
1 Mulford's "The Republic of God," 5th edition, p. 40.  Max Müller defines religion as 
"A mental faculty which, independent of, nay, in spite of, sense and reason, enables 
man to apprehend the infinite under different names and under varying disguises."  
"An intuition of God, a sense of human weakness and dependence, a belief in Divine 
government of the world, a distinction between good and evil, and a hope of a better 
life, these are some of the radical elements of all religions."  Herbert Spencer says, 
‘Religion may be defined as an ‘priori theory of the universe" ("First Principles," 
pp: 43, 44).  Matthew Arnold's definition is, "Religion is morality touched with 
emotion' ("Literature and Dogma," Popular Edition, p. 16).
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INTRODUCTORY

I.  What is Theology ?
Theology means literally discourse concerning the gods; thus Hesiod, Homer, Plato,

and others were called theologians, because their writings contained so much about the gods.
The word is from Theos = God, and logos  = a discourse; it was adopted by the Christian
Fathers, and applied to biblical truth.  The word is variously defined as "The science of
God;"  "The science of the supernatural;"  "The science of religion;"  "The science which
treats of the existence, character, and attributes of God, His laws and government, the
doctrines we are to believe, and the duties we are to practise."

II.  What is Religion?
The word is derived from the Latin relegere = to reconsider, or from religare = to

bind fast; the, latter is the more generally accepted derivation.  It is "the disposition and
conduct of man, impelled by motives of hopes and fears, towards a power conceived as
above man; or as the active and passive relations of the finite consciousness towards an
unknown; or as the recognition of the relation of man to the invisible."1

III.  What is Religion as revealed in the Sacred Scriptures, or, as it is
sometimes called, Supernatural Religion ?
"Religion is the life of man in personal communication with 



1 Oosterzee's "Christian Dogmatics," p. 76. See Gen. 5:24, 15:1, 17:1, 17:12; also 
Deut. 6:5; Hab. 2:4; Rom. 12:1; James 1. 27.

2 Kant.

3 Pope's "Higher Catechism of Theology."

4 Rom. 1:19-21; Acts 14:17, 17:23-29.

5 Religion in ordinary language is used (a) as indicating the object or subject of belief; (b) as 
the power of belief; (c) as the manifestation of belief. Thus, we believe religious truth; we
experience religious feelings or emotions; we live religious lives. The mental faculty which 
lies at the root of religion appears to be universal; for in some sort man universally recognizes
some object of belief and worship, and a definite course of life and conduct, as the result of 
that belief. Plutarch says: "A city without a temple, without worship, without prayers, no one 
ever saw." Cicero writes: "There never was any nation so barbarous, nor any people in the 
world so savage, as to be without some notion of gods; ... this is to be looked upon as a law 
of nature." This is true of the most degraded tribes today.

6 See Drummond's "Natural Law in the Spiritual Word,"  pp. 362-65.
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God."1  "An acknowledgment of our duties towards the law of God.  The recognition of all
our duties as if they were Divine commands."2  "It is strictly the bond" (religare) "which, in
the very constitution of his nature, unites man to God, faith 'that He is,' and consciousness
of dependence and obligation."3  Religion has its seat in the heart; its presence there is
exhibited in a godlike life.  It is the life of God in the soul of man manifesting itself daily in
practical morality; separation between personal religion and practical morality is impossible.

IV.  Is not the term Religion often used to describe the truths which it teaches, as well
as the conduct which it requires?

It is frequently used in this sense.  With the first Christians, Christianity (meaning
thereby the truths and doctrines of Christianity) and religion were identical.  The Apologies
of Justin Martyr, Tertullian, and others, were directed to prove that Christianity, as taught
in the Sacred Scriptures, was the only religion which could satisfy man's spiritual wants.

V.  Was there no Religion before Divine Revelation?
The revelation of God to roan is twofold, Natural and Supernatural.  The great book

of nature has always been open to the study of man, and from it he has been able to learn the
existence of a Supreme Being, upon whom he is dependent, and to whom lie owes obedience
and worship.4  This is called natural religion.  Christianity is one of many religions; but of
all these it is the one most worthy of God, if, indeed, it is not the only one worthy of Him.5

VI.  What is the distinction between Religion and Theology?
1.  Religion is experimental, and has reference to the heart and life; Theology is

scientific.  A theologian may be acquainted intellectually with systematic religious
knowledge without possessing religion.6  A religious man is a theologian so far as his
knowledge of God, His nature, His will, and His word are correct.

2.  Natural Theology treats of the Being, attributes, and superinten-



1 "The faculty of ideas, not separate from, but most closely united with, the heart and 
conscience."

2 "Reason is that intellectual power by which we apprehend and discover truth, whether 
contained in the first principles of belief, or in the arguments and conclusion from these 
principles, by which truth not intuitive is investigated."  Oosterzee.
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dente of God, as these are taught by nature.  "It is the knowledge of God from His works by
the light of nature."

3.  Christian Theology - or Theology proper - deals with:  (1) The evidences which
prove the Sacred Scriptures to be a divinely-inspired revelation to man;  (2) The proper
interpretation of these Scriptures;  (3) The discoveries which they make to us of God, His
nature, attributes, relations to, and dealings with, man;  (4) Of man, his relations and duties
to God and to his fellow - men;  (5) Of the future life, with its rewards and punishments.

VII.  What are the sources of this Theology?
1.  Reason1 is an original faculty given by God to individual man, and no

supra-natural revelation can be given which is not addressed to him (a) As a rational being,
and through the channel of his reason; and (b) As consistent with the unbiased deductions
of reason, acting legitimately within its own sphere.

2.  But reason has, by all experience, been Proved to be insufficient to guide man as
to his life and conduct; God has, therefore, put into our hands a supernatural and sufficient
revelation of Himself, and the relations which He bears to us, and we to Him.  It follows,
therefore, that the ground and source of our theological knowledge is His inspired word, as
revealed to us in the Sacred Scriptures.

3.  Nevertheless, as this revelation is addressed to our understanding (including heart
and conscience), its evidences are to be judged and authenticated by our intellectual
faculties, and the record itself interpreted by our reason, according to its own laws.

VIII.  Is there not a danger of reason diverging into Rationalism?
There certainly is; and this is one of the great perils of the present day, and of modern

criticism.  By reason is meant that faculty of the human mind by which man arrives at truth
without any supersensuous aid: this implies his understanding, conscience, and experience,
all acting under natural circumstances.2

The use of this faculty of reason in matters of religion is: 1. To examine and decide
upon the evidences of Divine revelation;  2. To ascertain - by the application of the
established laws of interpretation to the sacred writings - what are the truths therein revealed;
3. Having determined that certain truths and doctrines are revealed, to accept them upon the
authority of God, even though they may be mysterious, or may appear not to be in
accordance with human wisdom. "The question in regard to any fact [or doctrine] is not, is
it reasonable ? but first of all, is it clearly established?  "That



1 See Watson's "Institutes," pt. 1., chap. 9., "On the Use and Limit of Reason."  "Finite reason 
must submit itself to infinite; the never-fully educated human understanding, limited by time,
matter, and individuality, must yield to the perfect truth which comes from God; a judgment 
which is subject to vacillations and disturbances to one that is ever settled and abiding "
(Christlieb's "Modern Doubt," p. 130).

2 See Christlieb's "Modern Doubt," pp 125, 507, etc.

3 Manning.

4 Spinoza.

5  Herbert Spencer's "Infinite and Eternal Energy by which all things exist," is unquestionably
Pantheism.
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being so, the province of reason ceases, and faith comes in; reason cannot pronounce upon
the reasonableness or otherwise of any statement of Divine revelation which reason itself has
decided to be "clearly revealed" in Scripture.1  "To improve revelation by means of reason,"
says Dr. John Duncan, "appears to me just as if I were to try and set the sun by my old
wooden clock."

IX.  What is Rationalism?
1.  Rationalism strictly so called is the dogma which insists that there is no higher

source of knowledge than reason.  It involves the denial of Divine revelation in the proper
sense of the word, and, of course, rejects miracles and prophecy.  Hence Inspiration is either
denied, or regarded as “the enthusiasm of genius;” the Scriptures are reduced to the level of
other writings of genius; what in them appears to be miraculous or supernatural is interpreted
as the result of natural laws.2

2.  In a wider sense Rationalism embraces the various forms of scepticism and
unbelief which are held by those who deny supernatural knowledge.

X.  What are the principal forms which Rationalism has taken?
Pantheism, Agnosticism, Positivism, Secularism, Materialism, Deism, Atheism.
1.  Pantheism - from Pan = all, and theos = God - is "the doctrine that God includes

all reality, and is identical with it, nothing besides Him really existing.  He is the One and
the All.3
Besides God no substance can exist, or be conceived to exist."4  "All is God," or "God is
All."  "The Universe is God," or "God is the Universe."  The God of Pantheism is not a
Being-who can will, and think, and love, - but an essence pervading and permeating all
things; which can be no object of trust, or love, or worship.  It is a kind of Atheism, which
makes God and the universe identical, and, consequently, denies the existence of a personal
God, and His superintendence and sovereignty over the universe.5

2.  Positivism teaches: (1) That all our knowledge is confined to physical phenomena;
(2) That we can only know that such phenomena are, and the relations which we stand to
them, which relations are all included under the head of sequence and resemblance.  "The
senses are the true source of all thinking, and we can know nothing except the phenomena
which they apprehend,



1 Private adoration is to be addressed to collective humanity in the persons of worthy individual
representatives, who may be either living or dead, but must in all cases be women; for women
being sexe aiment, represent the best attribute of humanity, that which ought to regulate all 
human life; nor can Humanity be symbolized in any form but that of a woman."  
"Examination of Mr. J. S. Mill's Philosophy," by James McCosh, LL.D., p. 400.  This is an 
able criticism of, and reply to, the Positive Philosophy of Comte, and his disciple  J. S. Mill.  
See also an able exposition and answer to Positivism, by Rev. William Arthur, "Religion 
without God, and God without Religion; part i., "Positivism and Mr. Frederick Harrison."

2 See Acts 17:23

3   See "The New English Dictionary," by Dr. J. A. Murray: “Agnostic.”

4 "Of all the senseless babble I have ever had occasion to read, the demonstrations of those
philosophers who undertake to tell us all about the nature of God would be the worst, if 
they were not surpassed by the still greater absurdities of those philosophers who try to prove 
that there is no God.' -  Huxley's "Science and Culture," p. 241.
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and the relation and sequence in which these phenomena stand to each other.  Mental
phenomena can all be resolved into material phenomena, and there is no such thing
discoverable as either an origin or purpose in the world, as consequently either a creative or
providential intelligence."  Respecting the existence of God, or a future state, it is contended
that "the mind should absolutely refuse to believe or disbelieve on such a subject.
Positivism, however, has constructed a kind of religion which has its "Grand Etre" in
collective humanity, or “the continuous resultant of all the forces capable of voluntarily
concurring in the universal perfectioning the world” whatever this may mean.1

3.  Agnosticism, from Agnostos = unknown-the inscription upon the altar at Athens,
referred to by St. Paul;2  in plain English it means "ignorance."  An Agnostic is avowedly
a 
"know-nothing" in religion.  He holds that the existence of anything beyond and behind
phenomena is unknown, and (so far as can be judged) unknowable; and especially that a
First Cause and an unseen world are subjects of which we know, and can know, nothing.
The term was first applied by Professor Huxley to himself and others,3 who, while not
denying the existence of an Intelligent First Cause and a supernatural revelation, yet insist
that we do not know anything, about these and cognate subjects, and that we have no means
of knowing; both because we have no faculties capable of understanding such things, and
that there are no methods by which they could be communicated to us.  If there be a God,
He is unknowable; and so with regard to Divine revelation and immortality.  "As to another
life after the dissolution of the body," we are told, "no Agnostic would categorically deny
it; but one thing he will not do: he will not pretend to know, nor profess a belief in,
absurdities and contradictions, even though the act be dignified with the sacred name of
faith."4  "The Agnostic neither denies nor affirms God.  He simply puts Him on one side."

4.   Secularism does not say with the Agnostic that God, an unseen world, and a
future state cannot be known; but that so little can be known about them that it is our wisdom
to give attention chiefly to the present life.  "Putting the two worlds into two 



1 Secularism is so protean that it is impossible in brief space to give any exact definition of its
teachings or creed.  It may be best described as Ancient Epicureanism under a new name and 
garb (I Cor. 15:32). See an admirable lecture by Rev. A. J. Harrison, on "Secularism and
Atheism," in "Popular Objections to Revealed Truth."

2 Hodge.

3 See Leland's "View of the Deistical Writers;" Watson's "Apology for the Bible;" Leslie's 
"Short and Easy Method with Deists."

4 John Foster.

5 Bradlaugh says, "Although at present it maybe perfectly true that all men who are Secularists 
are not yet Atheists, I put it to you as also perfectly true that, in my opinion, the logical
consequence of the acceptance of Secularism must be that the man gets to Atheism, if he has
'brains enough to comprehend."  "Debate with Holyoake," p. 16.
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scales of value, the Secularist finds (or thinks he finds) that the one weighs much, the other
either nothing, or nothing that can be appreciated."  "The old policy of sacrificing the welfare
of humanity on earth to the merely possible and altogether unknown requirements beyond
the grave" the Secularist regards as absurd. Secularism assumes that God and a future state
are so visionary, that faith in them, and concern about them, is opposed to "the welfare of
humanity on earth."1

5.  Materialism recognizes nothing but matter, and denies the existence of Spirit or
of a spiritual world.  The soul is but the result of a peculiar organization of matter; the
operations of mind are merely the effect of material forces; there is no existence beyond the
grave, and, therefore, no moral accountability.  Matter and force are the only entities, and
these are sufficient to solve all the problems of the universe.  "The fundamental affirmation
of Materialism is, that all the phenomena of the Universe - physical, vital, and mental - are
to be referred to unintelligent physical forces; and its fundamental negation is, that there is
no such objective entity of mind or spirit."2

6.  Deism is a belief in the existence of a personal God, but a denial of the necessity
and fact of Divine revelation; together with the assertion that the light of nature and reason
are sufficient guides for man's belief and practice.  Of course, in such a theory Christianity
is ignored.3  Deist and Theist have etymologically the same meaning - the former from the
Latin, the latter from the Greek, - but they differ widely in their use.  Theist is applied to any
believer in God, whether he is a Christian, a Jew, or a Mohammedan, while a Deist is one
who believes in God, but who disbelieves in Christianity, or, more accurately, who
disbelieves in any supernatural revelation.

7.  Atheism = without God.  The absolute denial of a God, or an intelligent First
Cause, or of a superintending providence.  Whatever difficulty there may be in
demonstrating the existence of God, it is not conceivable that proof can be found to justify
the declaration "There is no God."  Unless a man knows all things, he cannot know that the
Being whose existence he rejects does not exist."4  The Materialist is necessarily an Atheist,
though he will probably not admit it.  The Secularist may be a Theist, but many avow
themselves Atheists.5  The Agnostic, and the Positivist-who



1 It is a great mistake to speak of "Science as inductive and Theology as deductive. No science 
is verified till we can reason deductively from an inductive discovery.  We have no right to 
call it a law till we can rigorously apply it, and account for its apparent exceptions.  In the 
same way Theology is only the deductive application of certain inductive discoveries in the 
open page of God's Word."  See also Murphy's "The Scientific Basis of Faith," pp. 22-35, 
91-106.

2 See "The Encyclopaedic Dictionary," articles "Dogma" and "Doctrine."

3 Revised Version, "Interdict."
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is in fact simply a systematic Agnostic - are not theoretically Atheists, yet their teachings
lead almost directly to that goal. 

Replies to all these systems of rationalistic unbelief will be found - practically in the
arguments - in Chaps. 1. and 5., which see. 

XI.  In what sense can Theology be called a Science?
Science means knowledge systematized.  By science here is meant "accurate, well

- founded, and well - ordered knowledge, in whatever manner that knowledge is acquired."
The knowledge gained by faith has a right to be considered scientific, if it be well founded
and systematized, as truly as that which comes from observation and reasoning.  Its subject
matter cannot be mathematically demonstrated, but in its own domain its truths are capable
of moral demonstration; certitude is reached by a different process, but one which - in its
own sphere-is quite as satisfactory as that of mathematics.  It is a science of faith, not of
credulity; its evidences are moral, probable, ontological, demonstrative; its arguments are
analogical and inferential; "but it is the great business of life to draw inferences, and an
inference, whether in Science or Religion, is an exercise of faith, and can be nothing else."1

XII.  What is Dogma?
1.  The term Dogma is from the Greek dokeo = to think; it is used to denote the form

in which truth is presented or apprehended.  It is synonymous with formula, canon, tenet,
opinion.  It is commonly used to signify an arbitrary article of faith ; but that is neither its
original, nor its correct meaning.2   In its ancient use it had two distinct meanings: one in the
Old Testament translated by the LXX., and in the New Testament; the other in philosophical
writings.  In the former it meant a decree, or ordinance, i.e., a command as to conduct or
observance, either of human or Divine authority, as in Dan. 2:13, 15, 6:9;3  Luke 2:1; Acts
17:7; or Acts 16:4; Eph. 2:15; Col. 2:14.  In the latter meaning, Plato, Cicero, Seneca, and
others used the word to describe the doctrines and theories formulated and taught by
different schools of philosophy. In this latter sense the word came to be used by the early
Christian writers, as describing either heathen, Christian, or heretical teaching, as the case
might be.

3.  Dogma is not peculiar to Theology or religion.  All sciences physical,
mathematical, logical - have their dogmas; some of these arise from axioms, others from the
results of observation and experiment.  The rules and formulas of Arithmetic, Geometry,
Chemistry,



1 Pope's "Compendium of Christian Theology - ," vol. i., pp. 27,28.  See "Is Dogma a 
Necessity?" by the Rev. Frederick Meyrick, M.A.

8

INTRODUCTORY

Logic, are so many dogmas or canons, which have, at least in the beginning, to be accepted
upon authority.

XIII.  What is Dogmatic Theology?
This designation was first given to Theology by a German divine in 1724.  It is that

branch of theology which systematises the dogmas or doctrines of Divine revelation, and
which sets them forth in the form of a connected doctrinal system.  Doctrine and Dogma are
in most instances convertible terms.  Dogmatic Theology includes:

1.  Biblical Theology, which embraces textual criticism, exegesis or hermeneutics,
archaeology, scriptural geography, history, etc.

2.  Hislorical Theology, comprising ecclesiastical history, the progress and
development of doctrines, and all that belongs to the external as well as the internal life of
the Church.

3.  Systematic Theology, which comprehends all the foregoing: it takes the system
of doctrines as its basis, verifies it by Scripture, and illustrates it from history.1

XIV.  In what form has Dogmatic Theology been presented? 
Chiefly by Ancient Creeds and Confessions: e.g.,
1.  The Apostles' Creed (so-called).  The Nicene, A.D. 325.  The Athanasian, circa

A.D. 600.
2.  The Confessions, or formularies of various Churches, 7,  (a) The Lutheran, in the

Augsburg Confession, A.D. 1530;  (b) The Reformed or Calvinistic, in the Helvetic
Confession, A.D. 1564;  (c) The Presbyterian, in the Westminster Confession and Catechism,
A.D. 1647;  (d) The Anglican, in the Thirty-nine Articles;  (e) The Arminian, in the
Remonstrants' Confession, A.D. 1620;  (f) The Wesleyan (English) in Wesley's "Notes on
the New Testament," and certain of his sermons: (American) Wesley's "Abridgment of the
Thirty-nine Articles."

3.  The Creeds and Councils of the Roman, and Russian (or Greek) Churches.



1 Agnosticism and Positivism are Atheistic; though we must not be understood as saying that
Agnostics and Positivists are Atheists.

2 Tyndall

3 Huxley and Buchner.

4 Werbert Spencer.

5 Bain.
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CHAPTER I

THE EXISTENCE OF GOD

I.   What is the relation of the existence of God to Theology? 
The first and greatest question in Religion and Theology is-  Have we sufficient

grounds for believing in the existence of an Intelligent First Cause?  Belief in God is the
foundation of all religion.  If we have not sufficient reason for this belief, then such
questions as, "Is Revelation credible?"  "Are miracles possible?"  "Is prayer reasonable?"-
everything, in fact, relating to man, the laces to which he may be subject, the authority of the
Scriptures, his life here or hereafter - may be dismissed as of little or no consequence.  If we
have not sufficient evidence of the existence of God, moral accountability has no existence,
personal immortality is a myth, and all that is included in the idea of religion is utterly
destroyed.

Two theories are before the world: the one Materialistic,1  the other Theistic.
According to the former "the original, fundamental constitutive power in the universe is
blind force," or "energy."  According to the latter “it is a living, intelligent, personal God.”
Neither of these theories can be mathematically demonstrated.  All that can be done in either
case is to deduce from the examination of nature the existence of some power outside and
beyond nature, as necessary to explain its various facts and phenomena.  Which of these
theories is the more reasonable?  Which best explains the mysteries of the universe, of both
matter and mind?  Which is supported by the best and most convincing evidence?  Which
has the highest claims to be accepted?

This is the problem to be considered in this chapter; and though it is not possible to
afford a complete solution, yet, so far as our limits permit, we hope to show that Theism
offers the only, and the sufficient, explanation of the "Power,"2 or "Force,"3 or “energy,”4 or
"a double - faced somewhat"5 which Materialists, Agnostics, and Pantheists all recognise in
the Universe.

II.  How can we define the term "God"?
As that infinitely great, intelligent, holy Being, of perfect wisdom, 



1 See also the Westminster Catechism and the Wesleyan Catechism

2 See Watson's and Farrar's Biblical Dictionaries.

3 See pp. 189, 190.

4 For the passages where these and other names of God are used, see Young's, “Analytical
Concordance of the Bible” or some other concordance.  Also Kitto's “Biblical Cyclopaedia,” 
3rd edition.

5 Lotze.

6 The true scriptural idea is not that of "a magnified man," as Matthew Arnold characterizes it.
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power, and goodness, transcendently glorious, the Creator of the universe, who preserves it
by His providence, and governs it according to His laws.1  The name is derived from the
Icelandic Godi - the Supreme Magistrate, which perfectly agrees with the scriptural name
Jehovah, as the moral governor of the Universe.  Dr. A. Clarke derives the word from the
Anglo - Saxon, as synonymous with good; this is denied by Max Muller and others. Some
trace the word to the Hebrew eched = unus = "The One Being."2

III.  By what names is God revealed to us in the Sacred Scriptures?
1.  Elohim = "adorable," "strong."  This name is usually plural, or used with plural

adjuncts.  The Christian Fathers held this to indicatea plurality of persons in the Godhead,
- a belief which appears to be well founded, and which is still held.3  The name is sometimes
applied to angels (Psalm 8:5, 103:20, 21); to magistrates or rulers (Psalm 82:6, 7); to heathen
deities (Psalm 96:5; Jer. 10:11).

2.  Jehovah (or Yahveh or laheve), translated "Lord," and printed in capitals in the
Authorised Version= "Self-Existent;"  "The Being;"  "I Am;"  "I Am that I Am" (Exod. iii.
14).  This name is never used except when applied to the Divine Being.

3.  EI - Shaddai or Shaddai = "The Strong," "The Mighty One;" "Almighty;"
"All-sufficient."

4.  Adoni, or Adon = “Lord;” "Supporter;"  "Judge Master." 
5.  EI - Elyon= "The Most High;"  "The Supreme.'
6.  Elyeh = "I Am,"  "I will Be."4 

IV.  What is Personality as applied to God?
It means that He is a living Being, possessing and exercising the functions of a

rational and intelligent nature.  He is some - one, not some - thing, - a self-conscious some
- one, who can exercise volition, intelligence, approval or disapproval; in other words, a
Being who possesses natural and moral attributes.

The personality of God does not involve limitation; it is the same as personality in
man, only that, instead of being finite, it is infinite."  Perfect personality is to be found only
in God, while in all finite spirits there exists only a weak imitation of personality."5  Herbert
Spencer, the Positivists, and Agnostics, argue that personality and absolute existence are
contradictions; that, if God be a person, He cannot be Infinite.  The mistake here is, that
human personality is made the standard of comparison, whereas human personality is only
a limited copy of the real-the unlimited-personality of God.  Man is made in the image of
God; not God the extended image of man.6



1 Mulford's "Republic of God," pp. 33, also 22-31.  Said Daniel Webster, "The greatest thought 
that ever entered my mind was my personal responsibility to a personal God."

2 Porter's "Human Intellect."  Descartes said, "I think, therefore I am a person.  And I must have
been brought into existence by a being at least as perfect as I am, for the fountain cannot rise
higher than its source."  See Oosterzee's "Christian Dogmatics."

3 Sometimes called the Historical Argument, or the Consensus Genitum.

4 See p. 2, note.

5 St. Paul assumes this as a truth self-evident to their consciousness, when addressing the 
Athenians and others.  Acts 14:15-17, 17:24-29; Rom. 1:18-, 2:14, etc.

6 Oosterzee.

7 Dr John Duncan.

8 McCosh.  See also Pope's “Higher Catechism of Theology,” p. 86; Jacksons "Philosophy of
Natural Theology," chap. 4; Winchell's "Science and Religion," pp. 265-67.
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"God is a person ; the chief attribute of God is freedom. He is the self - determined
One, His determination is the perfect manifestation of Himself; this is the significance of the
Will of God; the holiness of God is the central principle in that Will, the principle in which
cannot become other than Himself; the righteousness of God is the expression of a person
towards those who are persons."1  “We know God as a person; but we feel that our
conception of personality does not adequately represent the whole being of God.”  Even
when aided by the revelation that God gives of Himself in His word, our conception can only
be partial, though accurate.

"The Universe is a thought as well as a thing.  As fraught with design it reveals
thought as well as force.  The thought includes the origination of the forces and their law,
as well as the combination and use of them.  These thoughts must include the whole
universe.  It follows, then, that the universe is controlled by a single thought, or the think of
a single thinker."2  A thinker is a person.

V.  What are the sources of our knowledge of God as a Person?
1.  Intuition.3  The idea of a Being above and superior to man, and by whom all things

exist, is born with him.  So far as is known, there is not, and there never has been, any tribe
or people who have not had some conception of God, however rude and visionary.4  "The
concept of God is the revelation of Himself to the human soul."5  "Man has by nature an
original deep-rooted sense of God's presence which precedes all observation and reasoning."6

"The belief in God... is an instinct...  There is a knowledge of God which all men have."
"But our intuition or intuitive knowledge of God cannot be defined."7

"The intuition which demands a cause for every effect is satisfied when it reaches a
Being with power adequate to the whole effect; and if on the contemplation of the nature of
that Being we find no mark of His being an effect, the intuition makes no call for us to go
further."8  "There are certain truths which the mind perceives to be true, without proof or
testimony. Such are the axioms of Geometry, and such is the principle that every effect must
have its cause; ... this conviction is said to bean innate truth, ... because



1 Hodge.  In the last century (and previously) one of the principal arguments used to rove the
existence of God was that known as a priori, i.e., "from the nature of cause to the nature of its
effects;" we "lay down evident principles or axioms, and from these deduce other truths that 
are more complex; and as the principles from which we begin are first known to us, and in the
order of our thoughts are prior to the truths deduced from them, we are said to argue a priori"
(Bishop Hamilton's Works, vol. 2, pp. 26, 29, edit. 1809).  Anselm, Descartes, Dr. Samuel 
Clarke, Bishop Hamilton, and others, stated this argument with great learning and force.  It 
has, however, been always regarded by many theologians and metaphysicians as inconclusive, 
and calculated to perplex, rather than to produce rational conviction.  Clement of Alexandria
among the Fathers was of this opinion (see Works, vol. 2, pp. 269, 270, Clark's edition). 
Waterland, Dr. Gretton, T. Knowles, and others in the last century regarded the argument as
defective.  In the present state of the discussion respecting the existence of God, we may set 
aside this method of proof, not as having been exploded, but as being replaced by other and 
more satisfactory arguments.  The term a posteriori is now seldom used, although the 
argument itself, i.e., from effect (seen and known) to cause (unseen and unknown), remains 
in full force but is resented under other names.

2 Sir J. Herschel on “The Origin of Force.”  The italics are the author's.

3 Hume says the finding of a watch on a desert island would show that men had been there, by 
an inference from effect to cause.

4 Design is thus defined by Dr. Whewell: - "We direct our thoughts to an action which we are 
about to perform, we intend to do it.  We work out our aim, we place it before us, and act 
with purpose (propositum): we design it, or mark it out beforehand (designo)."
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such is the nature of the mind that it cannot but see such things to be true."1

"Within the range of every individual's momentary experience there occur the
phenomena of volition, and there are large classes of phenomena, and these most important
ones, which, we are quite sure, take place in virtue of such volition, and without which we
are equally sure they would not take place at all."  "In the only case in which we are admitted
into any personal knowledge of the origin of force, we find it connected (possibly by
intermediate links untraceable by our faculties, but yet indubitably connected) with volition,
and by inevitable consequence with motive, with intellect, and with all the attributes of mind
in which-and not in the possession of arms, legs, brains, and viscera-personality consists."2

2.  The evidence of Design, or the Teleological argument.  Everywhere throughout
the visible universe there are evidences of adaptation of means to ends-purpose-and this
necessarily implies personality and intelligence.  Paley illustrates this by a man finding a
watch, and upon examination of its mechanism he comes to the conclusion "that the watch
must have had a maker; that there must have existed, at some time and at some place or
other, an artificer or artificers who formed it for the purpose which we found it actually to
answer; who comprehended its construction, and designed its use."3  "Contrivance," he
argues, proves "personality."  The evidence of contrivance or design in the world proves that
its originator must possess personality; while the whole structure of the universe proves Him
to be a "Being infinite, as well in essence as in power; yet nevertheless a person."4  Cicero
argues that it would be more reasonable to believe that the letters of the alphabet thrown
together "would fall into such order as legibly to form the Annals of Ennis"



1 Philo Judaeus says:- "No work of art is self - made; the world is the most perfect work of art;
therefore the world was made by a good and most perfect Author.  Thus we have the 
knowledge of the existence of God."

2 Lecture before the Y.M.C.A.  This argument he illustrates at large in his Reade Lecture.

3 Mill on "Hamilton."  And yet Darwin insists that the eye is not the result of design or 
intention of the Creator, but of slight alterations effected by natural selection among creatures,
gradually developing for perhaps millions of years.

4 “Scientific Lectures.”  The italics are the authors.

5  Ibid.
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than "that the world was made by a fortuitous concourse of atoms which have no form, no
color, no sense."  To this illustration Tredelenburg acids, "It is perhaps more difficult to
assume that by the blind combination of chemical and physical elements and forces any one
even of the organs of the body - the eye, for example - much less the harmonious union of
organs which make up the body, than that a book should be formed by chance, by throwing
types about."1   Professor Owen insists that the analogy between the animal organs and
systems of organs, to the machines of man's invention, is so close that "the healthy intellect
studying the more refined and perfect natural structures," and their obvious adaptation and
purpose, "cannot but conceive therein the like faculties in a transcendently higher degree."2

Of the argument from design J. S. Mill says, "It is the best; and besides, it is the most
persuasive.  It would be difficult to find a stronger argument in favour of Theism, than that
the eye must have been made by one who sees, and the ear by one who hears."3 

Hume, in his posthumous Essays, says: - "The whole frame of nature bespeaks an
Intelligent Author; and no rational inquirer can, after serious reflection, suspend his belief
a moment with regard to the primary principle of genuine Theism and Religion."

Sir John Herschel, speaking of the "relations, attractions, repulsions, and correlation"
of atoms and "their actions according to the primary laws of their being," says: - "The
presence of mind is what solves the whole difficulty; so far at least as it brings it within the
sphere of our consciousness, and into conformity with our experience of what action is.  We
know nothing but as it is conceivable to us, from our mental and bodily experience and
consciousness.  When the know we act, we are conscious of will; and action without will and
effort is to us, constituted as we are, unrealizable, unknowable, inconceivable."4  " It is but
reasonable to regard the force of gravitation as the direct or indirect result of consciousness,
or a will existing somewhere."5

Professor Baden Powell, speaking of the operations in "the laboratory of nature,"
where the results are seen, while the processes are invisible, says: "Mind, directing the
operations of the laboratory or workshop, is no part of the visible apparatus, nor are its
operations seen in themselves; they are visible only in their effects; and from effects,
however dissimilar in magnitude or in kind, yet agreeing in the one condition of order,
adjustment, and profound and recondite connection and dependence, there is the 



1 "The Spirit of the Inductive Philosophy,"  vol. 2, p. 174.  The italics and capitals are the 
author's.

2 Powell's  "Connection of Natural and Divine Truth," pp. 183, 184.

3  Mill's  "Three Essays on Religion." The italics are the author's.
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same evidence and outward manifestation of Invisible Intelligence, as vast and illimitable
as the universe throughout which those manifestations are seen."1  The inference of design,
intention, forethought, implies intelligent agency or moral causation.  Hence, again,
weadvance to the notion of distinct existence, or what is sometimes called personality; and
thence proceed to ascribe the other Divine attributes or perfections as centreing in that
independent Being."2

"The Universe," Dr. Carpenter very accurately says, "is not governed by law, but
according to law."  Darwin quotes with approval Butler's definition, that "the only distinct
meaning of the word natural is 'stated,' 'fixed,' 'settled,' and that it as much requires an
intelligent agent to effect anything statedly, fixedly, regularly, -  that is naturally, - as to
effect it only once or supernaturally."  Joseph Cook inquires, "What if natural law be only
the magnetisation of all matter by God's will?  He yet was, and is, and is to come,
omnipresent, first, midst, last."

Adaptation of means to end shows purpose, design, a designing mind.  Such
adaptations are manifold in the structure of the human frame, the laws which regulate
vegetation, and the definite purposes secured by the operation of various physical powers.
Even Professor Huxley, who denies the argument from design as usually presented, makes
the following important admission: - "The teleological and the mechanical views of nature
are not mutually exclusive; ... on the contrary, the more purely a mechanist the speculator
is, ... the more completely is he at the mercy of the teleologist, who can always defy him to
disprove that the primordial molecular arrangement was not intended to evolve the
phenomena of the Universe."

J. S. Mill admits explicitly that we cannot explain the adaptation of part to part in the
eye, for example, without supposing that the idea of sight goes before the adaptation of these
pieces to each other in such a manner as to produce light.  He says, "This I conceive to be
a legitimate inductive inference.  Sight, being a fact, not precedent but subsequent to the
putting together of the organic structure of the eye, can only be connected with the
production of that structure in the character of a final, not an efficient cause.  That is, it is not
sight itself, but an antecedent idea of it, that must be the efficient cause.  But this at once
marks the origin as proceeding from an intelligent Will."3  "It must be allowed that the
adaptations in nature afford a large balance of probability in favor of creation by
intelligence."  "The number of such instances (of adaptations) is immensely greater than is,
on the principles of inductive logic, required for the exclusion of a random concurrence



1 Mill's "Three Essays on Religion." Laplace estimated that the probability that the forty - three
independent motions of the bodies of the solar system known in his day should coincide in
direction by chance would be 4,400,000,000,000 times to 1 in "favor of some common cause 
for the uniformity of direction," or in favor of purpose or design.  On Chance and Probability 
see also De Morgan on "Probability," Mill's "Logic," book 3, chap. 17, McCosh's "Typical
Forms."

2 Joseph Cook's Lectures.

3 The "Nemesis" of the Greeks is but a personation of the reverence for law, and the 
anticipation of retribution for broken law.  The great moral lesson taught by Æschyus was, 
that amid the apparent confusion of things moral, law violated would be followed by 
retribution.  This same truth was recognized and taught by Hesiod and Homer.
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 of independent causes, or, speaking technically, for the elimination of chance."1

"A German professor, to illustrate the evidence of mind and will in the collocation
and adjustment of matter in the works of nature, took a book and tore it into shreds.  Taking
into his hand an uninjured copy of the same work, he said, 'Now, young gentlemen, is not
the same book here as there?'  'Yes,' said they.  'No,' he thundered.  ‘What's the difference?’
'We do not see much difference.'  'Collocation,' was the emphatic reply.  ‘You have here,
indeed, the same type, you have the same pages, you have the paper; but everything is in
shreds there, everything in chaos, and here you have everything intelligently arranged.’”2

Grove, in his “Correlation of Physical Forces,” closes an elaborate argument on the subject
of cause and effect with the striking expression, "A physical search after essential causes in
vain.  Causation is the Will, creation the Act of God."

3.  Conscience - or more accurately consciousness - often called the Moral Argument.
The sense of responsibility and accountability; the distinction between right and wrong; the
operations of that mystery of our being which we call “conscience,” - all necessarily involve
the existence of a personal Being (not a mere abstract Entity), who is superior to man, who
is the Authoritative and supreme Lawgiver and judge, who has graven His law of right and
wrong upon man's heart, and to whom he is accountable for his actions.  "Conscience is the
great root of Theism.  It is something supernatural within the natural, and there is no
separating these two spheres if you are true to psychology.  The webs of the natural and
supernatural are so interwoven in the soul, that they cannot be untied."

Kant exclaims, "DUTY! thou great, thou exalted name!  Wondrous thought! that
workest. . . merely by holding up thy naked law in the soul, and so extorting for thyself
always reverence, if not obedience - whence thy original? and whence find we the root of
thy descent?"  The answer which Theology and true Philosophy give to this question is -
GOD; the great moral lawgiver, "in whom law abides as the untreated light of perfect
essential goodness."  Thus our moral nature compels our belief in a personal God."  This
argument was used by Cicero, and from it he deduced the conclusion that there is but one
common Master as it were, the ruler of all things, God.  He is the author, the propounder, and
the bearer of this law."3  It follows inevitably that if we are the subjects of moral 



1 See Joseph Cook's lectures on " Matthew Arnold's Views of Conscience" and ganic Instincts 
of Conscience," Also Row's "Lecture on Human Responsibility, in Popular Objections to 
Divine Truth," pp 54-60.

2 Isa. 11:1, 21; Acts 17:26-29; Psalm 19:1-3; Rom. i.20.

3 Prov. 8:27-29; Job 379-12, etc.

4 Professor Clerk-Maxwell , not long before his death, said "that he bad scrutinized all 
Agnostic hypotheses he knew of, and found that they one and all needed a God to make them
workable."
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law, there must be a moral lawgiver:  He must be a Being, not an abstraction; a Person,
not a mere stream of influence; a something more than "The Eternal not ourselves that
makes for righteousness."

Conscience forebodes punishment and anticipates reward; and this not only
among those who have received instruction, but it applies universally to savage and
civilized.  The sense of dependence and. of obligation implies the existence of a some-one
and not a somewhat.1 
"Conscience and the consciousness of God," i.e., a personal Being, "are one."

4.  Revelation.  While Intuition; the evidence of purpose in nature; the instinctive
consciousness of right and wrong-the sense of dependence and moral accountability-all
go to demonstrate the existence of a Being who possesses intelligence and will, who
gives us laws, and to whom we are accountable, and who from the very nature of the case
must be a person; - yet it is only by Revelation from God Himself that we can have any
adequate knowledge of His nature and attributes. The Scriptures never attempt to prove
the existence of God-that is assumed as a self-evident truth; but they reveal Him to us as
the Author and Source of all things;2 as exercising a direct personal, intelligent
superintendence over the Universe;3 and as bearing the relation to His accountable
creatures of Father, judge, and Sovereign.

Revelation emphatically declares God to be a Living Being-not a mere
abstraction, or influence, 'or force, or energy.  The highest words of Scripture concerning
the Supreme Being are "God is Spirit;" "God is Light;" "God, is Love."  Holding fast to
this conception of God - as thus revealed - to us, we have an idea which satisfies every
demand of the intellect, and every claim of the heart; we, therefore, refuse to be
entangled with the metaphysical discussions about "The Absolute," or the "Infinite," or
the "Unconditioned," on the one hand; or the scientific negations about "The Unknow-
able," or "The Inscrutable," or the "Infinite and Eternal Energy by which all things exist,"
on the other.4

VI. Is it not objected that, whether God exist as a Person or not, He is Unknowable?
Such is the contention of some metaphysicians and many scientists.
1.  Sir William Hamilton and Dean Mansel, in their theories of the

“Unconditioned," the "Absolute," or the "Unknowable," maintain, 



1 Fiske's "Cosmic Philosophy."

2 Tyndall's "Belfast Address."

3 Herbert Spencer.

4 Fiske's "Cosmic Philosophy."

5 See Balfour Stewart's “Conservation of Energy,” pp. 3, 15, 64 -107;   W. Lant Carpenter's 
"Energy in Nature," p. 3, etc.

6 See also ante, pp. 9, 10.
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that while God has an intelligent and moral nature, yet because He is Infinite and we finite,
and because He is "Absolute," while our knowledge is "relative," that, therefore, it is
impossible for us to say what kind of actions are to be expected from God, or, in fact, to
assert anything respecting His righteousness, except the mere fact that it exists.

2.  Various so-called scientific objections are raised to the conception of God as
personal.  Excepting the avowed atheist, all admit the existence of some power beyond and
outside nature; but it is contended that we can know nothing respecting this cause of all
things-only that it Is.  "God is utterly and for ever unknow
able."1  "An inscrutable power of which we know no more than job did, when he said, 'Can
man by searching find this power out ?'"2  An Infinite and Eternal Energy from which all
things proceed."3  The Divine Power that cannot be identified with the totality of
phenomena."  These are among the scientific definitions of the Cause of all things.

Science admits the presence in the universe of a something which eludes all
investigation, and exceeds all comprehension; but, because mathematical demonstration
cannot be given that this "power" is intelligent and personal, many scientists insist that it is
" unknowable."  But the answer to this is, that moral, and not mathematical demonstration
is to be sought here.  Admit that there is a something outside nature, and the question arises,
what is that something? Is it Force?  "What do we know of force?  Our conception of force
is nothing but a generalised abstraction from our sensations of muscular resistance."4

Herbert Spencer tells us that the one tking we do know is, that we are in presence of
an Infinite and Eternal Energy, from which all things proceed."  And what is "energy"? 
"Power of doing work, as the power of a bullet propelled from a rifle, to penetrate."5  These
and other explanations of the "Unknowable" and "Unthinkable" are offered to us in the stead
of a personal God.  Which is the more rational? which the more probable? which best meets
and explains the facts of the physical and moral universe?  Surely, if the existence of God,
as a person, is not absolutely demonstrable, yet the moral probability almost reaches
demonstration, and is by a long way more reasonable of belief than " an inscrutable power,"
or "an Infinite and Eternal Energy" of the Agnostic or Scientist6

But if a personal God be "unthinkable" and "unknowable," is not any other first cause
just as inscrutable?  Herbert Spencer says: "Passing over the consideration of credibility, and
confining ourselves to that of conceivability, we see that Atheism, Pantheism, 



1 "First Principles," p. 43.

2 Ibid., p. 113.

3 Job 11:7-9, 26:14, 36:26, 37:23; Isa. 40:28; Rom. 11:33, 34

4 Tyndall's Address.

5 See "The Unseen Universe," 2nd edition, pp. 107-11.

6   "The Unseen Universe," 2nd edition, pp. 116-18.

7 "The Conservation of Energy," by Balfour Stewart, pp. 83, 136.
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and Theism, when rigorously analysed, prove to be absolutely unthinkable."1  "It is our
highest duty to regard that through which all things exist as the Unknowable."2  To be
consistent, the logical conclusion from all this must surely be, that "an Infinite and Eternal
Energy," or, indeed, any other definition of a First Cause, is equally as "unthinkable" or
"unknowable" as a Personal God; this is blank Agnosticism, stripped of its juggle of words.
Does not this bear a striking family likeness to Anti-theism, or Atheism?  Is it so reasonable
as is belief in a Personal God?

VII.  How can this objection that God is unknowable be answered?
1. It is necessary to have a clear understanding as to the meaning to be attached to

certain words.  Science has made no discovery when it tells us that God cannot be fully
known by His creatures.  Revelation told us that long ages ago.3  God cannot be known fully
and absolutely; that would involve the absurdity of the finite being able to comprehend the
infinite.  If, when it is affirmed that God is "unknowable" or "inscrutable," it is simply meant
that our knowledge of Him cannot be complete and perfect, we readily accept the statement.

But the Agnostic and Positivist mean more than this; they mean that we cannot know
that such a Being as God exists, nor is there any capacity on the part of man which enables
us to know anything about Him; that, in fact, the "idea" of God is "unthinkable," and that,
therefore, God is "unknowable."

This, however, arises from a confusion of terms and things.  Because knowledge is
not complete, it does not consequently follow that it cannot be accurate, so far as it goes.
No scientist will pretend that science has a complete knowledge, or even a complete theory,
of the universe; will he, therefore, admit that the universe is unknowable, or that his
knowledge of it is not accurate, though it is incomplete?  The truth is, that the mind can carry
its conceptions far beyond the power of words to formulate them.  "The Scientific Use of the
Imagination,"4 occupies a very important place in the region of science.  Universal
gravitation is not capable of demonstration; even now it is only a working hypothesis used
to explain certain well-known physical phenomena.5  The theory of light necessitates the
(supposed) presence of an ethereal medium boundless in extension, and which
interpenetrates all space and matter, the existence of which cannot be proven.6  Of the grand
law of "The Conservation of Energy,"  Balfour Stewart says:-"If true, its truth certainly
cannot be proved after the manner in which we prove a proposition in Euclid.  Nor does it
admit of a proof so rigid as the somewhat analogous principle of the conservation of
matter."7  "But if it be difficult to prove our



1 The Conservation of Energy," by Balfour Stewart, p. 84.

2 Professor Jevons, "The Principles of Science."

3  Ibid., Preface.  

4 “If we strike out” (from science) “all which is in reality scientific faith, science is shrivelled 
up into a little residuum of proportions, whose contents are so scant and insignificant as 
scarcely to repay the trouble of investigation.” - Ulrici. "I hope to be able to make manifest 
how the existence of God follows as the result of the modern investigations o£ nature, with 
the same certainty, perhaps with even greater, than, e.g., the existence of a universal power 
of attraction operating at a distance, of a material of light or heat (ether), of an electro-
magnetic fluid, etc. For it will be seen that these assumptions of natural science equally 
belong only to the sphere of scientific faith." - Ulrici.
     For an expansion of this argument, see Paley's "Natural Theology," Jackson's "The 
Philosophy of Natural Theology," particularly part 2; Winchell's  “Science and Religion,” 
pp. 85-99, 305-10; Joseph Cook's Lectures on "God in Natural Law," “The First Cause as
Personal;”
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principle in the most rigorous manner, we are yet able to give the strongest possible
indirect evidence of its truth."1

Where is the power of intellect which can comprehend in its fulness and
expansion the law of gravitation, of the ethereal medium of light, of the conservation of
energy, of the correlation of physical forces, and other cosmical laws of the Unseen
Universe?  Will the Agnostic be consistent, and say of these physical laws that they are
unknowable, because they cannot be known in their completeness?  No one doubts the
correctness of the theories by which it is attempted to explain these laws; and yet no one
will affirm that they are fully understandable or explainable. Here, then, we have
accurate, though partial knowledge.  And so with regard to the knowledge of God as the
cause of all things: we can know Him correctly, though we cannot understand Him
perfectly.

It has been well said by a most eminent man, "The doctors of science as well as of
Theology 'walk by faith, not by sight.'2  "I have a strong conviction that before a vigorous
logical scrutiny, the 'reign of law' will prove to be an unverified hypothesis, the
uniformity of nature an ambiguous expression, the certainty of our scientific inferences to
a great extent a delusion."3  So that in regard to much of physical science demonstration
is as impossible as it is in moral science; and this shows the inconsistency of those who
are believers in scientific dogmas, but Agnostics as to the great truth of the personality of
God.4

Dr. John Duncan very truly and beautifully says: "I do not know the whole of
God, and many things I dare neither to affirm nor to deny; but what I do know of Him I
find so grounded in my very being, so confronted by all the forms of all external being,
so comforting to my heart, so fruitful in the life, that I affirm it beyond the possibility of
denial."

2.  A First Cause being acknowledged as a necessary conception of the universe, a
Personal First Cause is no more inconceivable than any other First Cause.  It is certain
that we must predicate self existence and eternity of something; the only problem is
whether that something is personal or impersonal. Which then is the more rational, that
an eternal impersonal force, or energy, or influence, should have filled nature with its
marvelous adaptations and



1 See Wright's "Logic of Evidences."  A most able and useful book.

2 See page 10, etc.

3 Inverach's "Is God Knowable?"   p. 225.

4   Ibid., p.  23.

5 "First Principles," p. 109.  Here the argument of analogy is fairly used; but if applicable, it is
double-edged, and will prove our position as fully as his. If intelligence and will are our 
highest conceptions of being, then until some means of our postulating any higher mode of 
being are found, we are logically bound to apply these qualities to God. J. S. Mill acknow- 
ledges, "It would no doubt be absurd to suppose that our words exhaust the possibilities of 
Being." From this he draws the illogical conclusion that God must be "unknowable;" as if 
what our words do express must be without meaning, because they do not express everything.
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contrivances, and finally have evolved the personality of man; or that a self-existent
personality should have created fine universe?"1  "There is no more hackneyed quotation
than the one 'personality has a limit,' while God is illimitable.2  Where is the contradiction,
where is the inconsistency of applying the two ideas to the same being?  It would be
contradictory to speak of a round square, but there is no contradiction in speaking of a white,
or a crimson square.  So the adjectives personal and absolute are not logical contradictions,
nor are they contradictory in fact.  When we speak of the absolute, we speak of it as the
predicate of pure being, and what we mean is simply that the absolute is complete in itself,
it has no conditions save the conditions contained in itself.  When we speak of personality
we ascribe it to being, regarded as pure spiritual being; and we simply mean that absolute
personal being is, and must be, self-conscious, rational, and ethical; must answer to the idea
of spirit.  Why may not the Absolute Being be self-conscious?  To deny this to Him would
be to deny to Him one of the perfections which even finite beings may have."3  “Does the
ascription of life, intelligence, personality to God militate in any degree against the dignity
of the Infinite?”  While we affirm that our knowledge of God is true and trustworthy, we by
no means affirm that It is adequate and exhaustive.  "We know in part."4

The terms which are used by Sir W. Hamilton and Dean Manse, "The Absolute,"
"The Unconditioned," are without meaning unless they recognise the personality of God.
Matthew Arnold's "The Eternal not ourselves that makes for righteousness" is but a clumsy
attempt to avoid, by the skilful use of words, the recognition of God as a person; for how can
a mere influence, an abstract non-intelligence, make for anything, whether righteousness or
unrighteousness

3.  But the Agnostics, while insisting that God is "unthinkable" and unknowable, are
notwithstanding so inconsistent that they profess to be able to tell us what He is not.  If
nothing can be known,-for the Agnostic meaning of "unknowable" must be that, since all
agree that complete knowledge cannot be obtained,- how comes it to pass that we have such
dogmatic statements as to that which can neither be thought nor known?  Herbert Spencer
asks, "Is it not just possible that there is a mode of Being as much transcending intelligence
and will as these transcend mechanical motion?  It is true we are totally unable to conceive
any such higher mode of being. But this is not a reason for questioning its existence; it is
rather the reverse."5  In his last utterance he tells us that " amid the mysteries which become
the more mysterious



1 Religion : A Retrospect and Prospect," The Nineteenth Century, January 1884, p 12.  Is this 
"the higher mode of Being of which Mr. Spencer elsewhere speaks?  See p. 20.

2 The Ghost of Religion," The Nineteenth Century, March 1884, p. 494, etc.  In this paper the
believer in the Religion of Humanity trenchantly routs the Agnostic, and shows the logical
absurdity of formulating anything respecting that which is "unknowable."  In a passage of 
great pathos Mr. Harrison illustrates the utter hopelessness of those, the basis of whose 
religion is that they are in presence of the Unknowable Energy, and shows the superiority of 
the religion  which consists in the worship of Collective Humanity.  In the June number of the
same Review Mr. Justice Stephen criticises both Mr. Spencer and Mr. Harrison.  He 
pronounces the paper of the former as "an intricate game of which words are the counters.  I 
can see nothing in it but a series of metaphors built one upon another, and ending where it 
began.  The whole theory is a castle m the air, uninhabitable and destitute of foundations.  Mr.
Spencer's conclusion," continues Mr. Justice Stephen, "appears to me to have absolutely no
meaning at all.  It is so abstract that it asserts nothing.  It is like a gigantic soap-bubble, not 
burst, but blown thinner and thinner until it has become imperceptible."  Were the subject not 
so serious, it would be amusing to witness this triangular duel by these three Goliaths of 
literature.  The Agnostic makes the religion of the future to be a consciousness of the presence 
of "An Infinite and Eternal Energy," - that, and nothing more.  The worshipper of "Collective
Humanity" utterly demolishes the Agnostic, and sets up his theory of religion.  The neo-Christ-
ian, with keen sarcasm and keener logic, smites both hip and thigh, and at the same time 
constructs a religion that would remain if Christianity were extinguished, and with which he 
thinks the world would get along very well, that is, if the world as it now is "would only last,
"-a very important saving clause.  Thus scepticism answers itself, and leaves faith practically 
master of the field.  

Dr. James Martineau, in criticising Spencer's "Unknowable," says:-"To say that the 
First Cause is wholly removed from our apprehension, is not simply a disclaimer of faculty 
on our part; it is a charge of inability against the First Cause too.... And in the very act of 
declaring the First Cause incomprehensible, you do not permit it to remain unknown.  For that 
only is unknown of which you can neither affirm nor deny any predicate."

3 Many things may be unthinkable to individuals, or to a number of persons, which are not so in
themselves; the defect may be in the thinker, not in the subject of thought.  See I Cor. 1 20, 21.
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the more they are thought about, there will remain the one absolute certainty, that man is
ever in presence of an Infinite and Eternal Energy from which all things proceed.1  These
declarations are certainly surprising.  Well might Frederick Harrison, the Apostle of
Positivism, ask, "Has, then, the Agnostic a positive creed?  It would seem so; for Mr.
Spencer brings us at last to The one absolute certainty, the presence of an Infinite and
Eternal Energy from which all things proceed. But let no one suppose that this is merely a
new name for the great First Cause of so many theologies and metaphysics. In spite of the
capital letters and the use of theological terms as old as Isaiah or Athanasius, Mr. Spencer's
Energy has no analogy with God.  It is Eternal, Infinite, and Incomprehensible; but still it
is not He, but it."2

It is not necessary to point out the inconsistency involved in Mr. Spencer's
conclusion.  How can that be "unthinkable" which can be formulated in the definite terms
which he uses?  And how can that be "unknowable" in regard which he can describe the
nature, the extent, and the duration of its existence?3



1 “Lectures on the Science of Religion,” new ed., p. 20.  See also, on the use and meaning of 
the words infinite and finite, in which he combats the opinion that finite is a negative idea.
"Lectures on Language," 2nd series, p. 576.  See Jackson's " Philosophy of Natural 
Theology," chap. 3.

2 See Dr. Cocker's "Theistic Conception of the World," quoted in Winchell's "Science and
Religion," p. 285.

3 Will implies intelligence, affection, efficiency-in other words, Personality.

4 See "Religion without God, and God without Religion," by Rev. W. Arthur -particularly pp.
407-543. The whole volume is a remarkably able, incisive, and crushing criticism of 
Positivism, Agnosticism, and Deism, and should be carefully studied.
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We may answer Spencer and the Positivists by the words of Professor Max Müller:
"If philosophy has to explain what is, not what ought to be, there will be and can be no rest
till we admit what cannot be denied, that there is in man a faculty, which I call a faculty for
apprehending the Infinite, not only in religion, but in all things a power independent of sense
and reason, but yet a very real power, which has held its own from the beginning of the
world, neither sense nor reason being able to overcome it, while it alone is able to overcome
both reason and sense."1

4.  Four answers have been given to the question, "What is the First Cause of all
things?" viz., 1. "In the beginning was Matter;"  2. "In the beginning was Force or Energy;"
3. "In the beginning was Thought;"  4. "In the beginning was Will."  The first answer is
Atheism; the second is Anti-theistic; the third is Pantheistic; the fourth is Theism, and is, we
venture to affirm, supported by true science.2

To sum up the various arguments which we have presented, the conclusion appears
inevitable, that the First Cause of all things must be personal, that there is " behind ourselves,
and all things that we see and know, a Mind, a Reason, a Will, like our own, only
incomparably greater."3  The evidence of this is seen in the works of nature, in the common
consent of mankind; is felt in man's inner consciousness, and in his sense of moral
accountability.  The God of the Scriptures and the First Cause of true science are One !4

Of the Nature and Attributes of the Divine Being we must speak in Chapter 4, which
see.



1 Oosterzee

2 Acts 17:23-29

3 Rom. 1:19, 20.

4 Psalm 19:1

5  Acts 17:28

6 T. H. Horne.   "By Revelation we imply either the process by which God makes Himself 
known to man, or the knowledge thus obtained." - "Bib. Educator."
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CHAPTER II. 

DIVINE REVELATION

I.  What are we to understand by Divine Revelation? 
Revelation means to disclose, or unfold; to communicate.  Divine revelation means

the communication by God to man, in certain ways and for certain ends, of the secrets of His
will and nature.1

The Book of Nature is a Divine Revelation, which makes manifest the existence of
God,2  His natural attributes,3 His works4 and awakens man's sense of obligation or
accountability to Him.5

Supernatural revelation, in a theological sense, is the communication of sacred truth
to man, which could not have been known from the Book of Nature, or by any process of
human reasoning, or by the exercise of our faculties without supernatural assistance or
means.  "A Divine Revelation is a discovery by God to man of Himself, or His will, over and
above what He has made known by the light of reason."6

We have, then, in our hands a book that professes to be a revelation of truth and duty
given by God to His intelligent and sinful creatures; a book whose last page has been written
about eighteen hundred years; a book that has been transcribed by numberless pens,
translated into many languages, scrutinised by the scholar, and loved and reverenced by
millions; and we must consider the evidences by which this particular record is commended
to our faith.

II.  Is there any reason for perplexity among the numerous pretended revelations that
are found amongst men?

Infidels have always been accustomed to say much concerning false religions, in
order to throw discredit upon the true one.  They have argued thus: " Every nation in the
world pretends to a revealed religion. Each community has its own, which boasts its
irresistible proofs, its miracles, its prophets. To believe them all is impossible, since they
contradict and anathematise each other; and to discriminate between them is equally
impossible, for were



1 Zoroaster (or in modern Persian Zerduoht) was the founder of the religious system set forth 
in the Zend-Avesta; he is believed to have reformed the Magian religion.  The Parsees, or
fire-worshipers of Western India, are the only followers of Zoroaster.  Irreconcilable diff- 
erences exist as to the time he lived, varying from ten centuries B.C. to the time of Darius
Hystaspes, circa 500 B.C.  Tradition says he retired to a cave in the mountains of Elburz 
when ten years old, remained there for twenty years, and received revelations from Auramazda 
and attendant spirits, which he recorded in the Zend-Avesta, or "the living word."  Another
Zoroaster is said to have flourished earlier, and was the father of Chaldea astrology and magic. 

2  Zend or Zend-Avesta, attributed to Zoroaster, but now believed to have been written at 
different periods, the earliest extending back to 1200 B.C.  Only a small part of the original 
work remains. The Parsees accept the book as their sole rule of faith and manners.  
Baumgarten affirms that it contains doctrines, opinions, and facts borrowed from the Jews,
Christians, and Mohammedans; from which, and other circumstances, he concludes that the 
history and writings of this sage were probably invented in the later ages.

3 Solon was one of the seven sages of Greece and the celebrated legislator of Athens, who was 
born 638 B.C.

4 Lycurgus, the celebrated Spartan legislator, who is supposed to have flourished about B.C. 850.

5 Confucius was the most eminent and most justly venerated of all the philosophers of China; he 
was born about B.C. 550.
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there a true revelation it would be vain to attempt the discovery of it in the midst of so much
confusion."  Now, how numerous soever the religions may be which falsely boast their
Divine origin, this is no proof that a true revelation does not somewhere exist.  On the
contrary, so many groundless pretensions are an evidence that a just claim does somewhere
exist.  No one would have made counterfeit money, had not the true coin first existed; and
charlatans in medicine only exert their influence over the minds of people, because there are
physicians and real remedies.  So if God had not spoken to man, what Rousseau calls "the
fantasy of revelations" would never have had its rise.  And thus, instead of concluding that
there is no true revelation because there are so many false ones, we should say that there are
so many false ones because there is a true revelation.  And it is a great mistake to suppose
that the task of discovering the true religion is perplexing and impracticable.  Of course, it
would be idle to allege against us the claims of such religions as have no written testimony,
and of which anything may be affirmed that fancy or caprice can suggest.  We must confine
ourselves to those revelations which have a written evidence; and of these how many are
worthy to be put in competition with the Bible?  We are referred to the revelation of
Zoroasler.1  But even were not tradition involved in so much uncertainty as to reckon as
many as six different Zoroasters, and were not the authenticity of the Zend-Avesta2 I a
contested point, as is the case, still this book is rather a treatise of theology, philosophy, and
other matters, than a professed revelation.  The author is less a false prophet than a legislator;
and he may be compared to Solon3 and Lycurgus,4 who invoked the authority of the gods in
support of their laws, without declaring themselves to be prophets.  As to Confucius,5 he lays
so little claim to this character, that the books of which he is considered the author are
especially distinguished by the fact that no



1 Sanchoniathon was a Phoenician philosopher and historian, who is said to have flourished 
before the Trojan war.  Of this most ancient writer the only remains extant are sundry 
fragments of cosmogony, and of the history of the gods and first mortals, preserved by 
Eusebius and Theodoret. Several modern writers, however, of great learning, have called in
question the very existence of Sanchoniathon, and have contended with much plausibility, 
that the fragments which Eusebius adopted as genuine upon the authority of Porphyry, were 
forged by that author or the pretended translator Philo, from enmity to the Christians, and 
that the Pagans might have something to show of equal antiquity with the Book of Moses.  
These opposite opinions have produced a controversy that has filled volumes.-" Encyclo- 
pedia Britannica."

Attempts have been made to show that the Christian Scriptures have been borrowed 
from the Vedas and Buddhist sacred books. See this successfully answered by Professor Max 
Müller, in the Contemporary Review, April 1870, and " Selected Essays," vol. 2, pp. 442-78.  
As to the age and character of the Vedas, see Max Müller's "Selected Essays," vol. 2, pp.  120
-24, 454;

2 Monier Williams' "Indian Wisdom," p. 9" The Hin religion, a  Sketch and a Contrast," by J.
Murray Mitchell, etc.; .A., LL.D., in " Present Day Tracts," vol. 6.

3 Rev. A. Monod’s "Lucilla."
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trace of the doctrine of a Divinity, or of a future state, is to be found in them. Of
Sanchoniathon1 we have only a fragment, and that is more than doubtful.  It has passed
through four different hands before it reaches us.  It is to be found in the Fathers of the
Church, who quote from Porphyry-the declared adversary of Christianity, who quotes from
Philon of Biblos, who quotes the Phmnician author.  The Hindoos, indeed, possess books
which they believe to be inspired, but the origin of these books is anything but authentic. The
most impenetrable mystery covers their origin.2

In fact, we find no religion which claims Divine inspiration for well known writers
except these three: that of Moses, of Jesus Christ, and of Mohammed, and all these spring
from the same source; for the religion of Jesus Christ is based on that of Moses, and
Mohammed pretends to rest his claims upon those of the two others.  The Old Testament-the
most ancient book in existenceclearly proclaims its Divine inspiration; and it is from this
common head that all accredited revelations, whether true or false, have their rise; and
amongst these there are only three whose authority it is either possible or necessary to bring
to the test.  The inquiry is thus brought within very narrow limits; for the Jewish and
Christian religions hold together in such a manner that if the second is of God, the first, to
which it bears testimony, must be of God also.  They are one: they stand or fall together.
And the Christian religion is so strongly opposed to Mohammedanism that if the one is
Divine, the other cannot be so.3  Let us, then, examine the claims of the Christian religion,
and of the documents on which it rests, namely, the Scriptures of the Old and New
Testaments.  We maintain that they not only contain, but are, a revelation from God. And
the evidences by which this is proved are usually distributed under these general heads:
Presumptive, Historical, Direct, Internal, and Miscellaneous.  

The Presumptive Evidences.  These are certain facts, or preliminary considerations,
which yield a presumption in favour of such a revelation, and which may fairly predispose
us to examine its



1 Dr. Hannah.

2 Works, vol. 9, p. 71, 12 mo, 1764.

3 See "Anno Domini, or a Glimpse at the World into which Messias was born," by J. D.
Craig-Houston, B.D.; " Gesta Christi, or a History of Humane Progress under Christianity," 
the earlier chapters. This is a most valuable and able book. The "Apologies" of Justin Martyr 
and Tertullian, in Clark's "Anti-Nicene Library. But, perhaps, best of all, the writings of the
historians and philosophers before Christ.
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more direct and proper proofs."1  These facts relate to the necessity, the possibility, and the
probability of an express revelation from God.

III.  Is a Divine, Supernatural Revelation necessary?
Modern infidels are loud in their assertions that the light of nature will suffice to

conduct mankind to truth and virtue and happiness.  This point can be easily tested by an
inquiry into the state of those nations which are altogether without revelation, either real or
pretended.  It would not be fair to refer to systems of Natural Theology which have been
framed in Christian lands, even though the men who framed them were avowed opponents
of the Bible; for some of their best views and precepts have been derived, not from the
dictates of their own unassisted reason, but, as Rousseau himself confesses,2  from those very
Scriptures which they despise and revile, from the early impressions of education, and from
living in a country where, in spite of themselves, they imbibe some portion of that religious
knowledge which the sacred writings have every where diffused. "If the inquiry really be
concerning the sufficiency of natural light without a direct revelation, we ought, in all
justice, to confine ourselves to those, whether in ancient or modern times, who have enjoyed
the light of nature alone; or, at most, the light of nature with a few faint rays of early
traditionary revelation."  Examine, then, the most authentic records concerning the religion
and morals of the heathen world.  Bring forward as witnesses the ancient philosophers of
Greece and Rome.3  Let our inquiries relate to the time when the human mind was in a
condition of strength and culture, quite equal, if not superior, to anything developed in the
history of the world.And what is the result?  Did man, simply by his own unaided reason,
rise to a right conception of his Maker? did he discover the true relation in which he stood
to the Supreme?  Was he able to tell with certainty whether there was pardon for the guilty,
or whether there was power in prayer ? Did he erect an infallible standard of morality, and
exercise a steady belief in a future state of being?  In short, without the Bible, did he realize
and fulfil the great end for which he was created, and all this in a way conducive to his own
happiness as an immortal being, and quite in harmony with the principles of the Divine
government and the character of God?  Alas! all history testifies that "the world by wisdom
knew not God;" that the most eminent of the heathen philosophers never rose above a
gloomy scepticism or a low and grovelling idolatry; and that vice in its most revolting shape
stalked about, not in solitary and isolated cases, but under the 



1 See Oosterzee's "Christian Dogmatics," pp. 112-16
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professed sanction of the national religion, and its degrading rites and ceremonies.  Read the
abundant evidence furnished on this subject in Dr. Leland's "Necessity and Advantages of
the Christian Revelation," Bishop Porteus Tract on "The Beneficial Effects of Christianity,"
Horne's "Introduction," Watson's "Institutes," and Dr. Macknight's Notes on the First
Chapter of Romans. And what have the modern opposers of revelation left us to prove that
our unaided reason, the light of nature, or call it what you will, will serve us better than it
did the sages of antiquity?  What can we find in their writings which may be regarded as a
perfect rule of duty, or an infallible standard of truth?  The Rev. T. H. Horne has been
careful to collect in his "Introduction," vol.1, the recorded opinions of Herbert, and Hobbs,
and Hume, and Blount, and Collins, and Tindal, and Morgan, and Bolingbroke, and Voltaire,
and Diderot, and D'Alembert, etc.; from which the proof is but too abundant, that were there
no guide for man but that which they have attempted to furnish, his condition would indeed
be hopeless, and his destiny perplexing, unmeaning, and sad.  If men are not altogether
blinded by prejudice or passion, if they are not altogether deaf to the voice of history, they
cannot but see the inadequacy of human reason to the moral necessities of man.  We need
a revelation: this the philosophers of antiquity painfully felt; and this every thoughtful spirit
will feel, who, like them, is left to the misery of mere conjecture on the most momentous
subjects connected with human happiness.1

IV.  Is a Divine, Supernatural Revelation possible?
There are those among modern sceptics who answer this inquiry with an emphatic

"No," although others have felt themselves compelled to concede this point.  Says
Bolingbroke, "An extraordinary action of God upon the human mind, which the word
inspiration is now used to denote, is not more inconceivable than the ordinary action of mind
on body or of body on mind."  Those who allege the impossibility of a Divine revelation to
man should in all fairness show where the impossibility lies.  Is it in God?  Is He not a Being
of amazing and even of unbounded power? and whatever difficulties may be involved in a
Divine revelation, are they such as omnipotence can never overcome?  Is the alleged
impossibility in man?  Has he not perception, judgment, and will sufficient, if rightly
directed, to apprehend and embrace what God maybe pleased to reveal?  To deny this were
to deny the gift of our intellectual and rational nature, and to degrade ourselves to a level
with the brutes.  (Psalm 49:20.)  Does the impossibility, then, lie in the discovery of a proper
medium of communication?  Shall we suppose that He who formed man, and endowed him
with intelligence, is unable to devise a way by signs, inspiration, language, or the like, to
disclose to him his mind and purposes?  If we ourselves can in various ways transmit our
inward thoughts, and sentiments, and



1 Dr. Hannah's Lectures.

2 The possibility of a Divine Revelation was held by the Greek and Roman philosophers, many 
of whom claimed to have received revelations and communicated them to mankind, see 
pp. 24, 25. It was predicated of them by the early Christian Fathers and apologists. Clement 
of Alexandria says, "Perchance, too, philosophy was given to the Greets directly and 
primarily, till the Lord should call the Greeks."  But all" [the philosophers] "m my opinion, 
are illuminated by the dawn of light."  So then, the Barbarian and Hellenic philosophy has 
torn off a fragment of eternal truth."In his Exhortation to the Heathen," after quoting admir- 
ingly from Plato, Antisthenes, Socrates, Xenophon, Cleanthes, and the Pythagorians, he 
concludes,  For the knowledge, these utterances, written by those we have mentioned 
through the inspiration of God, and selected by us, may suffice." (See Winchell's "Science 
and Religion," PP. 179, 000 The objections to the possibility of Divine Revelation arising 
from Positivism, Agnosticism, Pantheism, etc., are practically met in the previous chapter, and 
do not need further notice here; for if we have evidence which proves the existence of a 
personal God, the Maker and Governor of the universe" a Being who thinks and loves," it 
follows that He can and will make known His will to His intelligent and rational creatures.

3 Treffry’s  “Lecture on the Evidences.”
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feelings to each other, can we entertain the thought that God, who has supplied us with this
faculty, is ever at a loss to convey to us by some most efficient medium, the knowledge of
His will and designs?1  We must surrender ourselves to the boldest Atheism ere we can deny
that He can, if He sees fit, make a communication of Himself and of His will, and
accompany it with evidences sufficiently clear to convince every lover of truth of its credit
and authority.2

V.  Is a Divine, Supernatural Revelation probable?
If any argument can be drawn from the general persuasion of mankind, it is strongly

in favour of this supposition.  For we shall scarcely find a people that believed the existence
of a God, who did not likewise believe that some kind of communication already subsisted
between God and man, or would at some future time be vouchsafed to dispel the cloud of
darkness in which they were involved.  But further than this: all our acquaintance with the
Divine nature leads to the conclusion that He will concede to His rational and responsible
creatures a communication of His nature and will.  He is a holy God, infinitely and eternally
holy; and it is in the nature of holiness to desire in all others a resemblance to itself, and to
hold all impurity, wherever it exists, in utter abhorrence.  But if our infinitely wise Creator
designs us to be holy, He will undoubtedly supply every necessary assistance; for it is
altogether inconceivable that a wise Being should will an end without willing also the means
essential to that end ; and is not a revelation of His will one of the means essential to that
end?3  He is a God of goodness too.  "The goodness of God endureth continually."  It arrays
the lilies of the field, marks the fall of the sparrow, numbers the very hairs of our head, feeds
the fowls of the air, and munificently supplies the wants of the whole creation. Man, as the
chief and prince of this lower world, partakes of the especial care and bounty of the Most
High.  And shall his best interests be dis- 



1 Dr. Hannah.

2 The probability of a Divine revelation is stated with great force in Paley's "Evidences"-
Preliminary Considerations.  See also Watson's "Institutes." 

3 Dr. Hannah.

4 It should be remembered that the onus probandi that the books of Scripture are not genuine 
and authentic lies upon the objector.  We are in possession, and the objector brings an action 
of ejectment.  We have not to prove, but only to defend our case.  Before we can be called 
upon to give up the genuineness and authenticity of the Scriptures, positive evidence must be
furnished that the reasons which were sufficient to rove this in the past, are insufficient, and 
are,
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regarded?  Shall his body be fed, and his soul be left to pine away in dreary and unrelieved
destitution? shall he find plentiful provision for time, and none for eternity?  Is this the
lesson which Divine goodness teaches? this the conclusion to which its past and present
manifestations guide us?1  Surely it may be presumed, with Socrates, however much the
modern infidel may doubt it, that lie, the loving Father of our spirits, will break the awful
silence, and speak to man in the voice of love whatever may be necessary to his present and
eternal well-being."2

If, then, these considerations afford presumptive evidence in favour of a revelation
from God, the next inquiry relates to

The historical evidences of the credibility of the Scriptures.
The volume that is offered us as a revelation from God contains many separate books,
written by different persons; are all these genuine?  It abounds in historical facts; are they
authentic?  It has come down to us from very ancient times; can we be certain of its
uncorrupted Preservation?  Historical evidence respects these three points.

VI.  Have we sufficient proof of the genuineness of the sacred books?
A book is genuine if it was written by the person whose name it bears.  The word has

relation only to authorship. Is it the legitimate production of the person to whom it is
ascribed, or is it spurious?  "Now, the greater part of the books of Scripture plainly
appropriate the names of those by whom they were written; but the other books do not
appropriate the names of their respective writers, while yet they claim to be the genuine
productions of competent persons though unknown or undetermined."3  We must keep this
distinction before us, and by the ordinary rules of criticism, the same rules that we should
apply to the records of any profane writer, test the genuineness of the sacred books.  The
process of proof in respect to the Old and New Testament is of course distinct, and must be
treated of separately.

Concerning the Books of the Old Testament.
1.  Those which are assigned under God to a known and certain human authorship,

have been received from the time of their alleged publication as the production of the men
whose names they bear; and there is not, even in contemporary authors, in the contents of
the works themselves, or in the traditions by which they are accompanied, the shadow of a
testimony to the contrary.4  And the books
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which are assigned also under God to a competent human authorship, though unknown or
unascertained, have been always received on a prevalent and satisfactory authority as the
genuine works of men guided by God, and thus divinely fitted to instruct the Church and the
world.  And they afford ample internal evidence of their genuineness, in their strict harmony
with other parts of Scripture, and in their uniform character.  Did our process of proof pause
here, we should be bound to admit the genuineness of these records.

2.  The Old Testament is in the hands of two classes of men, who, in a theological
sense, are utterly at variance-Jews and Christians.  They possess no interest in common, no
ties by which they could possibly be bound in a common scheme of fraud; and yet these
hostile bodies have for ages jointly maintained the genuineness of the Old Testament: on this
point there has been neither doubt nor disputation.  And is it possible that an
acknowledgment so universal could have taken place, had not these writings been
demonstrably what they profess to be?

3.  We have direct testimony to the genuineness of the Old Testament; for Josephus,
the celebrated Jewish historian, who lived at the beginning of the Christian era, and who was
without temptation to state anything that was not perfectly and notoriously true, gives a
catalogue o£ the sacred books among the Jews, in which he expressly mentions the five
books of Moses, thirteen of the Prophets, and four of Hymns and Moral Precepts.  Now, the
ancient Jews united the book of Ruth to that of judges, made the two books of Samuel, the
two books of Kings, the two books of Chronicles, Jeremiah and the Lamentations, and the
twelve minor Prophets, respectively one book; and, therefore, the enumeration of Josephus
precisely corresponds with that of our Bibles: another conclusive proof of the genuineness
of these records.

4.  But we have further proof on this subject in the fact that, more than three hundred
years before the age of Josephus, the Jewish Scriptures were admitted into the celebrated
Library of Alexandria, which was formed by the immediate successors of Alexander the
Great.  For this purpose they were translated into Greek about 280 B.C.This version is
commonly called the "Sep -

outweighed by the proofs now offered in opposition.  This we affirm has not been done.
  “The genuineness of these writings really admits of little doubt, and is susceptible of as

ready proof as that of any ancient writings whatever.  The rule of municipal, law on this subject is
familiar, and applies with equal force to all ancient writings, whether documentary or otherwise; ...
every document, apparently ancient, coming from the proper repository or custody, and bearing on
its face no evident marks of forgery, the law presumes to be genuine, and devolves upon the
opposing party the burden of proving it otherwise.”

“If it be objected that the originals are lost, and that copies alone are now produced, the
principles of municipal law here also afford a satisfactory answer.  For the multiplication of copies
was a public fact, in the faithfulness of which all the Christian community bad an interest; and it is
a rule of law that in matters of public and general interest all persons must be presumed to be
conversant with their own affairs.” "Testimony of the Evangelists," by Dr. Greenleaf, Professor of
Law in Harvard University.
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1 For a history of this translation, etc., see Smith's "Concise Dictionary of the Bible "-a most useful
abridgment of the larger work.

2 The Pentateuch has been the chief battle-ground as to the genuineness and historical accuracy of 
Old Testament Scripture.  Colenso's attack is all but forgotten, and was a signal failure, which 
excited attention chiefly because of the boldness of its assertions and the ecclesiastical position of 
the author. On the Mosaic authorship of the Pentateuch see Barrow's " Introduction to the Study 
of the Bible," pp. 82-93 ; Ellicott's "Commentary:-Introduction to Exodus, Numbers, and
Deuteronomy;" "Speaker's Commentary," note on Lev, 26, end of chapter; Introductions to 
Numbers and Deuteronomy.  See also Keil's "Introduction to the Old Testament," vol, 1, pp. 79-
196, for a full and almost exhaustive discussion of this question, and likewise the Documentary,
Fragmentary, and Supplementary theories of the Book of Genesis.

The most recent, as well as the most learned, attempt to prove the non-Mosaic authorship 
of the Pentateuch is that of Dr. W. Robertson Smith, following the teaching of Kuenen and
Wellhausen. Their theory briefly stated by Dr. Cunningham Geikie is, that the Pentateuch consists 
of various documents incorporated in its books (this is admitted by all critics, the only difference 
of opinion being the extent of such incorporations), "That portions said to have been written by 
him may, indeed, be all that he himself with his own hand set down. But that Exodus, Leviticus, 
and Numbers, except a few fragments, date from nearly a thousand years after Moses; that the 
story of the Tabernacle, of the institution of the great yearly feasts, of the Levitical economy, 
and, indeed, even the laws which governed the Jewish people, are all 'leg al fictions,' invented as 
long after the dates they attempt to bear as the interval of the present year from the reign of King
Alfred in Wessex."  All this, and more, Dr. Smith tells us" is quite certain;"  "There is no doubt;"  
"The conclusion is inevitable."  This "Newer Criticism," as its advocates call it, is not received by 
the highest authorities in Germany, and is  rejected by almost every Biblical critic of note in Eng-
land.  Among the replies to Dr. Robertson Smith's Lectures, that of Professor Dr. Robert Watts, of
Belfast, is one of the most able, viz., "The Newer Criticism and the Analogy of Faith, a reply to
lectures by W. Robertson Smith, D.D., on the Old Testament m the Jewish Church," second 
edition.  An admirable brief statement is found in "The Mosaic Authorship and Credibility of the
Pentateuch," by R. Payne-Smith, Dean of Canterbury, in "Present Day Tracts," vol. iii.  See also 
on this and kindred questions "The Higher Criticism and the Bible, a Manual for Students," by 
Rev, W. B. Boyce,-an admirable and useful volume.

31

DIVINE REVELATION.

tuagint," and is now in our hands.1  It consists of the same books as those which compose the
Old Testament in our Bibles; and thus are we assured that we still have those identical books,
which the most ancient Jews attested to be genuine; a benefit this which has not happened to
any ancient profane books whatever.

5.  Besides all this, the genuineness of the Old Testament Scriptures is attested by a
mass of internal evidence, arising from the language, style, and manner of writing that are used,
and the very great number of particular circumstances of time, place, persons, etc., that are
mentioned. These are given in detail, and with great force, by Rev, T. H. Horne in his
"Introduction," vol. 5, and in Treffry's "Lectures on the Evidences," lecture 22

Any one who will carefully examine the arguments now adduced will see how
strong-we may add, indisputable-is the evidence of the genuineness of the Old Testament
Scriptures.

VII.  Do not passages occur in some of these books which it is said really could not be
written by the person to whom the work is attributed?

"We do not deny that a few insertions may have been made on the authority of
subsequent inspired men, as Joshua, Samuel, and Ezra; and that marginal glosses may have
accidentally crept



1 Dr. Hannah.

2 Horne's " Introduction." See also Speaker's and Critical commentaries in loco. 

3 Bishop Watson's "Apology," letter 3.

4 In Gen. 23:22, and Numb. 13:22, we have Hebron identified with Kirjath-abra, so the 
objection is without force.See also" Speaker's Commentary" in loco.

5 Horne's "Introduction."  See also Speaker's and Critical commentaries in loco,
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into the text.  But they do not affect the proper genuineness of the work."1  Let us, however,
consider a few examples.  They may be comprised under one general head; viz., expressions
and passages found in the Pentateuch, which could not have been written by Moses.

1.  In Gen. 14:14 it is said that Abram "Pursued them unto Dan," whereas it appears
from Judges 28:29, that the town of Laish was not called Dan till above 330 years after the
death of Moses.  Hence it is argued that Genesis was not written till after the Israelites had
taken possession of the Holy Land.  "But is it not possible that Moses originally wrote Laish,
and that after the name of the city had been changed, transcribers, for the sake of perspicuity,
substituted the new for the old name?"2  "But if this solution does not please you, we desire
it may be proved that the Dan mentioned in Genesis was the same town as the Dan
mentioned in Judges. We desire, further, to have it proved that the Dan mentioned
in Genesis was the name of a town and not of a river.  A river was fully as likely as a town
to stop a, pursuit.  Lot, we know, was settled in the plain of Jordan (Gen. 13:14); and Jordan,
we know, was composed of the united streams of two rivers, called Jor and Dan."3

2. In Gen. 14:18 it is said that Abraham dwelt in Hebron;" but in Joshua 14:15, we
are told that "Hebron before was Kirjatharba."  Yet Hebron might be the name of the district
even in the time of Moses; and till evidence to the contrary is adduced, the argument against
the genuineness of the text is without foundation.4

3.  In Gen. 35:21 we read, "Israel spread his tent beyond the tower of Edar;" and it
is said that, as this was the name of a tower over one of the gates of Jerusalem, the author
of the Book of Genesis must at least have been contemporary with Saul and David.  But "the
tower of Edar" signifies, literally, the tower of the flock, and is so translated in Micah 4:8
; and as this name was undoubtedly given to many towers or places of retreat for shepherds
in the open country of Palestine, which in the days of the patriarchs was covered with flocks,
it is unnecessary to suppose that the phrase in this passage had any reference to a tower that,
many hundreds of years after Israel was dead, was built in Jerusalem.5

4. Exod. 16:35, 36 has been adduced to prove that the book could not have been
written by Moses, as the Jews did not reach the borders of Canaan, or cease to eat manna,
until after his death. It is acknowledged that the passage is evidently inserted by a later
hand.  It forms a complete parenthesis.  "It might have been added by Ezra, who, under the
direction of the Divine Spirit, collected and digested the different inspired books, adding
such supplementary,



1 Dr. A. Clarke's Note.

2 The Revised Version reads in the margin, "Heb., devoted" instead of "destroyed."

3 Dr. A. Clarke's Note.  See also "Critical Commentary."

4 Bishop Watson's "Apology."

5 Dr. Clarke's Note. Also "Speaker's Commentary."
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explanatory, and connecting sentences, as were deemed proper to complete and arrange the
whole of the sacred canon."1

5. Numb. 21:3 is another passage which appears to have been added after the days
of Joshua; as it is certain the Canaanites were not utterly destroyed at the time here spoken
of; nor were they till after the death of Moses. Probably, therefore, the verse was added
afterwards by Joshua or Ezra: or else the word Vaiyacharem, which we translate "utterly
destroyed them," should be rendered "devoted them to utter destruction,"2 which not only
makes a good sense, and is not repugnant to the Hebrew, but which the context shows to be
the true meaning.3

6. Numb. 12:3 is supposed to prove that Moses could not have been the author of this
book, as no man, however great his egotism, could have written such an assertion of himself.
But "who would be so fastidious as to find fault with an illustrious man, who, being
calumniated by his nearest relations as guilty of pride and fond of power, should vindicate
his character by saying, 'My temper was naturally as meek and unassuming as that of any
man upon earth'?  There are occasions in which a modest man, who speaks truly, may speak
proudly of himself, without forfeiting his general character; and there is no occasion which
either more requires or excuses this conduct, than when he is repelling the foul and envious
aspersions of those who both know his character and had  experienced his kindness; and in
that predicament stood Aaron and Miriam, the accusers of Moses."4  This appears to be a
sufficient answer to the objection.  But it is pleaded by able critics that the word Anav, which
is translated "meek," is derived from Anah, to act upon, to humble, desress, afflict, and ought
to be understood in this sense here.  "He was depressed or afflicted more than any man," etc.
And why was he so?  Because of the great burden he had to bear in the care and government
of this people; and because of their ingratitude and rebellion, both against God and himself.
Of this depression and affliction see the fullest proof in the preceding chapter. The very
power they envied was oppressive to its possessor, and was more than either of their
shoulders could sustain.5

7. In Deut. 34. the death of Moses is described; and, therefore, that chapter could not
have been written by him.  Most commentators are of opinion that it was added either by
Joshua, or some other sacred writer, as a supplement to the whole.  Or, it may formerly have
been the commencement of the Book of Joshua, and was removed from thence and joined
to Deuteronomy by way of supplement.  This latter opinion "will not appear unnatural, if it
be considered that sections and other divisions, as well as points and pauses, were invented
long since these books were written; for in



1 Dr. Clarke's Note.  Also "Speaker's Commentary."

2 Dr. Clarke.  Also "Speaker's Commentary" and the "Critical Commentary."

3 Horne's "Introduction,"
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those early ages several books were connected together, and followed each other on the same
roll. The beginning of one book might, therefore, be easily transferred to the end of another,
and, in process of time, be considered as its real conclusion."1

8. Gen. 36:31, and Dent. 3:14, contain the most formidable objections that have been
urged against the genuineness of the Pentateuch ; for the one implies a writer who lived after
the establishment of monarchy in Israel; the other a writer who lived at least some ages after
the settlement of the Jews in Palestine. "But I have no scruple," says Bishop Watson, "in
admitting that the passage in question, viz., Gen. 36:31-39, containing the genealogy of some
kings of Edom, might have been inserted in the Book of Genesis after the Book of
Chronicles (which was called in Greek by a name importing that it contained things left out
in the other books) was written."  "Or it is quite possible they might have been, at a very
early period, written in the margin of an authentic copy to make out the regal succession in
Edom, prior to the consecration of Saul; which words being afterwards found m the margin
of a valuable copy, from which others were transcribed, were supposed by a copyist to be
a part of the text, which having been omitted by the mistake of the original writer, had been
since added to make up the deficiency; on this conviction he would not hesitate to transcribe
them consecutively in his copy.2

And so also the clause of the second example (Dent. iii. 14), "unto this day," could
not possibly have proceeded from the author of the rest of the verse, who, whether Moses
or any other person, would hardly have written, "He called them after his own name unto this
day."  The author of the Pentateuch wrote, "He called them after his own name:" some
centuries after the death of the author, the clause "unto this day" was probably added in the
margin to denote that the district still retained the name which was given it by Jair, and this
marginal reading was in subsequent transcripts obtruded on the text.3

These are the principal passages that have been adduced to disprove the genuineness
of the Old Testament Scriptures. And now let any one decide impartially as to their bearing
upon this question. Is there anything in any or in all of these passages to induce us to lay
aside the sacred books as spurious or counterfeit? Did any one ever deny the Iliad or
Odyssey to be the work of Homer, because some ancient critics and grammarians have
asserted that a few verses are interpolations?  And may we not even say that the few
instances of interpolation that have been discovered in the text of Scripture, so far from
impeaching the antiquity and genuineness of the original
narrative, rather confirms them?  "For, if this were a compilation long subsequent to the
events it records, such additions would not have been plainly distinguishable, as they now
are, from the main



1 Horne's "Introduction."

2 See Lardner's "Credibility of the Gospel History."  An abridged view of the
evidence adduced in this work is given by Paley, in his " Evidences."  See also Horne's
"Introduction," vol. 1.

3 Treffry's "Lectures on the Evidences."

4 The canon of the New Testament was not finally settled until the Council of Carthage, 397, 
but the books themselves were accepted as inspired long before. 

5 On the genuineness of the books of the New "Testament there are two works of inestimable 
value, Isaac Taylor's "History of the Transmigration of Ancient Books," and his "Process of
Historical Proof Exemplified and Explained."  They are as interesting in respect of the facts 
they- embody as they are convincing in argument.-Rev. T. Jackson.  Renan says, "It is known 
that each of the four Gospels bears at its head the name of a personage known either in the
apostolic history or in the evangelistic history itself...they assume a high value, since they 
enable us to go back to the half-century which followed the life of Jesus, and even in two 
cases to eye-witnesses o f His actions."  "As to Luke doubt is scarcely
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substance of the original; since the entire history would have been composed with the
same ideas and views as these additions were; and such explanatory insertions would not
have been made, if length of time had not rendered them necessary."1

Concerning the Books of the New Testament; their genuineness is a question
easily determined. It is proved by the common consent of all ages of the Christian Church
from the times of the apostles down to our own.2  "Had the books which bear the names
of Matthew, Mark, Luke, John, Paul, Peter, etc., been published after their death, when
they had never before been heard of, would not the several persons and Churches to
which some of them were addressed, and Christians in general, as supposed to have been
acquainted with them during the lives of the apostles and evangelists, have declared them
to be forgeries?  The claim, it is evident, would have been absurd, and the imposture
manifest.  The doubts that arose concerning the Epistle to the Hebrews, which bears not
the name of Paul; that of James, which perhaps was then thought, as it has since been,
irreconcilable with Paul's doctrine; the Second Epistle of Peter, which seems to have been
written just before his death; and the Second and Third of John, in which he only calls
himself the elder, prove this.  Some of these books, and perhaps the Revelation of John,
might not be generally known among Christians during the lifetime of their authors, or
they might not be publicly acknowledged by them; and therefore, after their death, the
scrupulous caution of the Church long hesitated about admitting them as genuine and
Divine; till internal evidence fully convinced the most accurate judges that they were
entitled to that regard."3  And, now, the early catalogues that we possess of the New
Testament books, the references to them by name in the earliest Christian writers, the
quotations, from almost all the books, that are found in their writings, are such as put the
question of the genuineness of the Christian Scriptures in a position of certainty
incomparably beyond any writings that ever existed.4  Such, in fact, is the accumulation
of testimony, that it would be far more rational to question whether Milton was the author
of "Paradise Lost," than whether the books of the New Testament were written by the
authors whose names they bear.5



1 Bishop Watson's "Apology," letter 2.

2  See "The Facts of Christianity Historically True," by G. B. Cowper, in "Christian Evidence
Lectures;" Cooper's "Bridge of History."
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VIII.  Have we sufficient proof of the authenticity of the sacred books?
"An authentic book is that which relates matters of fact as they really happened. 

A book may be genuine without being authentic; and a book maybe authentic without
being genuine."1  Genuineness teaches us that a book is its alleged author's real
performance; authenticity, that it contains the truth, and in consequence possesses
authority.  Now, we maintain that the Holy Scriptures are not only genuine, as we have
proved them to be; but, also, authentic. The facts related contain the truth, and nothing
but the truth.  And since these facts are inseparably identified with all the other parts of
Scripture, if you establish them, you may be said to give authentication to the entire
revelation.2

Those statements of the Bible to which this part of our inquiry refers, may be
classed under three general heads.

1. Such as appertain to ordinary history, and which must be judged of by the
rules applicable to history in general.  Such, for example, are the facts that Moses was the
leader and lawgiver of the Jewish people; that David was the second and the most
eminent of the Israelitish monarchs; that Jesus Christ was the founder of the Christian
faith; that He was crucified by the command of Pilate; that after His death His disciples
extensively preached the doctrines which He taught, and the like relations.  Now, all that
is necessary to prove the truth of these statements is, that they were published about the
time when these facts are said to have occurred, and that  they were then admitted as
authentic.  It is impossible for a fictitious narrative of public events to be believed by
those who lived in the times in which they are affirmed to have taken place.  If, a
thousand years hence, a question should arise as to the conquests of Napoleon Bonaparte,
it will be a sufficient proof on the subject that 

These footnotes are continued from page 35.  They do appear on page 36 - this page.  Nothing has changed
between the two pages, just the formatting.
possible ... the twenty-first chapter of St. Luke, which is inseparable from the rest of the work, was certainly
written after the destruction of Jerusalem, but not long after.  We are, therefore, here on solid ground, for we
are dealing with a work proceeding from the same hand, and possessing the most complete unity." "One point
which is beyond question is, that the Acts are by the same author as the third Gospel, and are a continuation
of that Gospel. One need not stop to rove this proposition, which has never been seriously contested."  "To sum
up, admit the four Canonical Gospels as serious documents, all go back to the age which followed the death
of Jesus."  The author of "Supernatural Religion" admits "That our third Synoptic existed in Marcion's time"
... "about the year A.D. 140, and it may of course be inferred that it must have been composed at least some
time before that date."  Holtzmann-a German rationalistic critic-says, "The first Canonical Gospel was entirely
and unanimously attributed by the ancient Church to the Apostle Matthew -," see Westcott's "History of the
Canon;" Sanday's "Gospels in the Second Century; " Tischendorf's "When were the Gospels written?"
Kennedy's "The Gospels, their Age and Authorship;' Bleek's Introduction to the New Testament," vol. 2, pp.
233-82; Row's "Bampton Lectures;" Paley s "Evidences," edited by Birks, particularly pp. 103-7; Martin's
"Origin and History of the New Testament;" Wace's "Authenticity of the Four Gospels;" Harris's "Christianity
Historically True;" Gritton's " Christianity not the invention of Impostors or Credulous Enthusiasts;" Maclear's
"Difficulties on the Side of Unbelief in Accounting for Christianity."



1 See "The Facts of Christianity  Historically True," by G. B. Cowper, in "Christian Evidence
Lectures;" Coopers "Bride of History."

2 Treffry's ''Lectures on the Evidences.''
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the narratives of these conquests were published and universally received in our own age.
Thus, therefore, we prove the truth of Scripture history in general; because we have abundant
proof that it was published and admitted about the time when its events are said to have
occurred.1

2.  Such as narrate public occurrences of a supernatural order; e.g., the plagues of
Egypt, the parting of the Red Sea, the manna, the passage of the Jordan, the preternatural
darkness, with the other phenomena, attendant upon our Lord's crucifixion.  Here, also, the
evidence of the genuineness of the books of Scripture is a sufficient proof of their
authenticity; for if these relations were published while multitudes were alive who must have
witnessed the facts, had they really transpired, it is manifestly impossible that any narrative
could have been received which was not strictly true.2

3.  Such as we believe princifially upon the testimony of the writers of Scripture; e.g.,
a large proportion of the teachings and miracles of our Lord, and the incidents of His private
life, the miracles of the apostles, etc.  Here we have testimony that is every way trustworthy,
abundantly sufficient to command our faith. To confine our remarks to the New Testament

(I)  The witnesses were in a position to judge accurately concerning the facts which
they relate.

(2)  Their character was such as to preclude the possibility of fraud.  They were men
of the most eminent virtue, followers of one "who did no sin, neither was guile found in His
mouth."  Their purity and virtue and self-denial, all belie the supposition of their having
spent their lives in the attestation of a known lie, in the name and with the pretended
authority of the God of truth.

(3) They had no interest in making their story good.  All deceivers have some object
in view, which, by their imposture, they expect to accomplish.  What, then, was the object
here?  Why, the forfeiture of all the good on which men in general set their hearts, and the
endurance of the evils from which human nature revolts, and to which no sane man that
could help it would expose himself.  At the same time, in the very doctrine which they
promulgate in connection with the alleged facts, they doom themselves, as conscious
impostors and liars, to the damnation of hell.  And it would bean utter outrage on all the
common principles and feelings of our nature to suppose men thus to relinquish good, and
to encounter evils, is attestation of what they know to be false.

(4)  Their narratives present every appearance of the most perfect simplicity and
candor.  They contain no rhetorical embellishments and no peculiar opinions of the writers.
They related facts just as they occurred, and even detailed their own errors and faults without
the slightest attempt at concealment or extenuation.

(5) Their writings contain several undesigned coincidences which 



1 For information on these points we refer to Treffry's "Lectures on the Evidences;" but 
especially to Horne's "Introduction," vol. 1.; and Leslie's "Short and Leslie’s Method with 
Deists;" "The Authenticity of the Four Gospels," by the Rev. W. Wace, D.D., in "Present 
Day Tracts," vol. 3.; "The Historical Evidence of the Resurrection of Jesus Christ from the 
Dead," by the Rev. C. A. Row, M.A., in "Present Day Tracts," vol. 1. For evidence of
contemporaneous history see "The Witness of Ancient Monuments to the Old Testament
Scriptures," by A. H. Sayce, M.A., in "Present Day Tracts," vol. 6.; "Assyrian Life and 
History," by E. M. Harkness; "Fresh Light from the Ancient Monuments," by A. H.
Sayce, M.A.; "Babylonian Life and History," by E. A. Wallis Bridge, B.A.; "Galilee in 
the Time of Christ," by Selah Mervile, D.D.; "Records of the Past," various series; 
Rawlinson's "Bampton Lectures;" Geikie's "Hours with the Bible," six volumes; Layard's 
"Nineveh and Babylon;" the publications of the Palestine Exploration Society; Keith's 
"Evidence of Prophecy," and other publications, all of which present a united testimony 
of the most convincing character that the sacred writers were true historians.

2 The Revised Version of the Bible abundantly confirms the statement in the text, and 
proves that all the various readings do not affect a single doctrine or fact.
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are a decisive mark of truth. Our space precludes enumeration; but the subject is fully
brought out in Paley's "Horae Paulinae," Blunt's "Veracity of the Gospel and Acts of the
Apostles," and Birks' "Supplement to Paley's Home Paulinae."

(6)  Their testimony is in harmony with contemporary history.  They are most
minute and circumstantial in their narratives, giving dates, names of persons, places, and
a thousand other things, which, had there been any design to deceive, would certainly
have been omitted, since every one of them supplied facilities for detection. And yet
their statements are confirmed by the testimony of profane historians, by the public and
national records of the time, and even by the bitterest enemies of the Christian faith.1

From these cursory remarks we are warranted in affirming that Scripture history
is accredited to a degree to which no other narratives can make the slightest pretensions,
and consequently is worthy of our most implicit faith.

IX.  Have we sufficient proof of the uncorrupted preservation of the sacred books?
Observe, this question does not relate to verbal inaccuracies, such as may result

from inadvertency. Before the art of printing, books were multiplied by the pen. The
transcribing of books was a distinct profession; and the perfection to which the art was
carried is almost incredible to those who have not inspected ancient penmanship.  Yet
the most careful were not infallible; hence the various readings which have been
collected from existing manuscripts.  But of what do they consist? Almost wholly of
inadvertencies in transcription; such as, the insertion or omission of an article, the
substitution of a word for its equivalent, the occasional transposition of a word or two
in a sentence, or the insertion of a marginal note in the text.  All this was to be expected.
But our question now is, are the Scriptures preserved to us in all material and important
circumstances without corruption?  And we maintain that they are.2



1 Dr. Hannah.

2 Treffry's "Lectures on the Evidences."

3 See Lord Chancellor Hatherley's "Continuity of Scripture," -a most valuable book by one of the
shrewdest equity lawyers of the present century.

4 Treffry's "Lectures on the Evidences."  See also article "Bible Versions" in Dr. Schaff’s
"Cyclopedia of Biblical, Historical, and Doctrinal Theology."
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With respect to the Scriptures of the Old Testament, this will appear-
l.  From the moral improbability of the corruption of such writings, guarded as they

were by a succession of holy men, publicly read, made the subject of frequent appeals, and
identified with the various institutions of the country in which they existed.1

2.  From the precautions employed for their preservation. There was one tribe, that
of Levi, to whom their safe custody was confided. One copy of the Pentateuch was preserved
in the ark.  So great was the reverence of the Jews for their Scriptures, that Philo and
Josephus testify that they would suffer any torment, and
even death itself, rather than falsify a single point.  And a law-was enacted by them which
denounced him as guilty of unpardonable sin who should presume to make the slightest
alteration in the sacred books.  Shortly after the completion of the Old Testament canon by
Ezra, there arose the doctors of the Masorah, or the "Masorites"-the most learned men of the
Jewish nation, who directed their attention exclusively to the preservation of the sacred text.
And on the cessation of the Masorites in the eleventh century of the Christian era, as we
learn from the celebrated Rabbi Maimonides, it was a constant rule to destroy a book of the
law rather than allow a single error in word or letter to be perpetuated?2

3. From the entire silence of our Lord and His apostles on the subject of any
corruption of the ancient Scriptures.  Would they have referred so frequently to Moses and
the Prophets, urging the people so emphatically to "search the Scriptures," appealing to them
in proof of what they did and what they taught, had they cherished any doubt as to the
perfect state of these writings?  Had such doubt existed, would they not rather have lifted up
their voice like a trumpet to denounce the men who had wilfully corrupted the word of God?3

4.  From the harmony of the ancient versions.  We have the Samaritan Pentateuch,
which undoubtedly existed many centuries before the Christian era.  We have the Greek
translation, "the Septuagint," executed about 280 B.C.  And we have the ancient Syriac
version, made about the commencement of the Christian era.  The first was in the hands of
the most virulent ancient enemies of the Jews, the Samaritans; the last was held by their most
strenuous opponents of a subsequent age, the Christians of Palestine and Syria. It was
impossible, therefore, that any material alteration could be made upon the sacred books
without at once being detected and exposed.  And the general agreement of those important
versions shows that, in fact, no attempt to alter or corrupt was ever made.4

5. From the harmony of all existing manuscripts.  Of these we



1 Treffry's "Lectures on the Evidences."  See also article "Bible Versions" in Dr. Schaff's
"Cyclopedia of Biblical, Historical, and Doctrinal Theology."

2 For proof of this see Tacitus-who tells us that Nero, having set fire to Rome, in order to 
remove suspicion from himself "inflicted the most exquisite torments" upon the Christians, 
of whom Tacitus says, "They derived their name and origin from Christ, who in the reign of
Tiberius had suffered death by the sentence of the procurator Pontius Pilate.  For a while this 
dire superstition was checked, bat again it burst forth, and not only spread itself over Judaea, 
the first seat of this mischievous sect, but was even introduced into Rome, the common asylum
which receives and protects whatever is impure, and whatever is atrocious." Also the letter of
Pliny, governor of Bithynia on the Black Sea, to the Emperor Trajan-written about seventy ye
ars after the crucifixion- "The number of the culprits (Christians) is so great as to call for 
serious consideration. The contagion of the superstition hath spread, not only through cities, 
but even villages and the country." He speaks of some of the Christians having been so, much 
more than twenty years: thus within fifty ears of the crucifixion Christianity had extended 
even to this distant part of the years

3 Rev. T. Jackson s MS. Lectures.

40

DIVINE  REVELATION

have now extant some which are upwards of one thousand years old.  The whole number
examined and compared with each other by Kennicott and De Rossi was one thousand three
hundred and forty-six; and the published editions subjected to their most careful inspection
was three hundred and fifty-two; making a grand total of one thousand six hundred and
ninety-eight; and though, of course, there are in these a very large number of minor
differences, yet, as Dr. Kennicott stated to King George III., there is not one which affects
the truth of any Scripture fact, or the certainty of any doctrine of faith or moral duty.1

With respect to the Scriptures of the New Testament, their incorrupt preservation is
attested by the following facts:

1. They were widely dispersed from the time at which they were written.  In the
apostolic age Christianity was extended through the greater part of the Roman empire;2  and
Justin Martyr, who wrote in A.D. 148, and Tertullian, who wrote above fifty years after, in
their "Apologies for the Christians," which they addressed to the highest authorities of the
state, declare that in all the religious assemblies of these people the Gospels were regularly
read as a part of the service.  It follows, therefore, that copies were circulated in Egypt,
Judea, Syria, Greece, and Italy.  No man could corrupt books so widely dispersed; especially
when a peculiar sacredness was attached to them, and the wilful adulteration of them was
regarded as a most atrocious sin.3

2. They were early translated into various languages.  A translation of the New
Testament into Syriac was made, according to the general opinion of the learned, at the close
of the first century or the beginning of the second.  Translations into Latin were also made
for the use of the Christians who spoke that language; and out of these St. Jerome, in the
fourth century, formed the version called the Vulgate. Other translations followed, and every
version of the New Testament is an additional security against adulteration.  If any corrupt
copies were circulated, the other copies which are extant, and of an earlier date, would
enable any one to detect the fraud.

3. Christians were early divided into sects; and these sects were 



1 The oldest and most important HISS. of the New Testament are codices A, B, C, and N.  A, 
or the Codex Alexandrinus, is in the British Museum, and is believed  to be of the fourth or 
fifth century B, or Codex Vaticanus, is in the Vatican  library at Rome, and is of the fourth 
century C, or Codex Ephraemi, is a palimpsest of the fourth century. N, or Codex Siniticus, 
is in the royal library of St. Petersburg; it was discovered m a monastery at Mount Sinai by
Tischendorf, on February 4th, 1859 and is believed to be the oldest known MSS.

2 Horne's "Introduction."

3 The historical argument as to the New Testament may be thus epitomised: (1) The facts of the 
New Testament were publicly known early in the second century.
(2) That Christianity itself-within about seventy years after the crucifixion-had spread over the
whole of the Roman empire.
(3) That early in the second century, or about seventy years after the crucifixion, the existence 
of the Gospels, and several of the Epistles, and their circulation among the Christians under the
names they now bear, is admitted by most of the eminent sceptics. 
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involved in continual disputes, all of them, however, regarding these sacred records as
Divine compositions, possessing an authority belonging to no other books.  Now, these sects
were a check upon one another; and it was morally impossible that any man or body of men
should corrupt or falsify what was universally regarded as the supreme standard of truth,
should hoist into it a single expression to favor some peculiar tenet, or erase a single
sentence, with out being detected by thousands.  It, is thus that the God of providence
overrules what may seem at first sight to be unmitigated evil for the production of permanent
good.

4. All the Greek manuscripts of the New Testament that are known to exist are in
substantial agreement with each other.1  These MSS. are far more numerous than those of
any single classic author whomsoever.  Upwards of three hundred and fifty were collated by
Griesbach.  They are not, indeed, all entire; nor was this to be expected; for not a few have
been much read and damaged.  They were written in different and distant parts of the world;
several of them are upwards of 1,200 years old; and they all present to us the books of the
New Testament without any variations that affect the substance of Christianity.  The thirty
thousand various readings which Dr. Mill published, and the hundred and fifty thousand
which have been collected by Griesbach, while they seem in some particulars to restore the
genuine text, seem also to prove that the text has not been wilfully or injuriously corrupted.
In fact, it is the remark of one every way qualified to judge: "The very worst MS. extant
would not pervert one article of faith, or destroy one moral precept, not elsewhere given in
the most explicit terms."  And so far are the various readings contained in these manuscripts
from being hostile to the uncorrupted preservation of the books of the New Testament (as
some sceptics have boldly affirmed, and some timid Christians have apprehended), that they
afford us, on the contrary, an additional and most convincing proof that they exist at present,
in all essential points, precisely the same as they were when they left the hands of their
authors.2

Here we complete our inquiry into the Historical Evidence of the Credibility of the
Scriptures.3  They were written by the persons whose names they bear, and about the period
in which they are said
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to have been written, and we, therefore, affirm their genuineness.  They contain a true
relation of facts, and a correct statement of doctrines, and we affirm their authenticity.  They
have undergone no alterations except such as in the lapse of time were unavoidable, and we
affirm their uncorrupted preservation.  Our next inquiry will be, whether the Bible is
accompanied with evidence sufficient to satisfy every candid mind that it really is a Divine
revelation.

X.  What are the direct or external evidences of Divine revelation?
If God should commission certain men to be the messengers of His truth to others,

He will certainly enable them to produce to their fellow-men satisfactory credentials of their
speaking with His authority; in other words, sufficient evidence that what they affirm to be
from Him really is of such Divine origin.  And it is sufficiently manifest that it must be
evidence presented to the senses of men; something of which all are competent to judge. It
must also be something which Divine power and wisdom alone can effect; something
undeniably superhuman and supernatural.  This is what we call direct or external evidence,
and is found in the miracles wrought and in the prophecies uttered-miracles, which display
the Almighty power of God-prophecies, which attest His omniscient wisdom. These
constitute the unequivocal seal of heaven to the commission of His servants and to the
testimony which they bear.  For the discussion of these subjects, we refer the reader to
Chapter 3. 

XI.  What are the internal evidences of Divine revelation? 
This is furnished by the character and the discoveries of the book itself-the sublimity

of its doctrines, the purity of its precepts, the harmony of its parts, the exactness of its
adaption, the blessedness of its influence, etc., etc.  Inquiry and examination, the most acute
and penetrating, into these various departments of testimony, will serve to make good the
position that these Scriptures are incomparably superior to aught that unassisted human
wisdom had ever produced.

XII.  What are the most prominent features of the internal evidence?

(4)  That these documents were accepted by the Christians throughout the Roman empire as true
histories of the life and teachings of Christ and His Apostles; and they received their teachings as
the rule of their lives.
(5) That Institutions commemorative of some of the most important events of the New Testament
were adopted; among which are the Lord's Supper in memory of His death, and as taking the place
of the Jewish Passover; Sunday-or the Lord's Day-as the day of rest, and worship, on the First,
instead of the Seventh day of the week-as a memorial of Christ's resurrection. These institutions
have existed without break from the very time of the events themselves. To these may be added the
festival of Easter, in commemoration of the death and resurrection of the Savior, which was
instituted, at least, not later than the middle of the second century. The festival of Whit Sunday-in
commemoration of the descent of the Holy Ghost at Pentecost, is traceable to a very remote
antiquity-and there is good reason to believe that it was instituted during Apostolic times.

42



1 See "The Adaptation of the Bible to the Needs of Man," by the Rev. W. G. Blackie, D.D., in
Present Day Tracts," vol. 6.
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We have space only to adduce but two or three.
1. The pure and spiritual conceptions which the Bible has furnished of the Deity.

There is nothing which the writers upon natural religion have demonstrated more clearly
than the insufficiency, the absurdity even, of those results to which the lights of nature and
reason have actually brought men as to the character of the Deity.  We take even the writings
of the sages, the wise men in Egypt and Greece and Rome, and in the most brilliant periods
of the philosophical and literary history of such countries, and we find their opinions of the
Supreme Being, not only loose and undefined, but misshapen and preposterous, and to the
last degree stupid.  We take up the Bible, and we find there something so transcendently
superior as to admit of no comparison. We find it declaring, "God is one," "God is a Spirit,"
"God is light," "God is love."  In fact, we find here every view of God that is fitted at once
to inspire fear and love; to command adoring veneration; and to conciliate and fix
affectionate and confiding attachment.  Are we not constrained to say there must be
something more than human wisdom here?

2. The clear and consistent account which the Bible gives of the redemption of man.
The most unenlightened pagans have acknowledged man to be in a state of vice, ruin, and
misery; but they could discover no method of recovery."  How can a man be just with God?"
was an inquiry to which their profoundest philosophy furnished no reply.  But the Scripture
revelation makes this the constant theme of its discoveries; and the arrangement which it
reveals is so high and wonderful as to extort the exclamation: "O the depth of the riches both
of the wisdom and the knowledge of God!"  Here is mercy extended to the guilty, but in
perfect accordance with the claims of law, of justice, and of truth."  The law is magnified,"
sin is punished, justice is vindicated, and yet the sinner is pardoned and saved. In every part
of the scheme there are the most emphatic indictations of profound and unsearchable
wisdom.  It is a procedure so remote from the apprehensions of men as to preclude all ideas
of human fabrication.

3. The light which the Bible throws around the destiny of man.  The greatest teachers
of antiquity were perplexed with doubts concerning the immortality of the soul, the
resurrection of the body, and the rewards and punishments of a future state. Some of them
had weak and imperfect notions on these subjects, while others discarded them as vain and
superstitious terrors.  But the Bible supplies us with all needful information.  It alone has
furnished an answer to the inquiry, "If a man die, shall he live again?  "It has opened the
portals of immortality; its glorious sunshine has dispelled the darkness of the grave.  It has
so unveiled the eternal future to our gaze, that every right inquiry can be answered, every
real necessity relieved, every substantial interest secured.  Human wisdom has never
produced anything at all like this.1



1 See "Moral Difficulties connected with the Bible," by the Rev. J. A. Hessey, D.C.L. First to 
Third Series. These contain a very able defense and explanation of many confessedly difficult
passages. Also "The Moral Teaching of the Old Testament Vindicated," by the Rev. H. 
Titcomb, M.A., in "Popular Objections to Revealed Truth." "The Moral reaching of the New
Testament viewed as Evidential to its Historical Truth," by the Rev. C. A. Row.
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We cannot pursue the subject further; and must refer for other aspects of the subject
to Chapter 3.  The Scriptures carry with them a self-evidencing power.  They have the
impress of God upon them.  They plead their own cause; and the more their contents are
understood, the more will they manifest the source t from which they come.

XIII. But do not Sceptics derive their chief objections to the Bible from its
internal character?
They do, and the reason is obvious.
1. They do not come to the inquiry with a becoming sense of the limitation of the

human faculties.  They find in the record certain doctrines (such as the Trinity of Persons in
the Unity of the Godhead) which they are unable to comprehend, and certain acts of the
Divine government (such as the destruction of the Canaanites by the people of Israel) which
they cannot reconcile with their notions of what is right.  It never occurs to them to inquire
with Zophar, "Canst thou by searching find out God?" or to say with David, "Such
knowledge is too wonderful for me."  They evidently suppose that in a revelation from God
there should be nothing which they cannot fathom-nothing the reasons of which they are
unable to perceive.  And in view of these difficulties and mysteries, they at once pronounce
the volume which contains them to be an imposture and a lie.1  Now, is this wise?  Are there
not inscrutable mysteries in every department of nature, in every branch of science, and even
in our own physical frame? and is it reasonable to expect that we should find nothing of the
sort when we pass from nature to revelation?  If we cannot comprehend ourselves, is it
reasonable to expect that we should comprehend God?  If we are baffled at every point in
our investigation of the physical universe, is it matter of wonder that we should find some
things beyond our reach in God's moral administration?  And are we not justly chargeable
with a high-minded self-sufficiency that is utterly repugnant to the dictates of sound common
sense, if we bound truth by the limits of our own capacity, refusing to receive whatever we
cannot fully comprehend, and indignant at everything difficult or mysterious that does not
immediately yield to our penetration?  Our first work, undoubtedly, is to examine the great
body of external and historical evidence that proves the Bible to be of God.  This is an
examination of which reason is capable.  And if we find, as we shall, that this book possesses
valid claims to be acknowledged as a revelation from God, our only legitimate course is at
once determined; namely, to sit down to the record as humble learners, meekly receiving as



1 The Revised Version reads " ask," instead of "borrow."

2  Dr. A. Clarke's Note on Exod. 3:22.

3 It is useless to carp at minor details. All histories contain variations, or, if you like to call them
contradictions, on minor points. This has been the case with every history from Herodotus to
Fronde.  Westminster Review, January 1873.  See "The Facts of Christianity Historically True," 
by B. Harris Cowper, in "Popular Objections to Revealed Truth."
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truth whatever it teaches, and implicitly practising as duty what ever it enjoins.  This maybe
very mortifying to the pride of reason; but it is self-evidently rational and imperative.

2.  There are some passages which through ignorance are misunderstood by them,
and, therefore, uninterpreted.  For example, on reading Exod. 3:22 and 11:2, they suppose
that Moses represents the just God as ordering the Israelites to borrow the goods of the
Egyptians under pretence of returning them; while he intended that they should march off
with the booty.  Now, this mistake arises from ignorance of the meaning of the original word
skaal, which signifies simply to ask, request, require, demand.1  "God commanded the
Israelites to ask or demand a certain recompense for their past services, and He inclined the
hearts of the Egyptians to give liberally; and this, far from being a matter of oppression,
wrong, or even charity, was no more than a very partial recompense for the long and painful
services which we may say 600,000 Israelites had rendered to Egypt, during a considerable
number of years."  There was, therefore, no borrowing (in the ordinary sense of that term)
in the case; and if accounts were fairly balanced, Egypt would be found still in considerable
arrears to Israel.2  Many other similar cases might be adduced which require but to be fairly
examined, and all difficulty disappears.

3. They overlook the fact that the gift and light of revelation were progressive; in
consequence of which things might be permitted under an inferior dispensation, but are not
permitted now; as examples, we may mention slavery and divorce under certain
circumstances.

4. They snake the most of all the apparent discrepancies they meet with, and allege
them to be sufficient to set aside all claim to the inspiration of the Bible.  Now, we admit that
freedom from error is an essential property of whatever is Divine; all Scripture as it came
from God is pure, unmixed, and unchanging truth; and none have given more attention to the
discrepancies that appear, than devout believers in the authority and Divine origin of the
Word.  But they have discovered that many seeming discrepancies have arisen from the
errors of transcribers and translators; and many from the brevity of the narrative, or from our
ignorance of local scenes and circumstances, or from the ambiguity of certain words, etc.3
They have also discovered that many of the most formidable discrepancies disappear before
a rigid and exact inquiry, and many more before the light of advancing science and
discovery. And they think it only fair and honest to conclude that, if a few yet remain, we
have but to wait the results of investigation and dis- 



1 "Science and Scripture not Antagonistic," by Rev. G. Henshaw, M.A., F.G.S., in "Popular
Objections to Revealed Truth, Science, and Religion," by Alexander Winchell, LL.D., pp. 
11, 158, 159, 209, etc. 2 August 25, 2008 

2 Dr. Hannah
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covert, and light will break in upon the obscurity, and the authority and inspiration of the
Bible be put beyond dispute.1

XIV.  What are the collateral or miscellaneous evidences?
"These evidences are so styled because they are subsidiary to such as have been

produced, and because they do not exactly fall under any of the classes of proof which
have passed under our review.  It is to be observed, however, that they are not of an
inferior character; the more they are examined, the more fully will it be seen that they
are of singular value and use."2  We take a more particular survey, under this head, of the
conversion of Saul of Tarsus to the Christian Faith; the early propagation of Christianity;
and the actual benefit which it has already conferred upon mankind.

XV.  In what way does the conversion of Saul attest the Divine authority of
Christianity?
The scriptural account of that event in Acts 9 assigns a miraculous manifestation

as its cause.  There can be no debate whether Paul himself thought that something
supernatural had happened.  And on no other supposition can we account for a change
so unexpected, and requiring so costly a sacrifice.

1.  It is not possible that he could have been deceived; for (1) The events that
occurred were of a tangible and obvious kind, in which there was no room for delusion
or misapprehension.  What took place was at noon and in the highway.  And the light
from heaven which struck him to the ground, the voice addressing him by name, the total
blindness which followed, the restoration of his sight by one who was commissioned to
visit him, his instruction by special revelation in all the mystery of the doctrine of Christ,
his ability at once to confound the opposition of unbelieving and prejudiced Jews-these
were not matters of mere fancy; the case was thoroughly sifted by friends and foes; it
became a matter of greatest notoriety; and amongst all his enemies who pursued him
with virulence and malice, not one was ever able to contradict or disprove the tale.  (2)
The character of his mind was such as to raise him above the possibility of deceit.  His
naturally vigorous and capacious understanding had been strengthened by years of
careful study under the best of teachers, so that "he well knew how to trace distinctions,
to strip off disguises, to detect each species of false or feeble reasoning, and to subject
everything to the most searching scrutiny." (3) He was inflamed with ardent zeal for a
religion which he believed to be Divine.  It was his religion by the accident of birth, by
the deliberation of choice, by the force of habit.  It was identified with his first thoughts,
associated with his
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deepest feelings, interwoven with his fondest recollections.  (4) He was publicly committed
to the task of opposing and destroying the religion of Jesus.  His fame was spread through
all the region of Judea as the prop and champion of the old religion, the avowed and
notorious exterminator of the new. He was, therefore, armed against Christianity by a
combination of mighty causes which precluded the possibility of imposition or deceit.

2.  He could not intend to impose on others; for there was no motive that could
prompt him to feign what he was not, and no end that could be answered by assuming the
profession of Christianity.  His position as an enemy of Jesus was one of honor and
prosperity.  The chief priests honored him with their approbation and patronage.  His
country's gratitude followed him, and its rulers hailed him with the most flattering
commendations.  Even to relax in his zeal would cover him with disgrace; but to change
sides, and to defend the faith he had labored to destroy, would draw upon him universal
execration, and expose him to all sorts of privations, sufferings, hardships, dangers, and
death itself.  These were not only the unavoidable consequences of espousing the cause of
the Nazarene; but he had them fully in his apprehension.  And would he be likely under such
circumstances to feign attachment to doctrines which he did not believe, and to a person
whom in his heart he contemned?  Who ever heard of a cheat whose only object was to
secure to the actor the loss of property, of position, of friends, a life of labor and ignominy,
and a death of scorn, and all in exchange for association and honor and applause and
goodwill?  He could not be imposing on others.

3.  We are, therefore, necessarily led to the conclusion that his conversion was the
result of a real miracle.  The brightness which struck him to the ground, the voice by which
he was arrested, proceeded from a Divine interference.  The great change that he under went
was from heaven.  It is certain, therefore, that the religion to which that conversion
introduced him is not an imposture, but that it is indeed of God.  If challenged for proof that
Christianity is Divine, we can point to Saul of Tarsus.  There he stands, a monument of the
power of grace, such as may fix the attention of every age, and witness to the end of the
dispensation that the religion he embraced is the infallible and eternal truth of Jehovah.  This
argument is ably developed in Lord Lyttleton's "Observations on the Conversion and
Apostleship of Paul."

XVI.  In what way does the early propagation of Christianity attest its Divine
origin?
The argument will unfold itself if we keep in mind a few important facts.
1. Within the first century of the Christian era the Gospel had made a progress that

is altogether unexampled and without a parallel.  In less than a single year after its Founder
was accused as malt.-
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factor, and on the very soil where his blood was shed, its converts amounted to nearly ten
thousand; in less than two years it overran Judea: and in less than a single century it
pervaded Syria and Lybia, Egypt and Arabia, Persia and Mesopotamia, Armenia and Parthia,
the whole of Asia Minor, and no small part of Europe.

2. The doctrines which were promulgated with success were, in all their essential
facts and principles and requirements, in perfect opposition to the prejudices, desires, and
propensities of mankind, whether Jew or Gentile.

3. The instruments that were employed were mostly plain, unlettered men, artless and
simple in their manner and objects, without polish of address, without friends, power, or
property; and were consequently the most incompetent and ineligible, in all earthly and
secular respects, for such a work (I Cor. 1:26-29; II Cor. 4:7).

4. The opposition that was directed against the Gospel was the most determined and
inveterate. Jews and pagans made common cause against the religion of the cross, bringing
all their resources to destroy the workmen and to stop their work; and for three centuries
Christian blood never ceased to flow.

5. Christianity did nothing to conciliate its foes by yielding itself to the claims of
Judaism and Paganism. It was exclusive and unaccommodating in its pretensions and claims;
demanding to be received, not only as from God, but as alone from God, to the denying and
setting aside of every other system.

6. If, therefore, Christianity triumphed under these circumstances, that triumph was
a satisfactory evidence of its being from God, and of its having Divine power and influence
on its side. The true principle of the argument, in this view of it, was perceived by the
penetrating shrewdness of Gamaliel: "If this counsel or this work be of men, it will come to
nought," etc. (Acts 5:38, 39).  He meant to say, "such was its nature, and such were its
circumstances, that if it really was indebted to human wisdom alone for its origin, and to
human authority and human power alone for its support, it could not possibly maintain its
ground;" from which the inference is immediate and plain, that if it were not overthrown, but
did maintain its ground, and did prosper, the fact would be a satisfactory proof of its
possessing an origin, an authority, and a power, more than human.1

XVII.  Does not the success of Mohammedanism weaken the force of this
argument?
No; the two cases are, in every respect, widely different. (1) Mohammed was a man

of rank, of a powerful and honorable family, and possessed, by marriage, of great wealth.
Such a person, taking upon himself the character of a religious teacher in an age of ignorance
and barbarism, could not fail of attracting attention and followers.  (2) Mohammed
propounded no doctrine that would be unpalatable to the carnal mind. On the contrary, he
indulged in the



1 See "The Rise and Decline of Islam," by Sir William Muir, in "Present Tracts," vol. 3.; "The
Success of Christianity, and Modern Explanations of it, by Rev. J. Cairns, D.D., in “Present Day
Tracts,” vol. 1.
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grossest pleasures, and gratified his passions without control; laying claim to a special license from
heaven to riot in unbounded sensuality.  He also courted the weaknesses, and humored the evil
propensities, of his followers, allowing them, in this world, a liberal indulgence to their animal
appetites and their natural fondness for sensual gratification; and holding out to their hopes the
promise of a paradise of carnality and voluptuousness.  (3) But, attractive as his system was to all
that was sensual and worldly in the human heart, so long as Mohammed employed argument and
persuasion only his success was singularly small.  His converts in three years amounted, it is said,
to fourteen; and in seven years to no more than a hundred.  It was not till he began to use a very
different weapon that his followers greatly multiplied.  He proclaimed the Koran at the head of his
armies.  With the book in one hand, and the sword in the other, at once a prophet and a warrior, he
forced his religion upon the people.  In all these points of view Christianity and Mohammedanism,
and their respective histories, stand in contrast.  The success of the latter can be traced to the
attractions of wealth, the allurements of vice, and the fear of the sword.  The success of the former
was "not by might nor by power, but by my Spirit, saith the Lord of Hosts."1

XVIII.  In what way do the benefits conferred by Christianity attest its Divine origin?
1. That benefits of the highest order have been conferred by its influence admits of abundant

proof.  (1) What a mighty and blessed change has it produced upon individual men, transforming
them by the renewing of their minds!  "It has weaned the drunkard from his deadly cup; it has
tarnished the gold of the miser, and made him turn from his enslaving passion to lay up treasure in
heaven ; it has shed over the dogged soul of misanthropy the sunshine of a meek, a glad, and a quiet
spirit; it has silenced the tongue of profanity, and filled its polluted mouth with psalms and hymns
and spiritual songs ; it has spread the smile of love over the face of envy; it has washed the hands
of dishonesty and purified the treacherous heart; it has subdued the tiger to a lamb, and turned the
child of infamy into a worthy citizen, a devoted Christian, and a steady friend; it has brought light
in darkness, strength in weakness, joy in sorrow, and abundant consolation in the hour of death." "If
any man be in Christ, he is a new creature; old things are  passed away; behold, all things are
become new."  (2) How rich and salutary are the blessings it has conferred on domestic life! It has
thrown a holy sanctity around the marriage relation; cutting off that grand source of domestic
wretchedness, polygamy; and confining the dangerous liberty of divorce to one only cause.  It 



1 Bishop Porteus' "Beneficial Effects of Christianity."  "Gesta Christi, or a History of Humane
Progress," by C. L. Brace.
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has given to woman her proper place and appropriate occupations, making her no longer a
beast of burden and a slave, but an equal and a helpmeet for man.  It has abolished
infanticide, and succeeded the cruel rites of that bloody superstition by the gentle dealings
of parental love.  It has made "home" a new word, investing it with charms and endearing
associations unknown before.  It has taught parents to love their children, children to honor
their parents, servants to obey their masters, masters to be just to their servants, and all of
them to cultivate "whatsoever things are lovely and of good report."  (3) How multiplied the
advantages it has bestowed upon nations!  Wherever it has been welcomed, even though it
may have produced but slender spiritual results, "the inferior benefits which it has scattered
have rendered its progress as traceable as the overflowing of the Nile is by the rich deposit
and consequent fertility which it leaves behind."  It has exerted a humanizing influence upon
penal statutes; it has been the Magna Charta of true liberty, the enemy of oppression and
slavery, the friend of the poor, and the patron of learning; it has softened in some measure
the cruel spirit of war, and will, when its spirit shall universally prevail, spread peace and
good-will among all the nations; it has secured to the toiling multitudes the inestimable boon
of a weekly Sabbath; and has raised everlasting monuments of its benevolence in hospitals
and edifices of charity, and in the emollient influences which it has spread over the heart of
society.

2.  Benefit like these have never been conferred in the absence of Christianity.
Sceptics are fond of attributing them solely to the benign influence of a human philosophy,
and the gradual improvements of the human mind. But let them tell us how it was that,
before the appearance of the Gospel, philosophy and humanity were perfect strangers to each
other, though they are now, it seems, such close and intimate friends. The philosophers of
Greece and Italy were at least equal in natural sagacity and acquired learning to the
philosophers of modern Europe, yet not one of those great and wise and enlightened men of
antiquity seems to have had any apprehensions that there was the least cruelty in a husband
repudiating an irreproachable wife; or a father destroying his new-born infant, or putting his
adult son to death ; in a master torturing or murdering" his servant; or in any of those horrid
acts of oppression which the page of history records.  On the contrary, it would be no
difficult task to show that the more the ancients advanced in letters and the fine arts, and the
more their communication and commerce with the different parts of the then known world
was extended and enlarged, the more savage, oppressive, and tyrannical they became.1  And
as to the philosophy of the present age, which assumes to itself the exclusive merit of all the
humanity and benevolence that are to be found in the world, we learn what it would do, if
left to itself, for



1 Bishop Porteus' "Beneficial Effects of Christianity."
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the promotion of love and gentleness and national prosperity, in the events of the French
Revolution, when Reason was erected as the nation's god.  Seeing then that philosophy and
learning have never of themselves exerted a benignant influence over the destinies of man,
and that wherever Christianity has spread, uninjured by the superstitions of men, she has
exercised the most beneficial influence on the outer and inner life, we are bound to award
to her the palm as the source of the high and matchless benefits that have followed in her
train.  And if the skeptical philosophers of modern times have thrown off the insensibility
and hard-heartedness of their ancient brethren in Greece and Rome, or those of France in
more modern days, and have become the patrons of gentleness an philanthropy, it can only
be because they live under a light, and draw from a source, which they ungratefully
ignore-the light and teachings of our blessed Christianity.  "If they can show that they have
added one iota to the original stock of benevolence to be found in the Gospel, or advanced
one single human sentiment which is not either expressly or virtually comprehended in the
Christian revelation, they may then be allowed to arrogate some praise to themselves on the
score of their philanthropy; but till they can prove this, the claim of Christianity to all those
happy changes in the face of human affairs, which have been here specified, stands
unimpaired."1

3.  Here, then, we take our stand.  "A tree is known by its fruits."  The religion of the
Bible has done more for the real good of man than any other system, yea, than all other
systems put together have ever done; its leading principles and characteristic precepts are
exactly such as would naturally produce (when not impeded by any accidental obstructions)
those very effects which we ascribe to them.  It cannot, therefore, have emanated from an
evil source.  It must have come from God, for it bears the impress of His nature. 

4. Nor is the argument weakened by the evil things which have been done by men
who bear the Christian name.  We are not ignorant of the monstrous vices which have been
practiced under covert of the Christian profession.  We know all the cruel atrocities, the foul
abominations, and the baby fooleries of Popery, that system of baptized Paganism, which
is styled in Scripture "the mystery of iniquity."  And we know that many a man who
professes to be guided by the Bible has proved himself to be worthless, cruel, and
treacherous.  But is the Bible chargeable with these things?  Have they not been produced
by a grievous disregard of its principles, and disobedience to its laws?  And can anything be
more unfair, more dishonest, than to make the Word of God answerable for what it
condemns?  Is this honorable?  I s it what any infidel or skeptical philosopher would relish
being done with any system or theory of his own invention?  Either judge of the Bible
altogether by itself or take a genuine specimen of true faith in its principles, 



1 For an exhaustive treatise respecting the various schools of skeptical, rational, and infidel 
writers, in ancient and modern times, I would especially refer the reader to Farrar's "Critical
History of Free Thought in reference to the Christian Religion "
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and a pure life governed by its precepts; if this be done, we do not ear the result; for the
Bible and its religion will be found profitable for the life that now is, and for that which is
to come.1 



1 Dr. Hannah.

2 Rev. T. H. Horne. The Belgian Confession says: "We believe that holy men of God, moved by 
the Holy Ghost, spoke the word of God: God Himself afterwards commanded the prophets and
apostles to commit these revelations to writing. He Himself, indeed, wrote the two tables of the 
law with His own fingers; this is the reason why we call such writings the Holy Scriptures."
    "The Theopneustia of the Sacred Writers must generally be conceived of, not as a 
momentary assistance exclusive of the act of writing; but as a natural consequence of their 
being personally led by the Holy Ghost, who controlled all their thinking and working, and in 
this way also their writing." Oosterzee.
    Inspiration is "the inbreathing of God and the result of it." Pope.
    "By inspiration we mean that influence of the Holy Spirit which, when inbreathed into the 
mind of man, guides, and elevates, and enkindles all his powers to their highest and noblest
exercise."-F. W. Farrar.
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CHAPTER III

THE INSPIRATION OF THE HOLY SCRIPTURES

I.  What is the distinction between revelation and inspiration? 
By revelation we understand a direct communication from God to man, either of such

knowledge as man could not of himself attain to, because its subject matter transcends
human sagacity or human reason; or which (although, it might have been attained in the
ordinary way) was not, in point of fact, from whatever cause, known to the person who
received the revelation.  By inspiration we understand that actuating energy of the Holy
Spirit, guided by which the human agents chosen by God have officially proclaimed His will
by word of mouth, or have committed to writing the several portions of the Bible.

II.  What are we to regard as the proper view of inspiration as applied to the
Holy Scriptures?
Inspiration literally signifies a breathing into; and it denotes that extraordinary

agency of the Holy Spirit on the mind, in consequence of which the person who partakes of
it is enabled to embrace and communicate the truth of God without error, infirmity, or
defect."1  "Divine Inspiration is the imparting of such a degree of Divine assistance,
influence, or guidance, as should enable the authors of the Scriptures to communicate
religious knowledge to others without error or mistake, whether the subjects of such
communications were things then immediately revealed to those who declare them, or things
with which they were before acquainted."2



1 Rev. Islay Burns, Sunday Magazine, 1869.

2 "Divine inspiration did not, m the case of the writers of Holy Scripture, supersede the use of
ordinary methods of obtaining knowledge (see I Kings 11:41, 14:19, 29.") -Rawlinson.
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This view is sustained by such Scriptures as 2 Sam. 23:2; 2 Peter 1:21.
It will be seen from these definitions that the inspiration of which we are now

speaking is to be distinguished, first, from the inspiration of genius -the inspiration of a
Plato, a Bacon, or a Shakespeare. This has nothing in common with the special inspiration
which we claim for the Holy Scriptures.  The former refers to the workings of nature in her
highest sphere, but still of nature, and of nature only; the latter is supernatural and
miraculous, revealing truths above nature, shedding a clear and unerring light on a path on
which all earthly guidance fails.

It is to be distinguished, secondly, from the inspiration of moral goodness or of
ordinary spiritual influence; in other words, the illuminating and sanctifying grace of the
Holy Ghost, bestowed in larger or lesser measure on all believers, to lead them in the way
of truth and create them anew unto good works.  In this sense, every Christian, from the
simplest child to the loftiest saint and master of Christian thought, is inspired. But this
inspiration, bestowed on all who ask it, may co-exist with much of ignorance and error;
whereas that higher and rarer gift of which we speak is extraordinary and infallible.  The
inspiration of genius unveils the deepest truths of nature, but goes not beyond nature; the
inspiration of grace apprehends and realises the truths of revelation, but does not reveal.  The
inspiration of the sacred books does
both.  It is the inspiration of which Paul speaks in Gal. 1:11, 12: "I certify you, brethren,"
etc.1

So much for the positive aspect of the doctrine; it will be necessary to consider it also
on its negative side.  Thus

1.  It does not imply any suppression or abeyance of the natural powers and faculties
of the writers.  It neither extinguishes their individuality, nor restrains the free play of their
human thoughts and feelings. It elevates, illuminates, guides, informs the essential and
indestructible powers of the soul, but does not supersede them.2  It is not the supplanting of
the human by the Divine, but the blending and mutual interaction of the human and the
Divine. The sacred writers speak and write not only what they have received, but what they
have learned, felt, and realised; so that the words they utter come forth, not from the depths
of the Divine mind only, but from the depths also of their own hearts. Hence one of the
peculiar excellences of Holy Scripture; it is as utterly human as it is truly and absolutely
Divine.  It comes as closely near us as it rises above us.  Hence, too, the endless variety of
the sacred writings, and their marvellous adaptation to all sorts and conditions of men.
Where, however, the human and the Divine are so inextricably blended in one common
result it is 



1 Rev. Islay Burns, Sunday Magazine, 1365. The reader will often meet with the words 
Mechanical and Dynamical Inspiration. The theory of Mechanical inspiration is that which 
teaches that the Spirit acted on man as in a purely passive state.  It represents the prophets 
and apostles, when under the influence of the. inspiring spirit, as mere soulless machines,
mechanically answering to the force which moved tem-the pens not the penmen of the Holy.
Ghost. This purely organic theory of inspiration was taught by some of the disciple s of 
Calvin shortly after the Reformation, but it rests on no scriptural authority; and, if we except 
a few ambiguous metaphors, is supported by no historical testimony. Dynamical Inspiration 
is the phrase used to describe an influence acting upon living powers, and manifesting itself
through them according to their natural laws: man’s not converted into a mere machine, but 
all his mental faculties and habits are used and directed by the Divine Spirit in the work of 
making known the will of God.
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absolutely impossible clearly to discriminate the one from the other, or to fix any definite
point where the one element ends and the other begins.

2. Inspiration does not imply an equal clearness and fulness in the exhibition of
Divine truth in every part of the sacred book.  On the contrary, it is one of its excellences
that it is progressive. It proceeds from the simplest lessons to the highest truths.  The religion
of the Old Testament and the religion of the New are different, and yet parts of the
same,-complementary though not identical; neither is in itself complete, but each
contributing to the completeness of the whole.1

III.  Do the Scriptures themselves claim to be divinely inspired?
Direct and repeated affirmations of its own inspiration and truth are not appended to each
particular chapter or particular book, which, indeed, would be incongruous with the dignity
and self-consciousness of a Divine Author.  But the scriptural writers speak freely of their
commission and of the authority attached to it; and by necessary inference assert in the
strongest manner their inspiration by God.  Moses was directly commissioned by God (Exod.
3:14 ), and the book of the law was written by His express commandment (Exod. 24:4-7).
Joshua, his successor, went forth to his task by the same Divine appointment (Joshua 1:1,
5, 9), and his addresses to the people were prefaced with the words, "Thus saith the Lord
God of Israel" (24:2).  Of Samuel, we are told "The Lord revealed Himself to Samuel by the
word of the Lord" (I Sam. 3:20, 21). The books of the Prophets are composed almost entirely
of direct messages from heaven.  And if these testimonies appear to be in any degree
defective, the language of our Lord and His Apostles supplies the void. Our Lord recognized
the whole body of the Old Testament, included by the Jews in the threefold division of "the
Law, the Psalms, and the Prophets;" paid the highest honor to those ancient records; repelled
every onset of the tempter with, "It is written" (Matt. 4:4, 6, 7, 10); extended His full
sanction to every "jot and tittle" of  "the law and the prophets" (Matt. 5:17, 18) ; enforced
the precepts of the Pentateuch as still binding on the Jewish people (Matt. 8:4) ; quoted the
writing of Hosea (Matt. 9:13), of Malachi (Matt. 11:9, 10), of the Book of




