they did witness 
i t  I t  is the same principle, so far as the balancing of testimony is 
concerned, whether the fact in question be miraculous or merely natu
ral. The testimony must stand or fall on its own merits. To assume 
that a miracle is against universal experience, is merely to beg the 
question; for that is the precise point in controversy. To set up gene 
ral experience, which can only testify that men generally have never 
witnessed such things, may answer a purpose as far as i* g*>^: 
cannot affect the question at issue, since it is not contended that mira
cles have been common in the world, for then they would have ceased 
to be such. The point in controversy is this: Was a certain miracle 
performed at a given time and place? The totimony in favor of mira
cles, when clear, explicit, ample, and conclusive, cannot he set aside by 
mere negative proof, whatever may be its amount or character, lo 
proceed upon that principle, would be to ignore, on religious questions, 
all the principles of evidence and the rules of reasoning on all other
subjects.

We now call attention to the last point proposed—the manner m 
which Mr. Hume’s argument blends together testimony of all sorts, 
placing good and bad in the same category. Here, we think, w to be 
found the greatest defect in this noted argument. As a miracle implies, 
according to the argument, that either the laws of nature have been 
violated, or human testimony has proved false, Mr. Hume proves, y 
the testimony of experience, that no miracle has been wrought. Now, he 
argues that our experience in the truth of testimony is not so uniform w 
our experience in the constancy of nature. Here he contemplates all 
kinds of testimony in the gross; and finding that testimony has often 

■ bfi infers that the testimony deposing to'the miracle in
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I questioii is not to be relied on, because we have often experienced the
f falsehood of testimony, but have never experienced a violation of the

laws of nature. Hence, as he argues, a miracle never can be estab
lished by human testimony. How, we ask, is not this making all testi
mony, however good and reliable, responsible for the defects of all other 

I testimony, however false or deceptive ? The argument is substantially 
this: One kind of testimony has often proved false; therefore another 
kind of testimony, which has never proved false, is not to be relied on 
—that is, a rogue has often deceived m e; hence I ought not to trust an 
honest man, who has never deceived me. I f  two things are essentially 
different in their nature, to prove a defect in the one will not neces
sarily involve th other in the same defect; but this is the character of 
the reasoning before us.

The argument of Mr. Hume against the character of testimony, is 
precisely the same as if he had grouped all animals together, and con
demned and punished the innocent and harmless for the mischief per
petrated by the vicious and ferocious. For illustration: The wolf, the 
tiger, the panther, and the hawk, according to the general experi
ence of the world, have often been found injurious, ferocious, and 
destructive to the welfare, peace, and happiness of man ; therefore the 
calf, the lamb, the domestic fowl, and the turtle-dove, must be con
demned and exterminated, notwithstanding their admitted proverbial 
innocence and harmlessness, for the crimes of those ferocious and vicious 
animals in whose company they have been classed 1 You must never 
trust your child to play with the gentle lamb, to caress his beautiful 

! bantam, or to place the innocent dove in his bosom, for the wolf, the 
i  tiger, the panther, and the hawk, have often been known to prey upon 

innocent and unprotected children—to pick out their eyes, or to tear 
their tender flesh to pieces! It is true, the calf, the lamb, the chicken, 
and the dove, are essentially different in their nature from the wolf, the 
tiger, the panther, and the hawk; but what of that? They are all 
animals—they are all grouped together in the same category; and as 
we have often experienced that animals are vicious and ferocious, there
fore animals are not to be trusted. Because we have often experienced 
that a certain kind of animals has injured us, therefore we ought not to 
trust a certain other kind that was never known to do us harm I

This is precisely the logic of Mr. Hume. We have changed the 
term testimony, and substituted for it the term animals, in order to exhibit 
more clearly tbe fallacy of tbe argument, but tbe logic is identical in 

' both cases. Mr. Hume groups together good and had testimony—that 
kind which is honest, full, conclusive, and satisfactory, having eveij
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mark of truth, and which we have never experienced to be false, with 
that other kind which is deceptious, incomplete, indecisive, and unsatis
factory, having every characteristic of falsehood, and which we have 
never experienced to be true! Now, we undertake to affirm that the 
diversity in the characteristics of the different kinds of animals which 
we have classed together is no more essential and striking than that 
between the different kinds of testimony in the argument under review. 
Stripped of its sophistical garb, we here see the real fallacious character 
of that far-famed argument by which it was boasted that the world was 
to be redeemed from superstition, and men of sense taught to turn away 
from all proof of miracles, “ without examination, as more properly a 
subject of derision than of argument.”

Did Mr. Hume perceive this flaw in his argument, or did he not? 
If he did not, it argues but little for his perspicacity; if he did, and 
designedly slurred it over, it argues more for the malignity of his heart 
than for the honesty of his purpose. We allow Mr. Hume to assert, as 
confidently as he pleases, that “ we have never experienced a violation of 
the laws of nature;” but we affirm, with an equal degree of confidence, 
that we—yea, the world—have never experienced the falseness of that 
kind of testimony by which the miracles of Scripture have been proved; 
nor can we perceive it possible how such testimony could be false; but we 
can very readily perceive it possible, and even probable, that God, the 
author of nature and of nature’s laws, should suspend or hold in check 
his own laws, by the intervention of a higher law, for the glorious pur
pose of attesting the revelation of his will to his dependent, accountable 
creatures.

Having said what we deemed expedient in regard to Mr. Hume’s 
argument, considered in reference to its intrinsic merits, we close the 
subject by calling attention to his inconsistency. In a note appended 
to his Essay on Miracles, he has recorded the following words:

“ Suppose all authors in all languages agree, that from the first of 
January, 1600, there was a total darkness all over the earth for eight 
days—suppose that the tradition of this event is still strong and lively 
among the people—that all travelers bring us accounts of the same tra
dition, etc.—it is evident that our philosophers ought to receive it for cer
tain” Now mark I these words are a part'of the same Essay in which 
it is recorded : “A miracle, supported by any human testimony, is more 
properly a subject of derision than of argument.” “ No kind of testi
mony, for any kind of miracle, can possibly amount to a probability; 
much less to a proof! ”

H®re we have a clear and explicit condemnation of his own argument
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against miracles; but, stranger still, he immediately jinjceeds to eon 
i demn his own concession:
I

( “ But should this miracle be ascribed to any new system of religion, 
men in all ages have been so imposed upon by ridiculous stories of that 
kind, that this very circumstance would be full proof of a cheat, and 
sufficient with all men of sense, not only to make them reject the fact, 
but even reject it without farther examination.”

It now appears that this celebrated essayist against the miracles of 
the Bible exhibits himself in several antagonistic attitudes.

He first informs us that miracles carinot be proved by any kind of 
human testimony whatever. He next aflSrms that miracles can be 
proved; and he gives an instance in which even philosophers would be 
bound to receive the proof as certain. He lastly asserts that this same 
testimony, by which a miracle is proved to be certain, in the judgment 

[ of philosophers, i f  applied to the subject of religion, should be “ rejected
■ as a cheat by all men of sen.se, without examination.” That so acute
I and penetrating a metaphysician as Hume should so palpably contra

dict himself in so short a space, is really marvelous, and can only be 
i accounted for by the admission of the fact, that his malignity against 
i Christianity had supplanted his reason by prejudice. What but preju-
! dice could lead him to affirm that a fact, though proved by such testi

mony that even philosophers are obliged to admit its certainty, i f  applied 
I to the support of religion, that moment ceases to be true, and should 

‘be rejected as a cheat” ? How can the use to winch a fact is applied 
: either change the character of the fact or of the testimony by which it

has been established ? For this tergiversation of Hume we can find 
no parallel, unless it be in that inconsistency of the Jesuits, by which they 
asserted that “ what is true in philosophy may be false in theology.’’ 
But what plea does Mr. Hume set up as an apology for such contra 
diction and absurdity? Simply this; that “ men in all ages have been 
so imposed upon by ridiculous stories of that kind, that this very circum 
stance would be full proof of a cheat.” Wonderful logic! The world 
has long been imposed upon by falsehoods; therefore nothing should be 
received as true, however it may be demonstrated! The community 
has long been humbugged by empiricism and quackery in medicine; 
therefore every principle of the science should be rejected, without 
examination! The country has been long flooded with counterfeit cur
rency; therefore no coin should be received as genuine, however indu
bitable the evidence! The world has long been “ imposed upon by 
ridiculous stories” of false miracles, destitute of real proof; therefore 
men of sense should “ reject, without examination,” all accounts of
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER X.

QompTios 1. What ,is the substance of 
Hume's argument against miracles?

2. What is the first-named objection to
his argument ?

3. Does his argument bear equally
against miracles, whether witnessed 
by our own senses, or confirmed by
testimony ?

4. What is the next objection to his
argument?

5. How may it be shown that his argu
ment would disprove every thing 
new and marvelous? 

b Wherein oonsisU the ambiguity of 
thp term experience, as used by 
Hume?

y How are the lavre pf nature properly 
defined ?

8. In what sense are miracles contrary
to the laws of nature?

9. What is the verdict of common senn
as to the character of the evidenct 
of miracles?

10. What are the two capital flaws ia
Hume’s argument?

11. How may it be shown that his argn
ment balances experience against 
inexperience T

12. How is it shown that Mr. Hums
absurdly blends together good and 
bad testimony ?

13. If Mr. Hume perceived this flaw in
hia argument, what must we infer! 
What, if he did not?

14. Wherein was Hume glaringly inooi
sistent with himself?
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C H A P T E R  X I .

MIRACLES— I'H E  CHARACTER OF T H E IR  TESTIMONT.

In the preceding chapter we sd far advanced in tlie discussieH of the 
subject of miracles as to show that they are SnsCeptible of proctf from 
human testimony, whether that testimony he derived AroOgh the 
medium of our own senses or the affirmations of others who profess to 
have witnessed them. We now proceed to eiamine the connection 
between the truth of a real miracle and the truth of that system or doc
trine in whose support it has been performed.

In reference to the question now proposed, there are three distinct 
theories which have each been advocated by some of our ablest theo
logians.

The fird  is : That real miracles, when certainly performed, are an 
absolute and indubitable evidence of the truth of the doctrines and 
testimony of those who perform them, without taking into -consideration 
the nature of the doctrine or of the testimony to be confirmed.

The second theory is : That miracles are only conclusive evidence 
when the doctrines of whose truth they are given as tests do not incul
cate as virtues, cruelty, deceit, or licentiousness, or what we knCw to be 
wrong; or proclaim as truths that which we certainly know to be his
torical or mathematical falsehoods; but, on the other band, are char
acterized throughout by a pure and unchanging morality and a sacred 
regard for truth.

A third theory, claiming Dr. fffialmers as its patron, occupies a  mid 
die ground between the two already stated. I t  takes the position, tha 
a miracle is not in all cases the seal of an attestation from God, but i* 
only so when the doctrines it is used to confirm are free from all im
morality and falsehood. This view difiers from the second theory given 
only by requiring in the doctrines to be confirmed no affirmative moral 
characteristics whatever in order to give validity to their proof by 
miracles. The second theory not only requires the doctrines in ques
tion to be freed from immorality and ialsehood, but also to presMit an 
affirmative exhibition of pure morality.
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Dr. Chalmers has been the principal defender of the third scheme. 
He contends that all that is indispensable is, that the positive defects 
of immorality and falsehood be removed, and then, but not till then, 
miracles are a valid proof of the truth of the doctrines. His own 
words a re : “ We cannot, on the one hand, defer to the claims of a pro
fessed revelation, even though offered on the sanction of miracles, to 
have God for its author, if malignity and falsehood be graven upon its 
pages; and why? Because all our preconceptions of the Deity are on 
the side of his benignity and his faithfulness. We, on the other hand, 
could most readily surrender to it our faith and our obedience, if after 
having witnessed or been convinced of its miracles, we saw that through 
all its passages it was instinct with the purest morality; and why? 
Because if the discordancy between its characteristics and our previous 
n(itions of the character of Got led us to reject the first, even in spite of 
the miracles that accompanied it, so the accordancy between its charac
teristics and theee previous notions of the divine character lifts, as it 
were, the burden of this deduction off from the miracles, and leaves to 
them all that force and authority which properly belong to them. A 
revelation might be imagined which offered to our notice no moral 
characteristics whatever—which touched not at all on an ethical subject 
or principle of any kind—which confined itself to the bare announce
ment, we shall suppose, of facts relative to the existence of things that 
lay without the sphere of our own previous observation or knowledge, 
but withal having miracles to which it could appeal as the vouchers for 
its authenticity. Would miracles alone, it might be asked, having nei
ther an evil morality in their message to overcast their authority nor 
a good morality to confirm it—would these alone substantiate the claims 
uf a professed revelation? We hold that they would.” Again he 
adds: “ We would reject a professed revelation charged either with 
obvious immorality or falsehood, even though in the face of undoubted 
miracles. Let the doctrine have immorality or obvious falsehood at
tached to it, and then it is insusceptible of being proved by miraculous 
evidence to have come from God. We require the immorality and 
falsehood to be removed from the doctrine—not to prove it, but to give 
it the susceptibility of being proved.”

The only part of this view of Dr. Chalmers from which we are com
pelled to dissent is this, that we should reject the testimony of miracles 
unless we first satisfy ourselves that the doctrines it is used to confirm 
do not embody immorality or falsehood. In the brief extracts we 
have made from his writings, this idea, with slight change of phrase- 
•logy, is several times expressed. We can see very little differenoe
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between the theory of Dr. Chalmers and the second one, as given just 
previously. They both require an investigation of the doctrines which 
miracles are to test before we can determine whether they are suscepti
ble of proof by miracles or not. I t is true that the examination 
required by the position of Dr. Chalmers seems not so extended as that 
demanded by the second theory. The doctrines, according to Dr. 
Chalmers, are only to be examined negatively to see that they teach no 
immorality or falsehoods. According to the other theory, they must 
be scrutinized both negatively and affirmatively to see that they are not 
only free from the defects specified but that they are characterized b' 
positive excellences worthy of the perfections of God.

Now, it seems to us that the same investigation which would enable 
us to find out whether or not the revelation were encumbered by the 
“disturbing force” of the defects would also evince whether or not it 
contained the requisite excellences. I f  the one scheme proves the 
miracles by the doctrines and the doctrines by the miracles, so loes the 
other. In each case the argument runs in the same “ circle,” and this 
objection to it cannot be evaded. The objections to both these theories 
are substantially the same. In order to render miracles a proof of 
revelation, they require man to possess more exalted powers than be
long to his nature. He must know, according to these theories, what 
a divine revelation ought to be before he can decide from any evidence 
of miracles that it has been given. He must first examine it, not in 
part only, or in gross, but in whole and in minutia; for if it contains 
“ immorality or falsehood,” it is “ not susceptible of proof from mira
cles.” Should this revelation contain ten thousand chapters, and we 
carefully examine ninety-nine hundred and ninety-nine, and leave but 
one chapter unexamined, we cannot admit the proof of miracles; for 
though in our whole examination we may not have been able to detect 
a single “ immorality or falsehood,” yet how can we know what may 
be in that single chapter which we have not examined? A single de
fect may lurk therein which, when once discovered, will completely 
nullify all that miraculous testimony on which we had confidently 
relied. And farther yet, though we had examined every chapter of the 
revelation, finding none of the specified defects, still we could not be 
sure that we ought to admit the proof of miracles; for in a second 
examination we might discover what would then strike us as very ob
vious defects, such as it is urged would be “ barriers ” to the testimony 
of miracles, but which, in the first examination, had escaped our notice. 
And farther still, if these theories be true, after we have gone through 
several examinations with our utmost care, detecting no “ immorality
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Of falsehood,” w« must still be left in doubt—for we are not infallible, 
we are weak and ignorant, poorly capable, independent o-f revelation, 
of deciding What morality or truth is. W hat will appear to one man 
as all right and true, often appears to another to bear the marks ot
“ obvious immorality or falsehood.”

Apply this principle of testing the force of miraculous testimony by 
the character of the doctrines it is intended to confirm to some of the 
Scripture miracles, and it may easily be seen how it divests all those 
“ mighty works” of Christ and his apostles, and of those “ holy men 
of God who spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost,” of all 
their native dignity and power. The sea is divided by the stretching 
forth of a rod; the flinty rock is smitten in the parched desert, and 
the waters gushed forth; Elijah prays, and fire from heaven falls upon 
his sacrifice; Daniel bows in supplication to God, and the lions 
mouths are stopped; the Saviour speaks the word, and a dead Lazarus 
comes forth from the tom b; the apostles pray at Pentecost, and the 
Holy Ghost descends in his miraculous gifts. Now all th^e obvious 
miracles were calculated to arrest the attention and to strike instant 
conviction to the minds of all who witnessed them that they were 
wrought by the “ finger of God.” But, according to Dr. Chalmers, 
these miracles are no proofs of the manifestation of the divine power, 
unless the doctrines taught by those who perform them are free from 
“ the disturbing force of obvious immorality and falsehood.” Then, after 
having witnessed the wonderful miracles of Moses with our own ey^, we 
must suspend our faith till we examine his doctrines, in all their minute 
details, before we can accredit his miraculous doings as tests of his 
divine commission ; we must attend carefully to the matter of Elijah s 
bold reproofs and startling appeals before we can distinguish the works 
of “ Elijah’s God ” from those of an evil spirit; we must study and 
learn the character of Daniel’s predictions ere we can tell whether he 
was delivered from the lions by an evil spirit or by the interposition 
of the “ Lord God whom he s e r v e d w e  must first sit in judgment on 
the Saviour’s teachings, from first to last, before we can know whether 
it was through the “ Father who sent him ” or through Beelzebub that 
lie controlled the powers of nature; and we must acquaint ourselves 
with all the apostles’ doctrine before we can know whether their com
mission was from above or from beneath.

It need not be argued that these revolting consequences do not follow 
from the theories we are here opposing. We know they did not in the 
minds of the advocates of these schemes, and would not be admitted 
by them as legitimate consequences; yet we contend that their positioa
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necessarily involves them. Miracles are either direct, immediate, and 
infallible proofs of the divine interposition, or they are not. I f  they 
are, then, so soon as we are certainly assured of their reality, their testi
mony is complete, and we are bound to receive as divine revelation all 
those things in confirmation of which they were performed; but if 
they are not, then the validity of miracles as a proof is suspended in 
doubt until the doctrines which they were given to confirm are under
stood. Unless these doctrines are understood, how can it be known 
whether the testimony of miracles is neutralized by the “ disturbing 
force of obvious immorality or falsehood,” or canonized by the ab
sence of any such “ barriers” ? The system of Dr. Chalmers, as 
expressed in his own words, “ instead of holding all religion as sus
pended on the miraculous evidence,” represents “ this evidence itself 
standing at the bar of an anterior principle, and there waiting for its 
authentication.”

We are convinced of the truth of the position given in the first the
ory cited, “ That real miracles, when certainly performed, are an abso
lute and indubitable evidence of the truth of the doctrines and testi
mony of those who perform them, without taking into consideration the 
nature of the doctrine or the testimony to be confirmed.” I f  we be 
asked, But what if those doctrines teach palpable immoralities or false
hood? We repl)'. That is utterly impossible ! In Dr. Chalmers’s own 
words: “ I t is enough to cut short this perplexity, that God cannot lie, 
and that we should not waste our intellects on the impossibilities of an 
airy and hypothetical region.” Let real miracles, in all cases, when 
once we are satisfied that they have actually been performed, be re
garded as the distinct utterances of God exhibited in the omnipotent 
doings of his manifested hand, and we will fully accredit their testi
mony at once, having no more apprehension that they may be used in 
testimony of “ immorality or falsehood ” than that the voice of God 
himself, addressing us from out a burning bush, or direct from the 
opening heavens, should assert what is false, or command what is 
wrong.

It yet remains to bring the question we have been here discussing U 
the teet of the Scriptures. Those who depreciate the testimony of mira
cles, considering it in the abstract, not absolute and unequivocal, gen
erally endeavor to strengthen their position by appealing to the Bible 
record concerning the Egyptian magicians in the days of Moses, the 
demoniacal possessions of the New Testament, the raising of Samuel by 
the Witch of Endor, and one or two other texts from which it is inferred 
that other agencies beside that of God may sometimes perforin miracles 

40

^  **■] m i r a c l e s — THEIR TESTIMONY. 625



6 U RLKMKNTS OB DIVINITY. [P. ii. B. Z

As to the Eg ptian magicians who attempted t- imitate the miracles
„f i .  i r » S e i e » 4  dear ,,l.« .W , ~  ^  »
Whether their feats were performed by mere sle.ght '
pauied by magical incantation, or by satanic agency, or by a combina
tion of both, is not important for us to determine. The terms used m 
describing their efforts do not imply, as some suppose they do, th.^ the 
magicians did th^ thing which Moses did, but merely that t h ^ J ' 
that is, something of like soH, or resembling what Moses had do 
This will be more evident when we remember that the saine expr^s 
is used when the failure of their attempted imitation is described. 
“ They did so to bring forth lice, but they could not.” That all the pw- 
formances of the magicians were but deceptive imitations, is farther e^- 
dent from the fact that they were so soon baffled in their attempts, a 
IW a in e d  to confess “ the finger of God.” If  they could ^rform  one 
miracle, why not another? or why desist their effort so suddenly, and 
confess their defeat? The solution is, that Moses 
miracle which their arts of deception were unable to conterfeit. H 
they been reai miracle-workers, surely it was no greater m îracle to pro
duce the lice than to produce the frogs or the blood but their deceptive
arts could not so well practice with the one as ,

As to the raising of the spirit of Samuel by the Witch of Endor 
we must admit that a notable miracle was here performed. But by 
whom ? Not by the Witch of Endor, but by the Lord Jehovah. The 
witch was alarmed when Samuel appeared. God saw proper just at 
that juncture to perform a miracle to the overwhelming of the en
chantress with confusion, and for the purpose of reproving the wicked-
U6SS of K i n g  Saul. , r  j.u x r

In the case of Job, and of the demoniacal possessions of the
Testament, we see no evidence whatever that miracles were performe. ,̂ 
„r even- attempted, by any of these evil spirits Satan was allowed it 
IS true, grievously to afflict Job, but it was by special permit from 
Heaven.^ He possessed not even that power of himself He could only
CTO the length of his chain.

The evil spirits spoken of in the New Testament, of whom numbers 
in that day were said to be possessed, like Satan in tĥ e case o J o ,  
were allowed greatly to torment the bodies of their unhappy v i c ^ ^  
They could cause them to foam at the mouth, and tear their clothes 
and their fiesh through madness. But there is nothing - ™ l o u s  m 
such things as these. They perform no startling wonders. They never 
healed the sick or raised the dead. Indeed, they had no power to 
ei,tor a human body except as given them by the Almighty, nor qouW



they so much as enter the Gadarene swine without express and formal 
permission.

Again, some have thought that from the prediction of our Saviour 
in reference to the coming of “ false Christs and false prophets,” they 
may legitimately infer that these wicked impostors would wield miracle- 
working power; but this is a most unwarrantable inference. The lan
guage of the Saviour-is: “ For there shall arise false Christs and false 
prophets, and shall show great signs and wonders, insomuch that if it 
were possible they shall deceive the very elect.” Now, we venture to 
affirm that the only miracle that can be established on this subject is 
that performed by the Saviour in uttering the prediction. What are 
these “ signs and wonders ” which “ false Christs and false prophets ” 
are to exhibit ? Are they rml miracles ? I f  so, what were they ? xuhere 
and when were they performed ? and show us the evidences of their 
authentication. One of them promised to divide the Jordan, but was 
slain by the Roman soldiers ere he had performed the task. Anothej 
promised that the walls of Jerusalem should fall down, but his fol
lowers were soon put to the sword by the Roman Governor. Another 
promised to divide the sea, and, having led many of his deluded fol
lowers to death, hid himself through shame and fear. And these are 
the “ wonders ” quoted to prove that miracles are not absolute tests of 
the divine power. Their “ signs and wonders” were not miracles, but, 
as described by St. Paul, “ they were after the working of Satan with 
all power, and signs, and lying wonders.”

Finally, that miracles are a direct and absolute proof of the doc
trines and testimony in behalf of which they are performed, we will 
now show from the Scriptures themselves. I t may readily be seen, from 
both the Old and New Testaments, that the inspired writers, so far from 
considering miraculous evidence a secondary and dependent kind of 
testimony, “ standing at the bar of an anterior principle, and there 
waiting for its authentication,” ever appealed to miracles as the most 
direct and indubitable proof of the truth of any doctrine, or of the 
divine mission of any person in whose behalf they have been per
formed.

To give but one example from the Old Testament, look at the con
ies! of Elijah with the false prophets of Baal, an account of which 
is recorded in the eighteenth chapter of the first book of Kings. In 
the days of Ahab-—that wicked king of Israel who, with a profanity 
hitherto unparalleled in the history of Israel, had “ digged down the 
altars of the true God ” and set up the idolatrous worship of Baal— 
Elijah *he Tishbite was divinely comnaissioned to stem the prev^ilini
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tide of corruption. In answer to his prayer, the heavens became u  
brass and for more than three years a withering J
Ahab and the priests of Baal charged upon Elijah and Elijah s God 

dreadful calamities of the times Elijah

c S i c l  b e t , «  t™th and Idoklry. There . . .  the ^ , .1  
arch ill his robes of state. Around were gathered the eight hundre 
and fifty prophets of Baal and of the groves. And there, in his roug 
l u i i t a L  garo, the commissioned prophet of the Lord, Janding up ^  
the fearlesf advoeate of the true religion, proclaimed t i  the ^
?How loTg halt ve between two opinions? if the Lord be God, follow 
him b u U f Ba^l, then follow him. . . . L even I  0 - ^ / ™

Lpt of the Lord • but Baal’s prophets are four hundred and fifty 
Z  l I  t o ^ h t f o r e  give u . Z  bullocb, and let .hem e h ^  
one bullock for themselves, and cut it in pieces, and ay it on wood, 
and put no fire under; and I  will dress the other bullock, and lay i 

^ A nA rvnt no fire under. And call ye on the name of your 
godTInd^I will call on the name of the L ord; and the God that 
Ssw’ereth by fire, let him be God. And all the people answered and 
said I t is leW spoken.” Here the issue was a plain one. It was 
the ’authentication of Baal and his prophets on the one hand, or of 
Jehovah and his Prophet Elijah on tje  ^ th -h a n d ; ^-thow  wasi 
mutually agreed that the matter should be decided? It was by th« 
direct and simple testimony of a miracle: “ The God that answereth 
by fire, let him be God.” The prophets of Baal proceeded with their 
ofiering first. “ But there was no voice nor any that “ swered. 
mirocfc testified in their favor. After every precaution had been taken 
by Elijah to furnish indubitable proof of a real miracle he Proceeded 
J t h  his offering. He called upon his God, saying. Lord God of 
Abraham, Isaac! and of Israel, let it be known tbk day that thou art 
God in Israel, and that I  am thy servant, and that I  have done a 
Siese things at thy word. Hear me, 0  Lord, hear me that this people 
may know^hat thou art the Lord God, and that thou h ^ t  turned their 
heart back again. Then the fire of the Lord fell, and consumed the 
burnt sacrifice, and the wood, and the stones, and the dust, and licked 
u p l e  water k a t  was in the trench. And when al the P -p le  ^  it. 
they fell on their faces; and they said. The Lord, he is the Go .
TVio Lord he is the God!”

Now, we ask, can any thing be more pointed than the 
•et for‘b, that mirade, and miracle alone, was recognized as the direct



and infallible authentication of the mission of him in whose behalf it 
was performed ? In his prayer, Elijah asks God for the miracle as a 
divine attestation of the fact, both that Jehovah was “ God in Israel,” 
and that the doings and teachings of his prophet were divinely sanc
tioned. And when the miracie appeared, there was immediate and 
unqualified acquiescence in its testimony as final and conclusive. There 
was no holding of it in abeyance till the character of the teachings of 
Jehovah by his accredited prophet could be scanned. It was enough 
that an unquestionable miracle had been witnessed. They had heard 
the divine utterance in that palpable form, and that was the finale on 
the question.

But let us hear the claims which our Saviour founds upon the testi
mony of his miracles. His language is: “ I f  I  had not done among 
them the works which none other man did, they had not had sin ; but 
now have they both seen and hated both me and my Father.” “ I f  I 
do not the ivorks of my Father, believe me no t; but if I  do, though ye 
believe not mp, believe the works.” To this direct, miraculous testi
mony he constantly appeals. “ The works which the Father hath given 
me to do bear witness of me that the Father hath sent me.” What 
these works are, he informs us in the answer he sent to John by those 
disciples whom John had deputed to ask the Saviour, “Art thou he 
that should come?” “ Go,” said Jesus, “ and show John again those 
things which ye do hear and see. The blind receive their sight, and 
the lame walk, the lepers are cleansed, the deaf hear, the dead are 
raised up, and the poor have the gospel preached to them.”

Thus it appears that our Saviour placed the strongest possible reli
ance upon the simple, abstract testimony of miracles. Did he wish to 
impress the people with the divinity of his claims as a Teacher sent 
from heaven, or to show them their own responsibility for neglecting 
his precepts, he never paused to argue out the consistency of his doc
trines with the principles of natural religion, or with the “ supremacy 
of conscience within them.” However weighty corroborative evidence 
of this kind may be justly estimated, he never deemed it an essential 
prerequisite to the testimony of miracles; but ever “ taught as one 
having authority,” founding his claims to that authority on the witness 
of his miracles alone. Had it been otherwise—had it been necessary 
for the people first to examine all his teachings to see if they embodied 
any thing whatever “ obviously inconsistent with morality, or with his
torical or mathematical truth”—what would have been the condition of 
the illiterate masses? How poorly qualified were they for such an in 
vestigation, and how little inclined to such an exercise!
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But relying, as he did, solely upon his miracles, he could point the 
blind beggar, the unlettered cottager, the vine-dresser, the shepherd, 
the publican, the fisherman, the poor, the maimed, the halt, and all the 
multitudes of common people, to the wonders he performed—to the 
water blushing to wine, to the man born blind seeing plainly, to the 
lame man throwing aside his crutches and leaping as the hart, to the 
howling tempest hushed to silence, and to the dead coming to life at 
his bidding—and say to all, “ Believe me for the very works’ sake.”

Let the proud and insolent cohorts of infidelity come on in bold 
array, and hurl against God’s holy Son their poisoned shafts of deadly 
hate; let Jew and pagan both unite to snatch from off the head of 
Zion’s King the crown imperial he so justly claimed; let them demand 
of him where his credentials are, by which to prove his mission is from 
heaven. He stands erect in presence of opposing foes, and bids the 
wheels of nature pause; he speaks the word, and all the universe stands 
ready to attest the claims of his Messiahship. Does infidelity demand 
his credentials, he brings not his demonstrations nor his logic from the 
Academy, the Lyceum, or the Portico, but all the hidden forces of 
omnipotence that slumber concealed in the deep recesses of the mate
rial universe instantly become vocal in attestation of his divinity. At 
his bidding, the liquid element becomes a pavement of adamant be
neath his tread, and the finny tenant of the deep becomes his tax-payer. 
With the same power that once said, “ Let there be light,” he speaks 
the word, and visual luster flashes from the sightless ball. The signa
ture of his mission is engraven, not with pen upon parchment, nor with 
chisel upon marble, but with the finger of Omnipotence upon the 
dome of nature. He whose behest all natures and all beings obeyed, 
fixed upon the throne of his own unoriginated divinity, could exclaim 
in majestic triumph: “ The works that I  do, they bear witness of me.

^30 ELEMENTS OF DIVINITY. [!’. ii il 2
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER XI.

Question 1. In reference to the connec
tion between the truth of a miracle 
and the truth of the system in be
half oi which it has been performed, 
what three distinct theories have 
been advocated ?

2. Who was a prominent patron of the 
third theory ?

3 What is the objectionable part of his 
statement?

( Wherein does his view differ from the 
- sarnnH theory?

5. How may its absurdity be shown ?
6. How may its inconsistency with

Scripture be shown?
7. Explain the first or true theory.
8. What Scripture testimony has been

appealed to by those whc depreci
ate the evidence of miracles ?

9. How may those objections be set
aside?

10 How may it be shown that the first 
theory is confirmed by the general 
testimony of the Bible?
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C H A P T E R  X II .

MIRACLES OF TH E OLD TESTAMENT.

H aving proved, in our preceding chapters, the genuineness and 
authenticity of the Scriptures, it necessarily follows that the accounto 
of the miracles therein recorded must be received as a faithful history 
of facts as they transpired; and having farther shown that miracles are 
susceptible of satisfactory proof from human testimony, and that, when 
thus proved, they are direct and conclusive evidence of the divine mis
sion of him who performs them, and of the truth of the doctrines for 
the confirmation of which they are wrought, it yet remains (lo render 
the argument from this source complete) that we examine the miracle 
of Scripture to see if they sustain the character of real, unqwdimable 
mirades, and if the testimony by which the actual performance of them 
is proved is satisfactory and conclusive.

The two points, then, to be specially noted, in regard to what we deem 
miraculous in Scrijiture, are, the character of the works themselves, and 
the midence by which their actual occurrence is established. I f  it 
appear that those things in Scripture termed miraculous are not real 
and genuine miracles, but merely extraordinary and marvelous events 
which might have been produced by mere natural causes, without any 
immediate divine interposition, or that there is a radical defect in the 
evidence sustaining the facts themselves, in either case the Christian 
argument founded on miracles cannot be reliable and satisfactory; but, 
on the other hand, should it be manifest that the events in question are 
real and indisputable miracles, and that the evidence confirming them 
is clear, ample, and conclusive, then it follows that our argument from
miracles rests on a firm and sure basis.

We call attention, first, to the miracles of the Old Testament. It 
is only important that we advert to some of the more conspicuous of 
these, nor will it be requisite to go into any minute investigation of 
them'. We think that the real miraculous character of these events, 
and the fullness and irresistibility of the testimony in favor of their 
truth, stand forth so palpably upon the face of the record, that it is
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scarcely possible for an unprejudiced mind to admit the history and 
dispute the miracle.

Let us glance, then, in the first place, at the “ ten plagues ” brought 
upon Egypt by the hand of Moses. At the bidding of Jehovah, Aaron, 
under the direction of Moses, stretched forth the consecrated rod upon the 
waters of Egypt—upon the streams, the rivers, the ponds, and pools of 
water, throughout all the land—and instantly they crimsoned into blood. 
A-gain the rod was stretched forth, and the whole land was covered with 
frogs—they teemed in the rivers, crowded into the houses, clambered 
upon the beds, and even the kneading-troughs and ovens were polluted 
by their presence. Again the rod was stretched out, and the very dust 
of the earth was transformed into “ lice,” and both man and beast 
throughout all the land were tormented with this hateful vermin. Again, 
the land was cursed with the swarms of flies or hornets—they crowded 
upon Pharaoh, and upon his servants, and upon all the Egyptians, filling 
their houses, and covering the very earth. Again, the murrain is sent 
upon the cattle, upon the oxen, upon the horses, upon the asses, and 
upon the sheep of the Egyptians, smiting them with death, on a specific 
day and hour. Again, at the sprinkling of the ashes of the furnace 
toward heaven by the hand of Moses, in the sight of Pharaoh, they 
became small dust, settling everywhere upon man and beast among the 
Egyptians, and breaking forth into boils and blains. Again Moses, at 
the command of God, stretched forth the rod, and a storm of miugled 
hail and fire ran along the ground, rending the trees, smiting the herbs, 
and spreading destruction to both man and beast that were found in the 
field among the Egyptians. And next came the plague of locusts, 
darkening the land, destroying the fruit, and every herb and green 
thing left by the hail; then the three days of “ darkness that might be 
felt;” and last of all came the destruction of the first-born of man 
and beast among the Egyptians, by the destroying angel.

Now, we ask, can there be a doubt that a real miracle was manifest 
in each of these plagues ? They came by previous announcement— n̂o 
visible natural cause, except the stretching forth of the rod, was present 
in connection with them — they appeared instantly, and at a prean
nounced time—they fell upon all the Egyptians, while every Israelite 
with all that he possessed was preserved and escaped. These wonders 
were so palpable, that they could not have escaped the notice of any, 
or been misunderstood in their character. They were witnessed by the 
whole nation of Egypt, and by all the people of Israel. The Passover 
was instituted at the time, to commemorate the deliverance of Ihe 
Israelite ; and it is as clear as any thing can be, that had the Mosaic
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account of these things not been true, the Israelites never could have 
been induced to accredit the Mosaic record as a revelation from Heaven. 
Two nations—the Egyptians and the Israelites—were witnesses of all 
these mighty wonders. Had the record of facts, as given by Moses, not 
been true, these whole nations of Egyptians and Israelites must have 
known that the account given by Moses was a cheat, and their testimony 
would have been recorded against i t ; but the books of Moses were 
received from the very first as a revelation from God, by that very 
people who must have known whether these things which they recorded 
were true or false. Hence we conclude that the Mosaic miracles were 
real; and they fully establish the divine legation of Moses, and the truth 
of his writings.

Again, look at the dividing of the Red Sea at the stretching forth 
of the rod of Moses, and the water standing like walls on each side 
while the Israelites passed over, and again flowing together just in time 
to overwhelm with death the pursuing hosts of Pharaoh! See the 
wonderful interpositions of God in behalf of his people in the wilder
ness—the miraculous supply of manna, falling in sufficient quantity 
for use on each day of the week, except the Sabbath, and a double por
tion on Friday for the supply of that day and the Sabbath also, and 
then the ceasing of the manna the day when it was no longer needed, 
and the fact that it was never known before or since! Look at the 
flinty rock smitten by the rod of Moses, sending forth an abundant 
stream of water in the face of all Israel 1 See the brazen-serpent ele
vated upon the pole, in view of all the tents of the multitude, and each 
one that had been bitten by the fiery-flying serpent, upon looking upon 
the serpent of brass, instantly healed of the poison 1 See the dividing 
of the waters of the Jordan, and all the people passing over on dry 
ground! Look at all these things, and say. Were they not real mira
cles ? They occurred in the face of the whole nation—they were events 
that admitted of no deception with those who witnessed them, nor could 
the lapse of a few years render the remembrance of them indistinct. 
Now, we ask, could the Jewish people have been made to believe these 
things, either in that or any succeeding age, had they not been true! 
and, not believing them, could they have been induced to receive, as a 
revelation from Heaven, the books containing what they knew to be a 
tissue of palpable falsehoods ? The events to which we have referred 
were evidently real miracles. No power but that which can control all 
nature, and suspend or supersede its laws at pleasure, can cover a 
whole country for three days together with the thickest darkness, and, 
at the same time, favor all of a specified class in the same region with
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“ light in their dwellings.” Nor could a whole people who had wit 
nessed such an event be misled as to the facts. Equally impossible i» 
would be to persuade them that they had witnessed them when they 
had not, or that they had not witnessed them when they had. These 
miracles are all palpable and unmistakable in' their character: they 
clearly and satisfactorily prove the truth of that which they were per 
formed to establish ; and such is the character of the testimony by which 
they have been confirmed, that we can only reject it by surrendering 
ourselves to the reign of almost universal skepticism. I f  we reject the 
accounts of the Mosaic miracles, we must, to be consistent with our
selves, reject all authentic history.

As to the grand design or object of these miracles in Egypt, it seems to 
have been threefold; first, to condemn the idolatrous worship of Egypt; 
secondly, to impart to the Egyptians a knowledge of the true God • 
thirdly, to show that Moses was acting under a divine commission.

How, then, do we find these plagues to pour contempt upon the prin
cipal objects of Egyptian adoration ! The Nile was the most popular 
divinity of the Egyptians, and, as if to present a striking contrast 
between its imbecility and the mighty power of Jehovah, the first judg
ment is poured upon its sacred waters. The frog was one of their sacred 
animals, and it too, under the divine edict, was turned against them, 
and made an instrument of their punishment. In the plague of “ flies” 
we see another manifestation of the contempt here poured upon the sys
tem of Egyptian idolatry. This insect was also an object of Egyptian 
idolatrous worship, and the popular idol, Baal-zebub, was styled “ lord 
of the gad-fly.” The murrain upon the cattle was also well calculated 
to teach them how insignificant was their god Apis (the ox) in the 
hands of Jehovah. In the terrible plague of “ hail and fire,” the prin
cipal divinities of the Egyptians—water, air, and fire—in the hand of 
Jehovah, are made to combine their influence to terrify and punish those 
who so stupidly worshiped and trusted in them for protection. In the 
plague of “ darkness,” the Egyptians were taught that another of their 
chief divinities the sun—could render them no assistance or comfort 
when Jehovah, the God of the Hebrews, saw proper to shroud his 
beams in a mantle of darkness. These miracles were all performed 
through the instrumentality of Moses, but by the avowed authority of 
Jehovah, the God of the Hebrews. Hence we may see how admirably 
they were adapted to their intended purpose—to consign to contempt 
the Egyptian idolatry, to promote the knowledge of the true God, and 
to furnish the divine credentials of Moses.

lih. xii.) MIRACLKS Ot- THE OED TESTAMENT. 63fi
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q u e s t io n s  QN

Qobbtioh 1. What are the two points to 
be specially noted in regard to the 
miracles of Scripture?

2. What miracles of the Old Testament 
aro first noticed ?

3 How does it appear that these plagues 
were real miracles?

CHAPTER X II.
4. What two facta are thereby ealab

lished?
5. What was the grand design of thi

Egyptian miracles?
6. In  what way was this design ac. i»B

plished ?
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C H A P T E R  X I I I .

MIRACLES OF TH E NEW TESTAMENT.

We now proceed to notice the miracles of the New Testament. Il 
has already been stated, in another connection, that our Saviour ever 
appealed with the utmost confidence to the works he performed as 
bearing witness to the divinity of his mission. At present we propose 
only a brief reference to a few of the most remarkable of those works, 
to show that they were truly miramhus in their character, and were 
suffUfiently attested by satisfactory evidence.

We consider it unnecessary either to cite a great number of oUt 
Saviour’s miracles, or to be very minute in their examination. What, 
we inquire, are some of - the principal of his marvelous works ? He 
changed the water to wine—he healed a man sick of the palsy by 
simply uttering the words, “ Thy sins be forgiven thee”—he opened the 
eyes of a man “ blind from his birth ” by anointing them with clay, and 
directing him “ to wash in the pool of Siloara”—he calmed the raging 
of the tempest by saying, “ Peace, be still! ”—twice he fed thousands 
with a few loaves and fishes, and in three several instances he raised 
the dead to life. When called on by Jairus, a Jewish ruler, in refer
ence to his daughter who was dead, he raised her to life by taking her 
by the hand and saying, “ Damsel, arise?” Passing—in company with 
his disciples and a multitude of people—into the city of Nain, he met 
a funeral-procession bearing a dead young man, the son of a widow, to 
his grave. “ He touched the bier, and they that bare him stood still; 
and he said. Young man, I say unto thee. Arise; aild he that was 
dead sat up, and began to speak.” But the raising of Lazarus to ifi 
again, is the most remarkable miracle of this kind performed by :UI 
Saviour. Here was a man who had been dead for four days: sur 
rounded by multitudes of people who were present, Jesus — having 
ordered the stone to be rolled away from the door of the sepulcher— 
spoke the word, saying, “ Lazarus, come forth!” and the dead man 
instantly arose to life.

Now, we think it cannot be disputed that these WJrks are truly mirar
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ulous. They involved, at a single word, the instantaneous change of ; 
one material substance to another — the water to wine. They em
braced the healing of the most inveterate diseases, and even the cure of 
blindness from the birth, without the employment of any adequate 
natural agencies Many of them were performed in the presence of 
great multitudes of persons: all classes, friends and foes, disciples and 
persecutors, witnessed them ; and they were of the most obvious and 
palpable character. They were open to the inspection of the external 
senses of a l l ; and such were their nature, and the circumstances attend
ing them, that imposition or collusion was impossible. The cures, 
though instantaneous in the productipn and with no adequate natural 
agency for their cause, were permanent in their duration, presenting 
favorable opportunity for numerous and deliberate inspections. Hence, 
if they had not been real miracles, there was every opportunity for the 
detection and exposure of the cheat; and, surrounded as the Saviour 
was by the wily Sadducees and Pharisees, and by the adroit scribes 
and doctors of the law, who were ever on the alert to entangle him in 
his words and to bring his doctrines into disrepute, we may be well 
assured that, had it been possible, he would have been convicted of 
deception. But the fad  of his miracles—in the day and among the 
community in which they were performed—was never disputed. The 
fade were admitted, but they were attributed to infernal agency. Hence 
we infer that the mighty works of the Saviour were real miracles, and 
tliat they indubitably attest the; claims of his Messiahship, and the truth 
of his religion.

In conclusion, on the subject of miracles, we call attention to the 
resurredion of Jesus Christ from the dead, the greatest of all the Scrip
ture miracles.

That there lived in the land of Judea, in the days of Augustus and 
Tiberius Cesar, a remarkable person called Jesus of Nazareth ; that he 
taught a pure and sublime system of morality, and led an exemplary 
and self-denying life; that he was a devoted friend to the poor and the 
afflicted, and performed many astonishing miracles; that he was perse
cuted by the Jews, and accused of blasphemy and sedition ; that he was 
condemned by the Roman governor, and crucified at Jerusalem; that 
his body was taken down'from the cross, interred in Joseph’s tomb, and 
a band of Roman soldiers set to guard it till the third day should be 
passed— these are facts which Christianity has always asserted, and 
which infidelity, neither in that age nor for centuries afterward, ever 
denied. Celsus, of the second century. Porphyry, of the third century 
U)d Hierocles and Jnlinh the Apostate, of the fourth century, never
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dared to dispute them; but they attributed the miracles of Jesus either 
to magic or infernal agency.

But did Jesus Christ rise again from the dead? or did he not? Here 
Christianity and infidelity join issue. Christianity affirms—infidelity; 
denies. That the whole controversy turns upon this question cannot be 
denied. If  Jesus Christ arose frohr the dead, then is he the Messiah—the 
Saviour of the world—and his religion is true; but if he did not arise 
from the dead, then he is an impostor, his gospel a delusion, and the hope 
of his followers a dream! Upon this point the inspired apostles rested 
their cause, when they first issued the proclamation of salvation in the 
name of Him who had been crucified. The resurrection of Jesus from the 
dead was a prominent point in that sermon of St. Peter at Pentecost, 
delivered in Jerusalem only a few weeks after his crucifixion, when three 
thousand were converted in a day. Indeed, the burden of apostolic 
preaching was “ Jesus and the resurrection.^’

If, then, the great Christian controversy—whether with Jews, pagans, 
or whatever class of unbelievers—turns upon the question of fad  as to 
the resurrection of Christ from the dead, how important that the evi
dences bearing upon that fact be carefully examined and correctly- 
understood! Contemplating, then, the resurrection of Christ in the 
light of an historic fad, we propose to examine it by the same laws of 
evidence by which any other fad  of history should be judged. I f  this 
fad  can be sustained by such evidence as would be satisfactory and 
convincing to a rational mind in regard to any other fact of history, 
then must we either admit that this fact is true, and that Christianity 
also is true, or renounce our reason itself. On the other hand, if this 
fact cannot be thus sustained, then “ is our preaching vain, and your • 
faith is also vain.” Let us therefore look at the testimony.

We must begin by assuming as true wbat is admitted on both sides—‘ 
that is, the general fads above stated, concerning the life, crucifixion, 
and burial of Jesus. The only point in controversy is the simple ques
tion of fact: Did Jesus rise again from the dead ? or did he notf I^ as 
admitted on both sides, he was crucified, and his dead body buried and 
guarded as we have stated, then it is undeniable that, after the thiid 
day, his enemies, if he had not arisen from the dead, would have been 
able to produce that dead body, or to furnish some satisfactory account 
for their inability to produce it. Did they do eitherf For eighteen 
centuries infidelity has denied that Jesus arose from the dead, and 
yet infidels have never pretended to produce the dead body of him 
who was crucified between the two thieves! This fact alone stands 
forth as a presumptive argument, of almost irresistible power, in faYO»
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of the resurrection of Jesus. Did not his enemies hum  that the whole 
controversy, as to his character and the truth of his religion, depended 
upon the fact of his rising or not rising again on the third day ? Did 
they not know that he had foretold that he would thus rise? Was it 
not to prevent imposition on the part of his disciples in regard to this 
very thing that a guard of sixty armed soldiers was placed around his 
dead body? Were they not bound to produce his dead body after the 
third day, both to justify themselves in putting him to death and to 
save the world from the delusions of imposture! Would they not have 
produced that body, had it been in their power to do so? Can a rea
sonable mind doubt that, if it had been in tbeir power, his enemies 
would have produced that dead body, after the third day, most promptly 
and triumphantly? Did they do i t t  Did they preiend or oMempt to do 
U f And if they did nothing of the kind, what is the rational infer
ence but that they did not, became they could not? And if they could 
not, unless he has arisen from the dead, they can furnish they are 
bound to furnish—a reasonable and satisfactory account for that ina
bility. Have they furnished this account? Can a reasonable mind 
dmbt that they would have furnished the world with the most satis
factory account for their inability to produce the dead body of Jesus 
after the third day, had it been in their power?

But let us look at the only apology an infidel world has ever pre 
sented for this inability to produce the dead body of Jesus. I t  is tAw.- 
“ His disciples came by night and stole him away while we slept.” 
These are the words put into the mouth of the guard, and currently 
reported in that day among the Jews. Irrational and absurd as we 
may be led to consider this story, yet, as it is the only attempt the oppo
nents of Christianity have ever made to account for the absence of the 
dead body of Jesus, after the third day, it demands a serious consid
eration. We think it will appear that this story bears upon its face 
such an array of improbability, that no rational mind can belike it to 
be true. Allow us briefly to enumerate some of the most obvious of
these improbabilities:

1. Is it reasonable to believe that the disciples would have attempted 
such a theft under the circumstances ? Twelve obscure peasants—with
out learning—without power, title, or influence—alarmed, discouraged, 
and scattered like sheep without a shepherd, when their Master was 
arrested—would they rally and risk their lives in so hopeless a task as 
W go. Unarmed as they were, to wrest the dead body of Jesus from the 
custody of sixty armed soldiers?

2. But granting—what is exceedingly improbable—that they might
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have made the attempt, is it probable they would have found the guard 
all asleep on their post at the same time ? When it is known that it was 
death by the Koraan law for a soldier to sleep at his post, would the 
whole band have fallen into profound sleep at the same time? Can a 
reasonable mind believe this to be possible ?

3. But, admitting that they had all fallen asleep at the same time, is 
it reasonable to suppose that they would have selected, as an appropri
ate time for slumber, the dawn of “ the third day”?—the first hour of 
the very day on which he had said he would rise! Would they have 
selected that time—when it was all-important for them to be vigilant— 
as the time for inattention and sleep? Who can believe it?

4. But admit this to have been the case, improbable as it is, is it to 
be believed that the disciples could have entered by stealtli within the 
inclosure of this armed guard, broken the seal from the sepulcher, 
rolled the great stone away from its door, and borne away the dead 
body to a place of concealment—and all this in so noiseless a manner 
as not to have awakened one of the guard ?

5. But a(Jmitting this improbability to have taken place also, is it to 
be presumed that these sixty armed soldiers, finding that their dead 
prisoner had been taken from them while they were asleep, would have 
fled immediately to the city and reported themselves guilty of a crime 
whose penalty was death, without making a single effort to save their 
own lives by searching for and endeavoring to recover the stolen body?

6 . But if the soldiers were all “ asleep,” how could they know that the 
disciples stole the bodyf Some other persons may have done it, or he 
may have arisen from the dead, for aught they could know, if they were 
all “ asleep” !

7. But admitting, for the sake of argument, all these improbabilities 
to have occurred (which no sane person can believe), is it probable that 
a Roman guard, commissioned with so important a trust, would have 
been permitted all to sleep at their post, and thus allow their dead 
charge to escape from their custody, and no arrest or trial of these sol
diers be attempted, or the least inquiry made concerning so gross a 
neglect of so important a duty?

8 . But, admitting all this to have occurred, who can believe, even if 
the soldiers had been allowed to escape, that the enemies of Christ would 
have treated these disciples with such lenity? Had it been believed by 
the Jews and the Romans, the chief priests and the elders—the enemies 
of Jesus—that “ the disciples had stolen the body of Jesus,” would not 
these disciples have been arrested and tried, and made to confront these 
dignitaries of the law and therr sleeping witnesses, and compelled to
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deliver up the stolen body or to suffer for their crime? But we hear 
not one word of all this— nothing of the arrest of the soWiers or of the 
disciples—no searching for the escaped corpse—no arraignment of the 
guilty parties through whose neglect or theft it had been abstracted! He 
who can believe anyone of these improhahilities to have ocewred, without evi
dence—yea, contrary to all reason and all testimony is poorly fitted to 
charge the Christian with credulity; and yet, absurd as they all appear, 
we are compelled to subscribe to every one of them if we deny that Jetue 
rose from the dead 1 Is it possible, we ask, that one intelligent man of 
all these soldiers, chief priests, and elders, could have believed that the 
disciples stole the dead body of Jesus? The position is too unreason
able and absurd. They did not believe it themselves — they kneut 
better!

Had they believed this story, how can we account for the fact that 
they never argued it afterward, when it would have been so natural for 
them to have done so, and when it would so admirably have suited their 
purpose? Indeed, the absurd story put into the mouth of the guard 
was conjured up amid so much hurry, confusion, and trepidation, that 
it did not exhibit the usual sagacity of its authors. They seem ever 
after to have been ashamed of it themselves. Ready enough are these 
Jewish rulers and members of tbe Sanhedrim to persecute and arraign 
the apostles for preaching that Jesus was arisen from the dead; but 
why did thev never charge home upon them the theft they had com
mitted? Only a few days after these events occurred, first Peter and 
John, and next the whole college of the apostles, are arrested and 
brought before the Sanhedrim! Here the apostles, in the very face of 
the great council and of the inventors of the story of the stealing of 
the body, boldly assert the resurrection of Jesus, and affirm that they 
have seen, felt, and conversed with him, after his resurrection. How- 
passing strange, that in no one of these instances was the crime of 
having stolen the dead body of Jesus brought against the apostles! 
Why were they not formally accused of this theft? Why were not 
Joseph of Arimathea and the whole Roman guard instantly summoned 
and made to confront them ? The great question is, the resurrection 
of Jesus, which the apostles affirm; but not one of the guard is called 
to confront them. The stealing of the body is not named! And why? 
Because the Sanhedrim did not believe the story!

Having considered—and, as we humbly conceive, demonstrated the 
unreasonable and unsatisfactory character of the only plea an infidel 
world has ever presented to account for the inability of the enemies 
of Jesus to produce his dead body, after the third day, we now caU



attention to the positive testimony in favor of the resunection ot 
Christ.

Look at the number of the witnesses. I t is written: “At the 
mouth of two or three witnesses every word shall be established.” This 
was not oulj a maxim in the Jewish law, but it has been incorporated 
in the codes and recognized in the judicial proceedings of all civilized 
lands. “Two or three witnesses” of good understanding and character, 
unimpeached and uncontradicted in their testimony, will establish any 
legally-contested fact before any enlightened civil tribunal under 
heaven! In the light of this maxim, examine the witnesses in favor of 
the resurrection of Christ.

1. The guard of sixty soldiers tied to the city, and told the chief 
priests the whole story of the resurrection of Jesus, and never dis
guised the fact till bribed by large sums of money to give currency to 
the absurd story which we have considered. Let their testimony there
fore, free from bribery and corruption, be recorded in favor of the resur
rection of Jesus from the dead.

2. Early on the third morning, as we learn by collating the 
accounts of the several evangelists, a company of women (as many 
as five or more), coming to the sepulcher with spices and incense, 
ointment and perfumes, for the purpose of embalming the dead body, 
met their risen Lord, conversed with him, and, going immediately to the 
city, were the first among his friends to depose their testimony tliat he 
had risen from the dead.

3. On the same day, two disciples (not of the twelve, as it appears), 
as journeying to the village of Emmaus, met the risen Jesus on 
the way, who was “ known of them in breaking of bread.” Keturning 
to Jerusalem the next morning, they manfully testified that “ the Lord 
was risen indeed.”

4. For the space of forty days after his resurrection, Jesus 
appeared on various occasions to the eleven apostles, giving “ many 
infallible proofs” that he “ was alive after his passion,” and speaking 
to them “ of the things pertaining to the kingdom of God.”

5. St. Paul, in summing up to the Corinthians the witnesses of the 
resurrection of Jesus, adds to those already enumerated as many as 
“ five hundred brethren,” of whom he was “ seen at once; ” and “ last 
of all,” he says, “ he w’as seen of me also, as of one born out of due time.” 
Now, add together all these witnesses — the sixty soldiers, the five 
women, the two travelers to Emmaus, the eleven apostles, and S t 
Paul himself— and you have the number of at least five hundred 
and seventy-nine persons who saw the risen Jesus, and bore their tesfi-
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moay to the fa d  in question. Surely, there is no paucity as to the
number of witnesses!

We now look at the character of these witnesses, and the /acts cot»-
necled ^dth their testimony.

Who were these apostles ? Though not men of learning or position
__though taken from the humble walks of life—yet they were all, so
far as we can judge, men of strong common sense and unimpeach^ 
integrity. Their history and their writings are ample proof of this. 
And this much being conceded, we think it will also be admitted that 
if Jesus Christ did not rise from the dead, then the apostles were either 
deceived themselves in asserting that he had arisen, believing the assertion 
to be true when it vm  not, or they knowingly deceived others, asserting for 
truth what they knew to be falsehood. I f  neither of these positions can 
be accredited, then it irresistibly follows that Jesus Christ did arise from 
the dead. But, we ask, is it possible that the apostles and all their co- 
witnesses could have been deceived in this matter ? If  they had stolen the 
body of Jesus and burnt it to ashes, or hidden it away, did they not blow the 
faetf Had they not been familiarly acquainted with their Master for 
years, and did they not affirm that they had been with him again and 
again after his resurrection, under a variety of circumstances, for “ forty 
days”? Could they have been deceived as to his identity? Admitting 
that one or two might have been deluded on one or two occasions, could 
so many have been deluded on so many occasions? Slow of heart to 
believe as they were, they could not have been deceived in this matter! 
I f  Jesus had not arisen, his dead body was somewhere—either his 
friends or his enemies had made away with it, or they yet had it in 
keeping. His enemies had not, or they would have produced it, or 
accounted for its absence; and if his friends had his body, or had dis
posed of it, they knew he had not risen from the dead. Hence it seems 
impossible that the apostles could have been deceived themselves in 
this matter. I f  Jesus Christ did not rise from the dead, they knew it.

But, lastly, can we suppose that the apostles willfully and knowingly 
in.posed upon the world, by preaching the resurrection of Christ, when 
they knew the doctrine to be false ? If  he had not arisen from the 
dead, they knew him to be an impostor: he had deceived them, and 
Huy kneto it. Will rational men still cleave to an impostor, knowing 
him to be such, and sacrifice their lives to sustain the posthumous honor 
of one who has done them the deepest injury!

But we ask, where, among all the considerations that can influencs 
the rational mind, can we find the motive that could have induced the 
»|K>stles to proclaim, as they did. the resurrection of Jesus, knowing it
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to be false? Was it for Ihe sake of popularity, or ease, or pleasure, oi 
riches? What prospect had they of any of these ? Toil and reproach, 
persecution and tribulation, bonds and imprisonment, suffering and 
death, were all they received, and all for which they could hope on 
earth! Is this the reward that can stimulate the rational mind volun
tarily to persist in asserting a known pernicious falsehood ? No I The 
apostles were honest and sincere men. They proclaimed what they 
l>elieved—they testified what they had seen 1 They knew their Master 
had arisen from the dead! Without titles, without wealth, without 
emolument, they challenged both Jews and Gentiles to the conflict, 
preached Jesus and the resurrection in the face of an opposing world, 
liealed the sick and raised the dead in the name of the risen One, and 
sealed the truth of their doctrine by the sacrifice of their lives.

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER X III.

Question 1. What are some of the 
principal of our Saviour’s miracu
lous works?

2. How may it be shown that they were
real miracles, and were actually 
performed ?

3. What is considered the greatest of the
Saviour’s miracles?

4. What facts connected with it were
admitted by unbelievers ?

5 How should this question of fact be 
examined ?

I How did the Jews account for the 
absence of the dead body of Christ ?

7. What considerations are siiecitied
showing the absurdity of this ac
count?

8. Has infidelity ever accounted for
the absence of Christ's dead body 
in any other way?

9. What witnesses are enumerated as
testifying to the resurrection of 
Christ?

10. What are the circumstances named 
rendering their testimony so satis 
factory and conclusive ?
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C H A P T E R  X IV .

TH E PKOPHECIES OF SCEIPTUKE IN  RELATION TO TH E JEWS.

T h e  second great division of the external evidences of Christiar..!,; 
is that founded on P r o p h e c y . To this we now call attention. Proph 
ecij, taken in connection with its fulfillment, is no less miraculons that 
are’ miracles technically so called. Miracles proper are mirades of 
power; but prophecies are miracles of knowledge. As the one impliei. 
an exercise of divine power, suspending or controlling the laws of na
ture beyond the ability of uncreated beings to exert, so the other im
plies an exhibition of divine knowledge, penetrating the distant future, 
and predicting events yet to come in a manner surpassing the skill of 
all created intelligences. The one can only be performed by Omnipo
tence; the other, by Omniscience. Hence, as these attributes belong 
to God alone, it necessarily follows that whatever is performed or 
sanctioned by them is stamped with the divine signature, and must be 
true. We, therefore, adopt the principle, that real miracle and red 
prophecy are both absolute and indubitable evidence of the truth of
that which they are used to confirm.

That this kind of testimony is of the highest possible order, and 
should command our immediate and most unreserved confidence, re
sults from the very constitution of our nature. Common sense teaches 
us to accredit the testimony of our own external senses when satisfied 
that they are under no deceptive illusion, and also to rely implicitly 
upon the evidence of our own experience when fully assured that there 
can be no mistake as to its teachings. And the knowledge we derive 
from these sources is as deeply stamped with certainty as any other kind 
of knowledge we can possibly acquire. Indeed, we cannot travel be
hind the record here furnished us either for the correction of the lessons 
of our own senses or personal experience, or with the hope of finding 
any thing more certain on which to rely. Common sense teaches us 
that if we are not certain that the lessons here taught us are true, we 
can be certain of nothing. Tt is not by argumentative dUm.isition that 
we become satisfied that none but God can perform a miracle eater o.
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power or of knowledge, but we are taught this lesson by the dictates of 
common sense itself. Our knowledge derived from this source can nei
ther be rendered irurre nor less certain by discussion. In this depart
ment, the plain, unlettered peasant is on a level with the erudite philos
opher. The one, independent of all investigation, is just as well satis
fied as the other can be, that God only, and he to whom he imparts the 
power, can perform miracles. And as prophecy is nothing but a mira- 
efe of knowledge, every man knows by the simple exercise of his com
mon sense that real prophecy must flow from the divine omniscience. 
Hence it is a sure testimony of the divine legation of him who ut
ters it.

In judging concerning the testimony of professed prophecy, there 
are two points to be particularly examined: First, the character of the 
prediction; secondly, the fad  of the fulfillment. I f  the pretended pre
diction be a real prophecy—that is, a preannouncement of a future 
event, either so distant or so improbable or complicated as obviously 
to be beyond the power of finite minds, by any exercise of skill or sa
gacity, to be able to acquire a knowledge of the things it announces— 
and if it be ascertained that the facts correspond fully with the predic
tion, then we may conclude that we have in the case the elements of 
real prophecy. But, on the other hand, should it appear that the pre
tended prediction is only what might have been foreseen by human sa
gacity as likely to occur, or what might be no more than a shrewd or 
fortunate guess—or if it be found that the facts in the case do not show 
the fulfillment of the pretended prediction, in either event—we fail to 
find the elements of a real prophecy.

To decide the question whether a given prophecy be real or surrepti- 
tions, we know of no safer or more reliable principle by which to be 
governed than the dictates of common sense. When possessed of the 
necessary information as to the facts in the case, the judgment of any im
partial man of common sense will enable him with little difficulty to 
distinguish between a real and a spurious prophecy.

There are a few very simple rules which every reflecting mind will 
be led to observe in judging the force of prophetic testimony. First, 
testimony of this kind increases generally in convincing power in pro
portion as the fulfillment is remote in the future from the announce
ment of the prophecy; secondly, it also increases in proportion as the 
specifications in the prediction are increased in number; thirdly, this 
testimony increases in force in proportion as the events predicted ar« 
in themselves improbable.

To examine the predictions of Scripture generally, would requii*



ELEMENTS OF DIVINITY. [p. a. b. i
6 4 8

volumes, instead of a brief, concise treatise. All we propose is, a p r»  
eiitation of a few of the more conspicuous and important from both 
che Old and the New Testaments. We begin with the Old Testament:

I. P rophecies relating to the J ewish nation.
We will first present some of the Scriptures, predicting calamities

that were to befall the Jews: _ t -n j
“ When ve are gathered together within your cities, I will send the

pestilence among you, and ye shall be delivered into the hand of t e
'enemy. And when I  have broken the staff of your brea.d, ten women
shall bake your bread in one oven, and they shall deliver you your
breadagainby weight; and ye shall eat, and not be satisfied. . . .
shall eat the flesh of your sons, and the flesh of your daughters. . . . An 
I  will bring the land into desolation, and your enemies which dwell 
therein shall be astonished at it. And I  will scatter you among the 
heathen; . . .  and your land shall be desolate, and your cities waste.
. . . And ye shall perish among the heathen. . . . And they that are 
left of you shall pine away in their iniquity in your enemies lands.

. When they be in the land of their enemies, I  will not cast them 
away, neither will I  abhor them, to destroy them utterly.” Lev. xxvi.

“ Thou shalt be removed into all the kingdoms of the earth. . . . 
Thou shalt be only oppressed and spoiled evermore. . . . Thou sha t 
become an astonishment, a proverb, and a by-word among all nations 
whither the Lord shall lead thee. . . . The stranger that is within thee 
shall get up above thee very high ; and thou shalt come down very low.

. He shall be the head, and thou shalt be the tail. . . . The Lord shall
bring a nation against thee from far, from the end of the earth, as 
swift as the eagle flieth; a nation whose tongue thou shalt not under
stand ; a nation of fierce countenance, which shall not regard the per
son of the old, nor show favor tobhe young. . . . And he shall besiege 
thee in all thy gates, until thy high and fenced walls come down. . . . 
And thou shalt eat the fruit of thine own body, the flesh of thy sons 
and of thy daughters, which the Lord thy God hath given thee, m the 
siege and in the straitness wherewith thine enemies shall distress thee.

The tender and delicate woman among you, which would not ad
venture to set the sole of her foot upon the ground for delicateness and 
tenderness, her eye shall be evil . . . toward her children which she 
shall bear; for she shall eat them for want of all things secretly in the 
siege and straitness, wherewith thine enemy shall distress thee in thy 
gates. . . . And ye shall be left few in number. . . . And ye shall be 
plucked from oflT the land whither thou goest to possess iL And the 
I/ird shall scatter thee among all people, from the one end of the earth



even unto the other. . . . And among these nations shalt thou find no 
ease, neither shall the sole of thy foot have rest. . . . And the Lord 
shall bring thee into Egypt again with ships; . . . and there ye shall 
be sold unto your enemies for bondmen and bondwomen, and no man 
shall buy you.” Deut. xxviii.

In these prophecies there are no less than eighteen distinct, minute, 
and striking specifications. They descend, in description, to small and 
circumstantial incidents, and embrace items totally distinct from each 
other, having no mutual connection or dependence; such, for instance, 
as these: The language of their conquerors was “ not to be understood” 
by the Jews; they were to be taken captive “ to Egypt in ships 
women were to “ eat the flesh of their ofispring,” etc. Nor was the 
language dark and obscure, or shrouded in mysterious emblem. It 
was mostly simple narrative, recording events of an obvious and strik
ing nature. The besieging of cities, the slaughter of vast multi
tudes, the dispersion of the nation, etc.; concerning such facts as these, 
there could be no misapprehension. They were obvious to the senses 
of all.

Observe the time and circumstances under which these predictions 
were uttered. The Israelites were yet amid their wilderness journey- 
ings, they were yet strangers and pilgrims, they had not yet crossed the 
Jordan, or reached the promised land. The Canaanites were yet to be 
rooted out, the land distributed among the tribes, and the people organ
ized and established as a nation. In this unsettled and precarious state 
of afiairs, how could Moses, unless inspired from above, certainly and 
minutely foretell the fortunes of this people for centuries to come? 
And yet it has been demonstrated that all these wonderful prophecies 
had been delivered by Moses in the hearing of all Israel, and recorded 
in the book of the law to be laid up “ by the side of the ark,” while as 
yet this people had but an embryo nationality.

But let us more particularly glance at some of these plain predic
tions, and their striking fulfillment.

Unless divinely inspired, how could Moses so graphically prearmounce 
the “ famine and pestilence” that were to come upon this people? And 
yet how literally was it fulfilled! I f  it be supposed that he might 
merely have conjectured the facts, and that the fulfillment was acci
dental, we demand. How could he have foreseen the peculiar extremities 
in the case ? In the siege of Samaria, “ an ass’s head was sold for fi)ur« 
score pieces of silver.” In the siege of Jerusalem, by Nebuchadnezzar, 
“ the famine prevailed in the city, and there was no bread for the peo
ple of the land.” And who can read Josephus and not be overwhelmed
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with the view of the sufferings of the people from the raging famine 
during the siege by the Romans? But it was foretold that they should 
“ eat the flesh of their sons and their daughters,” and that even “ ten
der and delicate women ” should eat the flesh of their own children. 
At three different times, according to authentic history, was this re
markable prediction fulfilled. Once at the siege of Samaria by the 
Syrians, six hundred years after the announcement of the prophecy, 
when “ two women gave up their children to be eaten.” 2 Kings vi. 28, 
29. Again it was fulfilled, nine hundred years after the prediction, in 
the siege of Jerusalem by the Chaldeans, when it was declared, ‘ 1 he 
hands of the pitiful women have sodden their own children.” Lam. iv. 
10. Again, after the lapse of fifteen hundred years from the predic
tion, it was verified in the dreadful siege of Jerusalem by the Romans, 
when a noble woman, pressed to madness by the famine, killed and ate 
her own sucking child. (Josephus.)

How could mere human sagacity foresee that the Jews would become 
a numerous and prosperous people, and yet their land be reduced to 
“ desolation;” and the people be “ minished,” and become “ few in 
number.” And yet it is declared: “ How doth the city sit solitary that
(vas full of people! . . . Judah is gone into captivity because of aflliction,
ind because of great servitude; she dwelleth among the heathen, she 
indeth no rest.” Lam. i. 1, 3. Josephus testifies that there fell, during 
he siege, by the hands of the Romans, and by their own faction, one 
million one hundred thousand Jews; and ninety-seven thousand Jem 
were carried into captivity by the Romans.

Moses had foretold, many centuries before, that the Lord would “ root 
them out of their land in anger, and in wrath, and in great indigna
tion” (Deut xxix. 28); and Josephus and the Roman historians have
recorded the fulfillment.

But the Jews were to be borne “ in sh/ps,” and sold into Egypt as 
slaves till the market should be so glutted that “ no man would buy 
them.” Josephus testifies that the captives taken by the Romans, 
“ who were above seventeen yearn of age,” were sent to Egypt; and it 
cannot well be doubted that, as they were “ in bonds,” they were con- 
veved “ in ships ’’—for the Romans then had a fleet in the Mediter- 
ranean. And it is said, the market was so overstocked that they were 
gold for the merest trifle—so that the words of Moses were verified
“ No man shall buy you.”

But it was farther predicted that the Jews should be dispersed among 
all nations—" plucked from off” their own land, and “ scattered among 
all people, from one end of the earth even unto the other.” Look at



the fulfilltnent. Firet, the ten tribes are carried captive by the Assy
rians; next, the two other tribes by Nebuchadnezzar; finally, the 
Romans completed the dispersion by taking away “ their place and 
nation.”

For a long time after this, the poor “ wandering Jews ” were not al
lowed to set foot in Jerusalem, and at one time they were forbidden to 
press with their feet the soil of Palestine. Still they survive—not “ de
stroyed utterly,” but exiles from their own land, and disconsolate

strangers and sojourners ” in all lands. “ What a marvelous thing 
il this,” says Bishop Newton, “ that after so many wars, battles, and 
sieges after so many rebellions, massacres, and persecutions—after so 
many years of captivity, slavery, and misery—they are not destroyed 
utterly ; and, though scattered among all people, yet subsist a distinct 
people by themselves. Where is any thing like this to be found in all 
the histories and in all the nations under the sun ?”

They were to be restless—finding no ease; neither were “ the soles of 
their feet to “ have rest. And to what land or clime have they not 
wandered or been driven ? They have trodden the burning deserts of 
the South, and waded the drifting snows of the North, but a perma
nent resting-place they have found nowhere.

Again, how could Moses know centuries beforehand that the nation 
by whom they should be conquered, and subjugated, and dispersed 
from their own land, throughout all the earth, should come “ from far, 
from the end of the earth, swift as the eagle flietb, whose tongue” they 
should “ not understand,” and should be “ a nation of fierce counte
nance” ? The remoteness of the Romans from the land of Judea, the 
warlike character of their nation, the rapidity of their conquests, the 
fact that their military ensign was the “ eagle," and that the Jews 
knew nothing of their " languagethese  notorious facts most exactly 
and specifically verify the fulfillment of the prophecy.

Once more, they were to become “ an astonishment, a proverb, and a 
by-word among all nations.” How literally has this been fulfilled! 
Pagans, Mohammedans, and Christians, however much they may difltr 
from each other, have all agreed in meting out to that people, who had 
“ despised and rejected ” the Holy One, the same kind of treatment 
which the wicked Jews had awarded to their Messiah. In all lands, 
this cast-off and down-trodden people have been despised, persecuted, 
and abused. In all the ages of their banishment, and in all countries, 
they have ever been under the ban—like the unclean spirit, “ seeking 
rest, and finding none.” If  in a few places temporary respite has been 
allowed them, this has been the exception ; the general conduct of th»
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nations of the eajth toward the Jews has been a virtual fulfillment of 
the prophetic imprecation of that deluded people, who, eighteen cent 
aries ago, exclaimed; “ His blood be upon us and upon our children!’ 
Yet for all this, like “ the burning bush’’ seen by Moses, they are “ not 
consumed.’’ The hand of God is still over them; and, though dis
persed among all nat; .ns, they are kept from being identified with or ab
sorbed by any. They have everywhere remained a distinct and pecu
liar people, awaiting the fulfillment of another prophecy by their con
version and restoration. “ What nation hath subsisted,’’ says Bishop 
Newton, “ as a distinct people in their own country so long as these have 
done in their dispersion into all countries? And what a standing mir
acle is this exhibited to the view and observation of the whole world! 
Here are instances of prophecies delivered above three thousand years 
ago, and yet, as we see, fulfilling in the world at this very time; and 
what stronger proof can we desire of the divine legation of Moses? 
How these instances may affect others, I  know not; bnt, for myself, 
must acknowledge they not only convince but amaze and astonish me 
beyond expression.’’ Ckiuld human sagacity have uttered these proph
ecies? If  not, then were they given by inspiration of Heaven ; and if 
10, as Keith has observed, then “ the Bible m true—infidelity is con
founded forever, and we may address its patrons in the language of St 
Paul: ‘Behold, ye despisers, and wonder, and perish !” ’

Before we close our notice of the fulfillment of prophecy in relation 
to the Jews, we call attention to that remarkable prediction concerning 
their restoration from the Babylonian captivity, effected through the 
instrumentality of Cyrus, the Persian king.

In the forty-fourth and forty-fifth chapters of Isaiah, that prophet 
utters on this subject the following prediction;

“ Thus saith the Lord, thy Redeemer, . . . that saith to Jerusalem, 
Thou shalt be inhabited; and to the cities of Judah, Ye shall be built, 
and I  will raise up the decayed places thereof; that saith to the deep. Be 
dry, and I  will dry up thy rivers; that saith of Cyrus, He is my shep
herd, and shall perform all my pleasure; even saying to Jerusalem, 
Tliou shalt be built; and to the temple, Thy foundation shall belaid. 
Tlius saith the Lord to his anointed, to Cyrus, whose right-hand I have 
holden to subdue nations before him ; and I  will loose the loins of kings 
to open before him the two-leaved gates, and the gates shall not be 
abut . . .  I  will break in pieces the gates of brass, and cut in sunder 
the bars of iron. And I  will give thee the treasures of darkness, and
hidden riches of secret places.”

The first thing to be noted in relation to this astonishing predictios



is, that it was uttered by Isaiah, according to all chronology, more than 
a century before Cyrus was born, and more than two centuries before 
its fulfillment in the taking of Babylon.

Josephus records that Cyrus, after he had entered Babylon, was 
shown a copy of the prophecy of Isaiah, in which the name of the Per
sian monarch was mentioned as the instrument througli whom the Jew
ish people should be restored to their own land. He adds, also, that 
this restoration under Cyrus occurred just seventy years after the Jews 
had been carried into captivity; thereby fulfilling the prediction of 
Jeremiah, uttered before the destruction of Jerusalem by Nebuchadnez
zar, that after they had served the King of Babylon and his posterity 
seventy years they should be restored to the land of their fathers. Jose
phus also testifies that the prediction of Isaiah concerning Cyrus had 
been given “ one hundred and forty years before the temple was de
molished.” So that there can be no doubt that this prediction, in 
which the Persian king is named and his taking of the city of Baby
lon so graphically described, had been published among the Jews, and 
that its inspired author was dead long before the event took place. 
Were there no other specification in the prophecy, but simply the nam
ing of Cyrus as the instrument through whom the Jews should be de
livered from their captivity, this would be one of the most remarkable, 
and, to my mind, one of the most convincing, prophecies of the Bible. 
But look at the number and striking character of the specifications; 
and then the wonderful exactitude of the fulfillment.

Cyrus is not only God’s “shepherd ” and his “ anointed ” to “ perform 
his pleasure” in the deliverance of his people, but through his instru
mentality Jerusalem is to be inhabited, the rivers are to be dried up, 
the cities to be rebuilt, Jerusalem to be rebuilt, the foundation of the 
temple to be relaid, the loins of kings to be loosed, the gates of brass 
opened, the bars of iron broken, and the treasures of darkness given to 
Cyrus! Here are ten distinct specifications, all plain and obvious to the 
senses of every beholder, so that misapprehension is an irapossibirity. 
But next, behold the fulfillment! Every single specification, accord
ing to the most authentic and uncontradicted testimony of all ancient 
history, is most fully and most clearly fulfilled. Who can doubt that 
the cities of Judea were rebuilt after the return of the Jews? that 
Jerusalem, their dilapidated capital, was again reared up? that the 
Jews returned, and again dwelt in their city ? that the channel of the 
Euphrates was dried up, and its waters turned in another direction ? 
that the temple was again erected under the superintendence cf Ezra 
and Nehemiah ? that the gates of brass and the bars of iron, placed at
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thu passage of the river, gave way for the entrance of Cyrus and his 
army ? that the “ loins ” of Belshazzar were “ loosed,” and that his 
knees were smiting together, and that he was quaking with alarm from 
the “ handwriting upon the wall,” at the very moment when Cyrus was 
entering with his hosts by the “ two-leaved gates that had been left 
open? and that Cyrus soon possessed himself, amid the darkness of the 
night, of the immense “ treasures ” of that wealthy metropolis? Thus 
all the specifications were met. The prediction and fulfillment em
braced each other. The evangelical prophet was seen to be a faithful 
chronicler of posthumous history. His mission was honored with the 
seal of Heaven’s authority; and an evidence from prophecy in favor 
of the divine inspiration of the Scriptures was here exhibited for the 
confirmation of the Church, too overwhelmingly conclusive to be de
molished by the assaults of infidelity.

854

QUESTIONS ON

Questioh 1. What is the second grand 
division of external evidence ?

2. In what sense is the evidence from 
prophecy miraeuloutf 

S. Is the evidence from prophecy abso
lutely conclusive ?

4. What is the character of the evidence
based on our own senses or expe
rience 7

5. In  judging of the evidence from
prophecy, what two points are spe
cially important? 

t What are the eUmenlt of a real 
prophecy 7

CHAPTEB XIV.

7. What three rules are given for judg
ing of the force of prophetic testi
mony ?

8. What predictions concerning the
Jews are given, and can their ful
fillment be shown?

9. What was the prediction concerning
their restoration from the Baby
lonian captivity, and how was it 
fulfilled?

10. What number of specifications are
found in the prediction here given?

11. Can it be shown how each was ful
fiUed?

- f f  I f  : i  ; .
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C H A P T E R  X V . ‘

PROPHECIES IN  RELATION TO N IN EV EH , BABYLON, AND TYRE.

Besides the prophecies couceruing the Jewish nation, some of 
which we have briefly noticed, the Old Testament records many strik
ing predictions in relation to several of the neighboring nations and 
cities, which have been fulfllled in a very exact and impressive manner. 
Our limits will not allow us to enter into a particular discussion of 
these prophecies, but we would refer those who wish to examine them 
particularly to the writings of Bishop Newton and the Rev. Alexander 
Keith.

We will, however, make a few remarks in reference to Nineveh, Bwb~ 
ylon, and l)/re.

Nineveh was the ancient capital of Assyria, and was at one time “ an 
exceeding great city, three days’ journey’’ in circuit, and numbering 
more than six hundred thousand souls (Jonah iii. 3). I t was in a 
prosperous condition up to the period at which it comes under the 
notice of prophecy. Nahum is the prophet who utters the prediction 
concerning this city, and Diodoms Siculus is the principal historian 
who records the fulfillment.

The prophet, while yet the hum of business and the noise of revelry 
and dissipation were heard in the streets and halls of this wicked and 
voluptuous metropolis, lifted up his voice and pronounced its coming 
doom. He declared that, suddenly and unexpectedly, the city should 
be overtaken with a complete and final overthrow. Amid the drunk
enness and debauchery of the king, his courtiers, and his soldiers, they 
were to be defeated and despoiled of their wealth. With flood and 
flame, their proud capital was to be totally and irretrievably ruined 
The prophet’s words are: “ The Lord will make an utter end of Uit 
place. Aflliction shall not rise up the second time; she is empty, void, 
and waste: the Lord will make Nineveh a desolation, and dry like a 
wilderness. How is she become a desolation—a place for beasts to lie 
down in ! *’

In a little over one century from the announcement of the approach
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iug ruin by the inspired prophet, all that he had spoken came to pass 
—that is, the calamities threatened were realized—the judgment came 
as it had been foretold. But it had also been foretold that this judg
ment should never be removed; and there, upon that devoted spot, it 
rests to this day! In the second century, Lucian searched for the spot 
where Nineveh once stood, but he found no vestige of it remain
ing, and declared that “ none could tell where it was once situated.” 
And till recently none could point to the ground pressed by the fook 
steps of Jonah, as he preached repentance to the Ninevites. Let the 
proud skeptic, before he scoffs at the prophecies of the Bible, account 
for the standing miracle we here behold! When that rich metropolis 
of the first great empire of earth was yet standing in all its greatness 
and glory, who but Omniscience covM have foreseen that so soon it 
would perish and be blotted out forever? How true are the predictions 
of Heaven! Where God has made a record by the pen of prophecy, 
neither the mutations of earth nor the ravages of. time can efface the
changeless impress! , i •

Babylon, the renowned metropolis of Chaldea, figures largely in 
prophetic scripture. Mr. Richard Watson remarks that “ the reasons 
why prophecies, so numerous and particular, were recorded concerning 
Babylon, appear to have been: 1. That Babylon was the great oppressor 
of the Jews. 2. That it was the type of all the powerful persecuting 
enemies of the Church of God, especially of Rome, and in its fate they 
may read their own. 3. That the accomplishment of prophecy, in the 
destruction of so eminent an empire, might give a solemn testimony to 
the truth of the Scriptures to the whole earth, and to all ages.

To transcribe all the prophetic scriptures relating to Babylon, would 
require more space than our plan will allow for the whole subject. All 
we propose is, a glance at the nature of the Christian evidence derived 
from this source. The most numerous and important predictions under 
this head are furnished us by the Prophets Isaiah and Jeremiah. The 
words of the former, so far as the taking of Babylon by, Cyrus and the 
releasing of the Jews from captivity are concerned, have already been
noticed.

We now call attention to the predictions concerning the complete 
destruction of Babylon, and the utter desolation by which the place it 
once occupied with so much pride and pomp was to be cursed. In the 
words of Jeremiah, it was foretold, at a time when Babylon was in all 
its pride and greatness, that Babylon should “ be desolate forever. . . . 
Every purpose of the Lord shall be performed against Babylon, to, 
make the land of Babylon a desolation without an inhabitant . . .



Babylon ehall become lieaps, a dwelling-place for dragons, an astonish
ment and a hissing, without an inhabitant. . . . Her cities are a deso
lation, a dry land, and a wilderness, a land wherein no man dwelleth, 
neither doth any son of man pass thereby. . . . The wild beasts of the 
desert with the wild beasts of the islands shall dwell there, and the owls 
shall dwell therein; and it shall be no more inhabited forever; neither 
shall it be dwelt i .. from generation to generation. As God overthrew 
Sodom and Gomorrah, and the neighbor cities thereof, saith the Lord, 
BO shall no man abide there, neither shall any son of man dwell therein.” 
Jer. 1., li.

The Prophet Isaiah speaks as follows: “ Babylon, the glory of king
doms, the beauty of the Chaldees’ excellency, shall be as when God 
overthrew Sodom and Gomorrah.. It shall never be inhabited, neither 
shall it be dwelt in from generation to generation; neither shall the 
Arabian pitch tent there; neither shall the shepherds make their fold 
there. But wild beasts of the desert shall lie there; and their houses 
shall be full of doleful creatures; and owls shall dwell there, and satyrs 
shall dance there. And the wild beasts of the islands shall cry in their 
desolate houses, and dragons in their pleasant palaces.” Isa. xiii.

The fact is unquestionable that these predictions w'ere uttered, and 
recorded in the sacred writings of the Jews, while Babylon was yet 
in its greatest strength and prosperity. According to the chronology 
of Horne, Isaiah commenced his prophetic career more than eighi 
hundred years before Christ; Jeremiah more than six hundred years 
before Christ; and Jerusalem was taken by Nebuchadnezzar and 
the Jews carried captive six hundred and six years before Christ— 
while Jeremiah was exercising the prophetic office. But the Jews had 
been seventy years in their captivity before they were delivered by Cyrus; 
hence it is evident that Isaiah must have delivered his predictions con
cerning the downfall of Babylon at least two centuries before these 
calamities commenced; and Jeremiah must have delivered his predic
tions on the subject about a century before the conquest of Babylon by 
Cyrus, for he died, as is supposed, in Egypt, in a year or two after the 
commencement of the captivity, having exercised his prophetic office 
more than forty years.

The evidence, then, is complete, that while Babylon was yet the most 
wealthy and prosperous city the world had ever seen, and all the sur- 
nunding country unparalleled in fertility, and while the powerful and 
haughty monarch, peacefully occupying his throne of grandeur, was 
boastfully exclaiming, “ Is not this great Babylon which /h a v e  built 
by the might of my power, and for the honor of my majesty?”—wbiU 
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• • tl.Ht “ wonder of tlie world,” the metrop-

c » ~ .  ra e m e d . .~d w vele i, .1 »  l .» e  d .s«nb« l.
fate of Babylon, and portrayed the astounding desolation and rum whic 
forages paŝ ^̂ ^̂  refgned throughout all that once prosperous country, 
have^been unable to perform this task in more truthlul or graphic Ian- 
.mage than that furnished by the inspired prophets three thmisand yean 
ago when the Euphrates flowed through the most fertile plains upon eai th, 
r d ’S  m ajestircity-the mistress of t l - a t i o n s - s . t  up o n ^
What philosopher or politician, gazing then upon Babylon with her 
sixty miles of circum fLice, inclosed by a wall eighty-seveii feet th ck 
and three hundred and fifty feet high-w ith her ieraple of 
1 s t  magnificent structure the world ever saw -w ith  her wonderful 
hanging-gardens, and her two hundred and fifty imposing towers, some 
Jf tL m  L k in g  down upon the city from an altitude of more than s^
hundred feet, and casting their shade far ^^^1
what philosopher, politician, or “ wise man of the East, under s 
circumstances, by any human foresight y- T
dieted the ruin and desolation which have long brooded over that

‘'“t  d 'i r b l g  .he distric. .here  Bebylon once «ood, Mignae » y .. 
“ Our path lay through the great mass of ruined heaps on the site of 
‘s lunken  Babylon;’ and I am perfectly incapable of conveying an 
adequate idea of the dreary, lonely nakedness that appeared before 
P o r lr  testifies that “ a silence profound as the grave reigns throughout 
the ruins Babylon is now a silent scene-a sublime solitude. Kau- 
wolf,in the sixteenth century, says: “ The eye wanders over a barren 
desert, in which the ruins are nearly the only indication that it ever haa 
been inhabited.’’ Keppel remarks: “ It is impossible to behold the 
scene and not be reminded how exactly the predictions of Isaiah and 
Jeremiah have been fulfilled.’’ The place is also full of “ doleful crea
ture* ” The lion has his lair among the rums and caverns; the hyena, 
the jackal, the owl, and the bat, are there in great numbers. M.gnan
adds- “ Venomous reptiles are very numerous throughout the rums . .
On pacing over the loose stones and fragments of brick-work which lay 
scattered through the immense fabric, and surveying the sublimity of Je  
ruins, I  naturally recurred te the time when these walls stood proudty 
in their original splendor; when the halls were the scenes of festive 
m agnificent and when they resounded to the voices of those whom
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death has loug since swept from the earth. This very pile was once the 
seat of luxury and vice, now abandoned to decay, and exhibiting a 
melancholy instance of the retribution of Heaven. I t  stands alone. 
The solitary habitation of the goat-herd marks not the forsaken site.” 
Frederick, speaking of the ruins of Babylon, says: “ Neither of the 
wall nor of the ditch has been seen the least ve.“tige by any modern 
traveler. Within twenty-one miles distance along the Euphrates, and 
twelve miles across it in breadth, I  was unable to perceive any thing that 
could admit of my imagining that either a wall or ditch had existed 
within this extensive area.” Xeppel adds: “ The divine predictions 
against Babylon have been so totally fulfilled in the appearance of the 
ruins, that I am disposed to give the fullest signification to the words 
of Jeremiah : ‘The broad walls of Babylon shall be utterly broken.’ ” 

Porter describes his emotions, on looking upon the scene, in the fol
lowing language: “ The whole view was particularly solemn. The 
majestic stream of the Euphrates, wandering in solitude like a pilgrim 
monarch through the silent ruins of his devastated kingdom, still 
appeared a noble river, under all the disadvantages of its desert-tracked 
course. Its banks were hoary with reeds, and the gray osier willows 
were yet there on which the captives of Israel hung up their harps, 
and, while Jerusalem was not, refused to be comforted. But how is the 
rest of the scene changed since then! At that time those broken hills 
were palaces—those long, undulating mounds, streets—this vast soli
tude, filled with the busy subjects of the proud daughter of the East; 
now, wasted with misery, her habitations are not to be found, and, for 
herself, the worm is spread over her.”

We will conclude our remarks, in reference to Babylon, by a quota
tion from the Rev. Alexander Keith; “ Has not every purpose of the 
Lord been performed against Babylon? What mortal shall give a 
negative answer to the questions subjoined by the author of these very 
prophecies?—‘Who hath declared this from ancient time? Who hath 
told it from that time? Have not I, the Lord? And there is no God 
beside me—declaring tbe end from the beginning, and from ancient times 
the things that are not yet done, saying. My counsel shall stand, and 
I will do all my pleasure.’ The records of the human race, it has been 
said with truth, do not present a contrast more striking than that 
between the primeval magnificence of Babylon and its long desolation. 
How few spots are there on earth of which we have so clear and faith
ful a picture as prophecy gave of fallen Babylon, when no spot on 
earth resembled it less than its present desolate, solitary site I Or could 
any prophecies respecting any single place be more precise, or wonder
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ftil, 01 numerous, or true, or more gradually accomplished thrcugh
many generations?”

Ttfre was another ancient city, once famed for its wealth and comme^ 
cial imporUnce. During its days of prosperity it was no less remarkable 
for its luxury, pride, and wickedness, of almost every description, than 
for its opulence and commercial advantages. As a just punishment for 
the abominations of its inhabitants, the prophets had predicted its over
throw. In these predictions there are several remarkable specifica
tions which have been fulfilled with great exactness. To some of these
we will call attention.

F irst It was foretold that Tyre should be destroyed by “ Nebuchad
nezzar, King of Babylon.” And we have the testimony of Josephus, 
that this Chaldean king, with his armies, besieged Tyre for thirteen 
years. He demolished the strong walls of the city, put to the sword 
the inhabitants who failed to escape in their ves^ls, plundered the city 
of its immense treasure, and left it a desolate ruin.

Secondly. I t  was foretold that, after an interval of seventy years, the 
city should be restored, and the inhabitants should return to their mer
chandise and their gain; and again, that it should be destroyed the 
second time, and that after this the people would turn away from their 
idolatry to the worship of the true God. Again, it was foretold that the 
city should be at length so totally destroyed as to become “ like the top 
of a rock—a place to spread nets upon; ” and that it should “ be built 
no more.”

After the destruction of Tyre by Nebuchadnezzar, it was rebuilt on 
an island a short distance from the site of the old city.  ̂I t  was pre- 
dicteil that this second city should be consumed by fire. This overthrow 
of the second or insular Tyre was the work of Alexander the Great 
It required him a seven months’ siege and immense labor to take the 
city. Using the rubbish and the dilapidated materials of the old city, 
he built a causevvay from the main land to the island, so that his forces 
could pass over and bring their engines of war to play upon the walls 
of the city. Alexander exercised great cruelty toward such as fell into 
his hands in the taking of Tyre. Eight thousand he put to the sword, 
two thousand he crucified, and thirty thousand he sold for slaves.

The taking of the city by Nebuchadnezzar is foretold by Ezekiel.
Ezek. xxvi. 7-12.

The seventy years of desolation that were to intervene before the r»  
toration of the city were foretold by Isaiah and Jeremiah. Isa. xxiiL
15-18; Jer. xxv. 11, 12.

The taking of the insular city by Alexander was predicted by
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Isaiah, Ezekiel, and Zechariah. Isa. xxiii. 6; Ezek. xxvii. 32; Zech. 
ix. 3, 4.

That all these prophecies were fulfilled with great exactitude, is tes
tified by the histories of Josephus, Diodorus Siculus, and Quintus Cur
tins.

But the point which we wish more particularly to note is, the pre
diction that Tyre should be finally destroyed, and so utterly blotted 
out as to become “ like the top of a rock,” and “ should be built no 
more.”

Ezekiel says: “And they shall destroy the walls of Tyrus, and break 
down her towers: J  will also scrape her dust from her, and make her 
like the top of a rock. It shall be a place for the spreading of nets in 
the midst of the sea.” Ezek. xxvi. 4, 5. Again, in the fourteenth 
verse, he repeats: “And I will make thee like the top of a rock: thou 
shalt be a place to spread nets upon; thou shalt be built no more.” 
Again: “ I  will make thee a terror, and thou shalt be no more.” 
Verse 21.

In reference to these prophecies, there is a seeming discrepancy—Tyre 
is to “ be no more,” and yet it is still to^be “ like the top of a rock—a 
place to spread nets upon.” But how exactly is this explained by the 
event of the fulfillment! for the old part of the city has never been 
rebuilt—“ thou shalt be built no more;” but where the insular city 
stood there are a few miserable inhabitants who subsist mainly by fish 
ing, and “ spread their nets” to dry “ upon the rock.”

Who can fail to notice the exact accomplishment of the distinct 
items in these prophecies ? Alexander, in the taking of Tyre, formed 
II “ mound from the continent to the island, and the ruins of old Tyre 
afforded ready materials for the purpose. The soil and rubbish were 
gathered and heaped; and the mighty conqueror, who afterward failed 
in raising again any of the ruins of Babylon, cast those of Tyre into 
the sea, and scraped her very dust from her. Volney said, in his “ Ruins,” 
that “ the whole village of Tyre contains only fifty or sixty poor fami
lies, who live obscurely on the produce of their little ground and a tri
fling fishery.” With this description agrees that of travelers generally. 
Bruce says: “ Tyre is a rock whereon fishers dry their nets.”

Cotovicus visited Syria in 1598. He testifies that “ Tyre appears to 
be utterly ruined, so that it has ceased to be any longer a city, and 
only some inconsiderable vestiges of her former ruins are now visible. 
If  you except a few arches and baths, and some ruined walls and cot 
lapsed towers, and mere rubbish, there is now nothing of Tyre to b* 
discerned,”
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Maundrell says: “ On the north side it has an oW, ungarrjsone 
Turkish castle, besides which you see nothing but a niere Babel oi 
broken walls, pillars, vaults, etc., there being not so much as o j  ente 
house left; its present inhabitants only a tew poor wretches, harboring 
themselves in the vaults, and subsisting chiefly on 
be preserved in this place by Divine Providence, as a visible argum . 
how God has fulfilled, his word concerning Tyre, that it should b 
the top of a ro c k -a  place for fishers to dry their nets on.

That we may see the conclusive force of the argument from prop ecy,
BO far as the fate of Tyre, Babylon, Nineveh, and other ancien cities, 
is concerned, it is only necessary for us to reflect th«t the Prediction 
concerning any one city can be applied to it alone. e P™P
were not divinely inspired, but announced their predictions by mere 
human sagacity or guess, how happens it that they were never in error, 
that their guess was never wrong, and their sagacity never at fault 
Why is it that the predictions concerning Babylon were not rnet in 
case of Tyre, and those relating to Tyre in the case of Babylon? A 
Dr. Nelson has sensibly remarked: “ Suppose it had been said of som 
other city besides Babylon, that it should become pools of wat^, and 
never more inhabited; may not our curiosity be somewhat excited whe 
we notice that, of the thousand proud and wicked cities around th 
prophet did not happen to write these things of any, Babylon excepted 
And had they been written of any other one city, town, or village, that 
was or has been upon the face of the earth, we know of none where 
their truth could be seen. These, and the other particular we have 
noticed, came to pass many centuries after these books of prophecy 
were written. May we not inquire, with some degree of wonder. bup 
pose some writer of the Old Testament had happened to conjecture and 
vi^te concerning Damascus, Sidon, Jerusalem, Jericho, Nineveh, or any 
city, town, or village, except Tyre, that the soil on which it stood shoidd 
be scraped away, and fishermen’s nets rest upon its nakedness, who 
could point to its accomplishment ? On- the broad surface of the earth, 
or along the protracted shores of the ocean, the prophet was surely 
fortunate to hit upon the only spot where these things did happen. 
Long and dreadful calamities were threatened to Jerusalena; but sup 
pose it had been said that owls and tigers should inhabit pleasant pal
aces there, how many thousands now would clap their hands, rejoicing 
that such a conjecture was ever made! Suppose some one, two 
thousand years ago, had ventured to guess that the tune wou 
come when a shepherd would be afraid to drive his flock where Pal
myra of the desert then stood, or through Athens, Ephesus, or Boms
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name any spot you please, but one—and wliere would Ids reputation 
stand ? ”

Another thing to be considered in regard to these predictions con
cerning particular cities is, that the events foretold are often tlie most 
improbable that, according to human reason and foresiglit, could well 
be imagined. How strangely improbable was it that the great Nineveh 
should be so wiped from existence that none could tell where once she 
stood ! How astonishing that the mighty Babylon should be doomed 
the fee-simple and uncontested heritage of “ doleful cieatures,” ravenous 
beasts, and poisonous reptiles; and that those rich and fertile plains 
should be consigned to remediless and perpetual sterility I And how 
marvelous that the wealthy and magnificent Tyre, at that time the 
mistress of the ocean and the greatest commercial emporium of the 
world, and so favorably situated for a perpetual career of wealth, 
prosperity, and importance, should so soon become a desolation, 
and the very “ dust be scraped” from where she stood and cast into 
the seal Though more than two thousand years have passed since 
the prophetic word was uttered, yet to this day the curious traveler, 
as he looks upon the spot where ancient Tyre once rose in so much 
magnificence and grandeur, may behold in the “ fishermens’ nets” 
whitening “ upon the top of the rock” the “ finger of God” pointing to 
the verification of prophecy, as a demonstration to the world, through 
its successive ages, that the Bible is true. The mightiest achievements 
of human genius and power, the admiration of nations, and the “ won
der of the world,” are made tributary to the divine behests; and whether 
in smoldering ruins or in dreary wastes they yet exist, or whether they 
have passed from earth away, leaving no trace behind—in either case, 
those ruins and those wastes, or the fact that none such exist, shall stand 
before the world as Heaven’s visible and abiding witness, that “ holy 
men of Goil spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.”
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QUESTIONS ON
Qobstioh 1. What prophecy concerning 

Nineveh is quoted ?
2. How is its fulfillment shown ?
3, How long before the event had the

overthrow of that city been pre
dicted?

4 What reasons may be assigned for the 
fact that Babylon figures so largely 
in prophecy?

5. What prophets furnish the most of 
these predictions ?

3 Enumerate some of the most strik
ing, and show how they were ful
filled.

CHAPTER XV.
7. What travelers ha /e  described the

ruins of Babylon, as foretold by 
prophecy ?

8. For what was Tyre once remarkahlsT
9. W hat predictions are quoted con

cerning this city ?
10. How is a seeming discrepancy in the

prophecy explained?
11. What travelers are quoted concern

ing Tyre?
12. How were the predictions fulfilled,

and what is the proof?
13. What remarkable characteristic had

all these prediction!?
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C H A P T E R  X V I.

PROPHECIES IN  RELATION TO MESSIAH.

In considering the prophecies respecting Messiah, we can but briefly 
glance at a few of the most important. Although the genuineness and 
authenticity of the Old Testament, containing these prophecies, have- 
been sufficiently established in a preceding chapter; yet it maybe 
proper here to remark that, in reference to the subject now before us, 
we have a pledge against the possibility of corruption or interpolation 
that does not apply so forcibly to any other portion of the Old Testa* 
raent. This is furnished us by the fact that the Jews, the original and 
special guardians of these Scriptures, have still in their possession the 
same Old Testament which they profess to have received from the be
ginning; and this Jewish copy perfectly corresponds with that now in 
use among Christians. And as the Jews are known to have ever 
been the bitterest enemies of Christianity, we may be certain that 
they never would have changed any of those predictions concerning 
Messiah so as to favor the Christian cause. Could they have been 
tempted to undertake such a fraud, they unquestionably would have 
aimed at such alterations as would have made against instead of for. 
Christianity. But while the facts just stated secure us against the pos
sibility of any corruption of the record since the coming of Christ, the 
existence of the Septuagint version, and of the Samaritan copy of the 
Pentateuch, and various other considerations set forth in a former 
chapter, demonstrate that there could have been no fraudulent altera
tions made in these writings for centuries before.

We have every evidence, then, that the nature of the subject admits 
to satisfy us that all those predictions in the Old Testament, upon 
which Christians rely as pointing to Jesus of Nazareth as the Messiah, 
were written many ages before the coming of our Saviour.

The evidence of Christianity derived from this source may be viewed, 
in its application, either against the Jew or against the infidel. In the 
former case, if we can show that these predictions are fulfilled in Jesut, 
af Nazareth, and never have been or can be fulfilled in any other pe^
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«oii, Ihfc Jew will necessarily be compelled to admit the truth of Chris
tianity : but in the controversy with infidelity more will be requisite. 
We must not only show that the prophecies are clearly fulfilled in 
Jesus Christ, but that they are such as could have proceeded from none 
but God. I f  these two points be established, then the truth of Chris
tianity will be demonstrated. That the Jewish nation had for many 
centuries been looking forward to the advent ol an illustrious Deliverer, 
or Messiah, and that this fact was known to the surrounding nations, 
cannot be disputed; but the question before us is. Was that Messiah 
clearly predicted? and were those predictions verified in the person and
history of Jesus ?

The predictions of the Old Testament relating to Messiah are ex
ceedingly numerous. Beside types, many of whieh are remarkably 
plain and striking, and remote allusions, and figurative expressions, 
which evidently refer to Christ, though with a degree of indirectness, 
there are as many as a hundred passages making a plain and direct ref
erence to him; any one of which, in its fulfillment, furnishes proof that 
it could only have proceeded from Omniscience. What, then, must be 
the weight of the testimony when all these evidences are combined?

The first intimation of a coming Messiah is found in a laconic sen 
tence delivered almost immediately after the fall. It was there an
nounced that the “ seed of the woman should bruise the head of the 
serpent.” In this prediction is clearly foretold that unmitigated war
fare between good and evil, light and darkness, holiness and sin—the 
kingdom of God on the one hand, and the kingdom of Satan on the 
other—which then commenced, and which in every age and in every 
part of the world has been perpetuated to the present day. We wit
ness it in the crime of Cain and in the faith of Abel, in the preaching 
of Enoch and Noah and in the wickedness of the antediluvians, in the 
patriarchal, Jewish, and Christian dispensations, and in every age and 
everywhere, in the efforts of the bad to corrupt the good, and of the 
good to reform the bad. Now, we ask, who but Omniscience could, in 
the world’s infancy, have pictured so truthfully its history for all time 
to come?

This j romise was afterward given in an enlarged form to Abraham: 
“ 1 will multiply thy seed as the stars of the heaven, and as the sand 
which is upon the sea-shore; and thy seed shall possess the gate of hie 
enemies ; and in thy seed shall all the nations of the earth be blessed. 
Gen. xxii. 17, 18. Here we see not only the numerous posterity of 
Abraham foretold, but also the fact that Messiah was to descend from 
dim, and that all nations were to share the blessings of his reign,



We wilJ now call attention to some of those prophecies of Messiah 
more specific in their character.

1. The TIM E at which he was to appear was distinctly noted in 
prophecy: “ The scepter shall not depart from Judah, nor a lawgiver 
from between his feet, until Shiloh come.” Gen. xlix. 10. In this pas
sage one particular is fixed as to the time of Messiah’s advent. He 
was to come before the scepter had departed from Judah. Dr. Clarke 
thinks the true reading of this passage requires the word tribe instead 
Kepler. I f  this be correct, then the meaning is, that Shiloh must ap
pear before Judah shall cease to exist as a distinct tribe. And so he 
did—for this distinction of the tribes was not confounded and lost till 
the nationality of the Jews was destroyed by the Romans a short time 
after Christ. But let the word be taken as we have it in our version, 
“scepter,” and it may apply either to the political or ecclesiastical 
“scepter.” It is well known that the Romans at the time of our Sav
iour, though they had conquered and brought the Jews under tribute, 
did not interfere at all with their religious institutions; and as religion 
and politics in the Jewish economy were one united system, the Jews 
were still allowed, to a great extent, to govern themselves; so that 
when Jesus appeared, the “ scepter” had not yet “ departed from Judah 
nor a lawgiver from between bis feet.” The Jewish kings were of the 

I  family of David, of the tribe of Judah, up to the time of the captivity;
 ̂ and afterward their governors, whether under the Persians, Greeks, or 
I Romans, were continued in the same line. Indeed, when the ten tribes
I revolted, the tribe of Benjamin was blended with that of Ju d ah ; by
* it the authority of the nation was ever wielded—from it the nation 
f took its name.

The principal members of their Sanhedrim and their chief rulers, 
though their dominion was sometimes interrupted by foreign interfer
ence, always belonged to the tribe of Judah. Thus we see that up 
to the coming of Jesus the “ scepter,” in an important sense, was re
tained by “ Judah,” and a “ lawgiver from between his feet,” was rec
ognized. But very soon after that period that “ scepter” and “ law
giver” departed ; and, in the necessity of the case, must have departed 
forever—for their tribes have been confounded, and their nationality 
destroyed for many centuries. The “ scepter” has “ departed from 

I Judah, and Shiloh has “ come.” Let the wandering and commin- 
i gled tribes read this prophecy, and believe in Jesus.
 ̂ Again, the Prophet Daniel, about six hundred years before Christ 

foretold the very year in which he should suffer death. H ij words 
are; “ Seventy weeks are determined upon thy people and uj>on thj
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holy city, to finish the transgression, and to make an end of sins, and 
to make reconciliation for iniquity, and to bring in everlasting right
eousness, and to seal up the vision and prophecy, and to anoint the
Most Holy.” Dan. ix. 24.

Agreeably to the unanimous opinion of the learned in Scripture 
prophecy, weeks are to be computed according to the Jewish mode of 
reckoning Sabbatic years, counting each week as a week of years. Hence, 
the “ seventy weeks” of Daniel amount to just four hundred and ninety- 
years.

Dr. Clarke remarks that “ most learned men agree that the death of 
Christ happened at the Passover, in the month Nisan, in the four tJwu- 
sand seven hundred and foHy-sixth year of the Julian period. Four 
hundred and ninety years, reckoned back from the above year, leads us di
rectly to the month Nisan in the four thousand two hundred and fifty-sixth 
year of the same period—the very month and year in which Ezra had 
bis commission from Artaxerxes Longimanus, king of Persia (see Ezra 
vii. 9), to restore and rebuild Jerusalem.”

Again, the p l a c e  in which the Messiah should be born had been 
named in prophecy. “ But thou Bethlehem Ephratah, though thou be 
little among the thousands of Judah, yet out of thee shall he come 

unto me that is to be Ruler in Israel.” Micali v. 2.

[P. ii b. i

Isaiah predicted the miraculous ivorks of Messiah. “ Then the eyes of 
the blind shall be opened, and the ears of the deaf shall be unstopped. 
Then shall the lame man leap as a hart, and the tongue of the dumb 
sing.” Read the history of Jesus in the writings of the evangelists, and
see how literal the fulfillment.

Once more, in the fifty-third chapter of Isaiah there are found so 
many minute facts in reference to the character, life, and death, of 
Messiah, which are all so literally fulfilled in the history of Jesus that j 
it is quite impossible to account for the wonderful coincidences, except . 
u]>on the supposition that the prophecy was written after the crucifix- | 
ion of Jesus, or that it was dictated by divine inspiration. That the ! 
former supposition cannot be true, we have already shown beyond the j 
possibility of a reasoiiable doubt j and that the latter must be true, we , 
are compelled to believe, or discard the dictates of common sense.

But let us look at some of these minutely descriptive items. Messiah \ 
was to be manifested in a low and humble condition: “ He hath no form : 
nor comeliness, and no beauty that we should desire him.” He was to I 
be treated with contempt: “ He was despised and rejected of men . . . ^  
we esteemed him not.” He was to be a man of great yrief and sorrow; '<
“A man bt sorrows and acquainted with grief; and we hid, as it were, out
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faces from him.” He was to sujfer/or o<Aer«; “ Surely he hath borue our 
griefs, and carried our sorrows. . . .  He was wounded for our transgres
sions, he was bruised for our iniquities; the chastisement of oui peace 
was upon him, and with his stripes we are healed.” He was to be 
meek and submissive amid his sufferings: “ He is brought as a lamo to 
the slaughter, and as a sheep before lier shearers is dumb, so he ojieneth 
not his mouth.” He was to be harmless and blameless in his life: “ He 
had done no violence, neither was any deceit in his'mouth,” He war 

 ̂ to be put to death under circumstances of ignominy: “ He was numbered
; with the transgressors.” He was to be honored in his burial: He was

1“ with the rich in his death.” He was to intercede for others: “ He 
made intercession for the transgressors.”

It is impossible for any one to read this life-like picture of the Mes- 
F siah, and compare it with the history of Jesus as portrayed by the 

evangelists, without being impressed with the conviction that the one is 
the exact similitude of the other. No painter ever drew a picture 
more like the original than is this description of Isaiah like the reality 
we behold in the life and death of Jesus. As we read the prophet’s 
simple and pathetic statements, we can almost see the blessed Saviour 
as looking down upon Jerusalem he “ wept over it,” or as standing at 
the tomb of Lazarus he mingled his tears with those of Martha and 
Mary, or when he came near the final tragedy as he stood first before 
Caiaphas, then before Pilate, next before Herod, then again before 

[ Pilate, and lastly on the Mount of Crucifixion. In all the scenes here
I exhibited we see the exact pencilings of the prophet, only that the
I lines are more distinct and the colors more vivid. Who can contem-
I plate these glowing prophecies, and mark the exact accomplishment in
I every particular, and fail to recognize the hand of God ? Isaiah wrote
I nearly six hundred years before Jesus was born, yet he describes his
I character as though every scene in his history were then before his
i eyes. Is this the result of mere human foresight? Can it be the
J achievement of chance ? And how can we account for the fact, that of
r all the thousands of the descendants of Abraham these predictions are
: all fulfilled in Jesus of Nazareth, and in him alone? Surely he is the
I Messiah, and the Bible is true !
I Numerous other minute circumstances concerning Messiah were 
I predicted in the Old Testament, a few of which we here mention,
i He was to be bom of a virgin (Isa. vii. 14). He was to come in
I spirit and power of Elijah (Malachi iii. 1, 4, 5). He was to be a

I prophet (Deut. xvii. 15-18). He was to enter Jerusalem riding upm
in ass (Zech. ix. 9). He was to be betrayed and sold for thirty piea»
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of silver (Zech. xi. 12). With his price the potter s field was to be bought 
(Zech. xi. 13). That vinegar and should he given hiiii in his thirst, 
and lots east for his vesture (Ps. xxii. 18). That not a bone of him should 
be broken (Ps. xxxiv. 20). That his side should be pierced (Zech. xii. 10). 
That lie should teach in parables (Ps. Ixxviii. 2).

How remarkably and exactly all these predictions were fulfilled in 
Jesus, we need not show: the New Testament reader is familiar with 
the facts. How shall we account for these minute predictions, and 
their exact fulfillment? “ There is no possible means of evading the 
evidence of the fulfillment of these predictions in the person of our 
Lord, unless it could be shown that Jesus and his disciples, by some 
kind of concert, naade the events of his life and death to correspond 
with the prophecies, in orderto substantiate his claim to the Messiahship. 
No infidel has ever been so absurd as to hazard this opinion, except Lord 
Bolingbroke; and his observations may be taken as a most triumphant 
prool'of the force of this evidence from prophecy, when an hypothesis so 
extravagant was resorted to by an acute mind in order to evade it. This 
noble writer asserts that Jesus Christ brouglit on his own death by a 
scries of willful and preconcerted measures, merely to give his disciples 
the triumph of an appeal to the old prophecies. But this hypothesis 
does not I’each the case; and to have succeedeil, he ought to have shown 
that our Lord preconcerted his descent from David, his being born of a 
virgin, his birth at Bethlehem, and his wonderful endowments of elo
quence and wisdom; that, by some means or other, he willfully made the 
Jews ungrateful to him, who healed their sick and cleansed their lepers; 
and that he not only contrived his own death, but his resurrection and 
his ascension also, and the spread of his religion in opposition to human 
opinion and human power, in order to give his disciples the triumph of 
an appeal to the prophecies 1 These subterfuges of infidels concede the 
point, and show that the truth cannot be denied but by doing the ut
most violence to the understanding.” (Watson’s Institutes.)

We close our remarks on the prophecies of the Old Testament in the 
language of Bishop H u rd ;

“ 1. That prophecy is of a prodigious extent— that it commenced 
from the fall of man, and reaches to the consummation of all things; 
that for many ages it was delivered darkly to few persons, and with 
large intervals from the date of one prophecy to that of another, but 
at length became more clear, more frequent, and was uniformly carried 
on in the line of one peojile, separated from the rest of the world, 
among other leasons assigned for this, principally to be the repository 
of the divine oracles; that, with some intermission, the spirit of piopb-



ecy subsisted among that people to the coming of Christ; that he him
self, and his apostles, exercised this power in the most conspicuous man
ner, and left behind them many predictions recorded in the books of 
the New Testament, which profess to respect very distant events, and 
even run out to the end of time, or, in St. John’s expression, to that 
period when tlie mystery of God shall be perfected (Rev. x. 7).

“ 2. Farther, besides the extent of this prophetic scheme, the dignity 
of the person whom it concerns deserves our consideration. He is d^  
scribed in terms which excite the most august and magnificent ideas. 
He is spoken of, indeed, sometimes as being the seed of the woman, a)td 
as the Son of man, yet so as being at the same time of more than mor
tal extraction. He is even represented to us as being superior to men 
and angels—as far above all principality and power, above all that is 
accounted great, whether in heaven or in earth—as the word and wis
dom of God—as the eternal Son of the Father—as the heir of all 
things, by whom he made the world—as the brightness of his glory, and 
the express image of his person. We have no words to denote greater 
ideas than these: the mind of man cannot elevate itself to nobler con
ceptions. Of such transcendent worth and excellence is that Jesus said 
to be to whom all the prophets bear witness.

“ 3. Lastly, the declared purpose for which the Messiah, prefigured 
by so long a train of prophecy, came into the world corresponds to all 
the rest of the representation. I t was not to deliver an oppressed nation 
from civil tyranny, or to erect a great civil empire, that is to achieve 
one of those acts which history counts most heroic. N o; it was not a 
mighty state, a vidor people— 'Non res Romance perituraque regna’— 
that was worthy to enter into the contemplation of this divine person. 
It was another and far sublimer purpose which he came to accomplish 
—a purpose in comparison of which all our policies are poor and little, 
and all the performances of man as nothing. I t was to deliver a world 
from ruin—to abolish sin and death—to purify and immortalize human 
nature; and thus, in the most exalted sense of the words, to be the 
Saviour of all men and the blessing of all nations. There is no exag
geration in this account. I  deliver the undoubted sense, if not always 
the very words, of Scripture. Consider, then, to what this repre
sentation amounts. Let us unite the several parts of it and bring them 
to a point. A spirit of prophecy pervading all time, characterizing one 
person of the highest dignity, and proclaiming the accomplishment of 
one purpose, the most beneficent, the most divine, that imagination 
itself can project. Such is the scriptural delineation, whether we will 
receive it or no, of that economy which we call prophetic.”
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A brief reference to some of the predictions of our Saviour will close 
this chapter, and all we intend to present on the evidence of prophecy.

Our blessed Saviour several times foretold to his disciples his om 
death, with several of the accompanying circumstances: that it should 
occur at Jerusalem,—that the chief priests and scribes should arrest and 
arraign him, but deliver him over to the Gentiles to be mocked, scourged, 
and crucified—that Judas should betray him, Peter deny him, and ofi 
the disciples forsake him.

Again, he very emphatically predicted his resurrection on the third
day.

The resurrection of Jesus Christ from the dead, which was so abun
dantly established in a preceding chapter, is a very important fact in 
connection with the evidences of Christianity. I t is a double testimony, 
either division of which, taken by itself, would be irresistibly conclusive 
on the question, but when both are taken together, assurance is rendered 
doubly sure. In the first place, the resurrection of Christ from the 
dead, had he never foretold it at all, furnishes the most indubitable evi
dence of the truth of his religion ; in the second place, the fact that his 
resurrection had been plainly predicted by himself, and that it took 
place at the time and as he had predicted, demonstrates the divinity of 
his mission on the ground of the fulfillment of prophecy. Hence it is 
obvious that, in the resurrection of Christ from the dead, the truth of his 
religion is proved both by the fact of his resurrection, which is a miracle 
of power, and by the fulfillment of his prediction, which is a miracle of 
knowledge.

He also predicted the descent of the Holy Spirit on the apostles in 
miraeulous powers and gifts, and specified Jerusalem, as the place at 
which this promise should be fulfilled. He farther specified the effect* 
that should follow their possession of the miraculous powers thus con
ferred—that they should cast out devils, speak with new tongues, take 
up serpents, and if they drink any deadly thing it should not hurt them, 
The Acts of the Apostles furnishes abundant testimony of the complete 
accomplishment of all these predictions.

Finally, Jesus Christ, in a very formal, solemn, and specific manner, 
foretold the destruction of the temple and city of Jerusalem. He 
specified that so complete should be this destruction, that “ not one 
stone should be left upon another;” and that Jerusalem should be 
trodden under foot by the Gentiles, till the time of the Gentiles should 
be fulfilled; and that this overthrow of the temple and city should take 
place before that generation should pass away. About forty years after 
this prediction was uttered the city was taken by the Komans, and the

672
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temple razed to the ground. I t has never been rebuilt. The apostate 
Emperor Julian collected the Jews from all countries, and, under the 
conduct of his fevorite Alypius, sent them to rebuild their temple. 

I  Thus aided and assisted by all the powerful appliances this mighty 
I potentate could command, when stirred to energy by his malice against 
i Christianity, they went forth resolved to rebuild the temple, and thus 

confront and defeat the predictions of Jesus; but, while inflated with 
the prospect of immediate success, they were suddenly seized with a 
panic, and driven in confusion from the place of their operations. It 

I is testifled by several historians—and, among them, by Ammianus Mar- 
s cellinus, a pagan philosopher, and an intimate friend of Julian—that 

“ horrible balls of fire, breaking out near the foundation with frequent 
and reiterated attacks, rendered the place from time to time inaccess
ible to the scorched and blasted workmen; and that the victorious ele
ment continuing in this manner, obstinately bent, as it were, to repel 
their attempts, the enterprise was abandoned.”

Now we ask. What probability was there, at the time this destruction of 
Jerusalem was foretold, that any thing of the kind would so soon occur? 
The Jews were then a very feeble people, and it would seem exceedingly 
unreasonable to expect that they would soon attempt a conflict with so 

i mighty a power as the Empire of Rome. The Gospels recording these 
predictions were published in the land of Judea—that of St. Matthew 
at least twenty or thirty years before the events in question transpired, 
and tho others a very few years afterward; and all of them several 
years before the destruction of Jerusalem. Antiquity testifies that all 

I the apostles, except John, were dead before the Romans, under Titus,
[ invaded Judea; and it so happens that he is the only one of the evan- 
' gelical authors who makes no mention of these events.

These events were to be preceded by signs. False Christs were to 
arise; seditions, wars, famines, pestilences, earthquakes, and wonderful 
appearances in the heavens; persecutions and apostasies of the disci
ples, and wickedness of the people—these were to be precursors of the 
judgment on Jerusalem. The city and temple were not only to be 

I totally destroyed, but many were to perish by the sword, and great
: numbers be carried into captivity, and the tribulation was to surpass

any thing that had ever before been witnessed in the world; the 
Jewish Commonwealth was to be entirely overthrown, and the Jews 
themselves dispersed among all the nations of the earth ; the Chris
tians, being warned by Christ to flee to the mountains, were thus to 
escape.

It is a remarkable fact, that the principal historian who records the 
43
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eeriea of events winch embody the fulfillment of these predictions, is 
Josephus, a learned Jew of the sacerdotal order. That he should 
designedly have shaped his history to favor the Christian cause, is a 
supposition too absurd to be entertained. But his testimony is corrob
orated by that of Philo, another Jewish historian, as also by the writ
ings of Suetonius, Tacitus, and Seneca.

The language of Josephus, in describing the calamities of these 
events, is the same in substance with that of the prediction. Chiul 
says: “ There shall be great tribulation, such as was not from the begin
ning of the world to this tim e; no, nor ever shall be.” Josephus says:
“ The calamities of all people from the creation of the world, if they 
be compared with those suflTered by the Jews, will be found to be far 
surpassed by them.” Titus, the Roman General, who, after seven 
months’ siege, took the city, after a survey of its immense fortifications, 
exclaims: “ By the help of God we have brought this war to a conclu
sion. I t was God who drew out the Jews from these fortifications; for 
what could the hands or military engines of men avail against such
towers as these?”

That all these predictions of Christ concerning the destruction of Jeru
salem, with its accompanying circumstances and the events that were to 
follow, have been most specifically and certainly fulfilled up to the 
present period, cannot be questioned, unless we discredit the concurrent 
testimony of the most repuUble Jewish and pagan historians of those
times. . •

Having thus concluded our glance at the evidence ot Christianity 
from prophecy, omitting entirely many predictions which might have 
been cited, and taking a much more cursory view of most of those we 
have noticed than the subjects might seem to demand, yet we are fully 
jiersuaded that the evidence we have presented is sufficient to carry the 
conviction to every candid mind, that the Bible is in truth the word of
God.

Few, if any, of the objections of infidels to the evidence irom proph
ecy are at all applicable to those predictions which we have had under 
review. I f  this statement be correct—which, we think, will be gene 
rally admitted—then it will follow that, admitting the validity of those 
objections (which we are far from doing) in reference to those prophe 
cies to which they may be thought to be applicable, yet they cannot 
weaken the force of the evidence derived from the passages we have 
adduced. I t cannot be claimed, in reference to any of these predic
tions, that they were written after the events; it cannot be alleged that, 
like the heathen oracles, they were delivered in general, vagwe, or am-



bigxww terms; it cannot be maintained that any of them have/aifed 
in the fulfillment; nor can it be said that any of them are frivolous or 
fo/notuial in their nature. On the contrary, it is as clear as evidence 
can render any truth of the kind, that they were all written before (and 
many of them thousands of years before) the events ; that they were ex
pressed in language minute, definite, and perspicuous; that they have 
been fulfilled with remarkable exactitude; and that they refer to events 
of the most serious and important nature—in a word, they are predic
tions, in their character and circumstances, worthy of God, from whom 
they emanated, and most clearly demonstrative of the divine legation 
of those who delivered them, and of the truth and inspiration of the 
Holy Scriptures. Let the sinner examine and weigh them well, and 
receive, believe, and obey the truth, and gain eternal life; or reject, 
deride, and rebel, and perish everlastingly 1
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QUESTIONS ON

Question 1. What evidence do the Jews 
furnish that the prophecies concern
ing Messiah have not been interpo
lated since his advent?

2. By what evidence is it proved that 
they could not have been corrupted 
for centuries before?

S.. How may the evidence from proph
ecy be viewed in its application ?

(. What number of plain predictions 
concerning Messiah are found in 
the Old Testament?

V What are some of these predictions, 
of a ipecifie character ?

CHAPTER XVI.

6. What is the proof from the propli
ecy of Daniel’s “ seventy weeks" ?

7. What prophet foretold the place of
Christ’s birth ?

8. What prophet foretold his miracles
and sufferings?

9. What other minute circumstances
were foretold concerning him ?

10. In what sense were his predic
tions of bis death a double mir
acle?

11. How is it proved that his prediction
of the destruction of Jerusalem 
was folfiUed ?
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C H A P T E R  X V I I .

t h e  s u c c e s s  o f  CHRISTIANITY.

The argument in favor of revelation founded on the of Chria-
tianity, by some authors, has been embraced under the general division 
of exlmml evidences; and by others, under what they term, eolhkrd 
evidences. But as, in our arrangement, the colhleral division is en
tirely omitted, and the whole included within the two general divisions 
of h e r m l  and internal, we think the evidence founded on the success 
of Christianity more naturally falls under the head of the extennd 
dences. We think this kind of testimony is as properly embraced un- 
der the division tojdiich we have assigned it as is that arising from 
miracles o? prophecy. Indeed, the evidence from the success of the 
gospel is so closely allied to both that which is founded upon miracles 
L d  that which is founded upon prophecy, that some authors have con
sidered it under the one head, and some under the other. But this wi 
be more manifest as we proceed to analyze the argument now to be dis-

CUSS0Q*
The truth of Christianity may be established, from the great success 

which attended the first promulgation of the gospel in two ways: Fird, 
this success had been abundantly predicted not only by the 0 '^  Testa
ment prophets, but also by our Saviour himself; hence the fulfillnient 

prediction amount^ to a prophdie argument of Cliris-
^ i ^ y ,  independent of any divine interposition by which that success 
may have been produced. Secondly, the means by which this success 
was effected were entirely inadequate to produce it, without divine lllte^ 
position ; hence the realization of the success, under the circumstances, 
I  evidence that it was effected by djvine interposition, and, con^ 
aiiently, this amounts to miraeulot^ testimony in favor of Christiamty 
It follows, therefore, that if the several parts of this argument, as just 
presented, be satisfactorily sustained, it will afford us a moral demon
stration, both prophetic and miraculous, that Christianity is true.  ̂

The first elementary part of the argument, as just stated requir« 
OS to show that this groat success of Christianity had been foretold by
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prophecy. That such was the fact, no reader of the Bible (an dispute. 
In the predictions of those prophets and righteous men, w’ho spoke of 
the coming Messiah, they dealt extensively, and with rapture, upon the 
victorious conquests and prosperity of his kingdom. They portrayed 
his triumphs in the following strain: “ Ask of me, and I  shall give thee 
the heathen for thine inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the eartli 
for thy possession.” “ He shall have dominion also from sea to sea, 
and from the river unto the ends of the earth.” “ For the earth shall 
be full of the knowledge of the Lord, as the waters cover the sea.” “ The 
wilderness and the solitary place shall be glad for them, and the desert 
shall rejoice and blossom as the rose.” “ And the glory of the Lord 
shall be revealed, and all flesh shall see it together.” “ Behold, I will 
lift up my hand to the Gentiles, and set up my standard to tlie people; 
and they shall bring thy sons in their arms, and thy daughters shall be 
carried upon tbeir shoulders. And kings shall be thy nursing fathers, 
and their queens thy nursing mothers.” “ For the Lord hath made 
bare his holy arm in the eyes of all the nations; and all the ends of 
the earth shall see the salvation of our God.” “ The abundance of tlie 
sea shall be converted unto thee, the forces of the Gentiles shall come 
unto thee.” “ And it shall come to pass afterw'ard that I  will pour out 
my Spirit upon all flesh.”

That these predictions refer to Messiah’s reign, even the bigoted Jew 
cannot deny. And what language could depict in colors more vivid 
the conquests of his kingdom ?

Our Saviour’s own predictions on the subject are equally explicit. 
He said to his apostles; “ That repentance and remission of sins should 
be preached in his name among all nations, beginning at Jerusalem.” 
And again: “ This gospel of the kingdom shall firet be preached to all 
the world for a witness to all nations, and then shall the end come.”

From all these Scriptures, it is very manifest that the great success 
of Christianity had been foretold in prophecy; and thus the first ele
ment of our argument is sustained.

The next question before us is this: Did Christianity, in the first ages 
of its promulgation, meet with a remarkable degree of success? On 
this question, our first authority is the Acts of the Apostles. Here we 
learn that at the opening of the gospel dispensation at Pentecost three 
thousand souls, in one day, were converted and added to the Church; 
and, a few days afterward, about two thousand were converted in on« 
day. And tbe book of the apostolic Acts is but one continuous record 
of the labors, the persecutions, and abundant successes of the apostles. 
It appears from this sacred record alone that in a few years many thou-
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sands and so.ne from all classes of society, were converted through the 
labor^ of the apostles-not only in Jerusalem and throughout Jud^. 
lu t  at Rome, Ephesus, Corinth, Galatia, Thessalonica, and almost 
parts of the Roman Empire. ,

Our next testim onxaa_ tO L jhe_g j^^^uc^^  
early period of its history, is derhmdl^HrtKn^hnstian wri

‘̂ Tustin Martyr, a learned divine of the second century, published, 
a b l t  the year U 6, a work called “A Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, 
in which he uses these words: “ There is no nation, whether of barbarians 
or Greeks whether they live in wagons or tents, amongst whom prayer 

to the Father and Creator of all through the name of the

'" t t u l h a T i i l o  flourished about the close of the second century writes 
thus “ In ;hom  but the Christ now come have all nations «  
for in whom do all other nations (but yours, the Jews) coiiflde? Parth 
ians, Medes, Elamites, and the dwellers in Mesopotamia, Armenia, 
Phrygia, Cappadocia, and the inhabitants of .
phvlia,the dwellers in Egypt, and the ‘nhabitants of Africa beyond 
Cyrene, Romans and strangers, and in Jerusalem bot Jews a p 
Wtes- so that the various tribes of the Getuli and the numerous hord^ 
of the Mauri, all the Spanish clans and different nations 
the provinces of the Britons (inaccessible to the Romans but subdued 
by Christ), and of the Samaritans, and Dacians, and Genoans aiul 
Scythians, and many unexplored
u n k n o w n  to  u s , a n d  w h ic h  w e  c a n n o t  e n u m e r a t e - i n  all w h ic h  p la c «  

th e  n a m e  o f  t h e  C h r i s t  w h o  h a s  c o m e  n o w  re ig n s , f o r  w h o  c o u ld  reign

over all these but Christ the Son of God ?’’ • , ,  :,v,
The same author, in a letter to the Proconsul of A ^ ;  

province Tertulliau himself also resided, speaks as follows. we
Christians were disposed to array ourselves as open or secret enerni^ 
of our opposers, a sufficient force of numbers is not wanting to ua 
Many of the Moors and Marcomar.ni, as well as other trjbes more re. 
mote!even to the very ends of the earth and throughout the worid ar 
with us We are but of yesterday, and yet we have filled all your 
places-your cities, your islands, your castles, your towns, your council- 
t : Z ,  our very im p s, your tribes your Palace, your tenate y ^  
forum. We have left you nothing but your temples I f  J
break away from you, and should remove into some other country, the 

• mere loss of so many citizens would overwhelm your government and 
would itself be an effectual punishment. Doubtless you would be
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frightened at your own solitude. The silence and stupor which yon 
would witness would cause the world over which you reign to appear as 
dead. Your enemies would then be more than your citizens who 
should remain.”

Undoubted as this testimony of the early Christian Fathers must be 
considered, since their apologies were public papers addressed to the 
emperors and magistrates of the Roman Government; yet, as the mere 
fact that they were Christians may excite suspicion against the truthful
ness of their statements, we will now adduce the testimony of pagan 
historians to the same effect.

The celebrated Roman historian, Tacitus, lived contemporary with 
the apostles, in the first century, and none have questioned his integrity 
as a chronicler of the events of his day. In giving an account of the 
great fire which reduced to ashes the city of Rome, he says: “ But nei
ther by human aid nor by the costly largesses by which he attempted 
to propitiate the gods was the prince able to remove from himself the 
infamy which had attached to him in the opinion of all for having or
dered the conflagration. To suppress this rumor, therefore, Nero 
caused others to be accused, on whom he inflicted exquisite torments, 
who were already hated by the people for their crimes, and were vul
garly denominated C h r i s t i a n s . This name they derived.from C h r i s t , 
their leader, who, in the reign of Tiberias, was put to death as a crimi
nal while Pontius Pilate was procurator. This destructive superstition, 
repressed for a while, again broke out, and spread not only through 
Judea, where it originated, but reached this city also, into which flow 
all things that are vile and abominable, and where they are en
couraged. At first they only were seized who confessed that they be
longed to this sect, and afterward a vast multitude by the information 
of those who were condemned not so much for the crime of burning 
the city as for hatred of the human race. These, clothed in the skins 
of wild beasts, were exposed to derision, and were either torn to pieces 
by dogs or were affixed to crosses; or, when the daylight was passed, 
were set on fire that they might serve instead of lamps for the night."

The reputation of Buetonius, another Roman historian, is also well 
established. He speaks as follows: “ He (Claudius) banished the 
Jews from Rome, who were continually raising disturbances, Christ 
(Chrestus) being their leader.” In the Life of Nero, the same author 
says, “ The Christians were punished, a sort of men of a new and 
magical religion.”

Pliny the younger was also a Roman writer, renowned for his intel- 
Ugence and veracity. This learned philosopher, in the beginning of
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the second century, wrote a letter to the Emperor T’-ajan.^cont^^^^^^
the most satisfactory testimony to the ^  ,
follows • “ Pliny to the Emperor Trajan wisheth health, etc. J
I t Z i s i r  to L r  all things to you of which I
for who can better direct me m J c W
ranee? I  was never before present at any of the trials and
liaus so that I  am ignorant both of the matter to be inquired into and 
of t L  nature of the punishment which should be inflicted, and to what 
L nlth  r  investigation is to be extended. I  have, moreover, been in 
ra fu n c e r ta L ty  Whether any difference ought to be made on accou 
of age, between the young and tender and the robust; and, also whe h 
any place should be allowed for repentance and 
those who have once been Christians should be punished, J
have now ceased to be such, and whether punishment sho.dd be in
flicted merely on account of the name where no crimes are charged, 
whether crimes connected with the name are the proper objec o pun-
i  T his,ho» .ver,i..he method
to those who were brought before me as Christians. I  '"terrogatea
,h.m  whether they were Chri.ti.n.; .«d, upon 
thev were *I put the question to them a second and a third time, thre 
» t L T e m  L h  capital poui.hntent; and .hen  the, p e l t e d  .n t o  
confLion I  ordered them to be led away to execution-for, whatever 
r . t r r ; h e  „atnue of their crime, I could not doubt that peryemene.. 
and inflexible obstinacy deserve to be punished. There were othe«, 
addicted to the same insanity, whom, because they were Roman c t - 
i T  have noted down to be sent to the city. In a short spac 

. crime dififusing iteelf, as is common, a great variety
under my cognizance. An anonymous libel was exhibited to me co 
Uintng tie  names of many persons who denied that they wei. Chr .  
tians or ever had been, and, as an evidence of their ‘ J
ioined me in an address to the gods, and to your image jh ich  I had 
ordered to be brought along with the images of the gods for this ve y
p u rp ie  M o r e o v e r !  t h e y  s a c r i f ic e d  w ith  w in e  a n d  f r a n k in c e n s e ,  and
blasphemed the name of Christ, none of which things can those w 
are really Christians be constrained to do ; therefore, ju ge 
Toper to dismiss them. Others, named by the informer, at first con
fessed themselves to be Christians, and afterward denied i t ; and some
asserted that, although they had ^een Christians, they bad ceased ^
be such for more than three years, and some as much as twenty yearx
All these worshiped your image and the statues of the g°ds, ^

__ fVtof fV»ia wn.a t.lift SUIB of tn6ir IftUlt
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or error: that they were accustomed, on a stated day, to meet together 
before day, to sing a hymn to Christ in concert, as to a god, and tc 
bind themselves by a solemn oath not to commit any wickedness, but, 
on the contrary, to abstain from theft, robbery, and adultery; also, 
never to violate their promise nor deny a pledge committed to them. 
These things being performed, it was their custom to separate, and to 
meet again at a promiscuous, innocent meal, which, however, they had 
omitted from the time of the publication of my edict, by which, accord
ing to your orders, I  forbade assemblies of this sort. On receiving this 
account, I  judged it to be more necessary to examine by torture two 
females who were called deaconesses; but I discovered nothing except 
a deprave'd and immoderate superstition. Whereupon, suspending far
ther judicial proceedings, I have recourse to you for advice; for it has 
appeared to me that the subject is highly deserving of consideration, 
especially on account of the great number of persons whose lives are 
pot into jeopardy. Many persons of all ages, sexes, and conditions 
are accused, and many more will be in the same situation ; for the con
tagion of this superstition has not merely pervaded the cities, but also 
all villages and country places, yet it seems to me that it might be re
strained and corrected. It is a matter of fact, that the temples which 
were almost deserted begin again to be frequented, and the sacred so
lemnities which had been long intermitted are again attended; and 
victims for the altars are now readily sold, which awhile ago were al
most without purchasers. Whence it is easy to conjecture what a mul
titude of men might be reclaimed, if only the door to repentance was 
left open.”

The Emperor’s reply to this letter was as follows: “ Trajan to Pliny; 
Health and happiness. You have taken the right method, my Pliny, 
in dealing with those who have been brought before you as Christians; 
for it is impossible to establish any universal rule which will apply to 
all cases. They should not be sought after; but, when they are brought 
before you and convicted, they must be punished. Nevertheless, if any 
one deny that he is a Christian, and confirm his assertion by his con
duct—that is, by worshiping our gods—although he may be suspected 
of having been one in time past, let him obtain pardon on repentance. 
But in no case permit a libel against any one to be received, unless it 
be signed by the person who presents it, for that would be a dangerous 
precedent, and in nowise suitable to the present age.”

Much additional testimony to the same import, both from Christian 
snd pagan writers, might be adduced; but we deem it superfluous to 
%dd any thing farther, except to refer to the well-known and important
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feet that such had been the extent to which the Christian religion had 
spread and triumphed, that as early as the commencement of the fourth 
century, which was little over two hundred years from the death of 
the last of the apostles, it became the established religion of the vast 
Roman Empire. This mighty revolution was effected by Constantine 
the Great on his ascending the imperial throne. Whether he had be
come a real convert to Christianity, or whether he merely adopted it as 
the religion of the empire through political motives, matters nothing so 
far as the question before us is concerned. If  he was a real convert, it shows 
the position and influence to which Christianity must have attained to ar
rest the attention and gain the approval of so illustrious a personage; 
and, moreover, to induce him to proclaim it as the religion of the state. 
But if he was influenced in the case solely by considerations of states
manship, then we have the best of proof that Christianity at that early 
period of its history had gained the ascendency over paganism, and 
become the most influential religion of the empire. From what hai 
been presented, it cannot be denied that the success of Christianity, 
from its first promulgation till it had overspread the Roman Empire, 
was astonishingly great, furnishing in the fact an evident fulfillment of 
the predictions of the prophets and of Christ on the subject.

According to tbe statement of our argument, the next question to be 
considered is this: Were the means used in producing this success ade
quate to effect it without the aid of divine interposition? In order to 
a proper understanding, of this subject, there are two points to be par
ticularly considered the feebleness of the human instrument
alities to be employed m the work; secondly, the magnitude of the dif
ficulties in the way of its accomplishment^ ,

I f  it appears that the means are not so feeble, nor the interposing ( 
diflficulties so great, but that Christianity might have secured the suc
cess with which it was crowned without the aid of divine interposition, 
then our argument, so far as grounded upon the fact that a miracle of 
power was performed in effecting this success, must be set aside; but 
that would not weaken the argument, so far as it is based on the fulfill
ment of prophecy, or on the performance of a miracle of knowledge. 
On the contrary, should it appear that the means or instrumentalities 
admitted in the case are inadequate to the contemplated success without 
divine interposition, then it will follow that our argument is sustained 
in both its branches, and these branches will mutually strengthen each 
other.

But we now proceed to contemplate the human instrumentalities set 
^>art and employed for the establishment and spread of the gospel



What were these? We see no conclave of far-seeing politicians oi 
wise philosophers uniting their councils to mature and digest a plan to 
uproot all the deepest prejudices of nations, and to revolutionize the 
religion of the world—no array of eloquent orators going forth from 
the schools to entrance and overwhelm, with the “ wisdom of words,” 
all the nations of the earth, and win them to a new religion —-no 
mighty armies and navies waiting the bidding of an ambitious poten
tate to go forth in battle to overthrow the kingdoms and empires of the 
world! None of these instrumentalities were employed by Him who 
said : “ My kingdom is not of this world.”

But what do we behold? According to the showing of infidelity, only 
a few obscure, illiterate, humble peasants— fishermen, tent-makers, or 
tax-gatherers without science or eloquence, without wealth or power, 
without popularity or influence, or armies or navies, or sword or 
scrip, going forth to battle against prejudice, and power, and elo
quence, and learning—against kings and priests—against philosophy 
and superstition against the bigotry of the Jew and the idolatry 
of the pagan—against the deadly hate and malice of all. And for 
what? Let infidelity answer, and it will tell you, to uphold and 
promote the cause of an impostor— an impostor who had deceived 
and deluded them for years, and who at last had been executed in 
disgrace; and, to crown all, according to infidelity, one whom they 
knew to be such ! Now we ask, according to all the laws by which men 
and minds are governed—according to the philosophy of human nature 
—Is it not morally impossible, unless upon the hypothesis that the 
apostles were insane, that they should ever have attempted the promul
gation of the gospel in the name of Jesus, much less that they should 
have gained signal success in the enterprise, unless they had been 
assured, not only of his divinity and resurrection, but also of his mirac
ulous assistance in their work?

But, admitting that they were sufticiently demented to have made 
the attempt, would they have selected Jerusalem as the theater of their 
commencement that very city in which their Master, only a few weeks 
previously, had been crucified as a malefactor—in the midst of that 
very community who were so familiar with all his deceptions, if such 
they were—who had it in their power to expose all the false statements 
of his disciples concerning his resurrection, if he had not arisen; and, 
above all, who were so deeply enraged against him and his followers— 
under all these circumstances, would they have selected Jerusalem as 
the place of their firet operations? And /tow; can we account for their 
instant and abundant success?

ill. xvil.] THK SUCCKSS OF CHRISTIANITY.
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Admit the truth of Christianity, and all is plain-deny it, and all i. 
inexplicable. They were assured of the divinity and resurrection o 
Jesus; they confided in his promise, that they should “ endued with 
power from on high,” and waited for its fulfillment. The Holy Gho 
Lnie: they spake with tongues they had never learned, and were able 
to say to all who doubted the divinity of their mission or he resurrec
tion of their Master, “ Bring forth your deaf, your blind, your lame,
your sick, and, in the name of Jesus, we will heal them ; bring for 
your dead, and, in his name, we will raise them to life again. B 
for the “ power from on high” with which the apost es were endued, 
they never could have established a Church in Jerusalem, or anywhere 
e lse-bu t for this, they never could have encountered the powerful oppo 
sition, both from Jews and pagans, by which they were withstood, or 
having encountered it, according to all human calculation they would 
have been instantly overwhelmed and crushed beneath its weight They 
“ preached Jesus and the resurrection” with success, because who 
had said, “ Lo, I  am with you alway,” ever accompanied them, bear
ing them witness both with signs and wonders, and with divers miracles,
and gifts of the Holy Ghost.” . - ,

The circumstances of the age and countries in which Christianity
was first presented, rendered success in the enterprise, by means and 

■ instrumentalities so feeble and Insignificant, a moral impossibility, ex
cept upon the supposition that the apostles received ‘ help from God 
Had Christianity originated during the dark ages, when learning and 
gcience were almost forgotten or unknown, and the whole world was 
shrouded ill ignorance, it might be pleaded that designing men had 
practiced deception upon the benighted multitudes, and led them 
blindly to embrace a delusion ; but, as if it were designed by Provi
dence that this plea of infidelity should be forever forestalled, Chri  ̂
tianitv arose and established its claims in the most enlightened period 
of the world’s history. Jesus Christ appeared in the Augustan age, so 
justly celebrated for the general diffusion of intelligence and the prô  
nerous condition of philosophy, science, and learning. The world 
never before been so well prepared for the critical examination of the 
claims of a new religion, or the ready detection of the false pretensioiu 
and cunningly-devised frauds of an impostor.

Another circumstance rendering that age a peculiarly favorable junfr 
ture, either for the establishment of the claims of a true religion or foi 
the detection and exposure of an imposture, is the fact that the Roman 
Empire had then gained the height of its greatness, and had overspread 
bv its influence the enlightened world, rendering tributary to its domin
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ion nearly every civilized nation upon the globe. This circumstance, 
added to the fact that it was a time of universal peace, rendered that 
the period of all others the most augpiciom for the promulgation and 
success of a true religion, but the most inauspieiouB for the success of a 
fraud. Philosophers and men of learning abounded almost every
where in the cities and large towns; their means of mutual communi
cation and intercourse were easy and abundant; they had leisure for 
study and patient examination; and there was no great political revo
lution or exciting war in progress to distract the mind or interrupt the 
process of investigation. At such a time, and under such circum
stances, are those poor fishermen of Galilee capable of palming a 
gross deception upon the world, and, in a few years, revolutionizing its 
religion ?

But let us look at the places selected for their operations. They did 
not wander to some remote and obscure corner of the empire—distant 
from Jerusalem, the scene of the ministry and miracles of Jesus and 
the center of Jewish learning and influence, and far away from Rome, 
the seat of empire and power—but they lifted the standard right at 
Jerusalem, where, in a few months, they had many thousands of con
verts. At Rome, Athens, Corinth, Ephesus, Damascus, Antioch, Phil
ippi, and throughout all the towns and cities in their reach, they stood 
forth preaching the gospel with great success. Wherever Jewish preju
dice was the most inveterate, or Jewish malice the most vindictive, 
there they hasted to unfurl the banner of the cross, and there they 
founded flourishing Churches; wherever among the pagans was found 
the center of philosophy or the stronghold of idolatry, there they 
proceeded at once, boldly proclaiming salvation in the name of the 
crucified One, and calling upon all to abandon the worship of “ dumb 
idols.”

But who were their opponents in this conflict? All parties, and sects, 
and orders, among the Jews. The Essenes, the Herodians, the Phari
sees, the Sadducees, the scribes and the priests, the rulers and the elders, 
the members of the Sanhedrim, and the doctors of the law, all stood up 
as the bitter enemies and persecutors of the despicable “ sect of the 
Nazarenes;” but among all these the apostles gained converts, and 
founded Churches in their midst.

Among the Gentiles they were met and opposed by emperors, kings, 
proconsuls, governors, magistrates, and all in authority; by Platonists, 
Peripatetics, Epicureans, and all the philosophical sects; by the rulers 
of state, and the priests of religion—in a word, by the learning and 
eloquence, power and prejudice, pride and malice, of the whole world
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Cliristiana vere ridiculed, slandered, reviled, hated, persecuted, impris
oned, scoui Tcd, beheaded, drowned, thrown to wild beasts, crucified, 
burned, and “ killed all the day long;” yet the Church spread and 
prospered more and more, and thus “ mightily grew the word of God 
and prevailed.”

The indwements held forth by Jesus and his apostles to enlist disci
ples, were not such as were calculated to promote success upon mere 
natural principles. Neither riches, nor honors, nor pleasures, were 
promised his followers, but toil and poverty, tribulation and ignominy, 
persecution and death— these were the earthly rewards of Him who 
said, “ Whosoever doth not bear his cross, and come after me, cannot be 
my disciple.” Are such terms of discipleship as these the marks of 
imposture? Did human wisdom ever suggest a scheme like thu to win 
the support of men? What could induce a designing deceiver to pro
pose such terms? In the absence of heroic daring, resulting from a 
firm conviction of the truth and an abiding confidence in the divine 
aid, how could sane men have hoped for success when exhibiting such 
terms as these? Supernatural interposition apart, what could be ima
gined better calculated to prevent success than this initiating maxim of 
Jesus: “ I f  any man will come after me, let him deny himself, and take
up his cross, and follow me?”  ̂ ^

Look also at the general tenor of the precepts and promises of Chris 
tianity. In this religion, “ the lust of the flesh, and the lust of the eyes, 
and the pride of life,” must be forsaken, the sinful propensities of un- 
sanctified humanity renounced, and a life of holiness pursued. Is this 
the device of an impostor? To win adherents to his cause, would h  
prescribe sacrifices at the very threshold which only can be made by 
the exercise of the loftiest species of moral heroism of which our nature 
•is capable? To pluck out the right eye, to cut off the right hand- 
these are precepts which no impostor could have invented or would have 
enjoined. They fully attest the divinity of the gospel, and clearly 
demonstrate the impossibility of its success, except through the influ
ence of a principle of heavenly origin, conferred by divine interposition, 
changing the current of the heart and transforming the texture of the life.

And what were the promises of this religion in connection with the 
ife to come? Were they calculated to win the approval and secure 

the devotion of man’s corrupt and sensual nature? Taking the moral 
nature of man as we know from experience and observation that it 
reaUy is, its whole current is in direct antagonism to the purity and 
holiness of the gospel, as enjoined in this life, and to its unearthly and 
•]NrituaI rewawls, as promised in the life to come. I t tells of no fountaini
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of worldly honors, or riches, or pleasures, in reference to this world, and 
gives no promise of Elysian fields of sensual delight in reference to the 
world to come. We conclude, therefore, that the terms of discipleship 
and the moral precepts and heavenly promises of the gospel are all of 
such a nature as to preclude the possibility of success but upon the 
supposition that divine interposition is afforded.

Infidelity, staggering under the weight of the argument for the truth 
of Christianity derived from its success, has attempted to account for 
this success on natural principles alone. The author of “ The Decline 
and Fall of the Roman Empire” has exhibited, as adequate to this 
purpose, the following “ secondary causes” : 1. “ The inflexible and intol
erant zeal of the Christians, derived, it is true, from the Jewish religion, 
but purified from the narrow and unsocial spirit which, instead of 
inviting, had deterred the Gentiles from embracing the law of Moses.”
2. “ The doctrine of a future life, improved by every additional circum
stance which could give weight and efficiency to that important truth.”
3. “ The miraculous powers of the primitive Church.” 4. “ The virtues 
of the primitive Christians.” 5. “ The union and discipline of the 
Christian republic, which gradually formed an independent and increas
ing state in the heart of the Roman Empire.”

Referring those who wish to see a full and complete answer to Mr. 
Gibbon’s chapter on this subject to the treatises by Bishop Watson and 
Lord Hailes in reply to Gibbon, we here append a remark or two in 
reference to each of these five “ secondary causes:”

1. As to the “zeal of the Christians,” so far as it was a pure and holy 
principle consistent with the genius of Christianity, it is acknowledged 
to have been a very powerful cause in securing the success of Christian
ity. But then it was not “ derived from the Jewish religion,” but from 
a firm conviction of the truth and importance of Christianity, resulting 
from the most satisfactory evidence of the divine interposition in its 
establishment. But if a bigoted intolerance, inconsistent with the mild 
precepts of the gospel, be charged upon the Christians, that would have 
been more likely to prevent than to promote success.

In reference to the second cause—“ the doctrine of a future life ”— 
this, it is true, was an element of apostolic success; but then it was 
founded on the attested fact of the resurrection of Jesus and the re
peated miraculous assurances of the Holy Spirit, and, of course, cannot 
be considered a mere natural or secondary cause.

As to Mr. Gibbon’s third cause—“ the miraculous powers of the 
primitive Church ”—these miracles must have been either real or spUr 
lions. I f  real, they were a mighty engine of success; but then ths
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divine interposition is confessed, and the point in dispute given up. But 
if these niiracles were mere pretensions and frauds, then they could nut 
have promoted success, but would have resulted in detection, exposure,
and defeat. _ .

Mr. Gibbon’s fourth cause—“ the virtues of the primitive Christians 
—the whole world must admit to have been very efficacious in effecting 
the great success of Christianity; but it is truly astonishing that a mind 
like that of Mr. Gibbon could conceive of those divinely-imparted vir
tues as a mere natural or secondary cause! Those sublime virtues 
could only have resulted from the truth, excellency, and divine authen 
tication of the doctrines of Christianity.

The fifth cause is, “ The union and discipline of the Ohiisiian repub
lic.” Here we see an exhibition of the fact that great minds are often 
shorn of their strength when they assault the claims of divine revelsr 
tion. Mr. Gibbon is to account for the rapid growth of the Christian 
Church during the first and second centuries, and he does so by attrib
uting it to th a t‘-union and discipline” which, according to his own 
showing, were for three centuries gradually forming the Church into a 
state! IIow can that “ formation,” which was gradually completed in 
the third century, produce the success of Christianity in the first and
second centuries?

In conclusion, it may be proper for us to refer to the fact, that infi
delity has attempted to neutralize the force of the Christian argument, 
founded on the mccess of the gospel, by appealing to the fact ffiat 
Mohammed had great success in the establishment of a false religion; 
hence it is argued that the success of Christianity can be no evidence 
of its truth. The truth of Christianity is argued from its success, on 
the ground that there were certain circumstances connected with its 
origin and establishment which would have rendered its success a moral 
impossibility unless it had been true. Now it is clear that the sueeest 
of Mohammedanism can only bear against the Christian argument 
here predicated, provided it was accompanied by similar circumstances. 
I t is very plain that the circumstances connected with the establish 
ment of the two religions were quite dissimilar in character. Moham
med claimed to perform no miracles—Jesus Christ performed many, 
of the most obvious character, and in the most public manner. Had 
Mohammed undertaken as many of the same character, under circum
stances of similar publicity, it is impossible that he could have suc
ceeded, even with the ignorant Arabs; but Jesus Christ confounded 
the combined wisdom of Jews and Gentiles. Mohammed accommo 
dated his precepts to the wicked and sensual propensities of an ungodly
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world, both as regards this Jit'e and the next; the teachings of Jesus 
Christ proclaimed a deadly warfare against all manner of sinful lux
ury, sensuality, lust, uncleanuess, and abomination, promising no re
ward of sensual indulgence in the future. Mohammed made but tri
fling progress till he seized the sword as his instrument of propagandisra, 
and mustered a large army of fierce warriors, presenting to his con
quered foes the alternative of conversion or death; Jesus C'hrbt ar 
nounced to his disciples: “ My kingdom is not of this world.” “ I’re 
vide neither sword nor scrip.” “ They that take the sword, shall pcrisli 
with the sword.”

The simple proclamation of the facts and doctrines of the gospel, in 
thg spirit of meekness and love, was the means selected by the Saviour 
for the propagation of his religion. We might notice several other 
important points of contrast between the circumstances connected with 
the establishment of these two religions, but more would be superfluous. 
The causes of the success of the religion of the false prophet can only 
be contrasted— not compared— mth  those which produced the success 
of Christianity. The causes in the one case were “ earthly, sensual, and 
d e v i l i s h i n  the other case they were “ pure, peaceable, gentle, easy to 
be entreated, and full of mercy and good fruits.” While Mohammed’s 
success proves his religion to be of this earth, that of Christianity 
demonstrates the divinity of its origin.

QUESTIONS ON

Qoestiom 1. In what two ways may the 
truth of Christianity be proved from 
its success ?

2. What scriptures show that this suc
cess had been predicted ?

3. What is our first source of argument
to prove this success ?

1 What is the next testimony on the 
subject?

6. What quotations are made from Chris
tian writers?

6. What from profane writers?
7. When did Christianity become the

religion of the Roman Empire?
S. What two points are to be considered 

to show that this success could not 
have been secured but by divine
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aid, and what evidence bears satit-
factorily upon the subject?

9. How is the strength of the oppcei- 
tion to Christianity shown?

10. What were the inducements held
forth by Jesus and his apostles to 
enlist disciples?

11. What the character of the precepts
and promises of Christianity?

12. How does Gibbon attempt to ac
count for the success of Christian
ity on natural principles?

13. How is the fallacy of his argument
shown ?

14. How is the success of Christianity
contrasted with that of Moham- 
medanisp) ?



PART Il.-E V ID E iN C E S OF CHRISTIANITY.

BOOK II I .—DIRECT E V ID E N C E —IN TERN A L.

C H A P T E R  X V I I I .

HARMONY OF TH E DISPENSATIONS —  GENERAL CONSISTENCY OF IH B  

BIBLE —  ITS ANALOGY W ITH NATURE.

U n d e r  the division of Internal Evidences of Christianity, according 
to our definitions, we include “ all that evidence which is derived from 
the nature of the doctrines, the. consistency and character of the vrriters, 
anil the effects of Christianity. Or more at large — under this division, 
we embrace the evidence derived from the consistency of the difierent 
parts of the Bible, the excellency of its doctrines; their accordance with 
human nature, their iramforming influence upon the heart and life; and 
the internal assurance of their truth, which they, through the Spirit, im
part to all who believe and obey them.”

In strictness of speech, none of the evidences of Christianity are 
either wholly external or wholly internal; for whether we speak of 
miracles which are always classed with the external evidences, or of 
doctrines which are always considered internal evidences, we are com
pelled to bring the materials of our argument partly from within and 
partly from without the Scriptures. Thus we find the miracles recorded 
within the Bible, and the evidence substantiating them, is derived 
partly from the B ble and partly from other sources; but as miracles do 
not properly enter into the subject-matter of the revelation, but merely 
seive as outside testimony, confirming what is revealed, they are con
sidered external evidences; and although we find the doctrines of reve
lation recorded in the Scriptures, yet, to exhibit our argument deduced 
from them, we are compelled to appeal to various facts and data, derived

1691)
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from consciousness, experience, observation, and various other ex-scrip
tural sources; but as the argument is grounded upon the doctnnea 
revealed in the Scriptures, this argument is considered inierrud.

The standard Christian authors differ greatly as to the relative im
portance of the external and internal evidences of Christianity. Dr. 8. 
Clarke, Erskine, Soame Jeiiyns, and others, give to the internal evi
dences the first importance, and would make the external evidence 
stand in abeyance till the internal has been examined, and has cleareG 
the way for the external. Other authors of equal eminence and ability 
place the extenial evidence foremost, both in order and importance.
In this class of writers we find Chapman, Richard Watson, Alexan
der, and many others. On this question. Chapman speaks as follows;

“ Were a teacher sent from heaven, with signs and wonders, to a na
tion of idolaters, and they previously instructed to regard no miracles 
of his whatsoever, till they were fully satisfied of the goodness of his 
doctrines, it is easy to foresee by what rule they would prove his doc
trine, and what success he would meet with amongst them. Add to 
this, what is likewise exceedingly material, the great delays and per
plexities attending this way of proceeding. For if every article of doc
trine must be discussed and scanned by every person to whom it is 
offered, what slow advances would be made by a divine revelation 
among such a people! Hundreds would probably be cut off before 
they came to the end of their queries, and the prophet might grow 
decrepit with age before he gained twenty proselytes in a nation.”

Dr. Chalmers seems evidently to have changed his ground upon 
this question. At one time he spoke of the internal evidence as not 
capable of being so treated as to produce conviction in the minds of 
philosophical infidels, and as opening a door to their most specious
objections to Christianity.”

At a subsequent period, this same able author, writing on this sub- 
ject, after having admitted that he had experienced a modification of 
his former views, expresses himself thus ; “ Instead of holding all reli
gion as suspended on the miraculous evidence, we see this evidence i 
itself standing at the bar of an anterior principle, and there waiting 
for its authentication. There is a previous natural religion on whose 
aid we call for a determination of this matter.

It is a little strange that a mind so well stored and capacious should ■ 
be found, in the brief space of a few years, occupying opposing ex- j 
treme positions on this question deeming the internal evidence 5
as wisatisfactory, and its employment, at least, of questionable pro- j 
priety ; and next exalting it to a position anterior and superior to that ;
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of the external evidence—but it is often true that the most noble and 
lofty geniuses, impelled by their native extraordinary momentum, fail 
to poise upon the golden medium-point of sober truth. We consider 
both external and internal evidence important and satisfactory, each in 
its respective sphere. The external evidence is the pioneer, clearing 
the way and leading the inquirer to the contemplation of the strong 
foundations of the Christian edifice, or it constitutes the outward 
“ towers and bulwarks” of its defense; the internal evidence is the 
settled occupant of the structure, who conducts us to the interior halls 
and magnificent apartments, or it answers to the connecting timber? 
and cementing walls, holding together as one grand united building al. 
the essential parts, exhibiting the inner strength, utility, and beauty, 
and binding the whole with immovable stability upon its solid founda
tions, within its impregnable bulwarks. In the primal authentication 
of Christianity, the external evidence was essential to arrest the atten
tion and carry instant conviction to the minds of both the philosophical 
skeptics and the common people, and it is still essential to command 
the homage and convince the judgment of the learned, as well as to 
confirm the faith of a ll ; but the internal evidence, while it is less 
adapted to the awakening of the attention and to the convincing of the 
more philosophical and skeptical, gains a more direct and easy access 
to the conscience and heart of the uneducated masses, exercising over 
them a more general and powerful influence. Indeed, this evidence, 
when brought to its consummation in the matured experience of the 
enlightened Christian, though he may not be able to present it so forci
bly to the conviction of others, yet to his own mind it furnishes the 
highest and most convincing order of testimony in favor of the truth 
and reality of religion, for it is the direct inspoken witness of God to 
the soul. Hence we conclude that, while both external and internal 
evidence are important, each in its peculiar sphere, they both are alike 
deserving of our careful consideration ; and we should not concern our
selves as to which shall be assigned the superiority.

The internal evidence of Christianity opens for exploration a field of 
almost boundless extent. I t presents to our view the entire volume of 
revelation, scarce a single paragraph of which can be selected that does 
not furnish evidence more or less direct of the divinity of its origin. 
And this class of evidence is scarcely less limited in diversity than in 
extent. Whatever is found within the lids of the Bible bearing the 
impress of God, whether it relates to the harmony and consistency of 
its parts, the character and importance of its facts, the excellency and 
sublimity of its doctrines, the reasonableness and purity of its preeepta.
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or the style and honesty of its writers, furnishes ground for an argu
ment under the head of internal evidence of Christianity.

Over an area so vast and varied, it is not to be expected or required 
that any two authors should travel in precisely the same path. Whi e 
some will be impressed with one particular class of these evidences, 
others will be more attracted by the beauty and force of another class ; 
and thus each separate author, following the bent of his own mind^will 
bring foriv-ard something hitherto unnoticed to swell the amount of thu 
ever-accumulating store of internal evidence.

I. The first particular ground of argument in this depar men 
which we invite attention is, the mviual connection and dependency hind- 
mg together as one united whole the Old and the New Testaments and the
Mosaic and the Christian dispensations. , * m t

We think it a position almost incontrovertible, that the wo es 
ments and two dispensations stand or fall together. They ang in 
connection as essential kindred parts of an indivisible whole, and as 
one has said, “ like the two cherubs, look steadfastly toward each other 
and toward the mercy-seat which they encompass. As the wonder 
adaptation of the different parts to each other pervading the works o 
nature so attests the skill and wisdom of their Author as to demon- 
Btrate his unitv and divinity, even so the harmony pervading the parts 
of the two Testaments and two dispensations, and the perfect adapt - 
tion of the parts of the one to those of the other, exhibit the clearest 
evidence that the same Being is the Author of both, and that he must 
he possessed of the attributes of divinity. The glove is "o* ^
dently adapted to the hand, nor the eye to the rays of the light, nor he 
veins and arteries to the conveyance of the blood, nor the lungs 
process of breathing, than are the teachings of the New T^^ament 
L  different parts of the gospel of Christ to those of the Old Testemeut 
and the Mosaic law. We view it as indubitable that no unbiased, 
intelligent person, can carefully peruse the Old and the 
and not rise up from that perusal thoroughly convinced that both are
true, or both are false. _ ,

Having established, in former chapters, the genuineness and authen-
ti- ity of these Scriptures, we will not here repeat the /hem
set forth, hut proceed upon the admission that the facte of the Bib e am
faithfully given as they transpired. What, then, we ask, can be plame
than that the two Testaments and the two dispensations mutually prov

^Th^teTtimony of Christ to the truth and authority of the Old 
ment is direct and unequivocal. His language is : “ Search the Senf
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luren; for in (hem ye think ye have eternal life; and they are they 
which testify of me.” John v. 39. “ Did ye never read in the Scrip
tures, The stone which the builders rejected, the same is become the 
head of the corner.” Matt. xxi. 42. “ Ye do err, not knowing the 
Scriptures.” Matt. xxii. 29. “ Then opened he their understanding, that 
they might understand the Scriptures.” Luke xxiv. 45.

In these passages our Saviour gives his most unqualified testimony to 
the divine authority of the Scriptures of the Old Testament; hence, if 
the divinity of his mission and of the New Testament be admitted, that 
of the Old Testament necessarily follows.

Equally conclusive is his testimony to the divine legation of Moses: 
“ For had ye believed Moses, ye would have believed me; for he wrote 
of me.” John v. 46. “And he said unto them. These are the words 
which I spake unto you, while I  was yet with you, that all things must 
be fulfilled which were written in the law of Moses, and in the prophets, 
and in the Psalms, concerning me.” Luke xxiv. 44. Again, it is writ
ten: Then he said unto them, O fools, and slow of heart to believe
all that the prophets have spoken: Ought not Christ to have suffered 
these things, and to enter into his glory? And beginning at Moses and 
all the prophets, he expounded unto them in all the Scriptures the things 
concerning himself.” Luke xxiv. 25-27. “And they said one to an
other, Did not our hearts burn within us while he talked with us by the 
way, and while he opened to us the Scriptures.” Luke xxiv. 32. To 
Peter, in the garden of Gethsemane, he said: “ Thinkest thou that I 
cannot now pray to my Father, and he shall presently give me more 
than twelve legions of angels? But how then shall the Scriptures be 
fulfilled, that thus it must be?” Matt. xxvi. 53, 54. In his dispute 
with the Jews, the Saviour spoke as follows: “ Is it not written in your 
law, I  said, Ye are gods? If  he called them gods, unto whom the word 
of God came, and the Scripture cannot be broken,” etc. John x. 34, 35.

With this testimony of the Saviour that of his apostles perfectly 
corresponds. They are constantly quoting the Scriptures of the Old 
Testament, always referring to them as the infallible word of God. 
Paul to Timothy uses the following language: “ Prom a child thou hast 
known the Iwly Scriptures, which are able to make thee wise unto sal
vation through faith which is in Christ Jesus. All Scripture is given 
by inspiration of God, and is profitable for doctrine, for reproof, for 
correction, for instruction in righteousness.” 2 Tim. iii. 15, 16. Peter 
speaks of the writings of St. Paul, connecting them with the Scriptures 
of the Old Testament, thus: “ Which they that are unlearned and 
nnstable wrest, as they do also the other Scriptures, unto their own de-
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Btruction.” 2 Peter iii. 16. Again, the same apostle declares: “ Fortlw 
prophecy came not in old time by the will of man ; but holy men of 
God spake as they were moved by the Holy Ghost.” 2 Peter i. 21. The 
same apostle again says: “ Of which salvation the prophets have in
quired and searched diligently, who prophesied of the grace that should 
come unto you: searching what, or what manner of time the Spiiit of 
Christ which was in them did signify, when it testified beforehand the 
Bulferings of Christ, and the glory that should follow.” 1 Peter i. 10,11. 
In the Epistle to the Hebrews are recorded these words: “ God, who at 
sundry times and in divers manners spake in time past unto the 
fathers by the prophets, hath in these last days spoken unto us by his 
Bon.”

From all these scriptures it is manifest that Christ and his apostles, 
Ui the most direct and emphatic manner, recognized as of divine author
ity the Old Testament Scriptures and the legation of Moses. Hence it 
is here fully proved, that if the New Testament is the word of God, so 
is the Old; and if the mission of Christ was divine, so was that of 
Moses.

The next point is, to show in what manner the Old Testament sanc
tions and receives its fulfillment in the New. The entire Mosaic econ
omy was evidently designed as a temporary institution. Moses himself, 
and all the Jewish prophets after him, spoke of a “ Prophet whom God 
should raise up, like unto Moses”—of a Deliverer, Shiloh, Messiah, or 
King, who was to sit on the throne of David, and reign prosperously 
over both Jews and Gentiles. Pointing to this Ruler and his kingdom 
were innumerable types, ceremonials, and services, which, considered in 
themselves alone, were unmeaning, useless, and burdensome, but, viewed 
as receiving their fulfillment , in Christ, were remarkably significani, 
sublimely illustrative of a most beneficent and enduring institution, and 
graciously communicative of richest blessings.

This Mosaic economy was a complete and homogeneous system, the 
various parts of which had a manifest connection with and dependence 
upon each other. It was no senseless aggregation of disjointed and 
incongruous elements—of rites and ceremonies, of altars and sacrifices 
of priests and services, of laws and formulas — without affinity m 
mutual assimilation, but every thing bore the signature of being part 
and parcel of the same great connected whole. Could a system thus 
harmoniously arranged and symmetrically connected, and, moreover, 
to typically adumbrative of a new dispensation by which, after a la ^  
of centuries, it was to be superseded, be a fictitious, human contriv
ance?
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How can we account for the origin of tli^acrificial institution, and 
the constant and appropriate reference thereby kept up and running 
tlirough the entire Mosaic economy to the sinful character of man, and 
the great doctrine of vicarious atonement, and especially for the com
plete conformity of the whole to the gospel plan of redemption by the 
death of Christ, except upon the supposition that God was the author 
of both systems? Could human skill and foresight have devised such 
an extended system of types and shadows extending throughout centu
ries, and brought about so exact and marvelous a fulfillment in every 
particular? The supposition is utterly incredible! The Mosaic insti
tution, considered in itself—in the wisdom of its precepts, the sublimity 
of its doctrines, the simplicity, purity, and grandeur of its ritual, and 
its harmonious consistency throughout— so far transcends all pagan 
religions and the proudest efforts of human genius in all ages, as to 
impress every impartial examiner with the fact, that it was not “ of 
men,” but “ from heaven.” But when we look at its exact and won
derful fulfillment in the gospel, the evidence of its divine origin is over
whelming!

If  the typical and ceremonial institution of Moses was the invention 
of men, it was an exhibition of madness and folly, combined with sys
tem and skill, perfectly irreconcilable with each other—of madness and 
folly, that a religious ceremonial so expensive and onerous should be 
voluntarily assumed or imposed upon any people, for no assignable rea
son whatever; of system and skill, that an institution so extensive and 
varied in its range and application should yet be so harmoniously 
cemented as one connected system, and so perfectly fitted in type and 
shadow to “ better things to come.” The only rational conclusion on 
the subject is, that God was the author of both the law and the gos
pel, and that the one was the substance of which the other was the 
shadow.

In all the numerous types and shadows connected with the Old Dis
pensation, and pointing to the “ good things to come,” there is not one 
that does not find its antitype, substance, or accomplishment, in the 
gospel of Jesus. We look upon the paschal lamb, whose blood availed 
V) the deliverance of the Israelites from the destroying angel, and we 
.hink of “ the Lamb of God, that taketh away the sin of the world.” 
We look upon the brazen serpent lifted up in the wilderness by the 
hand of Moses for the healing of the bitten Israelites, and we think of 
the Son of God hanging on the cross, that all the world may look to 
him and live. We read of the Jewish temple, with its outer and inner 
courts, ite altars and its sacrifices, with its “ golden censer, and the ark
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of the covenant overlaid round about with gold, wherein was the golden 9 
pot that had manna, and Aaron’s rod that budded, and the tables of 1 
the covenant, and over it the cherubims of glory shadowing the mercy |  
Beat”—we look upon the priests, with their vestments, their robes, and I 
their incense—in a word, w e look upon all the services of that extended 1 
ritual, and we ask for the explanation of the whole system; but this I
explanation is to be found in the gospel of Christ, and nowhere else, j
Can it be that this wonderful harmony and mutual adaptation to each I
other of these two systems is the result of mere chance? Has it been |
produced by human contrivance? The supposition involves a moral 1 
impossibility. Between the two Testaments and the two dispensations I  
there is an all-pervading and ever-present unity of design, extending I 
through all the centuries of their history, impressing upon both the |  
same signature, and assigning to each the same divine origin. |

II. We look next at the perfect eonsisiency of all the parts of the i 
Bible with each other, as an evidence of the divinity of its origin. This I 
volume is not the production of one individual author, nor of one par- j 
ticular age of the world; but it was written by as many as thirty or I 
forty different authors, living in distant periods of time, extending I 
through a space of sixteen hundred years. That so many writers thus 1 
distantly severed from each other, precluding the possibility of consul- ] 
tation or collusion, should write even a small treatise upon any one sub- j 
j<.ct, and yet preserve a perfect consistency in all their statements and j  
views, would be a phenomenon in itself truly marvelous, and such as | 
has never been exhibited in all the human productions of the world, j 
But how must this marvel be increased in reference to the Bible, when 
we reflect on the extent of the volume, the wide range and great diver
sity of subjects embraced, the variety exhibited by these authors in j 
character, in education, in customs, in country, in taste, in talent, in | 
pursuit, and in condition in life!

In th.is volume is embraced, with a greater or less degree of promi
nence, a vast range of topics—history, biography, agriculture, raanu- , 
factures, government, politics, trade, commerce, architecture, navigation, 
letters, music, poetry, travels, geography, philosophy, morals, religion, j 
These topics are all either particularly treated of in the Bible, or inci- j 
dentally alluded to, with more or less distinctness. j

We find, also, great diversity in the character and circumstances of |  
the sacred writers. They were taken from nearly all the walks of life, | 
from the highest to the lowest. Kings, priests, prophets, statesmen, | 
fudges, physicians, shepherds, husbandmen, herdsmen, mechanics, fish-  ̂
•rmen. and gatherers of sycaftfore-fruit—some from all these depart

[P. 11. B. » I
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ments have contributed, each his portion, to the conjposition of th« 
Bible. When, therefore, we look at the wide range and great diversity 
of subjects embraced, and the number and variety of character, pur
suit, taste, and condition of the writers—when we take all these facta 
into the account, we demand if the perfect agreement and consistency 
so manifestly preserved throughout the volume, is not satisfactory evi
dence that it is the product of no merely human effort?
 ̂ Human productions, on whatever subject, are ever changing ami 
passing away. One authority rises and flourishes to-day; to-morrow it 
is superseded by another, and sinks into oblivion. The text-books of 
one age are noi, those of the next. In the progress of knowledge, it 
has been discovered that they contain important errors; hence tney are 
thrown aside and more approved standards are adopted, only, in their 
turn, to share a similar fate. No two merely human authors, unless 
they were mere copyists, have ever written books upon the same subject 
without contradicting each other, and few have written much without 
contradicting themselves. What two authors on grammar, geography, 
rhetoric, matliematics, history of the same country and period, agricul
ture, politics, ethics, or religion, have not disagreed—and most of them, 
again and again, come in direct conflict with each other? We may 
challenge the infidel world to name them. Indeed, unless, as already 
stated, they be mere copyists, or be in collusion, such an occurrence is, 
in the nature of things, impossible. But within the lids of the Bible, 
though infidelity has exerted her utmost ingenuity and strength foi 
thousands of years, she has never been able to identify the first real 
contradiction ! Objections without reason, and cavils without sense, she 
has brought forth by the legion. She has even shouted over a seeming 
contradiction, as though she had discovered a panacea for “ all the ills 
that flesh is heir t o b u t  this exultation has ever been shown to have 
been premature. A few beams of sound criticism have soon dispelled 
the clouds of ignorance on which the supposed contradiction was de
pendent for its existence; and clearly demonstrated that the contra
diction existed in the ignorance of man, and not in the word of 
God!

In all the references to history, whether of the Jews or of pagan 
nations; in all the numerous statements bearing upon the geography 
of countries, or the manners and customs of nations; in all the refer
ence to the political status of empires, kingdoms, and provinces; in all 
the incidental allusions to agriculture, science, philosophy, or the arts ; 
in all the representations of the character, morals, and religion of nu
merous nations in different agee—in every and all of these things, rs
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embraced in the Bible, tliat wonderful volume stands forth unimpeach
able, defying an infidel world to convict its pages of the first real con
tradiction or error! Can such a book be of human origin? Is it a 
property of human productions to be thus perfect? Let honest reason
decide the question. .

I l l  Another ground of argument on this subject is, the conmtmen
„f the administration of God, as revealed in the Scriptures, with what we
learn of his ways, as exhibited in his works. , a

Nothing is more common with infidels, than to aver that the ad- 
ministration of God, as revealed in the Bible, is inconsistent with 
what we learn of him from his works around us. Thus they endeavor 
to set the God of nature and the God of revelation at variance; and 
assuming (which none can dispute) that nature must be true, they pro
ceed to infer that revelation must be false. Christianity, on the other 
hand, strenuously contends that such is the perfect harmony and con
sistency of the ways of God, as revealed in the Bible, with what ive 
know of his administration, as seen in the works of nature and o 
providence, that it follows, as a necessary inference, that the God ot 
nature and of providence must also be the God of revelation.

For the illustration of the Christian argument derived from this 
source, we will select only a few of the obvious points of analogy^ 
ween nature and revelation; but they shall be those points which infi

delity has seemed most delighted to use in her favor. , • .
First, the principle of progression developed in divine revelation as 

been made a ground of complaint by the infidel. Why we 'ire 
asked, that, if the Bible be of God a complete revelation of Christian
ity, the perfected dispensation of religion was not given to the world 
at once, and not the circuitous route adopted of keeping mankind for 
four thousand years under the comparative darkness and bondage ot 
the patriarchal and Mosaic dispensations? And why is it, that when 
God constitutes a person a Christian, he must be first a babe and then 
a young man ere he can attain to maturity in Christian character? 
Is this consistent, it is urged, with the character we learn of God from 
his works? If  God is infinite in goodness and power, can he adopt 
unnecessary delay in bestowing upon his creatures the blessings he sees
they so much need ? , , i v

In reply to these objections, we confidently appeal to the analogy be
tween nature and revelation. We think this will not only be sufficient 
to silence the cavil of the skeptic, but that it will furnish a very powe  ̂
ful iiiteiTial evidence of the truth of revelatidn.

We ask, then. Is not this same principle of progression abundantl)



Ch. xviii.] HAKMONY OF TH E DISPENSATIONS. 701
exemplified iu nature? We see it in vegetation; There is “ first the 
olade, then the ear, then the full corn in the ear.” We see it in out 
own species: We pass through the several stages of infancy, child
hood. and youth, up to manhood and old age. We witness it in all 

. educational developments: The child just inducted into school does 
not enter at once upon the study of the higher branches, but he begine 
with the alphabet, and gradually advances from one stage to the next 
in the ascending scale. Now, the infidel will not deny that God, 
had he seen proper so to order it, could just as easily have dispensed 
with this progressive order in nature. But such was not his plan. God 

fe formed the laws of nature after the counsel of infinite wisdom. Had 
t he spoken the word he could with equal facility have so ordered it that 
I the seed sown by the husbandman should mature into a ripe crop in 
' a few hours, so that he might sow in the morning and reap in the after- 
I noon of the same day. Let the skeptic first go and settle his quarrel 
I with the God of nature, and then his cavils at revelation will be lessI , . ,
I inconsistent!
P This progressive principle in revelation only shows that the God of 
I nature and the God of the Bible work by the same ru le; in other 
I words, it evinces that revelation is confirmed by nature. When the 
f world was in its infancy, God imparted to it, in the patriarchal dispen- 
: sation, the alphabet of religion. When that was sufficiently matured, 
! the Mosaic economy was unfolded; and when “ the fulness of time was
■ come,” and all things in the best possible state of preparation for it, 
i the full development of the gospel was made. In this succession of 
! aispensations, and in their harmonious adaptation to each other, and

U) the condition of the world, there is a manifestation of wisdom and 
foresight transcending the utmost powers of mere humanity, and dem
onstrating the divine origin of the whole scheme.

Between the great foundation principles of nature and revelation, 
: there is manifest a perfect analogy and harmony, from which may be 

deduced a very forcible argument in favor of the truth of revelation. 
The points of the analogy in question are very numerous, and have

■ furnished material for that inimitable volume, Butler’s Analogy. But 
; we propose to call attention only to one or two leading positions:

1. First, in both nature and revelation, the great foundation principlei 
art. too profoundly mysterioua for the comprehension of human vnsdom.

The mysteries of revelation have a thousand times been paraded, 
I magnified, and ridiculed by skeptics. And although it has been as 

often shown that similar objections might with equal propriety be urged 
against nature, yet infidelity seems determined never to remember thf
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fact. The niystei ies of the Bible have furnished the theme for inanj 
a sneering sarcasm; and perhaps will still continue to do so, so long as 
ridicule, instead of reason, shall continue to be the favorite weapon of 
infidelity. But we proceed to the consideration of the l)asis of our ar
gument as stated above.

We first call attention to some of the leading foundation principles 
connected with revelation, and will show that they are profoundly mys
terious, and, to finite minds, truly incomprehensible. In turning our 
attention to the great subject-matter of revelation, the first leading im
portant doctrine presenting itself to our view, and challenging our 
faith, is the being nnd perjections of God. Here, at the very thresh
old of the great temple of revealed truth, we are called to the contem
plation of a theme which is probably as overwhelmingly mysterious to 
angelic as it certainly is to human intellects. For what finite mind caa 
comprehend the infinite God? Our utmost capacity can only grasp 
with a feeble hand something of what he has been pleased to reveal 
concerning his attributes; but of the essential nature of that high and 
lofty One, we can know nothing. His essence is deeply enshrined in 
mystery, beyond the reach of finite minds.

Another great foundation-truth of revelation is the divinity of Chrid. 
No doctrine of the Bible is more clearly revealed, or occupies a more 
important position in the system of divinity, than this. That Christie 
Goil and that he is man, the Bible declares most explicitly; and out 
faith must bow submissively, and embrace the revealed fact. But what 
mind can comprehend this stupendous mystery ? The aionenienl, the 
influence of the Spirit, the regeneration and sanctification of the soul- 
all these are also great essential doctrines of revelation ; yet in each 
one of them, what a world of impenetrable mystery is embraced! The 
fact, then, is freely admitted, that revelation contains profound and inex
plicable mysteries. I t  is quite probable that, pertaining to the glorious 
doctrines revealed in the Bible, there are depths, and heights, and 
lengths, and breadths of sublime mysteries never yet explored by men 
or angels. And while the endless cycles of eternity shall endure, these 
may ftirnish richest themes of contemplation for the multitudes who 
stand before the throne. But for these mysteries of revelation, one of 
the important evidences that God is its author would be lacking—for 
surely a revelation which finite minds can thoroughly comprehend 
would be destitute of one important mark of its having emanated from 
the great and incomprehensible One.

But when we turn our thoughts to the great foundation principles in 
eonnection with the science of nature, we find a most striking analoyf

702 ELEMKNTS OF DIVINITY.



to the mysteries of revelation. To maintain consistency n ith himself 
the infidel should reject and refuse to believe in nature, until he can 
penetrate the profoundest depths of all her wonderful mysteries. But 
will he do so? What can he thoroughly comprehend of the essence of 
all material things ? He cannot master the essence of an atom in mat
ter, and yet he would spurn revelation from his faith on account -£ hei 
mysteries.

To begin at the foundation principles in nature, what can the wisest 
philosopher tell us of the essence of matter? can he thoroughly analyze 
and define it? He may lecture upon its properties, but he can no more 
comprehend its essence than he can create a world.

Again, look at the great principle in nature called cdtraction, or the 
taw of gravitation. What, is it? Who can comprehend or define it? 
We witness the constant evidence of the fact. We see the sun from 
his throne, in the center of his system, as philosophy and astronomy 
tell us, grasping the planets with his golden chain of attraction, and 
whirling them in their orbits with such marvelous exactitude that they 
shall not deviate from their prescribed pathway the breadth of a hair 
in a million of ages. But we pause and inquire, What is this attrac 
tion? Can philosophy answer? Can the wisdom of the schools solve the 
problem ? All they can tell us is, that it is a potver, an influence, a 
something, they know not what; and, for want of a better name, thej 
call it attraction. But to comprehend what this attraction is, is beyond 
the capacity of Sir Isaac Newton and all his disciples. They are as 
ignorant on this point as the most unlettered peasant. They know it 
is the power of Him who placed the sun in the firmament, and hung 
the earth upon nothing, but proud reason can go no farther. Here 
then is mystery in nature, profound and overwhelming. Let boasting 
infidelity explain this stupendous mystery in nature—till then, let her 
not scoff at the mysteries of revelation. ‘

Another great foundation-stone in the temple of nature is the princi
ple of life. The fact that this principle exists is obvious to our senses. 
We are familiar with its phenomena in both the vegetable and animal 
kingdoms. The germinating seed, the growing grass, the bursting bud, 
and the unfolding leaf, no less than the blush of health in the face and 
the power of action in the body of man, testify to the fact that the 
principle of life exists. But what is it? Who can penetrate its essence? 
Physiology may discourse of the germinating principle in vegetation, 
of the warming sun and the refreshing rain, and of the fructifying 
properties of soils; but what are they without the living principle in 
(hsi seed ? And this living principle none can analyze, define, or com
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prehend. And who has ever explained the principle of life in man! 
There is something within us that opens the senses to the wonders of 
the world about us, that paints the cheek and kindles the eye, that 
touches the muscle and moves the limb; but what is that something? 
The profoundest philosopher is as ignorant as the child. We may read 
that “ God breathed into his nostrils the breath of life, and man became 
a living soul,” but we can go no farther. Beyond this Bible revealment 
natural science is dumb. The essence of life is still an inscrutable
mystery. _ . i. i; j

Look also at the mystery connected with the circulation of the blood.
Since its discovery by Mr. Harvey, the fact has been obvious to all. 
But although we have had many learned lectures on the subject, this 
mystery in nature has never been explained. We have been told that 
it is the contraction and dilatation of the heart which propels the blood 
in one continuous current through the arteries to all parts of the body, 
whence it is taken up by the absorbents, and returned through the veins 
to the heart. But still the mystery in the process is unexplained. 
What causes the heart to contract and dilate? Here, at the very com
mencement, all the skill of philosophy is baffled—for the contraction 
and dilatation of the heart, on mere natural principles, must ever le- 
main an inexplicable mystery. I t is the power of God that, sitting at 
the seat of life, prevents the golden bowl from being broken, or the 
pitcher from being broken at the fountain. But how this is effected no 
one can tell. The fad  is plain, the manner of the fact involves the 
mystery. Volumes might be written in pointing out the great mys
teries of nature, at none of which does the faith of the infidel ever 
stagger, but at Bible mysteries he is ever ready to scoff.

But that the mysteries in Scriptgre are so frequently urged by skep
tics as objections to Christianity, we would have said less than we have 

. upon the subject. We, however, present one farther example of the 
mysteries of nature. We refer to the wonders of instind as seen in the 
department of irrational creation. Not to speak of the elephant, the 
dog. the fox, and others of the class, we notice this marvelous power in 
that small but useful insect, the honey-bee. With a skill surpassing 
that of all the chemists in the world, it collects its luscious store from 
every appropriate flower of the fields and the woods; and with a math
ematical exactitude and mechanical ingenuity which no human ability 
can equal, it collects its materials and constructs its cells Now, we 
ask, who can explain this phenomenon ? This little chemist and mech
anist never studied science, never was at school; and yet, by mere in- 
rtinct. it e?chibits a skill and ingenuity not susceptible of improvement.

[P. ii. B. 8
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And, to add to the marvel, this wonderful little chemist and mechanist 
has made no advancement through the lapse of centuries; hut, precisely 
as we witness now, it collected its sweets and constructed its store-houses 
amid the bowers of Eden. Is not this a mystery in nature ?

Thus we see that in both nature and revelation the great foundation 
principles embody incomprehensible mysteries, exhibiting in this the 
most perfect analogy. From this fact, the necessary conclusion should 
be that, if we embrace in our faith, without reserve, the entire system of 
nature, notwithstanding the mysteries it involves, we cannot without 
manifest inconsistency reject from our faith the system of revelation, 
because of the mysteries it may embrace. In reference to both systems, 
the mysteries lie not in the facts but in the manner of the facts. We 
may believe the facts though the manner of those facts be beyond our 
comprehension. Had revelation come to us free from all mystery, the 
same captious infidelity that now sneers at the sublime mysteries of the 
Bible would, doubtless, still deride and reject Christianity on the 
ground that it was destitute of sublime mysteries such as are recorded 
in the volume of nature. But the Christian philosopher, as he peruses 
these two great volumes, and marks the striking analogy between them, 
seeing upon both the same signature, may exult in the evidence thus 
derived that the same God who made the world is the author of his 
Bible.

2. In both nature and revelation, though we find much that is mys
terious, yet we need not be experimentally or practically much the 
losers on that account—for those mysteries do not pertain to such things 
as are essential to our happiness either here or hereafter. They are 
what may be studied or let alone, as we choose, without any serious 
detriment.

It is a very impressive point of analogy between the two systems, 
jnd strongly demonstrative of the truth of revelation, that, both in ref
erence to the temporal things of this life and the spiritual things of the 
next, both in nature and revelation, all that is most vahiahle or essential to 
our welfare is easy to be understood, and is readily accessible to all classes.

A few illustrations will render this point of analogy clear and evi
dent. First, look at the temporal blessings of life connected with nat
ure. What is more essential to the welfare of all sentient living things 
than the surrounding atmosphere? Without it, man would immedi
ately perish from the earth; without it, beast and bird, and tree and 
plant, would droop and die. Yet, in this department, how abundant 
the provisions of a merciful Providence! The globe is encircled, tbrti 
niles high, with a volume of this life-preserving fluid.

45
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How es.sentia] to our welfare is the great staple article of water, and 
how abundant the supply! The oceans, the rivers, the creeks, the lit 
tie branches, the springs, and even the floating clouds, are all employed 
as ministering servants to furnish and convey to man, and beast, and 
hiid, and tree, and shrub, and plant, and to all that has life, an abun
dant supply of this invaluable commodity.

But if we look at revelation we find its pages stamped with thu 
same impressive evidence of having proceeded from God. What are 
the mysterious matters and things “ hard to be understood” in the 
Bible ? Are they the great doctrines and precepts connected directly 
with the salvation of the soul? These are all so plain that ‘ the way
faring man, though a fool, need not err therein.” In order to our sal
vation, we need not puzzle over the import of mysterious and yet un
fulfilled prophecies, or the abstruse and knotty questions in theology. 
Repentance and faith, which can be understood as easily by the unedu
cated as by the learned, are the only absolute conditions on which salvation 
is profiered. With these terms all may comply. And thus the provision 
of saving mercy in the gospel is rendered as free, as full, and as abun
dant as the air we breathe, or the water we drink from the provisions 
of nature; and so this great point of analogy is fully caixied out be
tween nature and revelation, giving strong reason for believing that the 
two systems have emanated from the same divine Source.

IV. We conclude this chapter by noticing the analogy between reve
lation and some remarkable dispensations of Divine Providence.

I t has been argued that the Bible cannot be a revelation from God, 
because it represents God as authorizing the extermination of the Ca- 
naanites, which would have been a cruelty, inconsistent with the divine 
character.

In reply to this, it is enough to state that the destruction of the Ca- 
iiaanites, as commanded in Scripture, is perfectly consistent with those 
dispensations of Providence by which many thousands are sometime 
destroyed by an earthquake or volcano. • In both cases, the responsi
bility of the destruction is with God. If  the God of providence, con
sistently with his attributes, could destroy by the agency of a vokam 
tbe inhabitants of Pompeii and Herculaneum, the God of the Bible, 
with equal consistency, may destroy the Canaanito by the agenvy t f  the 
Israelites. The agency or instrumentality by which the work is per
formed cannot change its moral character. The infidel admits that 
God, by his providence, destroys multitudes by earthquakes and volcatwes, 
but,’inconsistently with himself, denies that he may do the same thing 
i,hr)ugh the agency of a uatwJi*
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The Cauaanites were judicially cut olf for their sins, beuau.sc “ the 
cup of their iniquity was full.” The Judge of all had the right thus 
to execute upon them the sentence, which, by their long-continued 
wickedness, they deserved. And if God may punish them thus se
verely for their sins, he may select the agency for the execution of the 
sentence. In this case, we see the harmony between revelation and 
providence, tending to evince that the God of providence is also the 
God of the Bible. We see farther that Christianity is perfectly con
sistent with nature and with providence, while infidelity is inconsistent 
with both the one and the other, and equally so with herself. Let her 
first go and be reconciled with nature and with providence, and then 
her quarrel with revelation will be ended.

Oh. iTiii.] HARMONY OF THE DISPENSATIONS. TU7

QUESTIONS ON

Qdestion 1. What is included under the 
head of internal evidence?

2. Do our standard authors agree as to
the relative importance of external 
and internal evidence ?

3. What is the position of Dr. Chalmers
on the subject?

4. What relation do these classes of evi
dence sustain to each other ?

6. Which is the more convincing of the
two to the Christians ?

8. Is the range of internal evidence lim
ited, or extended ?

7. What is the first evidence of this kind
noticed ?

8. What testimony did the Saviour give
to the truth of the Old Testa
ment ?

9. What was the testimony of the apos
tles on the subject?

CHAPTER X V III.

10. How may it be shown that the Old
Testament sanctions the New, and 
receives therein its fulfillment?

11. How is an argument founded on the
consistency of the different parte 
of the Bible with each other?

12. Does the Bible contain any rcalcon-
tradictions ?

13. How is it shown that the God of the
Bible is consistent with the God of 
nature ?

14. To what points of analogy is the
appeal made ?

15. What departments in both nature
and revelation are mysterious, and 
what are plain ?

16. What objections have been urged
founded upon the dispensations of 
Divine Providence, and how have 
they been answered 7
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C H A P T E R  X IX , ■

ORIGIN OF TH E BIBLE —  L IF E  OF CHRIST —  STYLE OF THE SACRED 

W RITERS —  ADAPTATION OF DOCTRINES TO TH E CHARACTER AND 

CONDITION OF MAN.

I. As those skilled aud practiced in such things can judge of the 
qualifications of a mechanist or of an artist by examining his produc
tion, whether it be a machine that he has constructed or a piece of 
statuary or of painting that he has executed, so we form a judgment 
of the character of an author from the perusal of a book he has writ
ten ; and although this judgment is not in strictness the result of mathe
matical demonstration, yet it often conveys quite as satisfactory comiio- 
tion to the mind. For example, who can read the Iliad of Homer,the 
Priiicipia of Newton, or the Orations of Demosthenes, and not be con
vinced that the first was a poet, the second a philosopher, and the third 
an orator? I t is on a precisely similar principle that we conduct the 
internal argument for Christianity. The book called the Bible ha« 
found its way into our world. Men have differed in their judgment as 
to its origin, character, and importance; and one mode of determining 
this question is, by examining the volume itself. The evidence derived 
from this source is called internal, and, to the candid and unsophisti
cated mind, is often of the most convincing character; though skeptics 
are seldom disposed to give it an impartial hearing.

There are but three different classes of men from whom the Bible 
could have emanated : it was either written by good, inspired men, by 
good, unitispired men, or by had men.

The examination of the volume itself may easily satisfy the impap 
tial as to which of these classes of men were its authors. Bad men 

- could not if they would, and would not if they could, have written such 
a book. As well might “ the Ethiopian change his skin, or the leopard 
his spots,” as for wicked, unholy, bad men, to write such a volume as the 
Bible! I t  is a moral impossibility. A bitter fountain cannot send 
forth sweet water, nor can an evil tree bring forth good fruit. Had a 
Set of bad men, in any given age, combined for the express ptirpose,
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their groveling, polluted intellects never could have conceived the pure 
and lofty sentiments which everywhere breathe through the Scriptures, 
much less could they have maintained the same unearthly and holy 
characteristics throughout so extended and diversified a production. 
How, then, can we conceive it possible that thirty or forty base and 
atrociously wicked men, living in different ages and parts of the world, 
extending through a period of sixteen hundred years, and having no 
knowledge of each other, or possible chance of collusion, could have 
thus combined for such a deception, and maintained throughout so mar
velous a consistency? He who can believe this, exhibits a larger ca
pacity of belief than if he were to subscribe to every miracle of the 
Bible at which infidelity has ever scoffed! When a set of deceitful 
hypocrites and perjured wretches—as the authors of the Bible must have 
been, if  they were bad men at all—can produce such a volume under the 
circumstances, then a mere child or idiot may have written the Elements 
of Euclid, or the Principia of Newton ! If  bad men wrote the Bible, then 
it is a tissue of profanity and lies from beginning to end ; for they pro
fess everywhere to be God-fearing men, speaking with authority from 
Heaven. And, moreover, they record in deepest colors their own 
shame, and utter the severest denunciations against themselves! Can 
this be reconciled with the principles of human nature? Infidelity can 
point to nothing like it in all the history of our race. From what 
source soever the Bible originated, it is morally certain that it never was 
conceived or brought forth by bad men.

But could it have been the production of a set of good but uninspired
men? This hypothesis is equally absurd and impossible. The writers
of the Bible do not profess to speak on their own authority, or in their 
own name, but claimed to have received their commission from God; and, 
in confirmation of that claim, they performed many notable and public 
miracles. Now, we demand, can good men go before the world with a 
lie in their mouths? Can they preface their communication with 
“ Thus saith the Lord,” when the Lord has not spoken ? Can they pro
fess to be “ moved by the Holy Ghost,” when they are only moved by 
themselves? And would God sanction the impious falsehood and de
ception by empowering them to work miracles in its confirmation? 
That the Bible was produced.by good but uninspired men is an absurd- 
ity_an utter impossibility! Hence, as neither bad men nor good unin
spired men could have produced it, there is but one other source for its 
origin left—it must have been produced—if ever produced at all—by 
good inspired men. I f  infidelity admits this conclusion, she yields the 
whole question, and subscribes to divine revelation; if she denies it,
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she may with equa’ reason deny that the Bible exists, and set her soph
istry at work to show that the millions of mankind; through all these 
long centuries, while they imagined they were reading the book called 
the Bible, were all the while in a dream ! Infidelity may sneer at the 
conclusion presented, but she cannot escape from it, except by proving 
that the Bible was either the production of bad men, or of good bul 
unimpaired men ; and when she shall have accomplished tJm, to prove 
that there never was a Bible in the world, or that light and darkness 
are the same, will be but an easy task for her masterly logic!

II. A very powerful internal evidence of the truth of Christianity 
may be derived from the character of Christ, as portrayed in the evan
gelical history. We do not here include his miracles and predictions— 
which have been considered under the head of external evidence—but 
refer merely to the personal history of the man Christ Jesus. In tins 
there is abundant testimony to satisfy every candid mind that he was 
no impostor, but, as he claimed to be, “ a Teacher come from God.”

1. First, look at the purity of his life. What impostor ever exhibited 
a deportment so blameless—a life so free from pride, ostentation, vanity, 
selfishness,or worldly-mindedness? Throughout his whole life goodness 
marks his intercourse with mankind. He engages in nothing to afflict 
or distress—nothing to produce discord in social circles, or insurrections 
in civil communities; he appears among men as the “ Prince of Peace.” 
It was the business of his life to go about doing good. Were any blind, 
he gave them sight; were any deaf, he restored their hearing; were any 
dumb, be loosed their tongues ; were any lame, he said, “Arise, take up 
thy bed, and walk;” were any sick, he said, “ Wilt thou be made 
whole?” were any possessed of devils, he “ rebuked the foul spirit,” and 
relieved the possessed; and “ to the poor he preached the gospel.” So 
abundant were his acts of benevolence, that multitudes of the afflicted 
followed him up in his travels, or cried after him as he passed, thronged 
him as he entered the house of a friend, pressing through the crowd 
to “ touch the hem of his garment;” and, of all that ever came to 
him in distress, not one did he turn empty away. And though he 
was poor, not having “ where to lay his head,” he never received a 
reward for any of his acts of mercy; but, a homeless wanderer, he went 
about doing good to others. Can it be that a life so blameless, so 
devoted to doing good, so self-sacrificing, was that of an impostor?

2. But look at his patience, amid all his persecutions, and his kind
ness toward his enemies. ' He bears insult and injury, mockery and 
derision, with calm composure and meek submission. His character 
was aspersed, and all manner of evil spoken of him falsely. His best
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acta were attributed to the worst of motives, and his virtues were con
verted into crimes. He was pursued from city to city with the tongue 
of slander, and with the venom of demons his enemies clamored for his 
blood; but he bore it all, without recrimination or the slightest effort 
to take revenp. He wept in sympathy over the devoted city of Jeru
salem, and, with his dying lips, prayed for his murderers: “ Father, for
give them, for they know not what they do.” Are these the charac
teristics of an impostor? Could he who thus lived and thus died be a 
cunning deceiver, practicing a fraud upon the world ? The very suppos
ition is monstrous!

3. Next we view the character of Christ as a Teacher. And, first, 
we notice his Sermon on the Mount. Here, within the limits of’three 
chapters, is comprised the most luminous presentation of moral and 
religious truth contained in any language. As he opened his mouth 
and taught, a shower of rich beatitudes came down upon his waiting 
hearers like clusters of ripe fruit from the tree of life! We cannot 
pause to analyze this inimitable sermon, but it contains every conceiv
able excellence it is simple and comprehensive, majestic and sublime, 
tender and impressive, earnest and pathetic — it teaches the purest 
morality and the loftiest devotion, in the clearest and most forcible 
style. No unprejudiced mind can peruse it and fail to coincide with 
the multitudes who “ were astonished at his doctrine,” and testified that 
“ he taught them as one having authority, and not as the scribes.” 

Again, we look at the instructions of Christ in his parables. Here 
the divinity of his character as a teacher conspicuously shines forth. 
Never before nor simje did this method of teaching appear with so much 
beauty and force. With the profoundest skill, by the use of the para
ble, he riveted attention, removed difficulties, disarmed prejudice, shed 
light upon the understanding, convinced the conscience, and, transform
ing the bigot into an impartial judge, led him by gentle and imper
ceptible degrees to pronounce upon himself the sentence of condemna
tion. Do we wish to see the richness and fullness of gospel grace, the 
earnest importunity of the gospel call, and the fallacious pleas ’and 
senseless excuses by which sinners evade this call—do we wish to see all 
these things forcibly set forth?—we should read the parable of the Great 
Supper. Would we have a view of the sincere and benevolent intention 
with which the gospel should be proclaimed to all classes, and of the vari- 
ous kinds of hearers who listen to the word, and the reasons why so small 
a portion of them profit thereby?—we may read it in all it* transcend
ent beauty and force in the parable of the Sower. Would we behold 
n more than nature’s deepest colors, the folly and drudgery of sin, the
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all-surpassing yearnings of the bowels of Infinite Love for the salvation 
of the wandering rebel, and the thrill of joy and gladness with which 
all heaven will celebrate the return to God of every penitent—would 
we witness a description of all this, wrought up to the loftiest degree of 
pathos and power that language can reach ?—we have it in the parable
of the Prodigal Son.

4. But we look also at the circumstances connected with the condem
nation and death of Jesus, and witness there the evidence that he was 
imore than man. Behold him before Pilate! Did ever a criminal dis
play such serene composure under such circumstances? Did ever a 
judge pronounce such a eulogy upon him whom, with the next breath, 
he ordered to execution ? “ I  find no fault in him,” said Pilate; and 
added: “ Take ye him and crucify him !” Can this be a wicked de
ceiver? But look upon the scene of his death upon the robe of 
derision and the crown of thorns—upon the cross, the nails, and the 
hammer—upon the rending of the vail and the going out of the sun— 
upon his pierced side, and hands, and feet, and upon his streaming 
blood—listen to his dving groans, and to his last prayer for his enemies, 
and say, Was not “ this the Son of God” ? Could an impostor have 
lived such a life of purity and self-sacrifice? Could he have exhibited 
such calm serenity of soul amid such “ contradiction of sinners,” labored 
BO perseveringly for the world that hated him, and died such a death of 
God-like composure, exhibiting to the last such compassion for his mur
derers ? Sober reason affirms that Jesus was a good man, and not an im
postor; and if so, then he was the Son of God, and his religion is <m 

5. Even some of the bitter opponents of Christianity, in an hour of 
more sober reflection than usual, have uttered some noble and eloquent 
Bentiments concerning Christ and his teachings. Rousseau says: I will
confess to you that the majesty of the Scriptures strikes me with admi
ration, as the purity of the gospel has its influence on my heart 
Peruse the works of our philosophers, with all their pomp of diction; 
how mean, how contemptible are they, compared with the ScripturesI 
Is it possible that a book at once so simple and sublime should b« 
merely the work of man ? Is it possible that the sacred personage 
whose history it contains should be himself a mere man ? Do we find 
that he assumed the tone of an enthusiast or ambitious sectary ? What 
Bweetness, what purity in his manners; what an affecting gracefulness 
in his delivery; what sublimity in his maxims; what profound wisdom 
in his discourses; what presence of mind in his replies; how great the 
command over his passions! Where is the man, where the philosopher, 
who could so live and so die without weakness and without ostentation!
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When Plato described his imaginary good man, with all the rhame of 
guilt, yet meriting the highest rewards of virtue, he describo'l exactly 
the character of Jesus Christ; the resemblance was so striking, that all 
the Christian Fathers perceived it. What prepossession, what blind
ness, must it be to compare the son of Sophroniscus (Socrates) to the 
Son of Mary! What an infinite disproportion is there between them I 
Socrates, dying without pain or ignominy, easily supported his character 
to the last; and if his death, however easy, had not crowned his life, 
it might have been doubted whether Socrates, with all his wisdom, was 
any thing more than a vain sophist. He invented, it is said, the theory 
of morals. Others however, had before put them in practice; he had 
only to say, therefore, what they had done, and to reduce their example 
to precept. But where could Jesus learn, among his competitors, that 
pure and sublime morality of which be only bas given us both precept 
and example? The death of Socrates, peaceably philosophizing with 
his friends, appears the most agreeable that could be wished for; that 
of Jesus, expiring in the midst of agonizing pains, abused, insulted, and 
accused by a whole nation, is the most horrible that could be feared. 
Socrates, in receiving the cup of poison, blessed the weeping executioner 
who administered it; but Jesus, in tbe midst of excruciating tortures, 
prayed for his merciless tormentors. Yes, if the life and death of 
Socrates were those of a sage, the life and death of Jesus were those of 
a God ! Shall we suppose the evangelic history a mere fiction ? Indeed, 
my friend, it bears not tbe marks of fiction; on tbe contrary, the his
tory of Socrates, which nobody presumes to doubt, is not so well attested 
as that of Jesus Christ. Such a supposition, in fact, only shifts the 
difilculty, without obviating i t ; it is more inconceivable that a number 
of persons should agree to write such a history, than that one only should 
furnish the subject of it. The Jewish authors were incapable of the 
diction, and strangers to the morality, contained in the gospel, the marks 
of whose truth are so striking and inimitable that the inventor would 
be a more astonishing man than the hero.”

In the apostolic wrilings we find also very conclusive marks of truth
fulness and candor. These disciples never pause to eulogize the tran
scendent virtues of their Master, or to express their admiration of his 
wonderful doings; they everywhere simply narrate facts as they trans
pired, in the plainest and most natural style, yet preserving a tone of 
solemn dignity suitable to the important events they record. Hannah 
More well says, “ These sober recorders of event* the most astonishing, 
are never carried away by the circumstances they relate into any pomp 
of diction, into any use of superlatives. There is not, perhaps, in ths
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whole Gospels a single interjection, not an exclamation, nor any artifice 
to call the reader’s attention to the marvels of which the relaters were 
the witnesses. Absorbed in their holy task, no alien idea presents itself 
to their mind ; the object before them fills it. They never digress—are 
never called away by the solicitations of vanity, or the suggestions of 
curiosity. No image starts up to divert their attention. There is, 
indeed, in the Gospels much imageiy, much allusion, much allegory; 
but they proceed from their Lord, and are recorded as his. The writ
ers never fill up the intervals between events. They leave circum
stances to make their own impression, instead of helping out the reader 
by anj reflections of their own. They always feel the holy ground on 
which they stand. They preserve the gravity of history and the sever
ity of truth, without enlarging the outline or swelling the expression.”

III. An argument, also, from internal evidence may be founded upon 
the style of the sacred writers. How marked is the diversity in the style 
of Moses, David, Solomon, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Ezekiel, Daniel, Amos, 
and of all the Old Testament writers ! And no one can read the New 
Testament and not be struck with the peculiar characteristics of style 
in the several authors. In the writings of Paul, what massive strength 
and force of logic ; what ardor of devotion ; what firmness of purpose; 
what dauntless courage! In the writings of John, what sympathetic 
tenderness ; what sweetness and amiability! And in Peter, and James, 
and all the rest, there is apparent in each a style of his own. It cannot 
but be observed how fully the peculiar style of each author is sustained 
throughout all his writings. Could such consistency have been preserved 
by an impostor?

IV. The next source of internal evidence to which we call attention 
is the doctrines of revelation. I f  these be such as are worthy of God, 
and adapted to the character, the condition, the necessities, and the hope» 
of man, and such as could not have been discovered by human reason, 
then it will follow that they have been revealed from beaven.

We need not pause to show how vastly superior are the writings of 
the Scriptures, both on moral and religious subjects, to all the wisdom 
of the schools of pagan philosophy. The ancient Jews were less 
learned than the Greeks and the Romans. How, then, could the former 
BO excel the latter, unless they were divinely assisted ? Infidelity may 
boast of the system of natural religion ; but, we demand, to what does 
it all amount without revelation ? But for what modern infidels have 
purloined from the New Testament, they would have been as ignorant 
of the unity of God and of the divine attributes, of the duty of man 
and of the doctrine of immortality, as were the pagan philosophen
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Were the philosophers of Greece and Rome, in the Augustan age, infe
rior in learning to the infidels of the present day? If not, then why 
were their notions on these subjects so vague and indefinite, and blended 
with so much uncertainty, so inferior to those of the infidels of our day? 
Simply because our modern infidels have borrowed from the gospel 
Prom the divine philosophy of Jesus and the sublime ethics of hie 
apostles they have stolen their wisdom, but refuse to acknowledge the 
source to which they are so much indebted. “After grazing,” as one 
expresses it, “ in the pastures of revelation, they boast of growing fat 
by nature.” Those glorious presentations of the divine attributes, the 
inimitable golden rule of the Saviour, and the confident announcements 
of immortality, which so enrich the pages of revelation, never could 
have been discovered by human reason ; but they are every way worthy 
of God, from whom they have been derived, and, when revealed, reason 
can attest their truth and excellence.

Were it necessary, it could easily be shown that an internal evidence 
of the truth of revelation might be deduced from every single doctrine 
and precept of the Bible. But we can only present a few of the prom
inent doctrines, and exhibit the argument founded on them as a sample 
of the rest.

1. The doctrine of human depravity, or the moral corruption of man’s 
nature, is very clearly revealed in Scripture. It runs through both 
Testaments with a prominence which cannot be overlooked. It is seen 
in the law and in the gospel—in the writings of Moses and the prophets, 
and of Christ and his apostles. I t need not be insisted how perfectly 
accordant is this doctrine with the internal consciousness and experi
ence of every accountable man ; nor how abundantly it is confirmed by 
the universal history of the world. In our present argument we take 
these matters for granted, referring for tlieir proof to the appropriate 
place in the systems of divinity. But, we inquire, how can we account 
for the appearance of so clear and satisfactory a presentation of this 
doctrine in the Bible, and nowhere else? While the pagan nations, 

i although they could not be ignorant of the fact of the general corruje 
tion of man, had very vague and indefinite notions as to the nature of 
this moral disea.se, and knew nothing of its origin and remedy, the Bible 
sheds abundant illumination upon the whole subject. While philosoph/ 
had been essaying in vain to determine whence this moral malady arose, 
and setting forth numerous fallacious and fruitless schemes for its con 
trol or eradication, revelation conducts us to the origin of our race, 
records the history of the fall of man, and proclaims and satisfactorily 

f iccounts for the moral corruption of the entire species. Now, cwr
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demand, doe» not the fact that this great doctrine, whose truth is re
corded upon the tablet of every conscience, and upon every page of the 
world’s history, is thus fully revealed, both as to its nature and origin, 
in the Bible, and nowhere else, demonstrate that revelation is not of
men, but from God ?

2. But the Bible not only thus describes, in its true character, the 
moral state of man, but it sets forth the only true remedy. The doc
trine of the atonement, running through all the law and the gospel, pre
sents the only rational ground of pardon and salvation for the sinner of 
which the world has ever heard. Philosophy, falsely so called, and 
pseudivtheology, have prated much and long about the mere mercy of 
God, his 'prerogative, repentance ahne, etc., as being rational and practi 
cable grounds of pardon and salvation; but all these schemes have 
been clearly shown to be futile and inadequate. Besides, without reve
lation, what do we know of the abstract mercy and prerogative of God? 
If his mercy admits the sinner to suffer for his sins here, for a limited 
period, what assurance can we have, without revelation, that the same 
mercy will not consign him to endless sufferings h^eajtert Indeed, 
without revelation we may realize that we are guilty, polluted, and 
miserable, but we can find no remedy. We are left to the uncerUinty 
of conjecture, or the darkness of despair. Atonement, as exhibited in 
the Bible and nowhere else, furnishes the only remedy in the case. It 
alone shows how “ God can be just, and the justifier of him which
believeth in Jesus.” ,1 , 2

3 Again, man is not only guilty, and needs pardon, but he is poUuUd,
and needs ckandng. The gospel also furnishes the divine influence upon
the soul, to “ Cleanse it from all unrighteousness.” “As the atonement
of Christ stoops to the judicial destitution of man, the promise of the Holy
Spirit meets the case of his moral destitutioii. One finds him without
any means of satisfying the claims of justice, so as to exempt him from
punishment; the other without the inclination or the strength to avail
himself even of proclaimed clemency and offered pardon, and becomes
the means of awakening his judgment, and exciting, and assisting, and
crowning his efforts to obtain that boon and its consequent blessings.
The one relieves him from the penalty, the other from the disease of
pin ; the former restores to man the favor of God, the other renews him
in his image.” (Watson’s Institutes.)

Can that system be the contrivance of wicked impostors which alone 
furnishes information the most desirable, the most important, the most 
beneficial to man, which could possibly be conceived—which unfolds 
his true character, portrays his helpless condition, and points to his on y
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remedy? Can that revelation be an imposture which finds man in 
darkness and gives him light, in weakness and gives him strength, in 
guilt and gives him pardon, and in pollution and gives him sanctifica
tion ? Can a system of doctrines so pregnant with truth, so adapted to 
our nature and necessities, and which so “ commends itself to every 
man’s conscience in the sight of God,” be of earthly origin and 
device? Reason testifies. No; it cannot be! This great and sublime 
system which teaches the depravity and guilt of man through the fall, 
and his redemption and salvation through the atonement of Christ and 
the sanctification of the Spirit, is no plant of earthly production. It grew 
not in nature’s soil. I t  is a seed which could only have originated and 
been warmed into life in the bosom of infinite Wisdom and Goodness.

4. Once more, the Scriptures alone bring fully to light the doctrine 
of immortality.

On this question pagan philosophy, in its most enlightened and vir
tuous phase, has ever trembled between hope and despair; but Chris
tianity has exultantly “ brought life and immortality to light.” We 
need not say how necessary is a belief in this doctrine to our welfare 
and happiness in this life. “ I f  in this life only we have hope in Christ,” 
said an apostle, “ we are of all men most miserable.” Bereft of that 
hope of a future state of being and enjoyment, how cheerless and dreary 
would be the present I What of earth could be found worthy the atten
tion and concern of our exalted powers ? But to the Bible, and espe
cially to the revealments of the New Testament, we are indebted for all 
the assurance we can gain of future reward for the privations, toils, and 
Bufferings of the present state.

Upon this subject how driveling and unsatisfying are the dreamy 
conjectures of pagan philosophy! How infinitely superior to all these 
the solid and glowing hopes with which revelation inspires her votaries! 
David exclaims: “As for me, I shall behold thy face in righteousness; 
I shall be satisfied when I awake with thy likeness. . . .  My flesh also 
shall rest in hope. . . .  Yea, though I  walk through the valley of the 
shadow of death, I will fear no evil, for thou art with me. . . .  I  shall 
dwell in the house of the Lord forever.”

The apostles of Christ were equally exultant in their expression* 
upon this subject. St. Paul exclaims: “ Our light aflaiction, which is 
but for a moment, worketh for us a far more exceeding and eternal 
weight of glory. . . . For we know that if our earthly house of this 
tabernacle were dissolved, we have a building of God, a house not made 
with hands,' eternal in the heavens.” And St. Peter speaks of “ an 
Inheritance, incorruptible, undefiled, and that fadeth not away.” St.
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John says; “ It doth not yet appear what we shall be; but we know 
that when he shall appear we shall be like him, for we shall see him as 
he is.” Can that revelation be an imposture which furnishes the only 
solid foundation for these glorious hopes ? Surely a system of doctrine 
BO well adapted to the nature, the necessities, and the hopes of man, 
must have God for its authorl *

QUESTIONS ON

Questiok 1. By what method do we 
prove the divinity of the Bible 
from its contents?

2. What three different class of men are
those from whom the Bible must 
have emanated ?

3. How is it shown that bad men would
not and covM not have written it  ? 

t. How is it shown that good, uninspired 
men conld not have written it?

5. By what class, then, mnst it have 
been written ?

1 What is the argument founded on the 
character of Christ as portrayed in 
the New Testament?

CHAPTER XIX

7. What argument is drawn from
the circumstances connected with 
the condemnation and death of 
Jesus?

8. What is the substance of Ronsseaa'i
admission on the subject?

9. What particular marks of genu
ineness do we find in the apostolk 
writings?

10. What is the argument from the style
of the sacred writers?

11. How may an argument be founded
on the doctrines of revelation?

12. To what particular doctrines is re/
erence made?
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C H A P T E R  X X .

EXPERIMENTAL EVIDENCE, CONgIDERED IN  REFER EN C E TO MEN CN 

GENERAL AND TO CHRISTIANS IN  PARTICULAR.

“ By their fruits ye shall know them,” is one of the maxims of Jesus, 
which is not entirely dependent upon revelation for its sanction. Its 
truth and excellence are manifested and confirmed by the every-day 
transactions of life, and commend themselves to the common sense of 
every intelligent person. Philosophy teaches us to judge of the cause 
by the effect, in like manner as it is the dictate of practical common 
sense to judge of the tree by its fruit. To no subject does this princi
ple apply with more propriety and force than to religion. After all the 
learned discussion of the evidences of Christianity, and the formidable 
array of arguments from miracles and prophecy, sustained and illus
trated by appeals to history, philosophy, analogy, and reason; after all 
that may be so forcibly presented of the internal evidence founded on 
the consistency of the different parts of revelation, the character of the 
sacred writers, and the excellence of the doctrines revealed, there is still 
another species of internal evidence more forcible and convincing to 
the mass of common people than any we have yet named; we mean 
that evidence which results from experience.

I. We will contemplate this subject, first, in reference to the effects 
of Christianity, in transforming the moral character of individuals.

The system of truth is symmetrical and cohering. All its elements 
hang together, like links in a chain, as consistent parts of an harmonious 
whole. We assume it as a maxim that one truth can neither be incon
sistent with another in its nature nor productive of evil in its tendency 
According to this principle, therefore, it will be easy to subject the 
question, as to the truth or falsehood of Christianity, to an experi
mental test.

The great Founder of Christianity never required the people to be
lieve in him without evidence. He embodied one of his maxims, by 
which all men might test the truth of his doctrines, in this interrogatory: 
“Do men gather grapes of thorns, oj figs of thistles?” And God says
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to rebellious Israel: “ Prove me now herewith, saith the Lord of h^te, 
if I  will not open you the windows of heaven, and pour you out a bless
ing that there shall not be room enough to receive it.” Kevelatiou 
boldly challenges to be tested. If  there is aught within the whole 
range of science which can bear being tried upon the Bachman plan 
of founding theory upon experiment, it is Christianity. .Ml that s e 
demands is, that her doctrines may be fairly brought to this test. S a 
has nothing to fear from the result. I f  Christianity be an imposture, 
a mere fabricated cheat, her tendency cannot but be evil; the stream 
must partake of the nature of the fountain. On the other hand, if the 
effect of Christianity is ascertained to be invariably good, then it wi
follow that it must be a system of truth.

1 Let us inquire then: W hat is the influence of Christianity upon 
the moral Aarader of individuals f  I f  we examine the testimony of the 
apostles themselves, we find them very explicit in regard to the naoral 
change effected by Christianity. According to their teaching, Chris
tianity produces a change in moral character from the love of sm ^d  
wickedness to the love of God and holiness. The believer has ten
“ created anew in Christ Jesus.” With him, in an important sense, old
things are passed away, and all things are become new.” A new prm- 
c ip l^ a  principle of life and holiness-is implanted wit^n his soul 
He lives, breathes, and moves within a new atmosphere. He sees Cod 
now, not as an angry, frowning Judge, but as a loving, a conipassionate 
Father. His heart, which was “ enmity against God, not subject to Ae 
law of God,” now “ cries out for the living God ” in holy rapture, exclaim
ing- “ Whom have I  in heaven but thee? and there is none upon earth 
thui. I  desire beside thee.” He has lost his desire to frequent the haunU 
of sin, and now he delights in the service of the sanctimry the wor 
ship of God and the ways of righteousness and peace. He loo s upon 
the people and the service of God, not with aversion, but with delight. 
Once he delighted in “ the works of the flesh.” “ Adultery, fornica
tion, uncleanness, lasciviousness, idolatry, witchcraft, hatred, variance, 
emulations, wrath, strife, seditions, heresies, envyings, murders drunk- 
enness, revelings, and such once the tyrants ô^̂ ĥ^
soul but now, in his heart and life, he exhibits “ the fruit of the Spirit. 
“ Love, joy, peace, long-suffering, gentleness, goodness, faith, meekne®, 
temperance”—i/iese are the graces that fill his heart and adorn his he 

2!^ A n y  one, by examining the writings of the early C M m n  apol 
ogids, when defending the character of the
^  that their testimony on this subject accords with that of the ap»
iW Justin Martyr, Athenagoras, Tertulhan, Ongen Lactantius, and
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others, are very explicit in their accounts of the holy and self-sacrific
ing lives of the Christians. These direct testimonies of the Christian 
apologists were not disputed by their learned pagan opponents, which is 
sufficient evidence that their truth could not be safely denied. Indeed,  ̂
some of them, as may be seen from the famous letter of Pliny to Tra^ 
jan, already quoted, fully admitted the good moral character of Chris
tians.

And we may confidently appeal to the observation of any candid 
person in Christian lands to testify to the reforming moral influence Of ' 
Christianity. I t is “ known and read of all men ” that thousands, in 
nearly all parts of Christendom, have been found by the gospel wicked, 
profane, profligate, malicious, lewd, drunken, or abandoned sinners, and 
been suddenly transformed into quiet, peaceable, sober, industrious, up
right, and respectable citizens. Now, we ask, is there no argument in 
these facts? Are we to be told that a base, unprincipled impostor in
vented a religion more powerful in reforming the hearts and lives of 
the vicious than all the deep-studied theories, and learned lectures, and 
volumes of philosophers and sages? Are we to be required to believe 
that a system more influential in converting mankind from the practice 
of vice to the practice of virtue than all other schemes ever known to 
the world is a vile imposture, a record of profanity and lies? This ab
surd position must be occupied by the infidel, while he persists in reject
ing Christianity; and we must allow him to choose his own position, 
however unreasonable, absurd, or inconsistent it may be in its character 
or ruinous in its consequences.

II. We next look at the influence of Christianity upon the moral am- 
diiion of n a t io n s  a n d  c o m m u n it i e s .

It is only necessary for any intelligent eye to glance over the princi
pal nations of the world to see the striking contrast in intelligence, 
morals, refinement, and all that can ennoble or render a people pros
perous and happy between Christian nations and all others, whether 
pagan or Mohammedan. In Christian countries the light of civiliza
tion shines conspicuously, while throughout pagan and Mohammedan 
States the clouds of ignorance and superstition, to an appalling degree, 
rest upon the people. Liberty, equality, intelligence, science, good 
order, industry, refinement, benevolence, and virtue, are peculiar char
acteristics of Christian lands; but, on the other hand, where the Chris
tian religion is unknown, barbarism, despotism, superstition, vileness, 
wretchedness, misery, and degradation, generally prevail.

Among numerous other instances that might be cited, look at the 
wonderful change effected by the gospel, in the conrse of only a few 
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years, in tlie ( ( inlition of tlie lately henighted inliabilants of Green 
lainl ami of the Southern Facitic i.'̂ hm.ls. But we need not dwell upon 
these faets; they stand publicly authenticated before the world, and 
appeal to every skeptic to look upon the effects of Christianity, and 
read in these facts the deep impress of the divinity of its origin.

III. Hitherto we have only spoken of the effects of Christianity, as 
they are outwardly visible, serving as evidence of tbe reality and ex
cellence of religion, founded on what we witness in others. But we 
now call attention to another species of evidence which is interrud in 
two senses of the word—as the schoolmen would say, both objectively and 
mbjedively; that is, both in reference to the source or influence whence 
the evidence is derived and to the recipient hy whom it is recognized.
By t h i s  w e  m e a n  that i n t e r n a l  c o n v i c t i o n  produced in the mind, 
conscience, <yr heart of the individual, resulting from the gospel through the
injiuence of the Holy Spirit.

This evidence is referred to in the Scriptures as existing in two dis
tinct stages or degrees. First, as connected witli conviction in the heart 
or conscience of the sinner. This is implied in these words of St. Paul: 
“ But by manifestation of the truth, commending ourselves to every 
man’s conscience in the sight of God.” Here the gospel, as presented ■, 
by the apostles, is seen to carry to the conscience, even of the sinner, a . 
degree of conviction that it is true. i

The second division of this kind of evidence is what is termed the j
urit7tess of the Spirit, which it is the privilege of every Christian to pos- j 
sess. This is spoken of by St. Paul in these words: “ The Spirit itself j 
beareth witness with our spirit that we are the children of God. It is i 
also promised by our Saviour in these words: “ I f  any man will do his 
will, he shall know of the doctrine, whether it be of God, or whether I 
speak of myself.” That is, on the condition of obeying the gospel, we , 
are promised the knowledge of its truth. i

1. We first notice that division of this species of evidence connected ,,
with conviction.

Within the great deep of our internal, spiritual nature, there lives a , 
principle or faculty—call it conscience, the moral sense, God within us, , 
or what we please—by which we can perceive a distinction between - 
right and wrong, and gain an impression of the truth or falseho^ of 
things set before the mind. That God, who made us, and who is the 
author of all our powers, can shine upon the penetralia of our internal 
nature, and cause us to apprehend truths addressed to our conscience as . 
easily as he can send us the light of the sun to reveal to us through the 
eye the truths of nature about us. is a nosition too obvious to be doubted
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Let any one discourse to us of the laws and operations of mind, or 
of the internal emotions by which we have been often influenced, and 
we may frequently feel as firm a conviction of the truth of the things 
thus communicated as it is possible for us to have of any fact we ever 
witnessed. And this conviction may not be the result of any process 
of ratiocination performed by the mind at the time, but may rise as 
spontaneously as the emotion of pleasure when we unexpectedly meet 
a much-loved friend. We may not be able fully to explain, or even to 
comprehend, the philosophy of this phenomenon, but of the truth of 
the fact we can have no doubt. We know that within the arcana of 
our inner nature there exists a something tliat receives, appropriates, ap
proves, and confirms certain truths the moment they enter the mind. 
Tlhere is a light within us which often possesses such afiinity for the 
light received from without, that no sooner do the ra)'S of the two lights 
come to a focus on the same object than their perfect accordance is seen 
by the mind; and the testimony of the one is confirmed by that of the 
other. The voice from without is echoed in unison by the voice from 
within ; in other words, the truth of revelation, entering the penetralia 
within us, finds its attestation in the bosom of the recipient. Thus it is 
that the divine word, sounding in the ear of the sinner, becomes a “ dis- 
cerner of the thoughts and intents of the heart,” and so probes the con- 
6f lence, and lays bare the hitherto hidden anatomy of the soul, that the 
stuner is made to feel and to know that he has been listening to the 
voice of truth from on high. As the tribute-paying Jew, when he saw 
upon the coin the image and superscription of Cesar, knew to whom 
he owed political allegiance, even so the sinner, when he reads or hears 
the word of revelation, often perceives upon that word the signature of 
God so intelligibly impressed that he cannot doubt the divine source 
from whence it came.

This evidence of the truth of Christianity, connected with conviction 
for sin, is what every sinner throughout Christian lands, to a greater or 
less extent, has received. He may deny the fact of this conviction, 
and spurn the word, and resist the Spirit that produced it; but yet it 
18 true that he has heard the voice of God speaking to his inner nature, 
and the voice of conscience echoed the words back to his soul, assuring 
him that the voice which had spoken came from heaven. Here, then, is 
an evidence of the truth of Christianity, resulting from the experience 
of every man who has ever heard the gospel, and been convinced by 
the testimony of his own conscience, that the message was from God. 
But this kind of evidence is only of force with him who receives i t  
Be cannot impart it to others so a? to render it intelligible and cffica
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cious in regard to them. At the moment when this evidence is mani
fested to his heart, it is vivid and impressive, often causing the sinner to 
tremble; but if he trifles with the voice that addresses him, saying, 
“ Go thy way for this time,” the insulted Spirit may leave him to harden 
and perish in his sins; and the traces of this evidence may become so 
dim Hs almost entirely to fade from his memory.  ̂ • n a

We now inquire: Can that gospel be a human invention which finds 
a confirming witness of its truth in every soul of man ? Can that voice 
be a deceptive illusion which finds an echo in the conscience of every 
sinner? Has the God of nature placed in the bosom of all his ac
countable creatures a fallacious witness only to deceive and mislead 
them? Can that system which is a profane and wicked imposture 
“ commend itself to every man’s conscience in the sight of God”? 
There is in the Bible a tone of divine authority, an awful solemnity, a 
sacred and heavenly unction, which to every conscience, not entirely 
obdurated by sin, attests the divinity of its origin. Yet infidelity may 
laugh it to scorn. The incorrigible sinner may so inure himself to the 
impious crime of deriding this word, which his own conscience once bore 
him witness was the word of God, that he shall never again be im
pressed with its sacredness or truth till before the judgment-seat of 
Christ its unfolded pages shall flash conviction upon his soul. Never
theless it is true, that as reason bears witness to all who impartially 
peruse the pages of nature, that all material things were created by the 
infinitely wise and beneficent God, even so does the conscienre within 
the breast of all who, in a docile spirit and with a candid mind, read 
or hear the gospel of Christ bear witness that it is in truth the voice of 
God speaking to us from heaven by his Son.

But this voice of God, speaking, whether to saint or sinner, by hia 
Son through the influence of the Spirit, is not to be understood as re
vealing any new truths not embraced in the Bible. The Spirit shines 
upon the sinner’s heart, and “ opens his understanding,” but it is “ that 
he may understand the Scriptures.” The Spirit rends the vail and 
opens his eyes, but it is that he inay “ behold wondrous things cut cf 

the divine law.”
2. There is one more division of the experimental evidence to which 

we now call attention: the indwelling xvltnem of the Holy Spirit in the
heart of the Christian.

It would be entirely aside from our purpose here, and irrelevant to 
our present argument, to enter upon the mooted question as to tha 
manner in which the influence of the Spirit is imparted. All with 
which we are at present concerned is the fact that the Spirit is prom-



ised to the Christian, not only to certify his adoption as a child of God, 
but also to assure him of the truth of the Christian doctrine. Both 
these points are abundantly established in the Scriptures we have 
quoted. Other texts to the same effect might be adduced, but we deem 
it unnecessary to delay farther to prove a position which we think will 
not be disputed.

The argument here proposed is this: Christ has promised that all 
who do his will shall know of the truth of his doctrine, and the apos
tle teaches that the Spirit testifies to every Christian the fad  of his 
adoption ; hence it follows, as Christ cannot fail in his promise, and as 
the apostle has taught the truth, that every Christian has the most in
dubitable evidence that Christianity is true. This evidence has the ad
vantage over both the external evidence and every other species of the 
internal evidence. Like the best wine kept for the last of the feast, 
this is the last, the crowning evidence which God imparts of the truth of 
his religion. Other evidence is abundant and satisfactory, sufficient to 
remove all reasonable doubt, but this is absolutely infallible. Other 
evidence is dependent on the capacity, integrity, and depositions, of fal
lible men, and the deductions of our fallible reason; but here is evi
dence, passing through no fallible channel, having no fallible prop for 
its support, dependent on no fallible reasoning for its validity. Indeed, 
so direct, all-conclusive, and infallibly certain, is this evidence, that it 
can suffer no diminution of its strength and efficacy from the ignorance, 
the weakness, the blunders, or the fallibility, of him to whom it is given. 
It depends entirely upon an infallible source, not only as a guarantee 
that it shall be properly set forth in all its appropriate and convincing 
efficacy, but that it shall be correctly understood, duly apprehended, 
and fully relied upon, by all to whom it is given. All this is pledged 
by Him who is infallible, and whose every promise, his attributes assure 
us, he certainly will fulfill. Furthermore, this evidence, unlike every 
other species of evidence, is alike conclusive and satisfactory to all to 
whom it is given, to whatever class they may belong. To the rich and 
the poor, to the high and the low, to the ignorant and the learned, to the 
patrician and the plebeian, to the sage and the savage, to all, it is alike 
intelligible and satisfactory. I t  removes from all the last vestige of 
doubt, and settles and confirms them in the full assurance that their 
faith rests not “ in the wisdom of men, but in the power of God.”

This evidence, it is true, is not vouchsafed to all men indiscrimi
nately. I t is the property of the Christian alone; and, in the nature 
of things, none else can possess it. I t results from an experience whi-J* 
oone can realize without becoming a Christian. To impart such ew
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dence as llm  to the sinner might infringe upon his free agency, aud 
make him a Christian without consulting his will, contrary to the gos
pel-plan. But while this evidence is restricted to the Christian alone, 
and cannot be so imparted by him to others as to enable them to real
ize its convincing power, it is yet, to his own mind, more convincing 
and satisfactory than all other evidence taken together. And to vast 
numbers of the masses of the common, uneducated people, the experi
mental evidence, in its two branches, as pertaining to the sinner and the 
Christian, is all that they possess, or are capable of comprehending.

That the Christian religion is thus adapted to the circumstances of 
all classes of the human family, is another evidence that it originated 
in the infinite wisdom and goodness of God. He who made us, and 
who perfectly understands all our imbecilities, as he delights to do his 
needy creatures good, could not bestow upon us a religion that all 
might not be capable of receiving and enjoying. And as the larger 
portion of the human family are uneducated, and quite incapable of 
examining the historical and philosophical arguments founded on mir
acles and prophecy, how destitute would be their condition if they were 
left without any evidence of the truth of religion which their capacity 
and circumstances could reach ! Without the experimental evidence, 
the Christian religion would lack one essential element of being adapted 
to “ the poor;” and our Saviour specifies, as one proof of his Messiah- 
ship, the fact that “ the poor have the gospel preached unto them.” 
Bearing along with it the sanction of its own divinity, the gospel can 
visit the hovels of the poor and indigent, the unlettered outcasts from 
society, and even the untaught savages of the wilderness, and all it 
asks is the means of access to their inner nature, an interpreter who 
can convey its truths to their understanding, and can speak to them 
in a voice that will convince them that its credentials are from God. 
Thus, it can become unto all, whether Jews or Gentiles, whether Greeks 
or barbarians, “ the power of God unto salvation to every one that 
believeth.”

Again, this experimental evidence most decidedly deprives the skep
tic of every rational ground of objection to religion. It calls upon 
him to settle his every doubt by experimental demonstration. “ Prove 
me, . . . saith the Lord of hosts, . . . and I  will pour you out a bless
ing.” “ If  any man will do his will,” saith Jesus, “ he shall know of 
the doctrine, whether it be of God, or whether I  speak of myself.”

It was unreasonable in the Syrian captain to hesitate about washing 
in the waters of Jordan to be healed of his leprosy; and had the blind 
man, whom o-i- Saviour directed to “ wash in the pool of Siloam,”

i
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refused to comply with this command, he would have deserved to grope 
in darkness all his days. What, then, shall be thought of the proud 
and haughty skeptic who persists in urging his senseless cavils and oft- 
refuted arguments against Christianity, but will not consent to test the 
question by our Saviour’s experimental criterion? “ Do my will,” saith 
Jesus, “ and you shall know of the doctrine.” That is, submit to the 
requirements of the gospel, obey my commandments, and you shall 
Iwve evidence to convince you, beyond the possibility of a doubt, that 
my religion is divine. The yoke of Christ is easy, and his burden is 
light; and it is no hard condition for the sinner to be required to dc 
the will of Christ that he may test the truth of his doctrines. Let in
fidelity cease to deride that Saviour whom she lias never attempted to 
follow or obey, let her no longer scofl!’ at that religion she has never 
proved, but let her meet the issue fairly, upon the arena of the experi- 
inental test, as Christianity proposes, or let her cease her ridicule and 
vituperation forever.

3. Once more, we ask the attention to the argument for the truth of 
Christianity founded upon the testimmiy of Christiana concerning their 
K^erience. As a man born blind, though he cannot realize from expe
rience the distinction of colors, may, nevertheless, be satisfied on the 
testimony of others that such distinction exists; even so, though the 
Christian can never convey to the understanding of the sinner an ade
quate conception of the experimental evidence as realized in his own 
joul, yet he may exhibit such testimony concerning it as ought to “ con
vince  ̂the gainsayers” that he “ has not followed a cunningly-devised 
fable.” St. Paul, when permitted to speak for himself, related the his
tory of his conversion; and the publication of that remarkable occur- 
rence has doubtless been the means of convincing thousands of the 
truth of Christianity. The language of St. John is: “ That which 
we have seen and heard, declare we unto you.” It cannot be ques
tioned that the sincerity and earnestness which have been exhibited by 
Christians in every age, in testifying “ how great things the Tjord has 
done for them,” have wielded a powerful influence in the conversion of 
unbelievers to the faith. What a wonderful array of evidence of this 
description has the Church, in every age, set before the world! Mul
tiplied thousands, under the most trying circumstances, have sealed the 
truth of their profession with their blood. A “noble army of martyrs" 
have shouted the praise of God amid the flames. Now, we demand: Is 
the testimony of all these Christians, as to the power and consolations 
of that religion which they experienced, of no avail?

Let infidelity cease her cavils and quibbles, let her pause in hei



career of ridicule and abuse, and come at once and prove, if she can, 
the falsehood of Christianity by the test of experience! Multitudes 
have realized by experience its saving power, and, were it possible for 
all other arguments on the subject to be forgotten, thousands would 
cling to Christian experience as the richest heritage of fallen humanity, 
imparting the greatest consolation in this life, and inspiring the bright
est hopes in reference to the next.

Although this experimental evidence is unquestionably the most 
overwhelmingly convincing of any that can be obtained in this life, yet 
it has ever been repulsive to the feelings of the unrenewed soul. ai j, 
unsanctified human nature there is a principle of instinctive rebellion ‘ 
against the spirituality of religion. Perhaps the ground of this is to be 
found mainly in the fact that “ the natural man receiveth not the things 
of the Spirit of God, for they are foolishness unto him ; neither can he 
know them, because they are spiritually discerned.” To an unlettered 
peasant, who had never heard any thing of the science of astronomy, , 
the fact that an eclipse of the sun can be calculated for centuries before 
it occurs, and the precise time of the phenomenon predicted, would per- j 
haps be as mysterious and as repugnant to his faith as are the spiritual  ̂
things of religion to the unbelieving heart. But let that peasant be 

' regularly instructed in the principles of mathematical and astronomi- j  
cal science, leading him, step by step, from the foundation-axioms up * 
to the abstruse calculations of astronomy, and the mystery will be dis- j 
pelled, and he will see that it all must be true, and cannot be other
wise. Even so in religion there is a commencement, a progression, and 
a maturity. We can see no good reason why those who are strangere 
to the experimental evidence of Christianity' should reject that evidence|  
upon the testimony of Christians, while they rely confidently on the| 
testimony of philosophers and astronomers, in reference to experimenb > 
and calculations as mysterious and incomprehensible to them as can be 
the things of religion. I f  all good astronomers agree in testifying that 
eclipses can be calculated with accuracy, even so all good Christians 
agree in affirming that “ he that believeth on the Son of God hath the 
witness in himself.”

I f  it be said that we have much collateral testimony to satisfy us 
that the statements of philosophers and astronomers, in reference to 
their experiments and calculations, are true; even so, we demand, is 
there not abundant evidence, beside the mere affirmation of Christians, 
confirming the truth of their testimony in relation to their Christian 
experience? Is there not all the evidence of this kind that the nature 
nf the subject admits? Would not similar te-stimonv, derived from the
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saine witnesses, Gonvince any rational mind of the truth, of any facts 
in reference to the things pf this world? : And if so, why should; we 
adopt a new mode of reasoning whenever we pass from questions of 
philosophy or experimental facts pertaining to temporal affairs, to the 
religious experience of the same persons? Is skepticism so pressed and 
crippled in her crusade against experimental religion that, whenever 
that subject is brought upon the arena, she is driven, in order to, keep 
her principles in countenance, to ignore all her ordinary rules of logic, 
and resort to a new method of argumentation, and one never admitted 
or thought of except when!the object is to discredit the claims of ex
perimental religion ? Were not this the case, there is not a rational 
mind beneath the sun that could for a moment resist the sweeping tide 
of testimony by which the reality of experimental Christianity has 
been confirmed.

Passing by the millions of sincere Christians who, in every age of the 
gospel dispensation, in the humble walks of life, have professed to have 
experienced the power of this religion in their hearts, and have exult
antly proclaimed the reality of its consolations and hopes this experi
mental religion has numbered among its advocates many of the bright
est, luminaries in the galaxy of learning and science. Men of the loft
iest genius and talent, and o^ |;he most inestimable probity and moral 

w orthy for example. Lord Chief-Justice Hale, Pascal, Newton, Boyle, 
Locke, Addison, Boerhaave, Lord Littleton, Baron Haller, Sir William 
Jones, and James Beattie—all men of giant intellect and of world-re
nowned literary fame; these have all professed with their lips this ex
perimental Christianity, and exhibited its fruits in their lives. In ref
erence to any statement of historic fact which they had witnessed, or 
any scientific experiment they had tried, their testimony would be un
doubted before any court of law or college of philosophy on earth. 
Why, then, should their statements as to their experience of Chris
tianity, and the inspoken witness of God to their hearts that the doc- 
ti'ine of Christ is of God, be not only discredited but stigmatized and 
ridiculed as a fanatical delusion ?

Can infidelity boast of such a host of worthies among her adherents 
to palliate, if possible, her inconsistency in rejecting such testimony ? 
What has been the moral standing of her most illustrious apostles ? 
As observed by Watson: “ They show in their own characters the effect 
of their unbelief, and probably the chief cause of it. Blount committed 
suicide, because he was prevented from an incestuous marriage; Tyndal 
was notoriously infamous; Hobbes changed his principles with his 
interests; Morgan continued to profess Christianity while he wrote
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against it; the moral character of Voltaire was mean and detestable, 
Bolingbroke was a rake and a flagitious politician ; Collins and Shaftes
bury qualified themselves for civil oflSces by receiving the sacrament, 
whilst they were endeavoring to prove the religion of which it is a sol
emn expression of belief, a mere imposture; Hume was revengeful, 
disgustingly vain, and an advocate of adultery and self-murder; Paine 
was the slave of low and degrading habits; Rousseau an abandoned 
sensualist, and guilty of the basest actions, which he scruples not to 
state and palliate.” Are we to be called upon to enroll ourselves as 
disciples of these men, who have added to the sophistry and inconsist
ency of their reasoning, as a comment on the tendency of their princi
ples, the flagitiousness of their lives? No, we will cling to the Bible as 
our light and our salvation, as our only solid ground of comfort and 
hope in a world of sorrow and affliction. We will enroll our names 
with the extended list of saints and martyrs who, “ in all time of their 
affliction,” have derived solace and comfort from the inspired pages of 
the word of life. Let infidelity oppose and deride, ridicule and scoff- 
let all the ingenuit)’ and malice of skeptics and demons combine to con
demn or stigmatize, to disprove or destroy—the revelation of God to 
.man, their counsel shall be frustrated, their efforts shall prove fruitless, 
rand their labor shall perish; but the Bible, more indestructible than 
monuments of marble, more enduring than the hills, shall still remain! 
It is the word of God, “ which liveth and abideth forever.” “ Blessed 
is he that keepeth the sayings of the prophecy of this book!”

Were all the sea one chrysolite,
And all this earth one golden ball.

And diamonds all the stars of night.
This nrecions book were worth them sU."
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QUESTIONS ON

QrKSTioK 1 Wliat species of evidence is 
the most convincing to the mass of 
common people?

2. In what three divisions has the ar
gument from experience been pre
sented 7

What is the argument founded upon 
the transforming influence of Chris
tianity upon the moral character of 
individuals?

4. What is the influence of Christianity
upon the moral condition of nations 
and communities, and how is its di
vinity thereby shown?

5. What evidence is that referred to
which is internal in two senses 7 

S In what two stages is this evidence 
spoken of in Scripture?

CHAPTER XX.

7. What i.-* the nature cf this evidence
as connected with conviction?

8. What is the last division of experi
mental evidence referred to ?

9. For what d o u b le  purj'O se is the
Spirit promised to the Christian?

10. Wherein consists the superiority of
this to every other class of testi
mony ?

11. What class of persons can realize
the force of this evidence ?

12. How may it be shown that this ex
perimental evidence deprives the 
skeptic of every rational ground of 
objection to religion?

13. How can we account for the general
prejudice of unbelievers against the 
experimented evidence c.' religion I



" '  ^PART I I I - T H E  MORALS OF CHRISTIANITY.

BOOK I.—INTRODUCTORY PRINCIPLES.

C H A P T E R  I .

CONNECTION BETWEEN MOKAI. PHILOSOPHY AND DIVINE REVEt A 
TION — THE MANNER IN WHICH MORALS ARE TAUGHT IN THE 
SCRIPTURES.

1. Revelation the source of Christian morals.
Not-only in pagan countries, but even in Christian lands, systems of ■ 

morals have been devised and published with little or no reference to the 
teachings of the Bible upon that subject. That Socrates, Plato, Seneca, 
and others, in the most enlightened age of Grecian and Roman learn
ing, should plod their way amid the abstruse intricacies of ethical 
science as best they could, guided only by the light of nature arid the 
dim reflections of tradition, is all that could be expected of benighted 
heathens. But that men of science, upon whose minds the beams of 
revelation have shone, should exhibit to the world systems upon this 
subject derived mainly from the light of nature, referring to the sacred 
Scriptures only as a source of confirmatory evidence, is marvelous in 
the extreme. With those who admit the truth of revelation, the Bible 
is the great source of information upon this as well as upon all other 
questions encompassed by its teachings. Since God bas furnished in 
his word a revelation of “ the whole duty of man,” we may with as 
much propriety attempt to -work out from the quarry of nature the plan 
of salvation as a system of morals. Revelation is as truly the standard 
upon the one subject as the other, and we cannot directly or indirectly 
ignore the fact, without dishonoring the Christian name. But while the 
Bible is the highest authority upon this subject—indeed, the only infal-
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'ible guide—the teachings of nature, so far as tliey extend or can b* 
understood hy us, may be useful as tending to confirm and illustrate the 
word of revelation. So far as human reason can penetrate into the 
rationale of moral precept, it ought to be unhesitatingly employed, and 
may contribute to our more enlightened perception of the excellency 
and value of revealed tru th ; yet it should not be forgotten that while, 
in reference to some duties, no reason of their propriety can be seen 
except the divine commandj in all these reasons are but imperfectly 
understood, and, at best, do not furnish the ground of obligation—thu 
rests solely on the divine command.

In regard to the pagan philosophers of antiquity, although their views 
concerning God and the principles of morals were exceedingly errone
ous and degrading, yet it must be admitted that some of them at times 
uttered some sublime and noble sentiments upon these topics. But that 
their most consistent and elevated thoughts upon these themes resulted 
from the efforts of their own unassisted reason, we have no evidence for 
believing; on the contrary, we have very satisfactory proof that for all 
their most valuable teachings, both in reference to the one supreme God 
and the nature of moral rectitude, they were indebted to the light of 
revelation, either reflected from tradition or from the Jewish Scriptures, 
whose influence, direct or indirect, was, to some extent, diffused among 
them. Hence we conclude that human reason, unaided by revelation, 
so far as evinced by the efforts of ancient pagan philosophy, was not 
only unable, “ by searching to find out God,” but was too feeble to dis
cover the foundation principles, much less to shape a correct system, of 
moral philosophy.

To all who are acquainted with the literature of pagan philosophers 
and deistical writers, it is notorious that they have greatly improved 
since the commencement of the Christian era. They have not only 
enlarged the circle of matters embraced in their philosophy, but they 
have more enlightened views concerning the principles of virtue and 
vice, much clearer and less erroneous conceptions of the distinctions 
between right and wrong, than are found in the writings of the more 
ancient pagan or deistical authors. Whence this superior light pos
sessed by modern rejecters of revelation, when compared with more 
ancient pagan philosophers, has originated, is no difficult problem to 
solve. I t has not resulted either from superior intellect, greater indus- 
wy, or higher attainments in general literature, on the part of the 
nodems, but from the fact that they have lived in an age subsequent 
to the birth of Jesus, apd been enlightenej by the beams of his
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That unbelievers in revelation should write upon moral philosophy^ 
enriching their pages with many sublime thoughts and noble sentiments 
pilfered from revelation, and which could have been derived from no 
other source, making no acknowledgment of their indebtedness to reve
lation, is a disingenuousness not inconsistent with the general character
istics of skepticism; but that professed believers in Christianity, and 
even eminent divines, should have persisted so long in “ seeking for the* 
living among the dead,” attempting to rear the temple of moral phi
losophy, using only the tools ftirnished by the cabinet of nature and the 
materials derived from her magazines, is a fact marvelously unaccount
able and much to be lamented.

What good apology can be offered, or what reasonable palliation can 
be pleaded, for this real though unintentional disrespect for revelation 
on the part of many of our able and learned divines? How can 
they justify themselves for endeavoring to walk by the twilight of na
ture when they had access to the meridian sunlight of the gospel, by 
which they might have guided their every step? Because nature may 
serve as a useful handmaid to revelation, contributing her feebler light 
as confirmatory evidence of truths more luminously set forth by the 
pages of revelation, are we therefore justifiable in exalting her to the 
foremost position as the presiding genius in the erection of the temple 
of moral philosophy?

Let us inquire what nature or unassisted human reason can do, and 
what she cannot do, in connection with moral philosophy.

Natural religion, or human reason, alone may impart an imperfect 
idea of the distinction between right and wrong, but she can draw no 
fixed and intelligible line between them, nor exhibit any authoritative 
ground of obligation to do what is right and to refrain from doing what 
is wrong. It is evident that the code of morals clearly discoverable by 
human reason is exceedingly limited and imperfect; and even in that 
limited extent to which it may conduct us, its principles would ever be 
left resting on a basis of uncertainty. Being the result of human 
reason, they would be differently understood by different minds; and if 
they were understood and interpreted alike by all, they would even 
then lack that sanction of authority which is necessary to give them the 
character of law, and render them an obligatory rule of life.

Some of the principles of morality, as taught in revelation, come 
under the head of positive precepts—that is, they contain nothing in 
themselves, discoverable by human reason, rendering what they enjoin 
right or proper, except the command of God. Other principles of. 
Bible morality come under the heqd of moral precepts (as they
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called, for the sake of distinction), or such as enjoin duties the propria 
ety or reason of which may, to some extent, be discovered by human 
reason. For illustration, the interdiction of the fruit of “ the tree of ; 
knowledge of good and evil” is styled & positive precept, because We ■ 
can see no propriety in the requirement except what results from the 
fact that it has been commanded • yet, when once a duty under this 
head has been commanded, it is, in strictness of speech, as really a 
moral duty as any other, and we are under equal obligations to obey it. 
Our obligations to obey God result not from the fact that we perceive 
the propriety of the duty in question, but solely from the right of God 
to command, and the fact that the command has been issued.

In regard, then, to duties embraced under the head of positive pre
cepts, according to the above definitions, the light of nature can render 
us no aid, and human reason is utterly powerless. But in reference to 
those duties embraced under the head of moral preeepts, when once 
they have been revealed and enjoined, the reason and propriety of some 
of them may be partially discovered by the light of nature; but even 
in those cases we can have no evidence that we comprehend fully all 
the reasons existing in the Divine Mind on which those duties are 
founded. For when we admit, as we are bound to do, that God has 
commanded some duties, no reason for which can be perceived by us 
beyond the fact of the command, yet, as God can do nothing without a 
wise and sufficient reason, we are eorapelled to believe that, even in all 
such cases, there exist in the Divine Mind adequate reasons for his com
mands; but they are beyond the reaeh of our capacity.

Hence, upon the same principle of reasoning, when God issues a 
command, some of the reasons of which we may perceive, we know not 
what farther reasons may still lie beyond our reach. If, in some cases, 
we know that reasons exist when we can perceive none, the fact that in 
other cases we perceive some reasons, can be no evidence against the 
existence of others yet hidden from our view.

It appears clear to us that, with'the Christian philosopher, the light 
of nature has no part in furnishing the basis or the criterion of morals, 
or in setting forth the ground of our obligation. It is utterly beyond 
her province to devise and frame a system of moral philosophy for a 
man who holds in his hand a Bible which he believes “ eontains all 
things necessary for life and godliness,” and may “ thoroughly furnish 
him unto every good word and work.”

All that nature or mere human reason can do, is this: 1. She may 
aid us in the interpretation of Seripture, that we may rightly under
stand our duty as set forth in revelation. 2. She mav render her cor-
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roborative testimony, so far as her light can penetrate, in regard to the 
reasonableness and propriety of duties as portrayed in the revealed will 
of God. In this way she may be a useful handmaid of revelation, 
accompanying the Christian while he is studying his system of morals 
as taught in the Bible, and, in all cases in which she is capable, super
adding to the divine revealments of Heaven the confirmatory evidence 
of her feebler voice; thus increasing the confidence and rendering more 
pleasing the duties of the Christian.

Nature alone can no more furnish for the Christian his system of 
nwrala than his system of doctrines. I t is certainly very strangely in
consistent for us to appeal to the Bible as our standard and guide, 
while on the subject of doctrines, and then, as soon as we approach the 
question of morals, to forget that Moses and the prophets, and Christ 
and his apostles, have ever spoken upon the subject; and appeal first 
to nature and reason, and pretend to educe from them, as materials of 
their own furnishing, principles which they never knew except as they 
learned them from the Bible, and thus mold and shape a system of 
morals, giving the credit for its formation to nature and reason, when 
it does not, in truth, embrace a single important principle that has not 
been derived from revelation.

Learned pagans, independent of revelation, never knew the distinc
tion between virtue and vice—between right and wrong. Infidels may 
be allowed to embody the ethics of St. John and the divine philosophy 
of Jesus in their treatises, and call all their stolen materials the philos
ophy of nature; but let not Christian moralists “ worship and serve the 
creature more than the Creator” ! Let them not vie with infidelity, 
however unintentionally, in crowning the goddess of reason with the 
glory belonging to tbe God of tbe Bible! Let them cease all pretention 
to the formation of a system of morals from the teachings of nature! 
Let them start with the Bible, be guided by the Bible, and only employ 
the lesser light of nature as subsidiary and tributary to the more lumi
nous beams of the great Sun of revelation!

If  we thus restrict the province of natural religion to its legitimate 
sphere, it may serve a valuable purpose in connection with moral phi
losophy. I t  may furnish us additional confirmation of our faith in the 
principles of morality, as developed in the Bible, as well as useful illus
trations of the superior excellence—yea, the sublime perfection—of that 
divinely - revealed system of Christian morals. But if we persist in 
going to nature’s garden in quest of fruit which can only be found in 
the fields of divine revelation, we thereby must, to some extent, how 
ever remote it may be from our design, bring discredit upon that glo 
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rious »yi<te.n of morality unfolded in the teachings ot Christ and hu 
apostles. If the gospel of Christ had failed to embody “ the whole 
duty of man,” either in specific precepts or general principles, the 
absurdity of Christian divines pretending to found systems of moral 
philosophy mainly on natural religion would not be so glaring. ut, 
we demand. What duty is not comprised in the New Testament, either 
specifically or in a general principle? and where, in all the treatises of 
mere human philosophy, can be found principles so pure, so heavenly, 
so free from error, so absolutely perfect, and set forth in language so 
unambiguous, so simple, so comprehensive, so sublime? Then to the
law and to the testimony” we should make our appeal.

Having shown that divine revelation is the only proper and adequate 
source from which the Christian must derive his system of morals, we
now proceed to inquire concerning—

II. T h e  m anner  in  w h i c h  morals a r e  taught in  th e  bcRip-

1 The first question to be here considered is this: Are the morals of 
Christianity to be deduced solely from the New Testament, or should 
the Old Testament writings also be consulted, as possessing to any extenl
divine authority on the subject? • o .

I t requires but a cursory examination of the question to perceive tia 
large portions of the Old Testament are far less essential to the Uiri  ̂
tian than the teachings of the New Testament, whether doctrines ot 
duties be the matter of inquiry. Yet this admission will by no means
justify the position taken by some claiming the Christian name—that
the Old Testament, under the Christian dispensation, is mainly an anti
quated volume, useful as an instructive history of the past, but that ite 
precepts of morality possess no divine authority, except so far as they 
have been formally reenacted in the New Testament.

Our first objection to this position is, that it is entirely gratuitous, 
having no authority from the teachings of Christ and his apostlea 
They never intimated that the Jewish Scriptures had been supersede 
or annulled by the gospel, but everywhere spoke of them with the 
deepest reverence as the authoritative word of God.

Next this position seems inconsistent with the principles of reason, 
as applicable to the question. I t  is an admitted principle in jurispru
dence. that a law is only binding when enacted by a power posses^g 
authority in the premises, but that, when thus enacted without any lim
iting clause showing that at a given period, or under cerUin circum- 
•taiices, it shall cease to be a law, it must remain in force till the saiM 
power tliat enacted it, or another power of equal authority, shall f<»
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mally repeal it. Now, as the Old Testament is the acknowledged word 
of (lod, given by “ holy men of God, who spake as they were moved 
by the Holy Ghost,” without any intimation that its authority was ever 
to cease or be diminished, it necessarily follows that it is still in force 
except so far as it may be clearly shown from the teachings of Christ 
and his apostles that it has been superseded, has received its complete ful
fillment, or is inapplicable.

The extent to which the precepts of the Old Testament are applicable 
[ to Christians under the gospel, is rendered very clear by the teachings 

of Christ and his apostles. To say that no portion of the Mosaic law 
is binding upon Christians, except what has been formally reenacted, 
would not only be incorrect, according to our reasoning as above, but 
it would be contrary to the teachings of the New Testament. Our Sav
iour and his apostles always referred to the Jewish Scriptures as of 
binding authority, except such portions as have received their complete 
fulfillment under the gospel, as being types or shadows of better 
things to come, and such as were merely ceremonial or political, and 
only applicable to the Mosaic economy and Jewish polity while they 
continued. Therefore the correct rule on the subject is, that the Old 
Testament teachings, embracing the writings of Moses and the prophets, 
are still in force, so far as they can apply to Christians under the gospel, 
except so far as they have been repealed or plainly set aside by the 
teachings and example of Christ and his apostles.

It is very plain, therefore, that the types and shadows under the law 
have been superseded by the coming of the great Antitype, and the 
introduction of the substance, or “ better things,” under the gospel. 
But as to the moral law of Moses, the substance of which was compre
hensively embraced in the Decalogue, so far from it being superseded 
by the gospel, it has been abundantly referred to by the Saviour and his 
apostles—not as being abrogated by the gospel, nor yet as having been 
formally reenacted, but as still existing, and of binding authority, with
out any reenactment. In his Sermon on the Mount, in direct reference 
to the law of Moses, our Saviour says; “ Think not that I  am come to 
destroy the law or the prophets: I  am not come to destroy, but to ful
fill. For verily I  say unto you. Till heaven and earth pass, one jot oi 
one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled. Who
soever therefore shall break one of these least commandments, and shall 
teach men so, he shall be called the least in the kingdom of heaven; 
but whosoever shall do and teach them, the same shall be called great 
in the kingdom of heaven.” Matt. v. 17-19. That this passage had 
reference to the whole Mosaic latv, embracing its sacrificial, ceremonial
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and moral divieions, is very manifest. Even the types, the sacrifices, 
and the ceremonies, he came not to destroy—not to overturn or frus
trate their design or im port-not to pervert their significancy or destroy 
their intended connection with the great spiritual things in the gospel, | 
of which they were the shadows-but “ to fulfill.” And it is this cere . 
mouial law, doubtless, to which he refers, when he says: “ One jot v ; 
one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be fulfilled. Bui , 
it is equally evident that, when he pronounces condemnation on him 
who “ shall break one of these least commandments,” and expresses hii 
approval of him who “ shall do and teach them,” he refers to the Dec
alogue. The plain inference therefore is, that this great moral code u j 
in force under the gospel. As no part of the law was to pass till it 
should be fulfilled, and as the moral law is still as susceptible of being  ̂
fulfilled under the gospel as it was in the days of Moses, it still must i 
remain alike applicable to all ages, all countries, and all dispensa
tions. , ,  . - i

Again, in his conversation with the rich young nobleman who m-
quired what he must “ do to inherit eternal life,” our Saviour fully rec- ;
ognizes the authority of the moral law of Moses. He does not intimah ^
that that law was abrogated, but directs the young man to “ the com- ;
mandments;” and, on being asked “ which,” the Saviour proceeded to |
quote several of them, as recorded in the Decalogue, giving evidence |
that he referred to the Ten Commandments written by “ the finger of |
Gk)d” upon the tables of stone.  ̂ '

So likewise St. Paul, after having set forth the doctrine of “ justifica- j 
tion by faith,” lest any should suppose he undervalued the moral law 
of Moses, exclaims: “ Do we then make void the law through faith? ; 
God forbid: yea, we establish the law.”

Farther, there is not a single precept of the Decalogue which is not 
either expressly quoted by Christ or his apostles as of binding authority 
or its substance explicitly enjoined. And when our Saviour was interro- 
gated by a lawyer, “ Which is the great commandment in the law?” 
he did not reply that he had come to abrogate those commandments, but 
proceeded to give them his most unqualified sanction, by embodying the 
substance of the two tables in two great con.raandmerits. “ Jesus said 
unto him. Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and 
with all thy soul, and with all thy mind. This is the first and great 
commandment And the second is like unto it. Thou shalt love thy 
taeighbor as thyself. On these two commandments hang all the law 
and the prophets.” I t is impossible to conceive of a more full and 
thorough indorsement of the entire moral code of the Old Testament
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than is furnislied in these words of our Saviour. He does not quote 
the exact language of tlie Old Testament precepts, but he does what is 
better—he professedly gives the substance of “ all the law and the proph 
ets,” and that, too, in language more comprehensive and of a deeper 
and more spiritual import. This gives to the Decalogue a higher 
sanction than if he had formally reenacted each one of the Ten Com
mandments. I t not only substantially reenacts them, recognizing their 
binding authority, but it enlarges their application, extending them not 
only to the actions of the life, but to the thoughts and emotions of the 
heart. That our Saviour professedly embodied “ all the law and the 
prophets” in these two great commandments cannot be disputed without 
flatly contradicting his own words; hence there is no escape from the 
conclusion, that he either failed to do what he professed to do, or he 
most expressly and fully sanctioned with his authority the entire 
moral law as taught by Moses and the prophets. Thus we conclude 
that the morals of Christianity as legitimately comprise the great moral 
precepts of Moses and the prophets recorded in the Old Testament, 
as they do the discourses of Christ and the teachings of his inspired 
apostles.

The fact that morals are not exhibited in Scripture in the shape of 
a regular code, can be no valid ground of objection. Moral principles 
in the Bible, are often unfolded incidentally in connection with facts out 
of which they naturally grow ; and this very circumstance, by connect
ing in the same view both the principle and its practical illustration, 
is calculated, not only to impart to the understanding a clearer percep
tion of the principle itself, but to impress it more vividly upon tho 
memory.

Again, it can be no real objection to the Bible, as the source of 
moral philosophy, that some Christian duties are not specifically named 
therein, and formally enjoined. Had a regular code of morals been 
set forth in Scripture minutely specifying every Christian duty that 
might arise under every variety of circumstance in life, throughout 
all countries and all ages, the volume must necessarily have been in
creased in size beyond all reasonable dimensions, so that even the 
world itself could not contain the books that should be written.” The 
inconvenience that might seem to result from the fact that a large por
tion of the morals of Christianity is comprised in Scripture under gen
eral principles, is more than counterbalanced by the character of these 
general principles and the manner in which they are exhibited. As to 
the principles themselves, we have the firmest possible assurance that 
they contain truth without any mixt\ire of error truth that will remain



the same in all ages and in all places. And these important principle* 
are presented in language not only sublime and comprehensive, but 
remarkably plain — level to the comprehension of every accountable 
being.

A peculiar beauty and force in our Saviour’s teachings were seen and 
felt in his use of the parable. By tbis method of instruction he often 
imparted, in a manner the most easy and captivating, the clearest con
ception of duties the most important.

Another peculiar excellence of the teaching of morals, as exhibited 
in the Scriptures, is, the sanctions by which they are ever enforced. 
These heaven-taught duties are not urged by considerations of a 
worldly nature. Things of earth are comparatively forgotten or de
spised, and man is addressed as an accountable candidate for the retri
butions of eternity. He is admonished to ‘*look not at the things which 
are seen, that are temporal; but at the things which are not seen, that 
are eternal.” And thus, with the promise of eternal life to encourage 
our hope, and the threatening of eternal death to alarm our fear, we 
are commanded to pursue “ whatsoever things are true, whatsoever 
things are honest, whatsoever things are just, whatsoever things are 
pure, whatsoever things are lovely, whatsoever things are of good 
rejwrt.”

^ 4 2  ELEMENTS OF DIVINITT. [P. iii. B. 1
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER I.

<>! L) MORAL PHILOSOPHY ANH REVELATION,

Qtestiob 1. With Christians, what is 
the great source of information on 
the subject of morals?

2. How has this fact heen treated by 
many Christian writers on the sub
ject?

S. To what extent may the teachings of 
nature be here useful ?

4 What were the attainments of pagan 
philosophers upon this subject?

5. How did they derive their most valu
able knowledge on the subject of 
morals?

6. Since the commencement of the Chris
tian era, what change is manifest in 
the views of pagan and deistical 
writers, and how is this to be ac
counted for ?

7. In what way have many able Chris
tian writers exhibited apparent dis
respect for the Bible ?

8. What may natural religion teach on
this subject?

9. Do Christian morals come under the 
head of positive or moral precepts ?

10. What aid can nature render ns in
reference to positive precepts ?

11. What in reference to moral precepts?
12. May we suppose that a real reason

exists for all God’s commands ?
13. What are two things here named

that human reason can do ?
14. Does the Bible unfold completely the

duty of man ?
16. On this subject, is all our informa

tion to be taken from the New 
Testament?

16. How are we to know what portion
of the Old Testament is and what 
is not now binding ?

17. How can it be shown that the Deca
logue is now binding ?

18. Are morals taught in the Bible in
the form of a regular code ?

19. Are all moral duties specificalU
named in Scripture ?
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C H A P T E R  I I .

rtniOSOPHIOAL THESES EXHIBITED—THE NATURE OF RECTITUDE- 
mm? m?nTTvn mr MORAL OBLIGATION.

Locke’s philosophy, called Sensationalism, and the more modern op 
posing system called Transcendentalism, err on opposite extremes.

I. The FOLLOWING THESES SEEM TO EMBODY THE TRUE MEDIUM 
GROUNDS, EXHIBITING THE CONNECTION OF PHILOSOPHY WITH MOR-

1. Man is naturally endued with both intellectual and moral faculties.
2. These faculties, in their strictly native state, do not imply the pos

session of either knowledge or moral principle, but a susceptibility for
the reception and acquirement of both.

3. In an intellectual sense, the native powers or faculties are aroused 
from their slumber and set to work, in the acquirement of knowledge, 
by the entrance of light through the medium of external sensation.

4. In  a moral sense, our native powers or faculties are aroused from 
their slumber, and set to work, in the discernment between right and 
uTOJi^bythe illuminations of divine grace. John i. 9; James i. 17. 
Dr Clarke says (see Rom. ii. 16); “ I  know of no light in nature that 
is not kindled there by the grace of God. But I  have no objection to 
this sense: ‘When the Gentiles, which have not the law, do by the in
fluence of God upon their heart the things contained in the law, they 
are a law unto themselves;’ that light and influence serving instead of
a divine revelation.”

5. The erroneous extreme of Locke’s system of sensationalism seems 
to be this—that it denies to the mind the power of acquiring any 
knowledge, the materials of which have not been originally derived 
through the medium of external sensation, ignoring the fact that man 
U possessed, in his native state, of a “ moral sense” or an internal fac 
ulty of conscience, which, when aroused and enlightened by divine 
grace, enables him through the medium of internal consciousness to 
learn the distinction between right and wrong, so that all men are 
“ without, excuse.” Rom. i. 20. The extreme of this system leads to 
materialism.
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6. The erroneous extreme of modern transcendentalism seems to be 
this: that it attributes entirely to nature the power of the “ moral sense” 
to teach the distinction between right and wrong, giving to that mdive 
power the same ability, without supernatural aid, to learn the distinc
tion between right and wrong that the intellect possesses to learn the 
distinction between black and white, sweet and bitter, straight and 
crooked, or two and four; thus ignoring the divine illuminations im
parted to all men through the atonement of Christ and the influence 
of the Spirit. The extreme of this system leads to Pelagianism and 
rationalism.

7. The elements of knowledge are derived through external sensa
tion and internal consciousness.

8. Right and wrong are eternal and unchangeable principles, inher- 
: ently and essentially different in their nature.

9. Our knowledge of the existence of right and wrong, and of the 
distinction between them, is derived, primarily, either from instruction, 
tradition, direct revelation, or the testimony of internal consciousness 
(the voice of conscience), when the moral sense has been aroused and 
illumined by divine grace.

10. Our obligation to do right is founded on the will of our Creator.
11. The will of God is nothing essentially distinct or diflTerent from 

God, but is only a transcript of the divine nature, or a manifestation 
of the divine attributes.

12. We are bound to obey the will of God, because he made us what 
we are, and, by his continued power, preserves us in being as we are.

13. The will of God, so far as known to us, is to us the rule of right 
and wrong, whether we perceive the reasons of that will or not.

14. Hence it follows, as the will of God is to us the rule of moral 
1 duty, even when the reasons of that will are not perceived, therefore 
i the ground of obligation cannot be found, primarily and principally, 
5 in the eternal distinctions between right and wrong, but in the mani- 
[ Tested will of God. I f  the ground of obligation is in the divine reason

(as distinguished from the divine will), then the obligation could only 
be felt as the divine reason is perceived. But it must be admitted by 
all that, in many cases, obligation exists and is felt when the reason of 
the duty is not perceived, and there is nothing for the obligation to rest 
upon but the divine vrill; therefore, in all such cases, the obligation 
must rest on the divine will as its basis, and we must also be governed 

I by that will as the rule of duty. I t may be objected that, “ in a.i cases, 
where obligation exists, and the reasons of it are not perceived, and il 
teems to rest solely on the divine command, the fact of the command
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presupposes the existence of the reasons; for the command of God can 
no more transcend the divine reason than one of his attributes can 
fight against another.” To this position, we reply: First, if the divine 
reason must necessarily always correspond with the divine command, 
then, so far as this question is concerned, the divine reason and the di
vine command are identical—they go hand in hand, and, in the case 
before us, are but two words for the same thing; only there is this per
ceptible difference, the divine command is plainer and more within our 
grasp than the divine reason, therefore safer and more accessible as 
the ground and rule of obligation. The truth is this: the divine rea
son, in all cases, whether we perceive it or not, must be considered the 
rule according to which God acts in issuing his commands, but cannot be 
to us (except so far as we may perceive it to correspond with the divine 
command) either the ground of our obligation or the rule of our duty.

Look at the havoc in the system of morals which would result from 
making the divine reason instead of the divine will the ground of obli
gation. How can the puny reason of finite creatures grasp the infinite 
reasons that control the mind of God! In many cases, the reasons of 
his commands are hidden from our view ; and where a glimpse of these 
reasons may be gained, who can estimate the vast expanse of this 
boundless ocean that lies quite unexplored and beyond our reach? 
And what controversy, what wrangling discussion, what uncertainty, 
what clouds and darkness, would at once be introduced, and thrown 
around the whole subject of morals, if, in order to reach the ground of 
our obligations, we be taught to go beyond the plain command of God, 
and vainly essay to fathom the depths of the Infinite Mindl

To illustrate the inconvenience and confusion that would result from 
making the divine reason the ground of obligation, we quote the follow
ing : “ In the divine reason must be found the ground of all moral obli
gation. And as the human reason is the outbirth and image of the di
vine, so its affirmations are the highest authority to man. The voice of 
conscience is the voice of God! There can be no higher authority in 
morals. It speaks more immediately and directly to the human heart 
than the voice of any prophet or seer. The necessary affirmations of 
the moral faculty are assumed as the reason of obligation. When the 
particular relation, in view of which a particular duty is affirmed, is 
apprehended, all the reason that can be assigned has been given why 
that duty is binding upon us. We have then discovered the only real and 
ultimate foundation of all obligation.” Methodist Quarterly Review, 
Jan., 1864, p. 28.

In the above extract are found some things “ hard to be understood,"
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concerning which we offer the following remarks: According to the 
extract given, as there are many duties the divine reasons of which are 
utterly beyond our reach in such cases, how can we gain a knowledge 
of the ground of obligation t  And not knowing the ground of the obli
gation, how can we know that the obligation exists t  And not knowing 
that it exists, how can we feel its weight t  And not feeling its weight, 
how can we be expected to comply with it f  What was the ground ot 
Adam’s obligation to obey the command, not to eat of the fruit of “ the 
tree of knowledge’’? Did he know the “ divine reasons” why the fruit 
of that particular tree was interdicted ? If  so, how did he gain that 
knowledge? Did God explain to him the reason, or did the “ moral 
sense” teach it. I t will not do to say that the annexed penalty was 
the reason on which the command was grounded; for that would im
ply that God desired to inflict the penalty, and only issued the com
mand as a pretext for carrying out this primary desire. Besides, the 
penalty was annexed, not to explain “ divine reasons” for the command, 
but to enforce obedience to it. If  Adam ever gained a knowledge of the 
ground of his obligations to obey that command, except the fact that 
God had given the command, we have never read of it. And if any 
of his sons after him have traveled back into the secret counsels of 
God, so as to ascertain what were “ the divine reasons” that dictated to 
the Divine Mind the special interdiction of the fruit of that particular 
tree, we hope they will come forth and enlighten us. If  the first great 
test-command was not given under circumstances calculated to teach 
that the manifested will of God is the ground, and the suffioient ground, 
of moral obligation, then we cannot comprehend the subject.

Again, the writer under review says: “ The affirmations of human 
reason are the highest authority to man.” Surely not the affirmations of 
fallen, benighted, erring human reason ! If  this poor fallible reason is 
higher “ authority to man” than the infallible word of God, then why de
nounce the infidelity of France for dragging the Bible through the streets 
of Paris at the tail of an ass, and exalting reason to divine honors?

But the author says: “ The voice of conscience is the voice of God I ” 
Here is eloquence, but is it truth ? Surely, it cannot be that the voice 
of a depraved, perverted, uninformed, “ evil,” or “scared” conscience, 
“is the voice of God”I Nor can it be that the “ voice of conscience,” 
generally, “ is the voice of God;” for men’s consciences generally s.rc 
evil. Was the voice .of Saul’s conscience “ the voice of God,” while he 
was persecuting the Church and yet living “ in all good conscience 
before God” ? Acts xxiii. 1.

15. While “ the voice of conscience” is admitted to be fallible, and
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the revealed will of God infallible, it cannot in truth be asserted that 
“ there can be no higher authority in morals” than “ the voice of con- 
•cience.” While it is true that we cannot violate conscience without 
contracting guilt, it is not true that because we do not violate con
science we are therefore necessarily innocent.

Moral philosophy, as defined by Dr. Paley, is “ the science which 
teaches men their duty, and the reasons for it.” It is more briefly de
fined in the “ New American Cyclopedia ” as “ the science of duty.

II Our first inquiry on the subject is this: Is r e c t i t u d e  an essenr 
Hal, inherent <piality in actions, or is it the creature of adventitiom circumr 
stances f  In other words, on what does the distinction between ngU 
and vrrong depend? Whence does it originate? Those who have not 
deemed it necessary to found their theories concerning morals on the 
Bible have diverged greatly from each other in their speculations upon 
this question.

1. Among the various theories concerning rectitude advocated by 
such as did not concern themselves about the teachings of revelatun,
the first we shall notice is this: that any thing is right or vrrong only (U 
it happens to he sanctioned or condemned by the customs or laws of any 
pariicular emmtry or community in any particular age or part of the
world. .

As will be readily perceived, this theory assumes that rectitude pos
sesses in itself no real, inherent, essential attributes, but depends en
tirely upon extraneous, adventitious circumstances, not only for its 
characteristics, but also for its existence—that is, it is nothing in and of 
itself; but if you choose to decree its existence, then it shall be; and 
whatever attributes you choose to confer upon it, those it shall possess.

Perhaps the most prominent advocate of this theory among modern 
philosophers was Hobbes. And, like most of the principles of skep
tical philosophy, it need only to be tried at the tribunal of common 
sense to render its absurdity manifest. The first question here involved 
has nothing to do with the foundation of moral rectitude. I t does not 
inquire why one thing is right and another wrong. I t does not ask for 
the origin, ground, or cause of tliis distinction; but merely asks: Does 
it exist? Is rectitude an essential, substantive quality in itself? Are 
right and vrrong things possessing essential, absolute existence, or are 
they merely idealities which may or may not be conjured up, and in
dued with any imaginary shape or qualities which fancy or prejudice 
may see fit to dictate? However consonant this theory which denies 
the essential existence of rectitude, and consequently all real distinction 
between virtue and vice, or moral good ainl evil, may be with that in

I



fidel philosophy in whose necessitarian nest it has been hatched, or with 
certain schools of theology by whose dogmas it has been nurtured, yet 
it is easy to show that it is repugnant to the dictates of common sense.

Rectitude is no more dependent on conventional arrangement for its 
existence than are any of those qualities that may pertain to physical 
substances. It is true that some things are in themselves indifferent, 
and become right or wrong only as they may be enjoined or prohibited 
by law. Thus it is right to pay a certain amount of tax at a stipu
lated time, and wrong to omit it, because the law of the land haji en
joined it. I t was wrong for our first parents to “eat of the fruit of the 
tree of knowledge of good and evil,” because God had forbidden it. 
These are positive precepts, relating to things indifferent in themsi Ives, 
which only become right or wrong as they may be commanded oi pro
hibited by the power having authority to act in the premises. lJut it 
is equally clear, from the dictates of common sense, that there are other 
things, right or wrong in themselves, independent of all positive enact
ment or conventional arrangement of any kind whatever.

I t would be as unphilosophieal to say that nothing can be straight or 
crooked until measured by a rule, or sweet or sour until tasted, as that 
nothing can be right or wrong until so rendered by custom, law, or 
conventional agreement. As sweet and sour, straight and crooked, de
note abstract qualities, having a real existence, independent of the physi
cal substances to which they may be attached; so right and wrong, good 
and bad, denote abstract principles, having a real existence in them
selves, independent of all internal emotion or external action to which 
they may be applied; hence we conclude that rectitude is an abstract 
principle, eternal and immutable as the attributes of God. Indeed, it 
is a principle inhering in, and essentially pertaining to, the divine- 
nature.

If, then, rectitude be an essential quality, eternally existing, it can
not derive its being solely from the command or will of God. Were 
this the case, then what is now right would be wrong, and what is now 
wrong would be right, had God so commaded. Common sense revolts 
at such consequences, and utters her voice against the truth of any sys
tem from which they result. I t is true, what God wills or commands 
must be right, and to suppose that he should command what is wrong 
is to suppose an absolute impossibility. God can no more command 
what is wrong than he can change his nature, or cease to be God. But 
the theory, which teaches that rectitude results solely from the com- 
mand of God, assumes that theft, murder, and vice, are only wors« 
than honesty, benevolence, and virtue, because God has commandeti
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the latter and forbidden the former; in a word, it destroys the essen
tial distinction between virtue and vice. Surely a system fraught with 
consequences so revolting and absurd never can gain the sanction of 
common sense.

Nor is it any better to say that rectitude depends upon the arbitrary 
constitution of the human mind. Whether this refers to what is styled 
the “ moral sense,” or to the sense of approbation or disapprobation aris
ing from the contemplation of actions, or to an internal emotion of sym
pathy, it matters not. I t is clear that this constitution of the mind 
has been conferred upon us, as it is, by the Creator; and if so, it 
might have been different from what it is, and that which is now virtue 
might have been vice, and that which is now vice might have been vir
tue. Thus this theory of founding rectitude upon any thing pertaining 
to the constitution of the mind destroys the essential distinction be
tween right and wrong, virtue and vice.

It matters not whether, with Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, we found 
rectitude upon the “ moral seme,” or, with Adam Smith, upon sympathy, 
or, with Dr. Brown, upon the emotion of upprobation or disapprobation—it 
is clear that this theory, in either of the three phases specified, denies 
that rectitude possesses any essential quality, or that there is any real, 
essential, or original difference between virtue and vice. Indeed, these 
theories all, in this particular, harmonize with that of Hobbes, already 
considered. The only difference is this—while Hobbes founds rectitude, 
and all distinction between virtue and vice, upon custom or law, as 
they may exist in different countries; Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, 
Adam Smith and Dr. Brown, found them upon the constitution of the 
human mind.

These theories not only deny that rectitude denotes any actual qual
ity in actions, or that there is any real distinction between right and 
wrong, but they all alike fail even to furnish any definite criterion of 
riictitude. According to Hobbes, theft, infanticide, and parricide, are 
right or wrong according as they are sanctioned or condemned by 
the customs and laws of different countries. According to Shaftesbury 
and Hutcheson, things are right or wrong according as they may be 
pronounced upon by the moral sense of each individual. According to 
Adam Smith, things are right or wrong according as they may ex
cite, or fail to excite, the sympathies of those who contemplate them. 
But, agreeably to Dr. Brown’s theory, things are right and wrong ac
cording as they excite in him who contemplates them the emotion of 
approbation or disapprobation. Where, we ask, can be found in any 
rf  these theories a fixed criterion of rectitude? As the customs or



laws of the country may make theft a virtue in Sparta and a crime in 
England or the United States, so the moral sense—the sympathies, or 
the emotions of approbation or disapprobation, as they may be mani
fested in different minds—may vary; and thus, what is virtue with 
one may be vice with another. So it is plain that we have in these 
systems, not only no foundation, but no fixed criterion for rectitude, or 
for the distinction between right and wrong. Can any rational mind 
believe that the principles lying at the foundation of all morals are 
thus fitful and uncertain ? Can it be that there are no principles of 
rectitude the same at all times and in all places ? Is it not one of the 
plainest dictates of common sense that right and wrong are principles 
eternal and immutable as the attributes of God himself?

III. Having therefore settled it in our minds that rectitude denotes 
an inherent, actual quality of actions, or that right and wrong pos
sess an absolute existence, and are not the mere creatures of circum
stances; the next inquiry naturally presenting itself on this subject 
is this: W h a t  i s  t h e  g r o u n d  o r  f o u n d a t i o n  o f  m o r a l  o b l i 

g a t io n  ?
We have already shown that some things are essentially right and 

other things essentially wrong, but a knowledge of this fact will avail 
us but little in morals, unless it be shown that we are under obligations 
to do those things which are right, and to abstain from doing those 
things which are wrong. I t no more follows, necessarily, that because 
an action is right I  am on that account alone bound to perform it, than 
that because an apple is sweet I  am under obligations to eat it There 
must be some ground of the obligation beyond the mere quality of tl 
action obliging me to perform it. Admitting that one thing is right 
and another thing wrong, why may I  not do wrong instead of right. 
Just as I  may fancy or choose, without incurring guilt? We do not 
now inquire for any rule or standard of right and wrong, but merely 
ror the obligation binding us to do the one and refrain from the other.

On this question various theories have been advocated, some of the 
most prominent of which we will briefly notice.

On this question much abstract and useless speculation has been em
ployed. For instance, the systems here adopted have been ranged in 
two classes: the subjective embracing those theories that found moral 
obligation on something within our own nature, whether it be styled the 
moral sense, conscience, or the constitution of the human mind; the 
objective implying those theories that found moral obligation on things 
external to us. Under this head are comprised those theories that found 
moral obligation: 1. On the authority of the State. 2. On something
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in the inherent nature of things. 3. On the greatest happiness, or the 
nenefits resulting from things. 4. On the revealed will of God.

Ignoring any farther reference to the suhjective and objective classifi
cation as a useless parade of scholastic terms, we here remark that the 
theory we believe to be true, and the only one consistent with Chris
tianity, is that which founds moral obligation on the revealed will oj 
Qod. I t  may be proper, however, here to make a few observations 
concerning some of the other systems above named.

Hobbes not only founded rectitude itself upon custom or law, but, as 
a necessary consequence, he founded moral obligation upon the same 
thing. The absurdity of his theory has already been shown.

Dr. Samuel Clarke, following Grotius, considered moral obligation 
as founded on the fitness of things. This theory has two capital objec
tions: First, it fails to furnish, what is most of all material m the case, 
the reason why we are under obligation to act according to the fitnes 
of things; but, secondly, admitting the existence of the obligation, it 
leaves the rule or criterion of duty perfectly unsettled. For, as every 
man is left to be his own judge as to the fitness of things, it is clew 
that there would be about the same variety of judgment upon this sub
ject that exists in the features of the human countenance; and Aus 
every man would be left quite out at sea as to any fixed rule of right 
and wrong.

To found moral obligation, with Shaftesbury and Hutcheson, upon the 
moral sense, is liable to the same objections with the scheme of Grotius 

V and Dr. Samuel Clarke. I t sets forth no satisfactory reason, showing 
why we are under obligation to follow the dictates of the moral sense, 
and, even if this could be shown, it is plain that this moral sense, or 
inward perception of right and wrong, in regard to many things, is 
very much the creature of education and of circumstances. I t is about 
as variant in difierent countries and among difierent people as the cli
mate and soil pertaining to their respective localities. What this moral 
sense may accredit as the highest virtue with the Hindoo widow, may 
bo viewed with the deepest abhorrence throughout Christian lands.

Besides, this whole scheme is palpably contradictory to the teachings 
oi St. Paul. This apostle, in defending himself before the Jewish 
high-priest, Ananias, declares, “ Men and brethren, I  have lived in all 
good conscience before God until this day.” I t is plain, then, that ht 
had not come in conflict with the moral sense within him while he was 
persecuting the Christians. And in his defense before Agrippa, the 
apostle says, “ I  verily thought with myself that I  ought to do many 
things contrary to the name of Jesus of Nazareth.” Was Saul of
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Tareus doing right, we ask, while he was persecuting the Church of 
God ? He styles himself “ the chief of sinners,” and says that he 
had been a “ blasphemer, and a persecutor, and injurious;” and he 
adds, “ but I  obtained mercy, because I  did it ^norantly in unbelief” 
Now, we ask, how could he have needed mercy, unless he had viblated 
his obligations? And if, while living “ in all good conscience before 
God, or according to the teachings of the moral sense within him, 
he had violated his obligations, how could that moral sense be either 
the ground or the criterion of his obligations ?

The plain truth is this: that Saul was sinning, or violating his obli- 
ptions, while he was persecuting the Church; but his sin consisted not 
in the fact that he was acting according to his conscience at the time, 
but that he had previously, through prejudice and passion, neglected to 
inform his conscience. But still, as he violated his obligations, while 
he did not violate his conscience or the moral sense, it necessarily fol
lows that the moral sense cannot be the ground of moral obligation. 
Although we ought in no case to violate our consciences, yet, as we are 
often culpable for not correcting our consciences when they are wrong, 
these consciences cannot be the primary ground of obligation. We' 
must look for something anterior and superior to the moral sense, and 
more authoritative, as the ground of moral obligation.

If, with Wollaston, we attempt to found moral obligation on “ the 
truth of things;” with Wayland, on “ the relations of things;” or with 
President Edwards, on “ the love of being in general; ” all these the
ories are liable to the same objections with those we have considered. 
They must vary, as do the judgments and tastes of individuals, and of 
course can furnish no fixed criterion of obligation; and, being destitute 
of authority, they can furnish no ground of obligation.

Take the theory of Paley, that “ virtue is the doing good to mankind, 
in obedience to the will of God, for the sake of everlasting happiness,” 
and it is plain that he makes “ everlasting happiness ” the motive of 
virtue. One of the very serious objections to this theory is, that it 
founds obligation on a principle of selfishness, excluding from virtuous 
actions all deeds of benevolence. But were it freed from this objec
tion, still it furnishes no reason why we are obliged to seek after “ ever
lasting happiness.”

Bectham founded moral obligation on “ utility, or the greatest good of 
the greatest number.” But it is irksome, as it is useless, to perplex our 
minds with the theories and speculations of the many reputable authors 
who have written on this subject. Were these authors only pagan phi
losophers, feeling their way in the dark in their search for truth the 
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niiilter wi.ulil not be surprising; but tliat learned dirines sliould delighi 
so much to bewilder themselves amid the speculations ot mere natural 
reiison, when the superior, the infallible, light of revelation was shining 
around them, is unaccountably strange.

When once we are ready to forget these theoretic speculations on the 
subject in hand, and pass directly to the inspired word, how forcibly 
docs the truth flash upon the mind, that “moral obligation is founded on
the revealed will of God ” /

Were there no other proof upon this subject than the preface to the 
Decalogue, in the twentieth chapter of Exodus, that were enough. 
“And God spake all these words, saying, I  am the Lord thy God which 
have brought thee out of the land of Egypt, out of the house of bond
age.” Here, as the ground on which this law is issued and obedience 
to its precepts enjoined, we have directly specified the relation God sus
tains to his creatures. First, he is “ the Lord ” (or Jehovah) this im
plies that he is the supreme Ruler of the universe; and next, “ thy 
G„(j”_ th is  implies that he is the Creator of man, the Author and Pre
server of his being. “ Which have brought thee out of the land of 
Egypt, out of the house of bondage’’—this specifies the blessings of 
his special providence. No one can fail to perceive how expressly the 
relation God sustains to us is here set forth as the ground of our obli
gation to obedience.

And it must be obvious to every Bible-reader that this accords with 
the general tenor of Scripture. Samuel said to the people of Israel, “ Only 
fear the Lord, and serve him in truth with all your heart; for consider 
how great things he hath done for you. ’ 1 Sam. xxii. 24.

That, according to the gospel scheme of morals, obligation grows out 
of our relation to God, is explicitly taught by St. Paul. He says: “Ye 
are not your own, for ye are bought with a price; therefore glorify God 
in your body and in your spirit, which are God’s.” The conclusion 
from these passages from the prophet and from the apostle is, that aa 
God “ hath done great things for us ’’—that is, in our creation, prm- 
vation, and redemption—and as we have been redeemed by the precious 
blood of Christ, therefore we are under obligations to “ serve him in 
truth, with all our heart,” and to “ glorify him in our body and in our 
spirit, which are God’s.” Hence, moral obligation grows out of our 
relation to God ; and as this relation to God can only be understood by 
us from his revealed will, we must rely upon that will as furnishing 
both the ground and the criterion of our obligations. In other words, 
the revelation of God teaches us “ our duty, and the reasons for it.”

I f  we be asked why we are under obligations to perform any parti>



ular moral duty, our reply is, that it is according to the revtxUed wiU 
of God. But if we be farther interrogated why we are bound to act 
according to the revealed will of God, our reply is, because of our re
lation to God—that is, he is our Creator, Preserver, and Redeemer. 
We are dependent upon him for our being and all our blessings; and 
nothing can be plainer or more natural and reasonable than his right 
to command us, and our obligations to render obedience are a necessary 
sequence.

Whether we trace our obligations to the revealed wiU of God or to 
our r ^ io n s  to God is perfectly immaterial—they both amount sub
stantially to the same thing. These obligations rest immediately on 
God’s revealed will. Whatever he commands, we are at once bound 
to obey. And if it be demanded why we are bound to obey God’s 
revealed will; the reply is, because of our relation to God. I t is our 
relation to God, as his dependent creatures, that obliges us to regard 
his revealed will as our authoritative law.

That the Scriptures themselves abundantly set forth the revealed 
will of God, both as the ground of obligation and the criterion of recti
tude, cannot be disputed. The passages wc have already adduced, wo 
think, ought to be sufficient to satisfy every candid mind on the ques
tion. I f  more were necessary, they might be brought from almost any 
portion of either the Old or the New Testament. When God called 
Adam to account for his first sin—the partaking of the forbidden fruit 
—and was about to pronounce sentence upon him for his offense, on 
vihat ground did he place his guilt? Did he charge him with hav- 
ing disregarded “ the fitness of things,” with having acted contrary to 
“ the truth of things,” with having neglected to act according to “ the 
utility of things,” with having failed to consult the “ moral sense ” or 
the ‘ sympathies of his nature, or “ the greatest good of the greatest 
number”? The very mention of any such puerilities would have been 
degrading to so serious an occasion. God, who understood the ground 
of moral obligation far better than any of the Christian moralists of our 
day, simply said to Adam: “ Hast thou eaten of the tree whereof I 
commanded thee that thou shouldst not eat?” Here was the plain 
ground of his offense. He had violated his obligation to obey God’s re- 
vealed wilL

Take an illustration from the patriarchal dispensation. When God 
80 signally blessed Abraham, after the trial of his faith in the offering 
op of Isaac, what was specified as the ground on which that blessing 
was conferred ? God said to Abraham: “ In thy seed shall all the na- 
tious of the earth be blessed, because thou hast obeyed my voice.” Hcr^
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M obedience to God’s revealed will, was the ground of the reward, even 
BO that revealed will must have been the ground of the obligation.

As one illustration among thousands that might be adduced under 
the Mosaic dispensation, we refer to the words of the Prophet Samuel 
(1 Sam. XV. 22): “ Hath the Lord as great delight in burnt-oiferin^ 
and sacrifices as in obeying the voice of the Lord? Behold, to o6ey u 
better than sacrifice.” If  obedience be thus the crowning virtue d 
must be because our obligations are thereby met; and if so, those obn- 
gatious must be founded on the command. ^

Let a single text from the New Testament suffice on this subject. 
Jesus said: “ Not every one that saith unto me. Lord, Lord, shall enter 
into the kingdom of heaven; but he that doeth the wiU of my Father 
which is in heaven.” Here the doing of the will of God (of course, the 
revealed will) is presented as the condition of the heavenly reward; con- 
aeouentlv. that vdU must not only be the criterion of dvty, but the ground
of obligation. .

How plain is this question when once we are ready to leave the phil
osophical speculations and interminable quibbles and disputations of 
the schools and study “ our duty, and the reasons for it,” from the 
teachings of inspired wisdom! Here, as we approach the word ot rev
elation, the great source of illumination on all spiritual and moral sub
jects, the fine-spun theories, metaphysical distinctions, and endless dis
putations, of philosophers, are forgotten. They melt away and fade 
from our vision, like mist before the rising morn; and, under the ettul- 
gent beams of revelation, we can read “ the whole duty of man,” and 
“ the reasons for it,” in language so plain that “ the wayfaring man, 
though a fool, need not err therein.” Let Christian divines bring then 
systems of morals, not from the Academy, the Lyceum, or the Porticq 
but from divine revelation 1
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER II.

Question /. What is the dehnition of 
moral philosophy ?

2. What erroneous theory of rectitude
was advocated by Hobbes 7

3. At what tribunal, and how may its
absurdity be shown ?

4. How is it shown that rectitude is an
abstract and eternal principle?

&. What absurd consequences are in
volved in tbe position that recti
tude results tolely from the com
mand of God 7 

(1. What consequences are involved in 
the position that rectitude is found
ed on the constitution of the hu
man mind?

^  What theories on this subject were ad
vocated by Shaftesbury and Hutch

eson 7 By Adam Smith 7 By Dr. 
Brown 7

8. Do they all harmonize with the the
ory of Hobbes 7 Wherein 7

9. What two essential things do all
these theories fail to furnish 7

10. Because an action is right, does it 
follow from that consideration 
alone that we are bound to per
form it?

M. What theories are presented in ref
erence to the ground of moral obli
gation f

12. What is given as the true theory t
13. How is the absurdity of these falM

theories shown 7
14. By what proofs is the tm e theory

sustained 7



PA R T  I I I - T H E  MORALS OF CHRISTIANITY.

BOOK I I  —OUR D UTY TO OOD.

C H A P T E R  I I I .

LOVE— TH E FEA R  OF GOD.

H aving shown that the Bible must be our standard and guide on 
the subject of morals, we are now prepared to inquire for the outline of 
Dur duty as set forth in that volume. On this subject writers on morals 
have differed in their plans, but they have generally contemplated “ the 
whole duty of man” as embraced in three grand divisions: 1 Our 
duty to God 2 Our duty to ourselves. 3. Our duty to orus another. 
The particular classification we may adopt is not important, provided 
all our duties be embraced, and each be presented in its true light. In 
the l a r p t  acceptation of the terms, our duty to God would cover the 
entire circle of our obligations; for all our duties to mrselves and fo owr 
JelUrwcreatures are founded upon the revealed will of God; and by 
neglecting any of them, we are rebelling against the divine authority 
and treating God’s commandment with disrespect, and, of course, com
ing short of “ our duty to God.” Therefore it is clear that he who per 
forms his whole duty to God, in this broad sense of the word, must also 
perform his duty to himself and to all other persons.

Nevertheless, as there are some duties which pertain more directly to 
God alone than others, it may be useful, as a matter of convenience in 
discuMion, to adopt some classification on the subject. And we can 
conceive of no division of duty which commends itself to us so forcibly 
as that adopted by our Lord when he enunciated the two great com
mandments of lave to 0 '‘d and fowe to man as comprising the entire la c
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“ On these two comniaiidinents,” said he, “ hang all the law and the 
prophets.” In presenting this grand epitome of the Decalogue, our 
Saviour was only carrying out and affixing his own sanction to that 
more ancient division upon the subject which had been so clearly inti
mated in the original communication of the law at Mount Sinai. The 
two tables of stone—tbe first comprising our duty to God, and the 
second our duty to man—exhibited in a tangible form, more durable 
than marble, this grand classification of morals. Doubtless the mind 
of our Saviour adverted to this fact, as he adopted the same division 
while substantially reissuing the Mosaic Decalogue in that beautiful 
and more comprehensive edition set forth in the two great commaud- 
ments to which we have referred. Therefore we conclude that the 
entire system of Christian morals is embraced under the grand divis
ions of—

1 . L o v e  t o  G o d .

2 . L o v e  t o  m a n .
Or the same thing is more largely expressed thus:
1. “ Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and with 

all thy soul, and with all thy mind.”
2. “ Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself.”
We need not stop to show how complete, and yet how plain, is this 

classification I I t  is too obvious to be controverted, that he who fulfills 
these two commandments must necessarily not only perform his duty 
to himself, but he must fully discharge every conceivable obligation of 
every kind whatever.

We now proceed to consider more particularly—
OuB DUTY TO God.
I. The first duty we owe to God is l o v e . Indeed, in  th e  fu l l  sense, 

love comprises all duties; but there is a specific sense in which love may 
be viewed as separated from other duties. Contemplated in this accep
tation, love to God implies—

1. A due appreciation of the divine perfections.
That is, we must love him for what he is in himself Having a just 

conception of the purity and excellence of the divine essence—the 
harmonious unity of all the divine attributes and their beautiful exhi
bition of every conceivable phase of goodness— the afiections of the 
soul flow toward God in emotions of approval, admiration, and delight 
Thus, the “ heart and the flesh crieth out for the living God,” saying, 
“ Whom have I  in heaven but thee? and there is none upon earth that I
desire besides thee.”

2. As we contemplate the divine goodness, whether exhibited in the
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works, the providence, or the redeeming mercy of God, this love
assumes the form of gratitude.

Our duty of loving God, in the sense of gratitude, is far more than a 
mere sentimental admiration of the disinterested benevolence of Heaven, 
as seen in all his works and ways. I t implies an inwrought spiritual 
apprehension of his redeeming, regenerating, adopting, sanctifying, and 
saving goodness. I t  is in this profoundly deep and spiritual sense of 
the phrase that the Psalmist exclaims: “ I love the Lord, because he 
hath heard my voice and my supplications;” and St. Paul says: “ For 
the love of Christ constraineth u s; because we thus judge, that if one 
died for all, then were all dead;” and St.John declares: We love
him, because he first loved us.”

3. Love to God implies unreserved and filial submission to his authority.
and obedience to his commandments.

The Psalmist uses the term in this sense, when he says: “ Great peace 
have they which love thy law.” In the same sense our Saviour uses 
the term, when he says: “ Ye are my friends, if ye do whatsoever I  com
mand you.” And again: “ He that hath my commandments, and 
keepeth them, he it is that loveth me.” And St. John says: “ By this we 
know that we love the children of God, when we love God and keep hit 
commandments. For this is the hve of Qod, that we keep his command
ments.” And St. Paul declares: “Love is the fulfilling of the law.” 

From this clear and scriptural view of the duty of the love of God, 
os an internal principle of grace imparted by the influence of the Holy 
Spirit, and absorbing the aflections and molding the life, being essential 
to the “ keeping of the law of God,” how meager and defective must 
be the teachings of nature, as a standard of morals; and how impor
tant must it appear that we adhere, on this subject, closely to the teach
ings of the divine word!

II. The second duty, under this head, which we shall notice, is the 
FEAR OF God. This implies a reverential awe of the Divine Majesty, 
and a dread of displeasing a Being of so holy and excellent a charac
ter ; and is entirely distinct from that servile, tormenting emotion, which 
the guilty, unrenewed heart may feel, resulting from the apprehension 
of pnnishment for sins committed. I t  is a filial, tender, and respectful 

i emotion, fitly illustrated by that lovely regard which an affectionate, 
i dutiful child may feel for a worthy parent, causing it to be ever watch
’ ful lest it should displease that parent—not from any punishment to

itself apprehended as the result, but from a sense of the wickedness of 
the act of ofiending one so much admired and loved, and on whom it n 
10 greatly dependent
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This duty is inculcated in the following scriptures. “ The fear oi the. 
Ix)rd is to hate evil.” Prov. viii. 13. “ The fear of the Lord is the 
beginning of wisdom.” Ps. cxi. 10. “Fear God, and keep his com
mandments; for this is the whole duty of man.” Eccl. 12.13. “ His 
mercy is on them that fear him.” Luke i. 50. “ Then they that feared 
the Lord spake often one to another; and the Lord hearkened, and 
heard it, and a book of remembrance was written before him for them 
that feared the Lord, and that thought upon his name.” Malachi iii 
16. “Fear God, and give glory to him.” Rev. xiv. 7.

There are various other duties to God pertaining to the internal dis
position and emotions of the heart, such as fidelity, trust, faith, etc.; but 
as these have been considered in connection with the doctrines of Chris
tianity, we will not here bring up the same topics again. There are 
yet, however, some duties, under the general head we are now investi
gating, of a more external character, to which we will call attention in 
the following chapters.

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER III.

E8TI0 N I. In what divieions have 
writers generally embraced our 
whole duty?

2 What is important in reference to 
these divisions?

I What is the classification on this suh- 
je:t adopted 7

4. What is our Jin i duty to God ?
5. What is its first element, and what

does it imply? W hat are its second 
and third, and what do they imply!

6. What is implied in the “ fear of
God," and what scriptures enjoin 
it?^



dt. IV. I PRAYER— ITS n a t u r e  AND PROPRIETY.

C H A P T E R  IV.

PRAYER— ITS NATURE AND PROPRIETY.

This duty, though generally classed as external, in contradistinctioc 
from others ’more wholly internal, is really both external and inUmal 
As, on the one hand, it is an outward form or external act, so, on the 
other hand, it is an internal emotion or exercise of the soul. 
has been well defined as the “ ofiering up of our desires unto God for 
things agreeable to his will, in the name or through the mediation of 
Jesus Christ, by the help of the Holy Spirit, with a confession of our 
Bins, and a thankful acknowledgment of his mercies.” ^

The leading thought in this definition has been beautifully expreiised 
by the poet, in the following lines:

“ Prayer is the bouI’b Bincere desire,
Uttered or unexpressed;

The motion of a hidden fire
That trembles in the breast. ^

“ Prayer is the burden of a sigh—
The falling of a tear—

The upward glancing of an eye 
When none but God is near."

Prayer, when oflered vocally, or in the form of words, is styler. an 
txkmal duty; but even then, unless the proper emotion of the neart 
accompany the utterance of the language, the most essential element
of prayer will be wanting. _

I Before we proceed to the scriptural presentation of this subject,
in its different phases, we call attention to t h e  r e a s o n  a n d  p r o p r i

ety OF THIS DUTY. .  j  11 «
The first, and, with the believer in revelation, the great and all-sufh-

cient reason for this duty is, that Ood has commanded it. Were we un 
able to perceive a single ground of propriety in it beyond the mere 
command of God, that fact alone, with all who acknowledge the truth 
of revelation, would place the obligation of this duty on as firm a basis
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as that of any other duty whatever; yet, to SKeptical minds, it may lie 
useful, 60 far as our reason can penetrate, to offer some remaiks con
cerning the propriety of prayer, as intimated by the light of nature.

1. In the first place, it tends to preserve vividly in the mind a 
recollection of the attributes and general superintendency of God. 
He who seriously offers prayer to God, must necessarily remember, 
not only that there is a God, but that he possesses omnipresence, 
enabling him to hear prayer at all times and places, and omniscience, 
omnipotence, and infinite goodness, so that he has the wisdom, the 
{lower, and the disposition, to answer prayer.

'l. The tendency of habitual prayer must be, to divest the mind of 
that pernicious and infidel notion of confiding alone in secondary causes. 
It not only contributes to impress us with a sense of our wants and 
necessities, and our native imbecility and utter inability to help our
selves, but it ever reminds us that He who made the world has not 
withdrawn his constant care and attention from the production of his 
creative hand, but that his sustaining and controlling influence is dif
fused abroad throughout all parts of his creation.

3. Some have attempted to ground the reason and propriety of prayer 
upon the moral preparation and fitness it is supposed to produce for the 
reception of the blessings we ask. I f  by this it be understood that 
prayer is either the effective instrument or the active agent in producing 
in the heart that sincere penitence and faith which prepare us for the 
reception of divine grace in justification, regeneration, and sanctification, 
or in that salvation which the gospel proposes—if ihis be the sense of 
the position, it is not only unscriptural, but involves several absurdities.

I t is unseriptural, because repentance, faith, and salvation, are every
where m Scripture represented, not as being produced by prayer, or any 
other act of the creature, but by the agency of the Divine Spirit—“For 
it is God which worketh in you both to will and to do cf his good pleas
ure.” According to the whole tenor and scope of Scripture, the entire 
work of salvation, from beginning to end, embracing conviction, con
version, justification, remission of sins, adoption, and sanctification, is 
of God, and not of ourselves; and all this is effected through the effi
cient agency of the Holy Spirit, and on the ground of the atoning 
merits of Christ. Hence, to attribute this influence to prayer, or to the 
performance of any other Christian duty, however important that duty 
may be, is to subvert the entire gospel scheme as so fully set forth in 
the Scripture.

Prayer is a condition enjoined upon us in Scripture, upon the oer- 
forwance of which God has promised to confer upon us certam blesr
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ings; but it is not, in the proper sense, either the instrument through 
which, or the agent by which, those blessings are conferred. Neither 
the blessing of salvation, in its several stages of conviction, regenera
tion, etc., nor that humility, penitence, and faith, in which a prepara, 
lion for the reception of those blessings consists, is conferred by the 

;• instrumentality or efficient agency of prayer.
I To attribute the blessings in question to the efficacy of prayer, is not 
S only contrary to Scripture, as we have shown, but the theory involves 

aisurdity in itself.
First, it must be admitted that prayer—in order to be acceptable to 

God, and to render it what it must be, as a condition, on the perform
ance of which God has promised the blessings of salvation—must be 
offered in penitence and faith. Now, to suppose that this penitence and 
faith—an essential element of acceptable prayer—result from the act 

I  of praying, is absurd. This would imply that we must first possess 
I  penitence and faith before we can use the instrument through whose 
; efficacy we gain that possession—which is a palpable contradiction.

But if it be absurd to suppose that we gain a preparation for salva
tion by the efficacy of prayer, it must be doubly absurd to suppose that 
we gain salvation itself by that efficacy. Indeed, the theory we here 
oppose is inconsistent with the very nature of prayer. What is prayer 
but the offering up by the heart of a petition to God for blessings which
we feel that we need, and which we desire him to confer upon us? And
hm, we demand, can we ask God to bestow upon us those blessings 
vihich we expect efficaciously to result from the mere act of asking i 
If the act of asking works out the blessing, then the idea that the 

} blessing is conferred in answer to the petition is an absurdity, for,
: according to the theory, the act of praying effectually works »ut its own

. answer; and, so far as we can see, this result, according to the theory in 
question, would be just as effectually reached on the supposition that 

I  God did not hear the petition at all. Surely a position so repugnant 
f to Scripture, and so fraught with absurdity, is not to be sanctioned.

We have been the more particular in noticing this theory, because 
of the manifest favor it has received in certain quarters, and of our 
conviction of its pernicious tendency. I t saps the foundation of all 
experimental, spiritual influence. Its tendency is to deny the direct 
agency of the Spirit, and put God out of the world; under the pretense 
of exalting the duty of prayer to a position of superior importance and 
influence, it, in reality, renders it an absurdity, and deprives it of all its 
efficacy.

When we contemplate prayer as a mere condition enjoined by the
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appointment of God, upon the perf'onning of wliieli lie has promised to 
confer his blessings, its importance and advantages result, not from the 
fact that it is supposed to possess inlierent virtue or direct efficacy cod- 

ferring, by the mere act of praying, tlie blessings desired, but from the 
fact that it looks to a higher Power for assistance, and complies with i 
condition in connection witli the performance of which that assistance 
has been promised. While prayer, in itself, possesses no inherent virtue 
or efficacy, yet, by the divine appointment, it is a condition which con
nects with itself the efficient agency of the Holy Spirit. Thus it is that 
the prayer of faith can “ move the hand that moves the world.”

On the other hand, if, in accordance with the position we have been 
opposing, the influence of prayer is only to be found in its operation 
upon the internal principles and emotions of the suppliant, then it fol
lows that, as we rely on this inherent efficacy resulting from the act of 
praying for the conferring of the blessings desired, of course, we cannot 
look to God for the impartation of those blessings by the direct agency 
of his Holy Spirit. Thus, according to this view, the suppliant n 
w’orking a practical deception upon himself While, in tv(yrds, asking 
God to give him a new heart—to give him faith, hope, charity, liiimil- 
ity, peace, joy, etc.—(as though he supposed that God was listening to 
his voice, and would exert a direct agency in answering his petitions), 
he is really only looking for that new heart, faith, hope, charity, humil
ity, peace, joy, etc., to spring up within him while praying—not as the 
result of any direct agency of the Holy Spirit, but as the natural effect 
of the mere exercise of prayer itself.

A man on his knees before God, with these views of the efficacy of 
prayer, resembles one out upon the water in a boat, with one end of i 
cable in his hand and the other fastened to the shore. While pulling 
the cable, he may fancy he is causing the distant shore to approach 
him, but, in reality, he is approaching the shore, while it remains sta
tionary. Just so, agreeably to this theory, the suppliant, while beseech
ing God to draw near by his Spirit and bless him as he needs, may 
imagine that God is hearing and directly answering his prayer; but it 
is only an illusion: he is drawing nearer to God ; and, by the mere act' 
of praying for these blessings, they naturally spring up in his soul. If 
this view does not render prayer a senseless and solemn mockery, it' 
divests it of its scriptural vitality and power.

The absurdity of the theory under review appears, farther, from the 
fact that we may pray for many blessings which, from their nature, 
cannot result from the mere internal efficacy of prayer itself Thus, 
we ask for the pardon of sin. which is an act of God which he aloin
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can perform. We ask for our daily food and raiment, for deliverance 
from danger and affliction, and for a thousand things which the mere 
actcf praying cannot confer. It is true, the act of praying must exert 
a beneficial influence on the heart; but that this constitutes the ground 
on which the propriety of this duty rests, or that it is thus alone that 
answer to prayer is to be expected, is a position manifestly unscriptural, 
absurd, and injurious.

II. We now notice some of t h e  o b j e c t i o n s  to p r a y e r .

1. An objection to this duty has been founded upon the doctrine of 
predestination.

It is alleged that, “ if all things have been predestinated and fore
ordained from all eternity, in so absolute and unconditional a sense that 
nothing can take place differently from what it does, then there can bo 
no propriety in prayer, since nothing can be effected thereby.” Wo 
have never seen a consistent answer to this objection without a denial 
of the doctrine on which it is based ; nor do we think it possible, in any 
other way, to meet it with a satisfactory answer. But, as the doctrine 
•of predestination has been amply considered in our discussion of the 
“Doctrines of Christianity,” we deem it unnecessary to add any thing 
farther on the subject in this place. As the Calvinistic view of pre
destination has been abundantly refuted, the objection in hand of course 
falls with it.

2. Another objection to prayer is founded on the fact that “ God is in
finitely wise and good.” I t  is argued that, “ therefore, he will bestow upon 
us every thing proper for us to possess, without prayer; and that what 
is not proper for us to possess, he will not give in answer to prayer.”

To this it may be replied, that, because God is infinitely wise and 
good, he may therefore see that it would be proper for him to bestow 
upon us certain things, in answer to prayer, that it would not be proper 
for him to bestow, without prayer. Infinite Wisdom and Goodness must 
take into account all the circumstances bearing upon the case in hand, 
in order to determine what is fit and proper; and as the character of 
the individual is a very essential circumstance bearing upon the ques-. 
tion as to what is proper to be conferred upon him, and as the fact of 
his praying or not praying, since God has commanded that duty, may 
be a very appropriate test of character, it follows that our praying or 
not praying may properly determine the divine procedure in bestowing 
or withholding certain blessings.

The principle here involved is beautifully illustrated in the parable 
of the Talents. The lord of the servants gave to each of the three 
“according to his several ability.” To one he gave five talents, t*
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another two, and to another one. Now, as the lord of these servant*  ̂
distributed to each “ according to his several ability,” it is plain that it 
would have been improper for him to have given two talents to the 
servant to whom he gave one, or five to him to whom he gave tm. And 
why? Because that would have been bestowing upon them more than 
they were capable of managing; and, consequently, would have involved 
a waste which the dictates of wisdom would have avoided. And if the * 
fact of one being able to manage more than another renders it proper 
to bestow more upon one than upon another, for the same reason it will 
be proper to vary the amount bestowed upon the same servant, accord
ing as his circumstances may change, so as to render him capable of 
managing more at one time, or under one state of circumstances, than at 
another time, or under a different state of circumstances. The oulj 
question, therefore, to be here considered is this: is the fact of one 
praying, and another not praying, calculated so to change or vary 
the circumstances of the two, as to render it proper, according to 
the dictates of wisdom, to bestow upon one what is withheld from the 
other?

When it is remembered that God has enjoined the duty of prayer, it 
must be evident that a refusal to perform that duty implies a spirit of 
direct rebellion against the divine authority. And since God has con
nected with the performance of this duty the promise of many desirable 
blessings, and has connected with its neglect the withholding of those 
blessings, as well as exposure to many evils, it necessarily follows that 
a refusal or neglect to perform the duty of prayer evinces a “ wicked 
heart of unbelief.” Now, is it not plain that the dictates of wisdom 
would require a different administration toward a rebellious, unbeliev
ing servant, from what would be proper in reference to a submissive 
and confiding one ? Our Saviour said: “ Give not that which is holy 
unto dogs, neither cast ye your pearls before swine.” To bestow upon 
a rebellious, wicked, unbelieving sinner, such blessings as would be 
appropriate for a docile, obedient, and confiding Christian, would be a* 
incongruous and as repugnant to the dictates of wisdom and goodnesa 
as to “ cast pearls before swine.” From all these considerations, it 
appears that it may be exceedingly proper and consistent with the 
divine attributes, for God to bestow, in answer to prayer, what he would 
otherwise withhold.

The form of this objection is sometimes varied thus; “ God,” it i* 
said, “ will do whatever is best, whether we pray or not; therefore our 
praying or not praying cannot affect his administration toward us.” 
When the obiectiou is presented in this form, we cheerfully admit tb*



premises. To admit that God will do what is best, is only to admit that 
“ the Judge of all the earth will do righ t; ” or, in other words, that 
“God is too wise to err, and too good to be unkind.” But what has 
this admission to do with the conclusion in the objection? This conclu
sion assumes that it never can be bed for God to bestow any thing, in 
answer to prayer, which he would otherwise withhold. I t  assumes, that 
what is bed under one state of circumstances must be bed under all 
circumstances. The conclusion, in the objection, is as palpable a non 
tequUur as can be imagined — it does not follow from the premises. 
The conclusion assumed, in this objection, is what never has been and 
never can be proved. From the simple position that “ God will always 
do what is best,” it no more follows that, therefore, he will not bestow, in 
■nswer to prayer, what he would otherwise withhold, than that he will, 
in answer to prayer, bestow what he would otherwise withhold. Before 
any conclusion can logically be drawn on either side, it must be shown 
when if bed under the circumstances. That is the very point in dispute; 
and i. is the point which the objection begs in its own favor, but does 
not ati .mpt to prove. That it may often be best for God to bestow, in 
answer ^) prayer, what it would be best for him, in the absence of prayer, 
to withh dd, must be obvious, from the considerations offered, in answer 
to the obj ction in the form previously given. Indeed, the objection, in 
the two fo ms just considered, is substantially identical. The only dif
ference is, that, in the latter form, the word bed is substituted for the 
word propi", in the former.

In refere. ce to all these objections offered to the duty of prayer, and 
all others t  at the ingenuity and wickedness of man can invent, the 
best answer hat can be given is, that the Bible is true. They all grow 
out of the principles of skepticism. Admit that an infinitely holy, 
wise, and me. ciful God, has given us a revelation of his will, and that 
in that revelation the duty of prayer is enjoined, and these frivolous 
objections arc at once scattered to the winds. I t is enough that an 
almighty and .ill-sufficient, all-merciful and righteous Creator, has com
manded his pi or, dependent, and helpless creatures, saying, “ Call upon 
me in the day of trouble: I  will deliver thee, and thou shalt glorify 
me.” That God has commanded the duty, and promised the blessing, 
is an answer w'aich, with every sincere believer, shall silence every cavil 
and remove every doubt; and, with the most unshaken confidence, 
relying on the truth of God’s word, his language will be: “ Hear, O 
Lord, when I  Ciy with my voice; have mercy also upon me, and answer 
me. When thou saidst. Seek ye my face; my heart said unto thee. Thy 
fiice. Lord, will I  seek.”

Ch. iv.] PRAYER--- ITS NATURE AND PROPRIETY. 7 6 f
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All difficulty which may arise iii the mind iii relation to the propriety 
of prayer, should at once give way when it is remembered that this 
duty originates in the appointment of God. I t will be admitted that the 
grace or favor of God, whether it relates to the spiritual blessings of 
salvation or the temporal mercies of this life, is all free and unmerited. 
I t is not conferred upon us on account of our own deservings, but on 
the ground of Christ’s atoning merits; hence, as God is free to “ l.avf 
mercy on whom he will have mercy,” it is also his prerogative to sus
pend the conferring of that mercy on any condition his own wisilom 
may select. And as he has appointed the duty of prayer as one of 
those conditions, this fact alone should not only suppress every murmur
ing thought against the plans of God, but it should stir every heart with 
gratitude that the conditions of mercy are rendered so easy, and the 
burden of Christ so light. What is more natural than for the heart, 
when burdened with a sense of want, of danger, or of affliction, to cry 
for help? And how grateful should we be for the assurance that the 
Lord “ heareth the prayer of the righteous” !

Question 1. What general definition 
prayer is given?

2. On what is this duty primarily
founded ?

3. Does the light of nature intimate the
propriety of prayer?

4. What heneficial tendencies of prayer
does reason indicate ?

5. Does prayer, by its direct eflScacy,

produce the blessings for which we 
pray?

6. In what manner does prayer eecme
the divine blessing?

7. What objections have been offered U
prayer?

8. How may they be answered?
9. What is the best answer to all ohie<

tions on the snbject ?

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER IV. 

of
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C H A P T E R  V.

PRAYER—SCRIPTURE-VIEW—DIFFERENT KINDS OF PRAYER.

No Christian duty is more explicitly and more fully enjoined in 
f Scripture than that of prayer. On this subject, we here present a few 
? passages from both the Old and the New Testaments.
\ In the patriarchal age, it is recorded that “ Abraham prayed unto 
j God ” (Gen. xx. 17), and his prayer was heard. The Prophet Samuel 
I said: “ Gather all Israel to Mizpeh, and I  will pray for you unto the 
I Lord.” “ And Samuel cried unto the Lord for Israel, and the Lord 
[ heard him.” 1 Sam. vii. 5, 9. Solomon “ kneeled down upon his 
I knees,” and called upon God in prayer, when he dedicated the temple, 
j “And the Lord appeared to Solomon by night, and said unto him, I 
I have heard thy prayer, and have chosen this place to myself for a 
F house of sacrifice.” 2 Chron. vii. 12.
i Elijah prayed, and God answered his prayer by fire from heaven, 
f Ezra “ fell upon his knees” in prayer before God; and Nehemiah also 
f prayed; and their prayers were answered. David says: “ Evening, and 

miming, and at noon, will I  pray, and cry aloud; and he shall hear 
\ my voice.” Ps. Iv. 17. Daniel “ went into his house; and his windows 

being open in his chamber toward Jerusalem, he kneeled upon his 
knees three times a day, and prayed, and gave thanks before his God.” 
Dan. vi. 10.

i That this duty is expressly enjoined in the New Testament appears 
from the following passages: “Ask, and it shall be given you; seek, 

; and ye shall find; knock, and it shall be opened.” Matt. vii. 7.
“ Watch ye therefore, and pray always.” Luke xxi. 36. “ Be carefnl 

f for nothing; but in every thing, by prayer and supplication with thanks
giving, let your requests be made known unto God.” Phil. iv. 6. “ Pray 
without ceasing.” 1 Thess. v. 17. “ Men ought always to pray, and 
not to faint.” Luke xviii. 1. St. Paul says: “ I  will therefore that 
men pray everywhere, lifting up holy hands, without wrath and doubt- 

! ing.” 1 Tim. ii. 8.
Prayer is a part of sacred worship common to all dispensations, and



which was not only hallowed by the example of “ prophets and right |  
eons men,” but also by that of Christ and his apostles. |

In farther discussion of this sul:yect, we will consider, first, the nature  ̂
of prayer; secondly, the different kinds of prayer.

I. The nature of prayer.
According to Webster, “ prayer,” in a general sense, is the act )f j 

asking for a favor, and particularly with earnestness. But “ in wor 
ship,” he defines it “ as a solemn address to the Supreme Being, consist 
ing of adoration, or an expression of our sense of God’s glorious pen 
fections, confession of our sins, supplication for mercy and forgiveness, 
intercession for blessings on others, and thanksgiving, or an expression 
of gratitude, to God for his mercies and benefits.” ■

With this general definition before us, which we deem accurate and |  
explicit, we proceed to inquire for the elements of acceptable prayer ac
cording to the Scriptures.

1. Prayer should be offered in humility. This is an essential branch 
of Christian virtue, which was so foreign from the minds of heathen 
philosophers that they had no word which to their minds expressed the 
idea. The word we use for this virtue, to their minds, implied mean- 
ness and baseness of mind. |

But the Bible is very full upon this subject. I t is written : “Every 3 
one that is proud in heart is an abomination to the Lord.’ Prov. xvi. 5. j 
God saith; “ Him that hath a high look and a proud heart m\\ w\,\ j  
suffer.” Ps. ci. 5. St. Peter says: “ Be clothed with humility; for God I  
resisteth the prmid, and giveth grace to the humble.’’ 1 Pet. v. 5. 
Saviour furnished a beautiful illustration of the grace of humilitj,® 
when he set a little child in the midst of his disciples, saying: “ Who- 1 
soever, therefore, shall humble himself as this little child, the same is |  
greatest in the kingdom of heaven.” Again, we have another illustra- | 
tion of this subject in the commendation of the prayer of the publican, |  
who “ smote upon his breast, saying, God be merciful to me a sinner, * 
I tell you,” said Jesus, “ this man went down to his house justified 
rather than the other; for every one that exalteth himself shall be j  
abased, and he that humbleth himself shall be exalted. 1

From all these scriptures, it appears that an humble spirit is essen- J  
tial to acceptable prayer. And as prayer is the language of depend-■ 
ence and helplessness, crying for mercy in the midst of destitution, |  
want, affliction, or danger, how incongruous must be a proud or I 
haughty spirit in connection with this duty, and how appropriate ths
feeling of deepest humility!

7. Another element of acceptiible prayer is mtbnmswn, or resignation

J J ' J  KLEMIvSTS OF DIVINITY. [P. ill. B. J
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to the divine will, and a cheerful acquiescence in God’s plan of iinpan- 
ing his blessings.

In all our prayers, it is either expressed or implied that we ask foi 
\ things according to the will of God, otherwise our petitions will not be 
I regarded. A beggar at the feet of his sovereign should not assume the 
i attitude of a dictator. In regard to the spiritual blessings of salvation, 

the provisions and promises of the gospel are unrestricted and univer
sal “ All men everywhere ” may pray for “ all spiritual benediction 
*nd grace.” And, in this sense, we may intercede “ for all men.”

St. Paul has very forcibly portrayed this fullness of spiritual grace, 
t “ For this cause,” he says, “ I  bow my knees unto the Father of out
I Lord Jesus Christ, of whom the whole family in heaven and earth is 

named, that he would grant you, according to the riches of his glory, 
to be strengthened with might by his Spirit in the inner m an; that 

I Christ may dwell in your hearts by faith ; that ye, being rooted and 
1 grounded in love, may be able to comprehend with all saints what is 
I the breadth, and length, and depth, and height; and to know the love 
I  of Christ, which passeth knowledge, that ye might be filled with all the 
I  fullness of God.” What stronger language can be used to express the 
I  largest possible communication of heavenly grace! But lest something 
1 beyond what is here expressed might be attainable, and to show that 
I here should be no limit to the aspiration of the Christian for spiritual 

nlessings, the apostle adds: “Now unto him that is able to do exceeding 
abundantly above all that we ask or think, according to the power 
that worketh in us, unto him be glory in the Church by Christ Jesus, 
throughout all ages, world without end.” Here, to the extent of the 
grace for which the apostle prays, there is no limit, not even the power 
of words to express, nor of thought to conceive, can bound his capa
cious desire. And if the apostle would pray for these unutterable 
blessings upon his brethren, it is plainly inferable that they should
pray for the same things in their own behalf.

Of similar import are our Saviour’s encouraging words to his disci
ples: “ Verily, verily, I  say unto you, whatsoever ye shall ask the 
Father in my name, he will give it you. Hitherto have ye asked noth
ing in my name; ask, and ye shall receive, that your joy may be full.” 
J:;hn xvi. 23, 24.

Other scriptures, to the same effect, might be adduced, but these are 
Bufficient to show that there should be no limit to the extent of our pe
titions for spiritual blessings. Yet we should ever remember that we 
are to ask for all these things only in consistency with God’s prescribed 
method of bestowing them—that is, we may not ask God to change hi?



plan, devised in infinite wisdom and goodness, for our individual ao 
commodation. And he has promised these blessings only to him who 
seeks them aright.

The case is diflTerent when we pray for temporal mercies. Here God 
has made no unrestricted promise to grant us whatever we may think 
we need. And we have authority for praying for such blessings only 
in submission to the divine will. It is true, God has promised that ‘no 
good thing will he withhold from them that walk uprightly,” and th( 
apostle assures us that “ all things work together for good to them that 
love God.” But it must not be forgotten that the divine will, and not 
our own short-sighted wisdom, is to be the judge in the case. God only 
(and not we ourselves) knows what is really “ good” for us. We may 
ask for riches, health, prosperity, and peace, but God may see that pov
erty, affliction, adversity, and persecution, would be really better for us. 
Therefore, in all our petitions for temporal benefits, our prayers should 
be conditioned and circumscribed by calm and implicit submission to 
the will of God.

3. is an important element of acceptable prayer. St. Paul has do
dared: “ Whatsover is not oi faith is sin.” Rom. xiv. 23. Our Saviour 
has promised, saying: “ All things whatsoever ye shall ask in prayer, 
believing, ye shall receive.” Matt. xxi. 22. St. James says: “ If any 
of you lack wisdom, let him ask of God, that giveth to all men liber
ally, and upbraideth no t; and it shall be given him. But let him ask 
in faith, nothing wavering; for he that wavereth is like a wave of the 
sea driven with the wind and tossed.” James i. 5, 6. Again, St Paul 
says: “ But without faith it is impossible to please him ; for he that 
cometh to God must believe that he is, and that he is a rewarder ol 
them that diligently seek him.” Heb. xi. 6. These scriptures abun
dantly establish the position that faith is an essential element of ac
ceptable prayer. Indeed, this is a point so fully set forth in the word 
of God that no man, acknowledging the truth of revelation, can for a 
moment dispute i t  To exhibit all the proof upon the subject would 
be to transcribe a large portion of the Bible.

I t may be necessary, however, that we examine more particularly 
the elements of that faith which is thus essential to acceptable prayer. 
What Idnd'and what degree of faith does acceptable prayer require?

(1) I t must be, to a certain extent, orthodox in theory.
This does not imply that our views concerning God and religious 

doctrine must be correct in every minvtia. We may embrace many 
errors in our system of religious belief, and yet hold the essential truths' 
yet there are some truths radical in their nature, without a belief ii

774 k i-k m i<;n t s  OF d i v i n i t V. ’ [P. iii. B. j ]



PRAYER— D IFFER EN T KINDS OP PRAYER.C h . T . ] 7 7 i

which we cannot consistently pray for either temporal or spiritual 
mercies either for ourselves or in the behalf of others.

Among the most important of this class of truths is the doctrine of 
divine influence. ■ I f  this be either discarded or explained away, there 
can be no more sense or propriety in offering prayer to God than if no 
such being existed. A semi-infidel doctrine has long had place in the 
world, the tendency of which is to put God, as it were, out of the world 
which his hand has created, and leave it to its own government and 
control. Like a vessel on the ocean, cut loose from her moorings, and 
without a master, “ driven by the winds and tossed,” so some would 
persuade us that God created the world, and cast it forth from his hand 
upon the ocean of time to govern and control itself solely by the 
agency of secondary causes. This pernicious theory has infused its poi
son into some of our schools of divinity as well as philosophy.

The position to which we refer is this: that God, when he created the 
material universe, impressed matter with certain properties and powers 
cabled “ the laws of nature;” and that these laws, operating as secondary 
causes, govern the material world without any direct or immediate power 
of the Almighty being exerted or required. This is the philosophical phase 
of the system. When it enters the arena of iheohgy, it takes the fol
lowing shape: I t  assumes that God miraculously inspired the sacred 
penmen to write the Scriptures; but that, since the apostolic age, there 
is no direct or immediate influence of the Holy Spirit on the hearts and 
minds of men, but that the conversion of men, if effected at all, must be 
accomplished by the written word, the Spirit of God exercising no agency 
in the matter whatever, except what arises solely from the fact that the 
Spirit originally dictated that written word. Thus it is that this sys
tem, or rather these twin sisters of semi-infidel philosophy and pseudo- 
Christianity, would join hands in putting God both out of the natural 
and of the moral and religious world, leaving the government of the 
natural world to secondary causes through the laws of nature, and the 
government of the moral or spiritual world to secondary causes through 
the written word.

According to the theory just explained, we can conceive no propriety 
whatever in prayer. The sole utility of prayer arises from the fact 
that God is supposed to hear and answer our petitions by exerting an 
influence in bestowing blessings upon us, which he would not bestow 
without prayer. Deny that he exerts any such influence, admit that all 
things, both material and immaterial—that is, that the natural things 
pertaining to this world, and the spiritual things pertaining to relig
ion—arc controlled solely by secondary causes, and in what shape can
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we look for an answer to our prayers ? I f  God exercises no direct in 
fluence over the affairs of this world, either natural or spiritual, how 
can we pray, “ Give us this day our daily bread,” with any more confi
dence that we shall obtain that bread than if we were not to pray at 
all ? And if nothing can be gained by prayer, wherein consists its pro
priety ? We can only ask God for temporal mercies on the supposition 
that he exercises a particular providence over the afiairs of this world. 
Deny this, and there w'ould still be reason in our using diligence and 
industry to secure those blessings, but there could be no reason in our 
praying tor them.

Deny that God by his Holy Spirit operates upon our hearts, except 
indirectly through the word, and how can we pray to him for any spir
itual blessing whatever? I f  there is no direct influence of the Spirit 
on the heart, how can we pray to God for the fruit of the Spirit? We 
pray to God to impart unto us, or to increase within us, “ love, joy, 
peace, long-suffering, gentleness, goodness, faith, meekness, and temper
ance.” Now these graces, St. Paul tells us, are “ the fruit of the Spirit;” 
but if the Spirit only operates through the written word, how do we 
expect it to impart or increase the graces in question ? Gan there be 
given, upon this hypothesis, any sensible meaning to our prayer ? Do 
we expect the Spirit miraculously to multiply Bibles ? Even that, ac
cording to the theory, it could only do by causing one Bible to produce 
another. I f  it be said that these fruits of the Spirit are only produced 
by the reading and studying of the Bible, then, we demand, in what 
way does prayer facilitate this process? We pray to God in language 
as though God were listening, and we expected him to answer our 
prayers by a direct influence; but if no such influence is to be realized, 
then the exercise of prayer is worse than silly—it is solemn mockery!

But we demand: What sober-minded man can open his Bible, and 
read the history of the many prayers of God’s people, and the direct 
answers to them therein recorded, and reconcile the theory we here op
pose with the Scripture presentation of the subject? Take but one il
lustration among hundreds that might be adduced. Our Saviour, in 
answer to his disciples, who had requested him, saying, “ Lord, teach 
us to pray,” among other things, said: “ I f  a son shall ask bread of 
any of you that is a father, will he give him a stone ? or if he ask a fish, 
will he for a fish give him a serpent? or if he shall ask an egg, will he 
offer him a scorpion ? If  ye then, being evil, know how to give good 
gifts unto your children, how much more shall your heavenly Father 
give the Holy Spirit to them that ask him?” Luke xi. 11-13. Now, we 
undertake to say that if our blessed Lord did not intend to teach hi<
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disciples that their heavenly Father would as really hea,, and as di 
rectly answer, their prayer, as they would the request of their child ask 
ing for bread, then he intentionally deceived them. The language 
is too pointed and unambiguous to admit of any but one construc
tion. Let it be distinctly noted that the Holy Spirit is not here prom
ised to those who shall read, believe, and obey the Scriptures, how
ever important these duties are admitted to be, but “ to them that ask 
him”—that is, the Holy Spirit is here promised as a gift in direct an
swer to prayer. To construe the passage otherwise, is not to interpret, 
but to pervert the inspired word. And to reconcile with this plain con
struction of our Saviour’s teachings, the doctrine which denies the di
rect influence of the Spirit of God upon the human heart, is simply an 
impossibility; hence we conclude that acceptable prayer must be so 
far orthodox in theory as to recognize the direct influence of the Holy 
Spiint on the human heart.

(2) This faith also implies a flrm trust and reliance upon God, that 
through the mediation of Christ he will, according to his promises, be
stow upon us the blessings for which we pray. This is implied in the 
passages already presented; and is so abundantly taught in all those 
scriptures which exhibit faith as the condition of justification, and of 
salvation in all its stages, that we deem it useless to dwell upon this 
point, except to present two or three Scripture-testimonies. When the 
two blind men came to Jesus, crying, “ Thou Son of David have mercy 
on us,” he “ touched their eyes, saying, According to your faith be it 
unto you.” Matt. ix. 29. Again, Jesus said to one who brought unto 
him his son who had a dumb spirit: “ If  thou canst believe, all things 
are possible to him. that believeth.” Mark ix. 23. These passages 
plainly teach that the answer to prayer is suspended upon the condition 
of implicit faith. When the Ethiopian eunuch demanded baptism of 
Philip, the apostle replied: “ I f  thou believest with all thy heart, thou 
mayest.” Acts viii. 37. And St. Paul says: “ With the heart man be
lieveth unto righteousness.” Rom. x. 10. Thus it appears that the 
faith which justifies and saves the soul, and which is necessary to ren
der our prayer acceptable to God, implies the fu ll trust and eonfidenet 
i f  the heart.

II. We now c a l l  attention to the d i f f e r e n t  k i n d s  o f  p r a y e r .

The most common division of prayer is into ejaculatory, private, fam 
ily, and public. We propose a few remarks upon each separately.

1. Ejaculatory Prayer.—This is the impromptu aspiration of the 
heart, whether silent or expressed, rising to God in emotions of grate
ful acknowledgment for mercies received, or petitions for blessings
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needed. In other words, it denotes that fixed devotional frame by 
which a constant spirit of prayer is maintained, and an abiding sense 
of the divine presence and protection preserved. This kind of prayer 
is clearly enjoined by the apostle in his exhortation to “pray without 
ceasing, and in every thing give thanks.”

As this abiding spirit of prayer is evidence of genuine piety in the 
heart, so it conduces largely to the enjoyment of those who maintain 
it. By habitually staying the soul upon God, it produces a fixed sense 
of his ever-abiding presence and all-sustaining grace; and thus a calm 
composure of spirit and a comfortable assurance of the divine protec
tion are secured, and the heart is kept in “ perfect peace,” being “stayed 
on the Lord.”

2. Private or Secret Prayer.—This duty is not only sanctioned by the 
example of prophets and apostles, and the most pious in all ages, and 
of Christ himself, but by express precept. Our Lord says, “But thou, 
when thou prayest, enter into thy closet, and when thou hast shut thy 
door, pray to thy Father which is in secret; and thy Father which 
seeth in secret shall reward thee openly.” Matt. vi. 6.

Perhaps there is no Christian duty the strict and habitual perform
ance of which is a surer test of genuine and sincere piety than this. 
Other religious exercises, even family and public prayer, may be at 
tended to through motives of policy, for the sake of respectability, or 
to promote the comfort of those about u s ; but he who habitually bows 
his knees in secret devotion before God must be sincere. And how sub
lime the spectacle of a poor dependent worm of earth, shut out from 
the view of every eye but that of God, kneeling in humble pleadings 
for mercy before the great I  Am I Upon such a scene angels must 
gaze with delight, and God himself looks dowm from heaven well 
pleased.

3. Family Prayer.—An objection has been made to this duty, simply 
on the ground that it is not expressly enjoined in Scripture. But every 
honest-minded Christian must admit that what is clearly implied in a 
great Bible-principle, necessarily growing out of it, is possessed of equal 
authority with that which is embodied in express precept. To deny 
this position would introduce fearful confusion and havoc into the sys
tem of Christian morals.

Where is the express precept commanding you to clothe your chil
dren, to give them as good educational advantages as you can, or to 
qualify them for some special calling or profession ? If  it be replied 
that nature, reason, and the general obligation to “ provide for our own 
household,” imply all these duties, may we not, with even more propri-



ety, affirm that nature, reason, and the general obligation to “ rule our 
own house well,” and “ bring up our children in the nurture and admo. 
nition of the Lord,” require us to set before them the example, and 
favor them with the advantages of family worship ?

It is certain that several of the patriarchs, and probable that all of 
them, adopted household worship. Abraham, Jacob, and Job, offered 
sacrificial worship in their families; and this is one of the most lacred 
forms of ancient worship, deriving its obligation doubtless from the ap> 
pointment of God. Moreover, this duty necessarily grows out of the 
general injunction on parents to attend strictly to the religious instruc
tion of their children. I f  a thorough religious instruction necessarily 
embraces the duty of prayer, which all must admit, if example be an 
important element of successful instruction, and if precept accompanied 
by example be more efficient than precept alone, then it follows that 
the obligation of family prayer is a plain, necessary inference.

That the careful religious training of children was strictly enjoined 
under both the Mosaic and Cliristian dispensations, is a position not to 
be doubted. This is manifest from the divine commendation expressed 
of Abraham’s character in this particular. “ I  know him,” said God, 
“ that he witl command his children and his household after him, and 
they shall keep the way of the Lord, to do justice and judgment.” 
Gen. xviii. 19. It was explicitly enjoined on the people of Israel by 
Moses that they should instruct their children in the precepts of relig
ion. “ These words,” said he, “ which I command thee this day, shall 
be in thy heart; and thou shalt teach them diligently unto thy chil
dren, and shalt talk of them when thou sittest in thy house, and when 
thou walkest by the way, and when thou best down, and when thou 
risest up.” Deut. vi. 6, 7.

The duty of family prayer not only arises as a necessary inference 
from the general precepts enjoining the religious instruction of chil
dren, but it is clearly inferable from the character of the Christian and 
the constitviion of the family. As a Christian, and as the head of a 
household, every man is under obligations to do good to the utmost ex
tent of his ability; hence, that we may feel the force of this obligation, 
it is only necessary that we consider its beneficial tendency. I t cannot 
be denied that family worship tends not only to preserve in the hearts 
of parents a sense of their obligation to God, and to keep alive the 
flame of devotion, but it contributes greatly to imbue the minds and 
hearts of children with religious knowledge and a reverence for holy 
things. Besides, this constant acknowledgment of God, and our obli 
gations to serve liim. secures l>y promise his gracious regard and pe
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culiar favor: “ In all tliy ways acknowledge him, and he shall direct j 
thy paths.” |

Again, the general promise that “ where two or three are gathered 
together in my name, there am I  in the midst of them,” will apply 
with peculiar fitness to family devotion. From all these considerations, 
we conclude that family prayer, though .not directly enjoined by ex- | 
press precept, is yet a duty so manifest from the generalprineipUg ol 
the gospel, the character of the Christian, the constitution of the lamily, j 
the benefits it imparts, and the general promises of God, that it must be ■ 
of binding obligation on every Christian who is the head of a house
hold.

[F. iii. B. i

4. We now call attention to the subject of public prayer,
(1) This duty is founded on express precept. Its scriptural obliga

tion is most ample and complete. Our Saviour taught “ that men 
ought always *o pray.” St. Paul says: “ I exhort therefore, that, first 
of all, supplications, prayers, intercessions, and giving of thanks, be 
made for all men.” 1 Tim. ii. 1. That the apostle was here speaking 
of the public services in the Church the context clearly evinces. lie 
adds: “ I  will therefore that men pray everywhere, lifting up holy
hands, without wrath and doubting.” 1 Tim. ii. 8. He pioceeds im
mediately to give instruction concerning the behavior and privileges of 
women in the Church, which abundantly shows t\\aX public, and notpri- 
vate, devotion was the subject of discourse.

(2) This duty is taught by plain and necessary inference. St. Paul 
says: “ Every man praying or prophesying, having his head covered, 
dishonoreth his head. But every woman that prayeth or prophesietli 
with her head uncovered, dishonoreth her head,” etc. 1 Cor. xi. 4, 5. 
Now, the context makes it manifest that the apostle was here speaking 
of “ praying and prophesying” as a public religious exercise; hence it 
follows, as a necessary inference, that this duty is obligatory on Chris
tians of both sexes, for the apostle gives directions as to the proper 
manner of its performance.

(3) Again, this duty is plainly manifest from the Scripture exampki 
in the subject. Public prayer was a part of the Jewish service, under 
,hf Mosaic economy. That it was regularly performed in the syna
gogues, at least from the time of Ezra, is unquestionable. And it was 
sanctioned by our Saviour and his apostles by their frequent attendance 
ujion the synagoirue, and participation in the services. And it is unde
niable that an important part of this service consisted in public prayer.

(4) The gracious design and benefits of public worship are obvious 
and important. It calls the people together, and engages the mind and

I
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' heart so as to free them from many snares and temptations to evil to
i which they would otherwise be exposed. It tends to cultivate a more in

timate acquaintance with each other among the members of any given 
community, and greatly promotes the social virtues. I t brings before 
the mind the contemplation of the sublime themes of pure religion, 
and elevates the thoughts above the perishing things of earth. I t pro- 

[ motes throughout society good order and morality, refinement and 
virtue.

This public religious worship adapts its benefits to every conceivable 
case of each individual. I t is calculated to impart strength to the 
weak, light to those who are in darkness, consolation to all who are in 
distress, and encouragement to those who are dejected; in a word, it 

'' preserves a sense of our dependence upon God, and a grateful remem- 
; brance of our constant indebtedness to his goodness.

I t tends greatly to promote that kindly emotion and fraternal fellow
ship which are characteristic fruits of the gospel. Here, in the assem
bly for public prayer, the rich and the poor, the learned and the uncul
tivated, all classes in society and all conditions in life, may meet to- 

I gether and share the common blessing; here united supplications are 
I oflTered up to the God and Father of all for national and individual
I benefits, and many hearts may unite in the undivided strain of thanks-
[ giving and praise to their common Parent and Benefactor; here the 

Holy Spirit descends, not now “ as a rushing, mighty wind,” in his mi
raculous powers, but as the reprover of sin, carrying conviction to the 
heart of the unbeliever, and as the promised Paraclete, comforting the 
mourner and causing the saints to rejoice “ with joy unspeakable and 
full of glory;” and here, in an emphatic sense, “ the Lord commands 
the blessing, even life forevermore.” From the commencement of the 
gospel till now, the truly pious have never forgotten the good “ word of 
exhortation,” not to “ forsake the assembling of themselves together;’" 
and in these assemblies the divine benediction has fallen upon them 
“ as the dew that descended on the mountains of Zion.”
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QUESTIONS ON OHAPTEE V.

iuESTioH 1. What scriptures enjoin the 
duty of prayer ?

2. What is the nature of prayer ?
3. What is the first element of accepta

ble prayer, and by what scriptures 
is this proved?

4. The second element, and by what
scriptures is it proved ?

6. W hat peculiarity should characterize 
our petitions when we pray for tem
poral mercies?

6. What scriptures prove that faith is
essential to acceptable prayer ?

7. In what sense must this faith be or
thodox in theory ?

8. What scriptures exhibit direct an
swers to prayer?

8. What scriptures contain promises of 
direct answers to prayer ?

10. What farther element is embraced
in evangelical faith ?

11. What different Icindt of prayer are
specified ?

12. What is implied in qaciUaiory
prayer, and by what scripture 
is it enjoined?

13. By whose example, and by what
scriptures, is private prayer en
joined?

14. What objection has been offered to
fam ily prayer, and how is it an
swered ?

15. How may the propriety of family
prayer be proved from Scripture 1

16. What scriptures enjoin the duty of 
. public prayer ?
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C H A P T E R  T l .

PRATER—FORM OF PUBLIC WORSHIP.

A t least ever since the Lutheran Reformation, there has been mc-cli 
controversy in the Church, pro and con, as to tlie propriety of the use of 
lUurgies in public worship. Seldom have any written upon this theme 
without being carried to a partisan extreme, on one side or the other. It 
is true that the advocates of liturgical worship have generally admitted the 
propriety of extemporaneous prayer, to a limited extent, under certain 
circumstances—and those opposed to liturgies, as the general rule, have 
admitted the propriety of using them, to a limited extent, on some 
special occasions; but still it must be manifest to the impartial observer, 
if any such can be found, that the disputants on both sides, after haV’ 
ing made their admissions, have, as they advanced in the discussion, 
diverged farther and farther from them — the one party seeming to 
perceive nothing but evil in the use of liturgies, and the other party 
seeing only evil resulting from the general plan of extemporaneous 
prayers. A spirit of bigotry and intolerance has been exhibited on 
both sides. We are persuaded there is a medium ground on the sub- 
ject, more consistent with Scripture and with the genius of Christian
ity than that which has been occupied by either class of the contro- 
vertists.

In the first place, it is neither consistent with Scripture, reason, nor 
Christian charity, to denounce all liturgical public worship as necessarily 
tending to dead formality and the destruction of vital piety in the 
Church; in the second place, it is neither consistent with Scripture, 
reason, nor Christian charity, to denounce the regular practice of extern- 
pvrancmis prayer as necessarily tending to produce irreverence, disor
der, insubordination, instability, heresy, and enthusiasm, in the Church. 
Some of these evils may be more likely to spring up in connection with 
the one plan of worship than the other, but neither plan will secure 
exemption from any of the evils in question; nor will it, necessarily, 
produce any of those evils. Whether the question be examined in the 
light of Scripture, antiquity, reason, common sense, or Christian charity.
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it wi’) appear that both methods of worship are right and proper; that 
the 01-e is preferable on some accounts, and the other on other accounts; 
and. that a judicious blending of the two is better than the exclusive 
use of either.

I. We examine the Old Testament on this subject.
Here we perceive that the public worship of the Jews was neither 

wholly liturgical nor wholly extemporaneous — the two modes were 
blended.

1. In favor of a prescribed form of worship, it may be said that
(1) Immediately after the passage of the Israelites over the Red Sea, 

they celebrated their wonderful deliverance in song, which must have 
been composed for the occasion, and set to music. Moses and the peo
ple sang together, and Miriam and her companions responded with the 
timbrel and the dance, using the chorus: “ Sing ye to the Lord, for he 
hath triumphed gloriously; the horse and his rider hath he thrown into 
the sea.”

(2) With the Jewish people, much of their public religious service 
was very minutely prescribed. The acta they were to perform, and the 
words they were to use, in various instances, were prearranged and defi
nitely appointed. In the sixth chapter of Numbers, Aaron and his sons 
were informed what words they were to use in pronouncing a blessing upon 
the people: “ The Lord spake unto Moses, saying, . . .  On this wise ye 
shall bless the children of Israel, saying unto them. The Lord bless thee 
and keep thee; the Lord make his face shine upon thee, and be gracious 
onto thee; the Lord lift up his countenance upon thee, and give thee 
peace.” At the expiation for uncertain murder, the elders were taught 
to say over the slain heifer a set form of words, thus: “ Our hands have 
not shed this blood, neither have our eyes seen it. Be merciful, 0  Lord,
unto thy people,” etc. Deut. xxi. 7, 8.

(3) At the offering of the first-fruits, the Israelites were taught to 
return thanks to God in a set form of words, as prescribed in the
twenty-sixth chapter of Deuteronomy.

(4) Just before his death, Moses taught the Israelites a song commem- 
oiative of God’s mercies, requiring them, and their seed after them, to
use the same for religious service.

(6) The Jewish rabbis testify that their regular temple service con
sisted of three parts—viz., sacrifices, liturgical compositions, and psalms. 
The book of Psalms itself bears internal evidence that it consists, m 
part, of forms of prayer, of thanksgiving, and praise, for the public 
worship of God; and that certain Psalms were to be used on specific 
days, their very titles testify. In the twenty-ninth chapter of Second
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Chronicles, Hezekiah the king “ commanded the Levites to sing praise 
unto the Lord, with the words of David and of Asaph the seer; and 
they sang praises with gladness, and they bowed their heads and wor
shiped.”

(6) Maimonides, a learned rabbi, says: “ Ezra composed eighteen 
forms of prayer, which were enjoined by the great council, that every 
man might have them in his mouth and be perfect in them, and that 
thereby the prayers of the rude and ignorant might be as complete as 
those of a more eloquent tongue.” These prayers have all been trans
lated by Dr. Prideaux, and are to be found in his “ Connection of Scrip
ture History.”

(7) That the synagogue-worship of the Jews was to a great extent 
liturgical, consisting mainly of forms of prayer and praise, reading the 
Scriptures and commenting upon the text, is a matter which, we believe, 
is not disputed. We therefore conclude that forms of prayer, to some 
extent, were divinely authorized in the public worship which God pre
scribed for the Jewish people.

2. Extemporaneous Worship,
(1) Where can we find the evidence that God interdicted, under the 

Old Testament economy, the use of extemporaneous prayer? Although 
that was peculiarly a dispensation of forms and ceremonies, types and 
symbols, as compared with the more spiritual worship of the new dis
pensation, yet, even then, where are prescribed the restrictive statutes? 
where are the pains and penalties, the disabilities, censures, or excom
munications, to be incurred by all who dared to deviate from a pre
scribed rubric in the public service, either by introducing a psalm not 
specially designated, or praying extemporaneously (as Justin Martyr 
says the early Christians did) “ according to their ability” ?

(2) Again, have we not the most indubitable evidence that prophets 
and holy men of God, in those olden times, often prayed extempora
neously, both in their private and public services ? When Elijah bow*fed 
in prayer to God, in the face of all Israel assembled to witness the 
contest between the true prophet of Jehovah and the false prophet of 
Baal, he offered up a public prayer that had never been heard befora 
When Solomon “ kneeled down upon his knees,” and prayed in presence 
of the whole nation at the dedication of the temple, he offered up a 
prayer unknown to any prescribed liturgy. Our conclusion, there
fore, from the Old Testament authority, is, that while a liturgical ser
vice was evidently sanctioned and to some extent adopted in the 
Jewish Church, yet there is no evidence that extemporaneous prayers 
were not allowed. On the contrary, there is clear proof that suvh

60
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prayers were frequently  offered, not only iu private , l»ut in p ub l)assem 

blies.
i l .  We now pass to the examination of t h e  N e w  T e s t a m e n t  teacb

ING8 ON THIS SUBJECT.
Many have supposed that there is no authority for forms of prayer it 

the New Testament; but this is certainly a wrong conclusion.
1. Were there no other allusion to this subject, it is evident tha' 

forms of prayer are right and proper, as appears from the folio win; 
passage: One of the disciples said unto Jesus, “ laird, teach us to pray, 
as John also taught his disciples.” Here we see that Jolin, the greatest 
of all the prophets, taught his disciples a form of prayer. Had this 
mode of worship been improper, under the gospel dispensation, this war 
the time and place for our Saviour to communicate that important facti 
But did he do it? He did the very opposite. His words are: “ When 
ye pray, say. Our Father who art in heaven,” etc—prescribing an ex
plicit/ona—teaching them the very words to be used.

Because, according to one of the evangelists, our Saviour said. After 
this manner therefore pray ye,” some have supposed that Christ did not 
intend to furnish a form, but merely an outline model of prayer. But 
this is interpreting Scripture, not according to its plain, unsophisticated 
import, but merely to uphold a theory. The truth is, he here furnished 
his disciples a form, according to the language of one evangelist, and a 
model, according to another. Both evangelists were right; for he gave 
both a form and a model. Hence, as he gave them a form, liturgical 
worship is right; and, as he gave a model, extemporaneous worship is 
right; so that we here have divine authority for both modes of worship, 
and consequently neither should be interdicted, but every worshiper 
should be left by the Church in all ages in the enjoyment of all that 
liberty in the possession of which he was left by our Lord himself

Again, we have not only divine preset for forms of prayer, tw just 
siiown, but we have satisfactory evidence that this mode of worship was 
sanctioned by the example of our Lord and his apostles.

That the worship conducted in the Jewish temple and synagogues, at 
the time of Christ and his apostles, was mainly liturgical, will not be 
disputed. I t is most evident that Christ and his apostles frequently 
participated in that service. Now, if they had considered Aat mode 

f worship improper, would they not have expressed their disapproba
tion ? But He who drove out from the temple “ the money-changers," 
and so frequently and so pointedly reproved the scribes and Pharisees, 
and rulers of the Jews, for their hypocrisies and various perversions of 
the Mosaic law, never uttered the first word of censure in reference P
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the liturgy of the temple or the synagogues; nor is there to be found • 
in the writings of the apostles any thing expressing disapprobation of 

[ that mode of worship.
> Add to this the fact that our Saviour was a regular attendant on the 
 ̂ Jewish services, that on all the great festival occasions he repaired to 

Jerusalem to worship, that Sabbath after Sabbath he filled his place 
in the synagogues, and that his watchful enemies, ever eager to find 
ground of accusation against him, never charged him with disrespect 
to the public services of religion. Now, if he had spoken against them, 

t or refused to participate in them, on the ground that portions of those 
f services were liturgical, would they have passed it by in silence? And 
! if he regularly participated in them, without a single expression of dis- 
[ approbation, did he not affix to that form of worship the seal of his 
' approval? The hymn he sang at the institution of the Holy Supper, 

and his solemn exclamation on the cross, “ My God, my God, why 
hast thou forsaken me?” were both-precomposed forms taken from the 
Psalms.

The apostles were all brought up in the services of the Jewish relig- 
I ion ; and, even after they had established the Christian Church, we find 
I them, as well as many of the first Christians, continuing “ daily with 
I one accord in the temple.” Acts ii. 46. St. Paul, after his conversion,
I “ prayed in the temple,” as he had been accustomed to do; and, a 

quarter of a century after the crucifixion of our Lord, we find the same 
! apostle going “ up to Jerusalem to worship.” From all which we con

clude that forms of prayer are authorized by the teachings and example 
: of Christ and his apostles.
I 2. But we next inquire. What can be said, from the New Testament 
f testimony, in favor of extemporaneous woiship? Having seen from the 
 ̂ example of Christ and his apostles, as also from the fact that our Sav- 

iour taught his disciples a form of prayer, that worship performed in a 
[(recomposed liturgy is acceptable to God, are we therefore to conclude 
that extemporaneous worship, whether public or private, is either unau- 

t thorized or improper? Is there such contrariety between the two modes, 
t that, if the one be authorized and proper, the other must necessarily be 
i without authority and improper ? Such has been the hasty conclusion 
I and [(artisan position of too many. But is it scriptural ? Suppose our 

Saviour did teach his disciples a form of prayer, does it thence follow 
! that they are to be restricted to that, or any other, prearranged form ?

Are there not numerous examples of acceptable prayer recorded in 
1 the New Testament, when no set form was used? Look at the.poor 

publican, srniting upon his breast, and crying, “ God be merciful to om
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a sinner.” Was he only repeating what he had memorized from a prayer- 
book? Look at Peter, crying, “ Lord, save me.” Look at the two 
blind men, crying, “ Have mercy on us, O Lord, thou Son of David. 
Were all these, and numerous other such examples that might be given 
precoraposed prayers? W^ere they not rather the impromptu efifusion rf 
the heart? Our Saviour promised that the Father would “ give lie 
Holy Spirit to them that ask him ;” but did he give them a prescribed 
form of words in which to offer the prayer?

Again, in that longest of our Lord’s prayers upon record (John xvil),j 
from what prearranged liturgy did he derive the form ? In that prayer-; 
meeting, held by a hundred and twenty disciples in an upper chambei 
at Jerusalem, they prayed without a prearranged form (Acts i. 14-24).: 
When Paul instructed Timothy concerning the various classes of per
sons for whom prayers should be made, though manifestly referring to: 
public worship in the Church, he never hinted that a set form of wordo 
should be used (1 Tim. ii.); and in all his remarks concerning the | 
praying of men and women, with their heads covered or uncovered, h  ̂ 
gives no intimation concerning a set formula of words. The whole 
context shows, not only that these prayers were public— in the Church-' 
but that they ŵ ere extemporaneous. Again, in his affecting farewell 
interview with the Ephecian elders, when Paul “ kneeled down and 
prayed with them all,” no rational mind can believe that his prayer 
was taken from a liturgy.

Now, we demand. Is it not undeniable, from the Scripture-view we 
have exhibited, that both liturgical and extemporaneous forms of wor
ship are divinely authorized, and that, not only in reference to private 
devotion, but public service? And if so, what is the necessary infer 
ence—what is the conclusion, in view of Scripture, reason, expediency, 
Christian charity, common sense, and every consideration by which the 
Christian mind should be swayed—but that both modes are right and 
proper ? A judicious combination of the two is better than the exclu
sive use of either.

But a more important inference from the whole subject is, that ai 
the Scriptures have sanctioned, both by precept and example, both 
plans of worship, without enjoining either to the exclusion of the other, 
leaving every Christian in the possession of perfect liberty on the suh 
ject, so no Church-authority, whether it be council, convention, confer 
ence, synod, or presbytery, may rightfully deprive Chri.stians of that 
■‘liberty wherewith Christ hath made them free.” ;

Tlrere are attractions in the admirable liturgy of the Church of Eng
land which it were an offense against refined taste and genuine piety not
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' to admit And “ our hearts should bum within us, and our kindling 
faith and swelling joy take wings on high, as, joining in the prayers and 
praises, the chants and songs, of the Church, we remember that we now 
worship God in many of the same words that once rung through the 
carved temple from the fired tongues of David and Isaiah, of Paul and 
John—in the same strains that were poured forth by the goodly fel- 

» lowship of the prophets, by the glorious company of the apostles, by 
the noble army of martyrs, and by the holy apostolic Church through-
out all the world.”

But much as that or any other liturgy may be admired, and great as 
may be its excellences, still it is not divinely enjoined; and for any 
merely human and uninspired body of men, by canon or edict, to ren
der it binding upon the Church to conform to its rubrics, in all their 

' vdnviia and to all the extent of that extended service, and that, too, 
to the exclusion of extemporaneous prayer, must be considered a usur
pation of prerogative. I t is separating extemporaneous worship from 
liturgical, which God hath joined together—it is “ teaching for doctrines 
the commandments of men”—it raises an insurmountable obstacle in 
the way of general Christian union. No Christian organization has the 

I  right, especially when claiming to be emphatically the Church, and 
I  urging that all Christians ought to unite in their organization, to re

quire, as an indispensable condition of the proposed fellowship, con
formity to a canon which excludes from the general public worship of 
God either liturgical or extemporaneous prayer. To do so is, while 
pleading for union, to adopt most effectual measures to prevent it.

How excellent a grace is charity! and how indispensable its largest 
I exercise to the promotion of that Christian unity for which the Saviour
* BO devoutly prayed! But in no part of religion is charity more essen

tial than in connection with public worship. Here all classes—the 
clergy and the laity, the learned and the ignorant—should meet on a

i common level; hence, in this department especially, nothing should 
I  be made authoritatively binding in the Church except what is clearly 
B  placed on a similar footing in the Scriptures.
■  In matters depending on mere expediency, the Church may be allowed, 1 in her ecclesiastical regulations, to enjoin many things for the sake of 

uniformity; but she has no proper authority to require, as an indispen- 
Bable term of communion, what God has not required. This general 
principle may be violated, either by requiring more than God has re- 
quired, or by prohibiting what God has allowed. Thus, for the Church

* to require, as a term of communion, thatVe offer our devotions in Latin,
‘ would be a usurpation, because it would be requiring more than God
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nas required ; but for the Church, as a term of communion, to proliiliil 
prayer being offered in English, would be a usurpation, because il 
would be prohibiting what God has allowed. On the same principle 
of reasoning, for the Church, as a term of communion, to require that 
we regularly worship God in the public congregation in the liturgical 
form only, or exclusively in the extemporaneous form, would be a usur
pation, because it would be requiring more than God has required; bui 
for the Church to prohibit, as a term of communion, public worship in the 
liturgical form, or to prohibit it in the extemporaneous form, would be 
a usurpation, because it would be prohibiting what God has allowed.

I f  it be sai- ,̂ in reply to this reasoning, that the Church may require, 
as a condition of membership in connection with its own denomina
tional organization, more than it would have a right to require as a 
term of Christian communion—to this we reply, that, by so doing, she 
admits that she is constituted on principles essentially diflPerent from 
those on which the original Church of Christ was founded, and that, in 
that respect, her constitution is unscriptural. Farther, whenever we 
admit that we require, as a condition of membership in our denomina
tional organization, what we could not of right require as a term of 
Christian communion, we thereby effectually repudiate all claim to 
be THE Church of Christ, with whose denominational connection it ii 
the duty of all Christians in the land to unite.

It matters not whether it be a particular mode of baptism or a par
ticular form of public service which we require as an essential condition 
of full membership in our ecclesiastical organization—if it be more than
we dare claim as an absolute term of Christian communion, the admis
sion of this fact overturns all the proud claims we might urge as being 
THE Church with which it is the duty of all to unite; This admission 
demonstrates that we do not occupy a platform from which we may j 
consistently call upon all others to rally to our standard. It proves > 
that, however illustrious the line through which we may trace our 
descent, nevertheless we now occupy a sectarian basis.

The plain truth on the subject is, that the Scriptures abundantly j 
authorize both the liturgical and the extemporaneous modes of public 
worship. Both methods have their advantages and their disadvantages.
A judicious blending of the two is more in accordance with Scripture, 
antiquity, and reason, than a rigid adherence to either, to the exclusion 
of the other. Hence we conclude that, as God has sanctioned both, 
and left all at liberty to use them at discretion, this liberty cannot be 
restricted or destroyed without violating the great principles of Chri» 
tian charity and laying the foundation for schism.
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It ia to be lamented that some, who are the loudest in their pleadings 
for that great and glorious unity of “ all who profess and call tliemselves 
Christians,” for which our Saviour so earnestly prayed, are the greatest 
sticklers for mere modes and forms, and the first to erect efiectual bar
riers in the way of that unity they profess so much to desire. Let 
these unscriptural principles and practices tending directly to sectarian 
exclusiveness, whether connected with the mode of worship, of baptism, 
of ordination, or of whatever else, which have so long kept asunder 
those whom God originally joined together, be at once and forever aban
doned, and soon “ there shall be one fold and one Shepherd.”

QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER VI.

Question 1. What has characterized the 
controversy as to the form of 
prayer?

2. What has been generally admitted 
on both sides of the question ?

S . Which do the Scriptures sanction, lit- 
mgical or exUmporaneout worship ?

4. Which of these modes of worship did 
the Jews practice ?

4. Which of these modes of worship is 
sanctioned by the New Testament?

6 Do both Testaments sanction both 
modes of worship ?

7. Can we require as a condition of
membership, what the Scriptures do 
not authorize as a term of commun
ion, without encouraging schism ?

8. What are the main advantages and
disad vantages of liturgical worship?

9. What of extemporaneous worship?
10. What would be jireferable to the

practice of either mode, to the 
exclusion of the other?

11. What great barrier to Christian
union has been erected in connec
tion with this subject?
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C H A P T E R  V I I .

THE SABBATH—ITS ORIGIN AND PERPETUITY.

In  considering our duty to God, we next call attention to the institu 
tion of the Sabbath, or, as styled under the Christian economy, the 
Lord’g-day.

Theologians have differed greatly in their views concerning the Sab
bath. Some have considered it only a positive duty, others a moral 
duty, and others still a mixed duty—both positive and moral. These 
diversities of sentiment will be considered in our examination of the 
subject.

I. Origin and perpetuity of the Sabbath.
Before we inquire directly 'oncerning the origin of the Sabbath, we 

deem it proper to call attention to the distinction between a moral and 
0 , positive precept. We do this in the language of Bishop Butler, thus: 
“Moral precepts are those, the reasons of which we see; positive pre
cepts are those, the reasons of which we do not see. Moral duties arise 
out of the nature of the case itself, prior to external command; positive 
duties do not arise out of the nature of the case, but from external 
command; nor would they be duties at all, were it not for such com
mand received from Him whose creatures and subjects we are.”

1. We maintain the perpetual obligation of the Sabbath from the fact 
that it is properly a moral, instead of a positive duty. We know that 
some have contended that this duty depends entirely upon positive pre
cepts for its existence, and that therefore, as there is no express precept 
to that effect, the obligation to observe it cannot be perpetual.

Others have considered the obligations of the Sabbath of a mixed 
nature, depending partly on moral, and partly on positive precepts; but, 
notwithstanding the great names that have been enrolled in favor of 
both these positions, we must consider them erroneous. We think they 
have been taken in haste, and have led to very pernicious results Had 
not the admission first been made that the obligation i“ not nholly 
moral, but of a mixed nature—partly moral and partly positive—it is 
hardly probable that the perpetuity of this obligation would ever have
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been questioned by such men as Dr. Paley. I t  is much to be regretted 
that a work so ably written as this author’s “ Moral and Political Phi- 
losophy,” and one so admirably adapted, in many respects, to fill the 
place it has so generally occupied as a text book in our colleges, is so 
exceedingly heterodox on the important subject of the Sabbath. We 
think the tw) positions, that the obligation of the Sabbath is not wholly 
tnoral, and that it is not perpetual, are connatural, and that Dr. Paley 
never would have adopted the loiter but for the general admission of the 
former.

We freely admit that, when the Sabbath became connected with the 
Mosaic ceremjnial law, numerous minute appendages, by specific enact
ment, were connected with i t ; but these appendages were merely adven
titious— they did not constitute its essence. The Sabbath derived 
not its being from them— it existed anterior to and independent of 
them. Of course, as it did not derive its existence from them, it cannot 
1)6 dependent upon their continuance for its perpetuity. These append
ages are positive and not vfiorol duties j but the Sabbath itself, whose 
essential nature lies deeper than adventitious circumstances, and whose 
origin dates anterior to all such appendages, is a moral duty. I t is true 
that, in the absence of external precept, we might not have been able 
either to discover or comprehend the nature of this duty; but the same 
may be said of other commandments of the Decalogue. That a duty 
nay be properly embraced under the head of moral, in contradistinction 
from positive, precept, it is not necessary that it be actually diicoverabU 
by human reason; all that is requisite to this is, that, when revealed 
and explained, we may be able to perceive, in the nature and fitness of 
things, to some extent, the reasonableness and propriety of the duty in 
question.

Now, that the observance of the Sabbath is a duty which, when pre
scribed and understood, commends itself to the understanding of every 
right-minded person as reasonable and proper, must be admitted. What 
position can be plainer than this, that a portion of time is necessary to 
man as a periodical cessation from toil? And is it not equally obvious 
that this sacred rest-day is necessary to man, as furnishing one day for 
levotional exercises after six days of labor? How admirably is this 
nallowed institution calculated, not only to preserve in the heart of man 
a grateful remembrance of the wonderful creative acts of God, but 
also to secure to him the benefits resulting from a periodical consecra^ 
tion of a due proportion of time to devotional exercises 1 

If it be true then, that, in the very nature and fitness of things, ths 
proportion of one day out of seven is needful for man as a respite from
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labor, and also for (He performance of that religious service we owe to 
God, and which is necessary that we may maintain that communion 
with God so essential to our religious welfare and happiness, then it fol
lows that this institution is grounded on a great moral reason, and con
sequently is as really a moral duty as that enjoined in any one of the 
Ten Commandments; and, being a moral duty, the perpetuity of ite 
obligation results as a necessary sequence.

2. Again, the perpetuity of the Sabbath is clearly inferable from the 
hutory of its origin. On this subject we read as follows: “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.” Gen. ii. 2, 3.

The plain, natural construction of the language here employed, im
plies that the seventh day on which God rested was a literal day, such 
as each of the six preceding days had been; and that it was the next 
day to the sixth in immediate succession. And as God then rested upon 
the seventh day, and as the fact of his thus resting is given as a reason 
why he “ blessed and sanctified” that day, the plain inference is, that the 
consecration of the day commenced simultaneously with the reason upon 
which it was founded. As it was the first seventh day, coming next 
after the six days of his creative work, on which he rested, so it was that 
seventh day which he consecrated, and at that time he performed the 
act of consecration.

The reason given, as well as the plain narrative style in which the 
facts are recorded, forbid the supposition that the inspired writer only 
intended to convey the idea that God, some centuries afterward, would 
set apart some other seventh day in commemoration of the rest which 
then took place. I f  the day was then spoken of as being “ sanctified” 
by way of prolepsis, though not then actually set , apart, why may we 
not affirm also that the prolepsis applies equally to the fact of God’i 
resting, and conclude that this did not really begin till the lapse of 
centuries, when the day was actually sanctified? There is as much 
reason to suppose a prolepsis in reference to the one as the other. The 
truth is, there is not the slightest ground for such an hypothesis in either 
case. We are compelled to view this proleptical construction as a 
groundless, unwarranted, and gratuitous subterfuge, invented to sustiun 
the theory which denies the perpetuity of the Sabbath; but a cod- 
struction so unnatural and far-fetched can never be rendered plausible, 
even by the sanction of such authority as that of Dr. Paley. The 
^lain truth is, the six days of work connect immediately with the semA

m
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day of rest, and that day of rest connects as closely with its consecra
tion, as such, as the cause with tlie effect.

If  then, as we are bound to conclude, the Sabbath originated at the 
birth of creation, when as yet none but the then happy pair existed— 
and if it be farther remembered that,-as our Saviour says, “ The Sab
bath was made for man, and not man for the Sabbath”—are we not 
driven to the conclusion that it is a duty of permanent and univereal 
obligation ? I t was given to him who was the great federal head and 
representative of his race. In him were then included his entire prog
eny. Not a single reason then existed, rendering this institution appro
priate and beneficial to him, that does not exist as fully in reference to 
the entire race, •'n all ages and in all dispensations. I f  it be commemo
rative of the wisdom, power, and goodness of God, shown in the works 
of his hand, in what part, or in what age, of the world can a human 
being be found not equally bound with Adam to adore and “ praise the 
Lord for his goodness, and for his wonderful works to the children of 
men” ? If  it be needed as a period of respite from the toils of life, 
what nation or people, at any period in the world’s history, has not 
needed this day of rest as much as the original dresser of the garden 
of Eden ? I f  it be considered a day sacred to the performance of re
ligious devotion, is it not alike appropriate to all mankind at all times 
and places?

Again, if the observance of the Sabbath be not of universal and 
perpetual obligation, with what propriety could our Saviour have said, 
“ The Sabbath was made for man” ? He did not say it was made for 
the patriarch, nor for the Jew, nor for the Greek, but “ for man”—that 
is, for the entire race.

3. Its recognition in the vrildemess furnishes additional evidence of its 
prior existence and of its perpetuity. The account is thus recorded 
“And it came to pass, that on the sixth day they gathered twice a.» 
much bread, two omers for one m an; and all the rulers of the congre
gation came and told Moses. And he said unto them. This is that 
which the Lord hath said. To-morrow is the rest of the holy Sabbath 
unto the Lord: bake that which ye will bake to-day, and seethe that ye 
will seethe; and that which remaineth over lay up for you to be kepi 
until the morning. And they laid it up till the morning, as Moses 
bade; and it did not stink, neither was there any worm therein. And 
Moses said, Eat that to-day; for to-day is a Sabbath unto the Lord: 
to-day ye shall not find it in the field. Six days ye shall gather i t ; but 
on the seventh day, which is the Sabbath, in it there shall be none 
And it came to pass, that there went out some of the people on the
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seventh day for to gather, and they found none. And the Lord said 
unto Moses, How long refuse ye to keep my commandments and niy 
laws? See, for that the Lord hath given you the Sabbath, therefore he 
givetb you on the sixth day the bread of two days: abide ye every man 
»a his place, let no man go out of his place on the seventh day. So the 
people rested on the seventh day.” Ex. xvi. 22-30.

Some who favor the theory that the observance of the Sabbath is not 
a duty of universal and perpetual obligation, in order to neutralize the 
force of the argument against their view of the subject, arising from 
the fact that the Sabbath originated at the birth of creation, contend 
that the passage just quoted is a record of the origin of the institution. 
This is the ground taken by Dr. Paley, and, we believe, by all who 
view the Sabbath as a local and temporary institution; but we think 
their theory most obviously untenable.

(1) It is inconsistent with the record of the origin of the Sabbath as 
iletailed in the second chapter of Genesis. This has already been shown; 
and no proleptical construction can relieve the theory of its antagonism 
to the Mosaic history of creation.

(2) It is irreconcilable with the most natural interpretation of the 
language just cited, as used by Moses in the wilderness. Observe, 
Moses does not here speak of the Sabbath as of a new arrangement un
heard of till that hour. He does not say, “ Behold, I have now author
ity from God to ordain and establish the S a b b a t h b u t  he refers to it 
as a matter with which they were familiar. His language is : “ This is 
that which the Lord hath said, To-morrow is the rest of the holy Sab
bath.” He does not say, “ This accords with what the Lord now says;" 
but his words are, “ hath said,” as of something past, to which he was 
calling their attention by way of remembrance. He does not say, “ To
morrow shall be the Sabbath,” as if he was issuing a new order; but, 
“ To-morrow is tbe Sabbath,” as though speaking of an institution 
already existing.

Again he repeats, “ On the seventh day, which is (not shall be) the 
Sabbath.” But agaiti, the Lord reproves the people, through Moses, for 
having long neglected to keep his commandments, and gives their neg
lect of the Sabbath as an illustration. How can the supposition, that 
the law of the Sabbath was then for the first time enjoined, be recon
ciled with this charge of long neglectf The language of God to Moses 
was: “ How long refuse ye to keep my commandments and my laws^ 
See, for that the Lord hath given you the Sabbath,” etc.

The position taken by Dr. Paley and others, that the Sabbath was 
not instituted at the creation, is not only encumbered by all the diflScul-
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ties to which we have referred, but it has no sulid basis for its support 
It is true Dr. Paley asserts that in the passage just quoted from the 
sixteenth chapter of Exodus, there is no “ intimation that the Sabbath, 
when appointed to be observed, was only the revival of an ancient insti
tution which had been neglected, forgotten, or suspended.” In reply 
to this, we remark, that it is not admitted that the “ ancient institution” 
had been either “ forgotten or suspended;” but is it not plain that there 
is an express charge here preferred against the people, as we have 
already shown, of long neglect of God’s commandments respecting the 
Sabbath? We think the passage in question, notwithstanding the asser
tion of Dr. Paley, does contain very clear evidence that the transaction 
in the wilderness referred to, was not the setting up of a new, but the 
recognition of an old, institution, which had been partially neglected.

Dr. Paley farther urges his plea against the origin of the Sabbath at 
the creation, from the fact that there is no express mention of the Sab
bath during the patriarchal age. Admit his premises, and his conclu
sion will not follow. Is it a necessary consequence, that, because the 
Sabbath was not expressly named during the patriarchal age, therefore 
it did not exist? Surely not. The ^abbath is not named in the books 
of Joshua, Judges, Ruth, the two booRs of Samuel, or the first book 
of Kings; yet no one doubts its existence during all the period em
braced in these histories. No one doubts that circumcision was regu
larly practiced by the Jews from Abraham to Christ; and yet there is 
not an instance of it on record, from their first settlement in Cana.in 
till the days of John the Baptist. Dr. Paley’s argument would prove 
that during this long period that institution was extinct. I t pro\es 
tx3o much, and therefore nothing at all.

But if there is no express mention of the Sabbath during the patri
archal age, we find in that period several allusions to the division of 
time into weeks. Unless this division of days into weeks originated, 
and was perpetuated, in connection with the Sabbath, how can we ac
count for its origin ? The division of time into days, months, and years, 
finds the analogy upon which it is founded in the phenomena pertaining 
to the heavenly bodies; but, in all nature, what is there to suggest the 
idea of dividing days by the number semen? The most natural con
clusion is, that it originated in the beginning by the appointment of 
God in connection with the Sabbath; and as the reckoning of time 
by weeks was common during the patriarchal age, we cannot, without 
adopting an arbitrary mode of construction, suppose that the Sabbath 
was not also remembered as the seventh day of the week.

t. The fact that the observance of the Sabbath was recorded as one of
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the commandments of the Decalogue, furnishes the most conclusive evi 
dence of the perpetuity and universality of this obligation.

As the fourth and last commandment on the first of the Uvo table* 
of stone, we find, written by the finger of God. the following words;
“ Remember the Sabbath-day to keep it holy. Six days shalt thou 
labor, and do all thy work; but the seventh-day is the Sabbath of the 
Lord thy God: in it thou shalt not do any work, thou, nor thy son, nor 
thy daughter, thy man-servant, nor thy maid-servant, nor thy cattle, 
nor thy stranger that is within thy gates; for in six da)’s the Lord 
made heaven and earth, the sea, and all that in them is, and rested the 
seventh day; wherefore the Lord blessed the Sabbath-day, and hallowed 
it.” Ex. XX. 8-11.

The proof of the point in hand, arising from the fact here unfolded, 
is overwhelmingly conclusive.

(1) The observance of the Sabbath is here plainly shown to be * 
moral duty. I f  not, why should it thus be embraced as one of the Ten 
Commandments, when the other nine are all admitted to be moral pre 
cepts of perpetual and universal obligation? Is not the fact that these 
ten precepts were engraven by “ the finger of God” upon “ the table* 
of stone,” when no other portion of the Mosaic system was thus recorded, 
an indication, in that typical dispensation, that they were all to be 
viewed as of more permanent and universal obligation than the other 
portions of the Jewish economy? And if so, how can we suppose that 
one of these precepts was only a positive enactment, destined to pass 
away with the rites and ceremonies of the Levitical economy ?

(2) The terms here used in recording this commandment show that U, 
especially, was no new statute, now for the first time revealed. Mose* 
does not write, “ There shall be a Sabbath-day, ’ but, Remember the Sab
bath-day’’—implying that he was reiterating and placing in a new and 
permanent form, and enforcing, under circumstances of a more awful 
solemnity, a precept with which that people were already familiar.

If  it be said that the allusion to the previous existence of the Sab
bath, here implied in the word “ remember,” was to the transaction in 
connection with the manna referred to in the sixteenth chapter of 
Exodus, we reply, that any such hypothesis is contradicted by the lan
guage of the Decalogue itself. That record connects the Sabbath, not 
with the transaction hi the wilderness, but with the origin of the institution 
ai the creation. The reason here given for the remembrance and observ
ance of the Sabbath, is the same given at the creation for its original 
appointment—“ For in six days the Lord made heaven and earth, the 
IC4, ftnd all that i|i them is, and rested the seventh day; wherefore tb*

I

i

;
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Lord blessed the Sabbath-day, and hallowed it.” Observe, it is not hero 
said, “ The Lord now blesseth, or, in the wilderness, blessed the Sabbath- 
day;” but, “ The Lord blessed the Sabbath-day, and hallowed i t”— 
that is, in connection with his resting, and for that reason he “ blessed,” 
sanctified, hallowed, or set apart, the Sabbath or seventh day to a sacred 
use. And as the consecration of the day, both in the second chapter 
of Genesis and the twentieth chapter of Exodus, is immediately con
nected with God’s resting, as though simultaneous, for us, without author
ity, to tear them asunder, by interposing between them some thousands 
of years, is not to expound, but to pervert the Scriptures.

(3) We think our Saviour’s comment on the Decalogue, with all who 
are disposed to submit to the decision of the great Teacher, must set 
this question at rest.

The question was asked our Saviour, with evident reference to the 
Decalogue, “ Which is the great commandment in the law?” Jesus 
replied; “ Thou shalt love the Lord thy God with all thy heart, and 
with all thy soul, and with all thy mind. This is the first and great 
commandment” — that is, this comprehends the first table, and, of 
course, the Sabbath. Then, after having comprised the second table in 
the words, “ Thou shalt love thy neighbor as thyself,”.he adds: “ On 
these two commandments hang all the law and the prophets.” Matt, 
xxii. 36-40.

Now let it be admitted, which, we think, none will dispute—1. That 
the Ten Commandments are the law here referred to ; 2. That our Sav
iour here intended to give an epitome of the Decalogue—admit these 
two positions, then the argument here furnished for the perpetuity 
and universality of the obligations of the Sabbath is plain and short 
It runs thus: The obligation to “ love God with all the heart, and with 
all the soul, and with all the mind,” is perpetual and universal; but this 
includes the observance of the Sabbath—therefore the obligation to observe 
the Sabbath is perpetual and universal. To the same efiect we may rea 
son from our premises, thus: To “ love God with all the heart,” etc., 
is a moral, and not a positive, duty; but the observance of the Sabbath is 
included in “ loving God with all the heart,” etc.—therefore the observ
ance of the Sabbath is a moral, and not a positive, duty. Again, the obli
gation of all moral duty is perpetual and universal; but the observance of 
the Sabbath is a moral duty—therefore the obligation to observe the Sab
bath is perpetual and universal.

(4) Our Saviour and his apostles have given testimony in favor of 
the perpetuity and universality of the obligation of the Sabbath, hy 
teaching the perpetuity of the moral la/w.

C h .  vii.] THB SABBATU—  ITS O RIG IN  AND RJSRPETDITT.
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Iii his Sermon on the Mount, Christ says: “ Think not that I am 
come to destroy the law or the prophets: I  am not come to destroy, 
but to fulfill. For verily I  say unto you, Till heaven and earth pass, 
one jot or one tittle shall in no wise pass from the law, till all be ful
filled.” Matt. V. 17,18. Now, to suppose that any portion of the moral 
law, as given by Moses, is abrogated by the gospel, is not only to assume 
a position gratuitously without a syllable of authority, but in direct 
opposition to these words of the Saviour. Let the law here be taken 
in its widest sense, embracing both the ceremonial and moral depart
ments, which is unquestionably the true interpretation, and how can 
the abrogation of the Sabbath be consistent with our Saviour’s declara
tion? Types, shadows, and ceremonies, may pass away—yea, they did 
pass away—by receiving their fulfillment in Christ; but how could the 
Sabbath thus pass away? If  we say that any one of the Ten Com
mandments passed away by being fulfilled in Christ, why not another? 
Why not the whole Decalogue? I f  Christ has wholly fulfilled the 
fourth commandment, why not all the rest? Did he not fulfill the 
whole moral law as really and fully as he did any portion of it? A 
type may be completely fulfilled by tbe coming of the antitype—a 
shadow by the revealment of the substance, a ceremony by the mani
festation of “ some better thing”—but a moral law can only be com
pletely fulfilled by its perpetual and universal observance. Hence, at 
the moral law, of which the Sabbath has been shown to be a part, can 
never receive its complete fulfillment while a human being is left upon 
earth to observe it, so the obligation of the Sabbath, according to Christ’i 
declaration, can never be annulled.

Equally explicit is the testimony of St. Paul upon this subject. He 
asks: “ Do we then make void the law through faith ? God forbid. 
Yea, we establish the law.” That the apostle here spoke of the Deca
logue, or moral law, there can be no question. In continuation of his 
argument, he says: “ I  had not known sin, but by the law; for I had 
not known lust, except the law had said. Thou shalt not covet.” (See 
Rom. iii. 31; vii. 7.) Here the apostle, by directly quoting one of 
the Ten Commandments, shows conclusively that he referred to the 
moral, and not the ceremonial, law. Hence, as he does not “ make void,” 
but establishes this law, and as the Sabbath is one portion of it, it neces
sarily follows that the obligation to observe this precept exists under the 
gospel, and, if so, this obligation must be perpetual and universal.

Thus we conclude that, as the Sabbath is a moral duty, as it origi
nated at the birth of creation, as it was made for man in general, as it 
was recognized in the wilderness as a previouslv knowp institutiop. as it
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is embraced as a part of the Decalogue, or moral law, and as this moral 
law is recognized by Christ and his apostles as authoritative under the 
gospel, therefore this institution is of perpetual and universal obligation.

Ch. vii.] t h e  s a b b a t h — ITS  ORIGIN AND PEK PliTU ITY .

QUESTIONS ON

.tUESTlOK ]. How have theologians dif
fered in their views concerning the 
Sabbath?

2. What is the distinction between a
vioral and a positive duty ?

3. What is the first argument presented
in favor of the perpetuity of the 
Sabbath?

1. Is the Sabbath a positive or a  moral 
duty?

5. What serious objection is offered to
Paley’s “ Moral and Political Phi
losophy " ?

6. What appendages to the Jewish Sab
bath come under the head of posi
tive duties?

7. That a duty may be moral and not
positive, must it necessarily be dis
coverable by reason ?

8 Wbat is the second argument offered 
in favor of the perpetuity of the 
Sabbath ?

CHAPTER V II.

9. Where is the origin of the Sabbath
recorded ?

10. What saying of Christ proves the 
perpetuity of the Sabbath?

11.. What is the third proof given of the 
perpetuity of the Sabbath?

12. How is the untenableness of Dr.
Paley’s view of the subject shown ?

13. How is his plea, that the Sabbath is
not mentioned during the patri
archal age, met?

14. What is the fourth proof of the per
petuity of the Sabbath?

15. How does Christ’s comment on the
Decalogue prove the perpetuity of 
the Sabbath?

16. What farther proof on this subject
is given by Christ and his apos
tles?

17. How is the proof summed up?

61



M02 CLEMENTS OF DIVINITY.

C H A P T E R  V I I I .

THK SABBATH—ITS CHANGE FROM THE SEVENTH TO THE FIESI 
DAT OF THE WEEK.

I. I t  may easily be shown that this change is reconcilable with Ou 
law of ike Sabbath. Admitting that the institution is of perpetual and 
universal obligation, it necessarily follows that it cannot be changed in 
what is essential to its nature, except by the same divine authority by 
which it was originally constituted. Mere adventitious appendages oi 
circumstances, not divinely prescribed or pertaining to the essence of 
the institution, may be modified or altered as experience may dictate, 
but all that is essential to its character must be preserved intact, or the 
institution is perverted. The Sabbath in its real essence, as we have 
already shown, is a moral as contradistinguished from a positive insti
tute. But the question to be settled is th is: What elements are com
prised as essential to the Sabbath ? This can only be determined by 
appealing to the great moral code, as formally enacted and inscribed
on the tables of stone.

We cannot be made to believe, even by the revered authority of 
Richard Watson, that the Sabbath is founded upon a law “ partly 
moral and partly positive;” nor can we perceive the import of the lan
guage used in the presentation of that theory, that “ the institution con
sists of two parts—the Sabbath, or holy rest, and the day on which it is 
observed.” The Sabbath is the institution in question. Then to say 
that the Sabbath is only a part of the institution, is to say that it is 
only a paH of itself, which is absurd. Again, to say that a. holy rest is 
one part of the institution, and a day or time on which it is observed 
is another part, is to speak unintelligibly; for how can we conceive of 
a holy rest, or Sabbath, without a day or time on which it took place! 
But if the meaning be that a Sabbath, or a holy day of rest, is one thing, 
and the particular day on which the rest takes place is another thing if 
this be the meaning, why not so express it? If  we admit the theory, 
that the particular day on which the Sabbath is observed is an effiential 
part of the institution, then we must abandon the idea that the institu-



tion is embraced in the moral law; for the specific day to be obsei ved is 
not there prescribed—all that is e.xpi-essed is, that after six days’ labor, 
the next day, which, according to that mode of reckoning, will be the 
seventh, is to be observed as the Sabbath. It is there said that “ the 
Lord blessed (not a particular seventh day, but) the Sabbath-day, and 
hallowed i t h e n c e  it is clear that the particular seventh day is not es
sential to the institution of the Sabbath. I t  is not prescribed in the 
statute engraven upon stone by which this duty is enjoined; therefore, 
to say that the Sabbath is an institution partly positive and partly moral, 
not only involves us in absurdity, as shown above, but excludes it from 
being embraced in the Decalogue, and paves the way for its abroga
tion.

The particular seventh day in question is a mere adventitious append
age, not constituting an essential element of the Sabbatic institution. 
This appendage is no constituent part of the Sabbath, but only a posi
tive enactment, which may or may not have a temporary and local exist
ence, and may or may not pass away without affecting the perpetuity 
or the universality of the institution as such.

Thus we see how it was that all the merely Jewish ordinances and 
enactments concerning their sabbaths, embracing much minutia and 
some burdensome and rigorous requirements, could pass away with the 
rest of their typical and ceremonial system, leaving the Sabbath itself, 
with every element essential to its nature, as embodied in the moral law, 
permanent and undisturbed. Thus we arrive at the conclusion, that the 
particular seventh day to be observed, not being an essential element of 
the institution, may be changed without affecting the integrity of the 
Sabbath, and in perfect conformity to the position that it is grounded 
aot on positive, but moral law.

Again, to say that the particular seventh day in question is an essen
tial element of the Sabbath, embodied in the moral law upon which it 
is founded, and consequently not properly susceptible of change with
out formal, divine precept to that effect, is unreasonable in view of the 
nature of the subject:

Some nations and communities commence their computation of days 
at one hour, and some at another; some begin at six in the evening, 
some at midnight. Now, if the precise day were essential, so would be 
the precise hour at which to begin the reckoning; otherwise, the Sab
bath of one people would be half over before that of another people 
would commence.

Again, suppose the precise seventh day and the exact hour had both 
oeen prescribed in the moral law, even then confusion and inconsisb

Ch. T ill.]  t h e  s a b b a t h — CIIANOK TO THE FIRST DAY. ijU S
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ency wjuld have been the inevitable result. All nations do not dwell 
in the same latitude and longitude; and from this fact alone, it would 
necessarily follow that different nations, according as their latitude and 
longitude varied, would commence their Sabbath at different times; an 
the entire day. held sacred by some, would be desecrated by others 
Thus, according to this view, the only way to prevent the Sabbath 
from being profaned would have been for each nation to be 
with a separate and distinct revelation on the law of the Sabbath, ar
ranged, like an almanac, according to the diversity of localities. Such 
a one the Jews had, but it was connected not with the mom/, but th« 
ceremonial law, which, being intended for them alone, passed away with 
their “ law of commandments contained in ordinances. But the hah 
bath, as embraced in the moral law, being intended for man-for al 
men in all ages and in all latitudes and longitudes-is encumbered and 
fettered by no such localizing elements. Neither the specific seventh 
day nor the precise hour is prescribed, because neither the one nor t e 
other was essential; hence, agreeably to both Scripture and reason, the 
Sabbath may be changed from the seventh to the first day of the w-eek 
in perfect consistency with the great moral law on which it is founded 

II. This change was made by apostolic authoeity, divinelt
CONFEERED. . „ ,i .

1. To establish this position, we observe, first, that the apostles vtert 
divinely eommisdoned by our Lord to organize and regulate the Chrutmn 
C hurl. This appears from the terms of their grand comm.ssm 
“ Go ye therefore,” said Jesus, “ and teach all nations, . . . teaching 
them to observe all things whatsoever I have commanded you; and, lo, 
I  am with you alway, even unto the end of the world.” Matt, xxvni. 
19 20. Here the apostles are sent forth with a divine commission W 
teach the nations “ all things whatsoever the Saviour had commanded 
them ” This certainly embraced every thing necessary to the organ
ization and regulation of the Church, and consequently included the 
institution of the Sabbath. But as a guarantee that they would be 
divinely guided and assisted in this work, our Lord promises his ao 
corapanying presence “ alway, even unto the end of the world.

But to show their plenary authority yet more fully, Christ says to 
his apostles: “As my Father hath sent me, even so send I you. John 
XX 21. Now as the Father had sent the Son, endued with all po ver in 
heaven and in earth,” even so does the Son send forth his apostles in the 
discharge of their apostolic functions, clothed with all the authority he 
had received from the F a th e r-th a t is, the apostles, in the discharge 

their high office, as Christ’s inspired agents, expounded the d,.r.



trines of salvation, and “ set in order” the affairs of the Church with 
the same divine authority as though Christ had performed this work in 
person.

2. The divine authority of the apostles appears from the promiset 
given them by the Saviour.

Christ said to his apostles: “ But the Comforter, which is the Holy 
Ghost, whom the Father will send in my name, he shall teach you all 
things, and bring all things to your remembrance, whatsoever I have 
said unto you.” John xiv. 26. Again, Jesus says to his apostles: 
“ When he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will guide you into all 
truth.” John xvi. 13.

More Scripture proof to the same effect might be presented, but the 
passages quoted amply show that the doings and teachings of the in
spired apostles in executing their mission, as the “ master-builders ” in 
the erection and organization of the Christian Church, ought to be 
viewed as divinely authoritative. It only remains, therefore, to exam
ine the evidence establishing the fact that

III. The Sabbath was changed under the apostolic ad
ministration FROM THE SEVENTH TO THE FIRST DAY OF THE 
WEEK.

1. This appears, first, from the testimony of the New Testament.
If  the fact can be made manifest that from the time of the resurreo 

tion of Christ the apostles and the Christian Churches generally cele
brated religious service regularly, not on the Jewish Sabbath, according 
to the long-established and universal custom of the Jews, but on the 
first day of the week, it will appear, beyond a reasonable doubt, that 
by apostolic example and direction that day, instead of the seventh, was 
set apart as the Christian Sabbath.

On this subject, we thus read: “ Upon the first day of the week, 
when the disciples came together to break bread, Paul preached unto 
them, ready to depart on the morrow.” Acts xx. 7. In 1 Cor. xvi. 2, we 
read: “Upon the first day of the week, let every one of you lay by bim 
in store, as God hath prospered him, that there be no gatherings when 
I  come,” The apostle had just said that he had “ given order to the 
Churches in Galatia” similar to the instructions here furnished the 
Corinthians. Now, we ask, is it not a rational inference, from these 
scriptures, that it was the regular custom of these Churches, while 
under the eye and direct supervision of the inspired apostles, to assem
ble on the first day of the week for religious worship ?

In reference to the disciples at Troas, referred to in the passage 
quoted from Tlie Acts, it is not said, that “ the disciples came togethej

Oh viii.] TH E SABBATH— CHANGE TO TH E FIRST HAT. 8 0 t .
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on the first clay of the week” (as though it had incidentally occurred), 
but the language is, “ Upon the first day of the week, when the disci
ples came together to break bread.” The form of the language ob
viously indicates that this assembling of the disciples on “ the first day 
of the week to break bread ” was an established custom in the Church; 
and it seems also to have been the custom of the Churches in Galatia 
and Corinth, for why should the apostle have specified that their col
lections for the poor should all be made on the Jivst day of the week̂  
unless as matter of convenience, that being the day of their regularly 
assembling for divine service? And if that was the day on which all 
these Churches met for weekly worship, especially for the “ breaking of 
bread,” or the Supper of the Lord, is it not evident that they observed 
the first day of the week as the Christian Sabbath f

St. Paul, in his letter to the Galatians (Gal. iv. 10), says: “ Ye ob
serve days, and months, and times, and years.” Macknight but ex
presses the opinion of commentators generally, when he says: “By 
‘days,’ the apostle means the Jewish weekly Sabbaths.” Of course he 
here reproves the Galatians for their superstitious adherence to these 
days, according to Jewish custom.

Again, the same apostle says: “ Let no one judge you in meat, or in 
drink, or in respect of a festival, or of a new moon, or of sahbaihs. 
Col. ii. 16. Here the apostle refers also to the Jewish “ command
ments contained in ordinances ” which Christ had taken “ out of the 
way, and nailed to his cross.” The testimony of the apostle must be 
understood in these passages as being pointed against the sabbaths of 
the Jews, so far as they were connected with the ceremonial and riivd 
precepts of the law; but, unless he intended to contradict himself, 
which is inadmissible, he had no reference to the Sabbath as set forth 
in the moral law, for we have already shown that he taught the per
petuity of that law ; hence, according to St. Paul, while the Jewish 
Sabbath, so far as relates to circumstances outside of the Decakgue, it 
superseded under the gospel, yet that institution, as embodied in the 
Decalogue, is not abrogated, but established.

And as the Jewish restriction of the Sabbath to the seventh day of 
the week is not derived from the moral law, which is permanent and 
unalterable—but from outside, positive enactment, which is liable to 
change—it necessarily follows that, under the gospel, while the institii* 
tion of the Sabbath cannot be annulled, yet it may be changed from the 
seventh to the first day of the week. And since St. Paul teaches that 
the Jewish sabbaths are rvot, while the moral law is, obligatory on 
Christians, it is clear that the Christian Church is under no obligation
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to observe the seventh day of the week as a sabbath; but as the fird 
day of the week was observed as the Christian Sabbath by the apostles 
and the first Christians under their sanction, it necessarily follows that, 
from the establishment of Christianity, the first and not the seventh day 
of the week has been the divinely authorized Sabbath.

8k John (Rev. i. 10) says: “ I  was in the Spirit on the Lord’s-day,” 
etc. All commentators agree that the reference here is to the first day 
of the week, which was termed “ the Lord’s-day” in honor of our 
Lord’s resurrection, which took place on that day ; hence, from that 
period and ever afterward, beginning with the inspired apostles them
selves, the first day of the week has been termed “ the Lord’s-day ” by 
the Christian Church, and observed, instead of the seventh, as the Chris
tian Sabbath.

2. That the apostles and first Christians observed the first day of the 
week as a Sabbath, assembling regularly on that day for the public 
worship of God and for the sacrament of the Lord’s-supperj is not only 
evident from the New Testament, but this feud is confirmed by an unin
terrupted stream of Church-history, beginning in the apostolic age and 
extending to the present period.

Upon this question, a few of the many available testimonies will be 
sufficient.

Ignatius, Bishop of Antioch, A.D. 101, says: “ Let every one that 
loves Christ keep holy the Lord’s-day—the queen of days, the resurrec
tion-day, the highest of all days.”

Theophilus, Bishop of Antioch, who wrote in the second century, says: 
“ Both custom and reason challenge from us that we should honor the 
Lord’s-day, seeing on that day it was that our Lord Jesus completed 
his resurrection from the dead.”

Irenseus, Bishop of Lyons, who also lived in the second century, and 
who was a disciple of Polycarp, who was a companion of Sk John, 
speaks of the Lord’s-day as the Christian Sabbath. “ On the Lord’s- 
day,” said he, “ every one of us Christians keep the Sabbath.”

Clement of Alexandria, of the same century, testifies: “A Christian, 
according to the command of the gospel, observes the Lmrd’s-day, 
thereby glorifying the resurrection of the Lord.”

Tertullian, of the same period, says: “ The Leyrd’s-day m the holy 
day of the Christian Church.”

These testimonies abundantly establish the fact, not only that the 
first day of the week was styled “ the Lord’s-day,” in honor of our Sav
iour’s resurrection, but that the Christian Church, even in the apostolic 
age, observed it as the Christian Sabbath.

Oh. Tiii.] M e  s a b b a t h — CHANGE 1 0  IH B  FIRST DAY.
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IV. In the next place, we observe that this change of the Sabbath 
from the seventh to the first day of the week under the gospel economy 
is founded upon adequate reasons.

1. I t  is admitted that the seventh was a day appropriate for the 
Jewish Sabbath, because it celebrated and kept up in lively remem
brance the great work of creation. The poet has said:

“ 'T was great to speak the world from nought,
'T was greater to redeem.”

How appropriate is it, then, that the resurrection of Christ, the crown
ing evidence of his Messiahship, and the concluding scene in the great 
drama of the work of redemption for which he was manifested in the 
flesh, should he celebrated as the Christian Sabbath ! Hence, from the 
morning on which he arose, as a memorial of that glorious event, the 
first day of the week has ever been hallowed by the Christian Church |  
as “ the Lord’s-day,” or the Sabbath. And thus, while the Christian I 
Sabbath still commemorates the great work of creation according to the |  
original appointment, by the change from the seventh to the first day i 
of the week, it also commemorates the resurrection of our Lord.

2. But this day is not only memorable as the day of Christ’s resur- | 
rection, but for several of his remarkable appearances afterward; for |  
on the same day on which he arose he appeared twice unto his disci- -j 
pies. On the next Lord’s-day, when they were all assembled, as though |  
for religious worship, he again appeard in their midst. I t was also I  
on the Lord’s-day that the miraculous Pentecostal outpouring of the , 
Holy Spirit took place; and through the successive ages of the ; 
Church God has manifestly sanctioned the public celebration of his 
worship on the Lord’s-day by innumerable outpourings of his gracious ■ 
Spirit, in the conversion of millions of souls in the congregations of his I 
saints. Thus, from all the considerations we have presented, we are ; 
warranted in the conclusion that the Christian Church is divinely au
thorized and required to observe not the seventh, but the first, day of 
the week, or “ the Lord’s-day,” as the Sabbath.
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QUESTIONS ON CHAPTER V III.

Oh. Tiii.] t h e  s a b b a t h — CHANGE TO TH E FIR ST  DAT.

QireBTioir 1. How can it be shown that 
this change of the day of the Sab
bath is reconcilable with the Sab
batic law ?

Z Is the tpedfie day a part of the es
sence of the Sabbath 7

3. How is this position proved ?
4. What relation has the tpecific seventh

day to the institution itself?
S What is the first position taken in 

tefarence to the apostles' authority?

6. What scriptures show their author
ity ?

7. By what promises is the divine guid
ance pledged ?

8. W hat proof of the change of the
day does the New Testament fur
nish?

9. What proof may be derived from
Church-history ?

10. Upon what adequate reasons is the 
change founded?


