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<1 should, perhaps, be a happier, at all events a more useful, man, if my mind were other-

wise constituted. But so it Is: and even with regard to Christianity itself, like certain plants,

I creep towards the light, even though it draw me away from the more nourishing warmth.

Yea, I should do so, even if the light made its way through a rent in the wall of the Temple.”—
COLERIDGE.

¢ Perplexed in faith, but pure in deeds,
At last he beat his music ont;
There lives more faith in honest doubt,
Believe me, than in half the creeds.

¢ He fought his doubts and gathered strength ;
He would not make his judgment blind ;
He faced the spectres of the mind,
And laid them : thus he came at length

““ To find a stronger faith his own;
And Power was with him in the night,
Which makes the darkness and the light,
And dwells not in the light alone,

‘“But in the darkness and the cloud.’
TENNYSON.

“No inquirer can lix a direct and clear-sighted gage towards Truth, who is casting side glances
all the while on the prospects of his Soul.”—MARTINEAU.

¢ What hope of answer or redress !
Behind the veil, behind the veil.”
TENNYSON.






PREFACE.

THis work was commenced in the year 1845, and was finished
two years ago. Thus much it is necessary to state, that I may
not be supposed to have borrowed without acknowledgment from
works which have preceded mine in order of publication.

It is now given to the world after long hesitation, with much
diffidence, and with some misgiving. For some time I was in
doubt as to the propriety of publishing a work which, if it
might eorrect and elevate the views of some, might also un-
settle and destroy the faith of many. Butthree considerations
have finally decided me.

First. Ireflected that, if I were right in believing that I had
discerned some fragments or gleams of truth which had been
missed by others, I should be acting a criminal and selfish
part if T allowed personal considerations to withhold me from
promulging them ;—that I was not entitled to take upon myself
the privilege of judging what amount of new light the world
could bear, nor what would be the effect of that light upon in-
dividual minds ;—that sound views are formed and established
by the contribution, generation after generation, of widows’
mites ;—that if my small quota were of any value it would
spread and fructify, and if worthless, would come to naught.

Secondly. Much observation of the conversation and con-
troversy of the religious world had wrought the conviction that
the evil resulting from the received notions as to Scriptural au-
thority has been immensely under-estimated. I was compelled to

see that there is scarcely a low and dishonouring conception of
b 2
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God current among men, scarcely a narrow and malignant pas-
sion of the human heart, scarcely a moral obliquity, scarcely a
political error or misdeed, which Biblical texts are not, and may
not be without any violence to their obvious signification, ad-
duced to countenance and justify. On the other hand I was
compelled to see how many clear, honest, and aspiring minds
have been hampered and baffled in their struggles after truth
and light, how many tender, pure, and loving hearts have been
hardened, perverted, and forced to a denial of their nobler nature
and their better instincts, by the ruthless influence of some
passages of Scripture which seemed in the clearest language to
condemn the good and to denounce the true. No work con-
tributed more than Mr. Newman's Phases of Faith, to foree
upon 1ne the conviction that little progress can be hoped either
for religious science or charitable feeling till the question of
Biblical authority shall have been placed upon a sounder foot-
ing, and viewed in a very different light.

Thirdly. T called to mind the probability that there were
many other minds like my own pursuing-the same inquiries, and
groping towards the same light; and that to all such the know-
ledge that they have fellow labourers where they least expected
it, must be a cheering and sustaining influence.

It was also clear to me that this work must be performed by
laymen. Clergymen of all denominations are, from the very
nature of their position, incapacitated from pursuing this sub-
ject with a perfect freedom from all ulterior considera-
tions. They are restrained and shackled at once by their pre-
vious confession of Faith, and by the consequences to them of
possible conclusions. It remained, therefore, to see what could
be done by an unfettered layman, endowed with no learning,
but bringing to the investigation the ordinary education of
an English gentleman, and a logical faculty exercised in other
walks,

The three conclusions which I have chiefly endeavoured to
make clear, are these :—that the tenet of the Inspiration of the
Scriptures is baseless and untenable under any form or modifi-
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cation which leaves to it a dogmatic value ;—that the Gospels
are not textually faithiful records of the sayings and actions of
Jesus, but ascribe to him words which he never uttered, and
deeds which he never did;—and that the Apostles only par-
tially comprehended, and imperfectly transmitted, the teaching
of their Great Master. The establishment of these points is
the contribution to the progress of religious science which I
have attempted to render.

I trust it will not be supposed that I regard this work in any
other light than as a pioneering one. A treatise on Religion
that is chiefly negative and critical can never be other than in-
complete, partial, and preparatory. But the clearing of the
ground is a necessary preliminary to the sowing of the seed;
the removal of superincumbent rubbish is indispensable to the
discovery and extraction of the buried and intermingled ore ;
and the liberation of the mind from forestalling misconceptions,
misguiding prejudices, and hampering and distracting fears,
must precede its setting forth, with any chance of success, in
the pursuit of Truth. -

Nor, I earnestly hope, will the book be regarded as antago-
nistic to the Faith of Christ. It is with a strong conviction
that popular Christianity is not the Religion of Jesus that I
have resolved to publish my views. What Jesus really did and
taught, and whether his doctrines were perfect or superhuman,
are questions which afford ample matter for an independent
work.

There is probably no position more safe and certain, than
that our religious views must of necessity be essentially imper-
fect and incorrect ;—that at best they can form only a remote
approximation to the truth, while the amount of error they
contain mus¢ be large and varying, and may be almost un-
limited. And this must be alike, though not equally the case,
whether these views are taught us by reason or by revelation ;
—that is, whether we arrive at them by the diligent and
honest use of those faculties with which God has endowed us,
or by listening to those prophets wliom He may have ordained
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to teach us. The difference cannot be more than this. that in
the latter case our views will contain that fragment, or that
human disguise, of positive truth which God knows our minds
are alone capable of receiving, or which He sees to be fitted
for their guidance ;—while in the former case they will contain
that form or fragment of the same positive truth which He
framed our minds with the capability of achieving. In the
one case they will eontain as much truth as we can take in
—in the other, as much as we can discover:—but in both
cases this truth must neeessarily not only be greatly limited,
but greatly alloyed to bring it within the competence of finite
human intelligences. Being finite, we can form mno correct or
adequate idea of the Infinite :—being material, we can form
no clear conception of the Spiritual. The question of a Reve-
lation can in no way affect this conelusion; since evem the
Omnipotence of God cannot infuse infinite eonceptions inte
finite minds,—camnot, without an entire change of the condi-
tions of our being, pour a just and full knowledge of His
nature into the bounded capacity of a mortal’s soul. Human
intelligence could not grasp it; human language could not ex-
press it.

“ The consciousness of the individual (says Fichte) reveals
itself alone ;—his knowledge cannot pass beyond the limits of
his own being. His conceptions of other things and other
beings are only his conceptions ;—they are not those things or
beings themselves. The living principle of a living Universe
must be infinite, while all our ideas and conceptions are finite,
and applicable only to finite beings. The Deity is thus not an
object of knowledge, but of faith ;—not to be approached by
the understanding, but by the moral sense;—not to be con-
ceived, but to be felt. All attempts to embrace the infinite in
the conception of the finite are, and must be, only accommo-
dations to the frailty of man . . . . . .

‘“ Atheism is a charge which the common understanding has
repeatedly brought against the finer speculations of philosophy,
when, in endeavouring to solve the riddle of existence, they have
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approached, albeit with reverence and humility, the source from
which all existence proceeds. Shrouded from human comprehen-
sion in an obscurity from which chastened imagination is awed
back, and thought retreats in conscious weakness, the Divine
Nature is surely a theme on which man is little entitled to dog-
matize. Accordingly it is here that the philosophie intellect
becomes most painfully aware of its own insufficiency . . . . .
But the common understanding has no such humility ; its God
is an Incarnate Divinity ;=~imperfection imposes its own limita-
tions on the Illimitable, and clothes the inconceivable Spirit of
the Universe in sensuous and intelligible forms derived from
finite nature!”

This conviction once gained, the whole rational basis for
intolerance is cut away. We are all of us (though not all
equally) mistaken; and the cherished dogmas of each of us
are not, as we had fondly supposed, the pure truth of God, but
simply our own special form of error—the fragmentary and re-
fracted ray of light which has fallen on our own minds’.

But are we therefore to relax in our pursuit of truth, or to
acquiesce contentedly in error ?7—By no means. The obligation
still lies upon us as much as ever to press forward in the search;
for though absolute truth be unattainable, yet the amount of
error in our views is capable of progressive and perpetual dimi-
nution ; and it is not to be supposed that all errors are equally
innocuous. To rest satisfied with a lower degree of truth than
our faculties are capable of attaining,—to acquiesce in errors
which we might eliminate,~—to lie down consciously and con-
tentedly in unworthy conceptions of the Nature and Providence
of God,—is treason alike to Him and to our own Soul. It is
true that all our ideas concerning the Eternal Spirit must, consi-
dered objectively, be crroneous ; and that no revelation can maké

! “Our little systems have their day ;
They have their day, and cease to be :
They are but broke,, lights of Thee,
And Thou, O Lord, art more than they.”
In Memoriam.
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them otherwise ;—all, therefore, that we require, or can obtain,
is such an image or idea of Him as shall satisfy our souls, and
meet our needs ;—as shall (we may say) be to us subjectively
true. But this conception, in order to become to us such satis-
fying and subjective truth, must of course be the highest and
noblest that our minds are capable of forming';—every man’s
conception of God must consequently vary with his mental
cultivation and mental powers. If he content himself with
any lower image than his intellect can grasp, he contents him-
self with that which is false to him, as well as false in fact,—
one which, being lower than he could reach, he must ipso facta
feel to be false. The Peasant’s idea of God—true to him
—would be false to me, because I should feel it to be unworthy
and inadequate. If the nineteenth century after Christ adopts
the conceptions of the nineteenth century before him,—if
cultivated and chastened Christians adopt the conceptions of the
ignarant, narrow, and vindictive Israelite,—they are guilty of
thinking worse of God, of taking a lower, meaner, more limited
view of His Nature, than the faculties He has bestowed are
oapable of inspiring ;—and as the highest view we are capable
of forming must necessarily be the nearest to the truth, they
are wilfully acquiescing in a lie. They are guilty of what
Bacon calls “the Apotheosis of error "—stereotyping one par-
ticular stage of the blunders through which philosophy passes
on its way to truth.

Now to think (er speak) ill of Ged is te incur the guilt of
blasphemy. It is surprising that this view of the matter
should so rarely have struck the orthodox. But they are so
intently occupied with the peril on one side, that they have
become blind or careless to the at least equal peril that lies on
the other. If, as they deem, erroneous belief be dangerous and
criminal, it must be so whether it err on the side of deficiency
or of excess. They are sensitively and morbidly alive to the
peril and the sin of not believing everything which Revelation

' Religious truth is therefore necessarily progressive, because our powers are pro-
gressive,-—a position fatal to all positive dogma.
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has announced, yet they are utterly blind to what should be re-
garded as the deeper peril and the darker guilt of believing
that Revelation has announced doctrines dishonouring to the
pure majesty of God. If it be wrong and dangerous to doubt
what God has told us of himself, it must surely be equally so,
or more so, to believe, on inadequate evidence or on no evi-
dence at all, that He ever taught doctrines so derogatory to
His attributes as many which orthodox theology ascribes to
Him. To believe that He is cruel, short-sighted, capricious,
and unjust, is an affront, an indignity, which (on the orthodox
supposition that God takes judicial cognizance of such errors)
must be immeasurably more guilty and more perilous, than to
believe that the Jews were mistaken in imagining that He
spoke through Moses, or the Christians in imagining that He
spoke through Paul. He is affirmed to be a jealous God, an
angry God, a capricious God,—punishing the innocent for the
sins of the guilty,—punishing with infinite and endless torture
men whom He had created weak, finite, and ephemeral,—nay,
whom he had fore-ordained to sin,—a God who came down
from Heaven, walked among men, feasted at their tables, en-
dured their insults, died by their hands. Is there no peril
in all this?—no sin in believing all these unworthy puer-
ilities of & Creator who has given us Reason and Nature to
teach us better things ?—Yet Christians accept them all with
hasty and trembling dismay, as if afraid that God will punish
them for being slow to believe evil of Him.

We have seen that the highest views of religion which we
can attain here must, from the imperfection of our faculties, be
necessarily inaccurate and impure. But we may go further
than this. It is more than probable that Religion, in order to
obtain currency and influence with the great mass of mankind,
must be alloyed with an amount of error which places it far
below the standard attainable by human ecapacities. A pure
religion—by which we mean one as pure as the loftiest and most
cultivated earthly reason can discern—would probably not be
comprehended by, or effective over, the less educated portion
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of mankind. What is truth to the Philosopher would not be
truth, nor have the effect of truth, to the Peasant. The reli-
gion of the many must necessarily be more incorrect than that of
the refined and reflective few,—mnot so much in its essence,
as in its forms—mnot so much in the spiritual idea which lies
latent at the bottom of it, as in the symbols and dogmas in which
that ¢dea is embodied. In many points true religion would not
be comprehensible by the ignorant, nor consolatory to them,
nor guiding and supporting for them. Nay, true religion
would not be true to them :—that is, the effect it would pro-
duce on their mind wowld not be the right one,—would not be
the same it would produce on the mind of one fitted to receive
it, and competent to grasp it. To undisciplined minds, as to
children, it is probable that coarser images and broader views
are necessary to excite and sustain the efforts of virtue. The
belief in an #mmediute Heaven of sensible delight and glory™
will enable an uneducated man to dare the stake in the cause of
faith or freedom ;—the idea of Heaven as a distant scene of
slow, patient, and perpetual progress in intellectual and spi-
ritual being, would be inadequate to fire his imagination, or to
steel his nerves. Again: to be grasped by, and suitable to, such
minds, the views presented them of God must be anthropo-
morphic, not spiritual ;—and in proportion as they are so they
are false :—the views of His Government must be special, not
universal ;—and in proportion as they are so they will be false'.
The sanctions which a faith derives from being announced from
Heaven amid clouds and thunder, and attested by physical pro-
digies, are of a nature to attract and impress the rudest and
most ignorant minds—perhaps in proportion to their rudeness
and their ignorance :—the sanctions derived from accordance
with the breathings of Nature and the dictates of the soul, are

! There are, we are disposed to think, several indications in Scripture that the
doctrines which Christ desired to teach were put forth by him, not in the language
of strict verity (even as he conceived it), but in that clothing which would most
surely convey to his hearers the practical essentials of the doctrine—the important
part of the idea.—(See Bush’s Anastasis, p. 143)
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appreciable in their full strength by the trained and nurtured
intelligence alone .

The rapid spread and general reception of any religion may
unquestionably be accepted as proof that it contains some vital
truth ;—it may be regarded also as an equally certain proof
that it contains a large admixture of error,—of error, that is,
cognizable and detectable by the higher human minds of the age.
A perfectly pure faith would find too little preparation for it in the
common mind and heart to admit of prompt reception. The
Christian Religion would hardly have spread as rapidly as it
did, had it remained as pure as it came from the lips of Jesus.
It owes its success probably at least as much to the corruptions
which speedily encrusted it, and to the errors which were early
incorporated with it as to the ingredient of pure and sublime
truth which it contsined. Its progress among the Jews was
owing to the doctrine of the Messiahship, which they errone-
ously believed to be fulfilled in Jesus. Its rapid progress
among the Pagans was greatly attributable to its metaphysical
accretions and its heathen corruptions. Had it retained its ori-
ginal purity and simplicity—had it been kept free from all extra-
neous admixtures, a system of noble Theism and lofty morality
as Christ delivered it,—where would it now have been ? Would
it have reached our times as a substantive religion ?—Would
truth have floated down to us without borrowing the wings
of crror? These are interesting, though purely speculative,
questions.

One word inconclusion. Let it not be supposed that the con-
clusions sought to be established in this book have heen arrived
at eagerly, or without pain and reluctance. The pursuit of truth
is easy to a man who has no human sympathies, whose vision

' All whe have come much into contact with the minds of children or of the
uneducated classes, are fully aware how unfitted to their mental condition are the
more wide, cathelic, and comprehensive views of religion, which yet we hold to be
the true ones, and how casentialy it is to them to have a well-defined, positive, some-
what dogmatic, and above all a divinely-attested and euthoritative creed, deriving its

sanctions from without. Such are best dealt with by rather narrow, decided, and
undoubting niinds.
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is impaired by no fond partialities, whose heart is torn by ne
divided allegiance. To him the renunciation of error presents
few difficulties; for the moment it is recognised as error, its
charm ceases. But the case is very different with the Searcher
whose affections are strong, whose associations are quick,
whose hold upon the Past is clinging and tenacious. He may
love Truth with an earnest and paramount devotion; but he
loves much else also. He loves errors, which were once the
cherished convictions of his soul. He loves dogmas which
were once full of strength and beauty to his thoughts, though
now perceived to be baseless or fallacious. He loves the
Church where he worshipped in his happy childhood; where
his friends and his family worship still; where his gray-haired
parents await the resurrection of the Just; but where /%e can
worship and await no more. He loves the simple old creed,
which was the creed of his earlier and brighter days;:®
which is the creed of his wife and children still; but which
inquiry has compelled him to abandon. The Past and the
Familiar have chains and talismans which hold him back in his
career, till every fresh step forward becomes an effort and an
agony; every fresh error discovered is a fresh bond snapped
asunder; every new glimpse of light is like a fresh flood of
pain poured in upon the soul. To such a man the pursuit of
Truth is a daily martyrdom—how hard and bitter let the martyr
tell. Shame to those who make it doubly so: honour to those
who encounter it saddened, weeping, trembling, but unflinching
still.  “ Il in vos seeviant qui nesciunt cum quo labore verum
invenietur; qui nesciunt cum quantd difficultate sanetur oculus
interioris hominis.”?

To this martyrdom, however, we believe there is an end: for
this unswerving integrity there is a rich and sure re-
ward. Those who flinch from inquiry because they dread the
possible conclusion ; who turn aside from the path as soon as
they catch a glimpse of an unwelcome goal; who hold their
dearest hopes only on the tenure of a closed eye and a repudia-

! St. Augustine.
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ting mind, —will, sooner or later, have to encounter that inevi-
table hour when doubt will no longer be silenced, and inquiry
can no longer be put by; when the spectres of old misgivings
which have been rudely repulsed and of questionings which
have been sent empty away, will return ““ to haunt, to startle,
to waylay;”—and will then find their faith crumbling away
at the moment of greatest need, not because it is false, but
because they, half wilfully, half fearfully, grounded it on
false foundations. But the man whose faith in God and fu-
turity has survived an inquiry pursued with that “single eye”
to which alone light is promised, has attained a serenity of soul
possible only to the fearless and the just. For him the progress
of Science is fraught with no dark possibilities of ruin; no
dreaded discoveries lie in wait for him round the corner; for he
is indebted for his short and simple creed, not to sheltering
darkness, but to conquered light.

The Cralg.
Dec. 4, 1850.
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THE

CREED OF CHRISTENDOM.

AAnAnANA A

CHAPTER 1.
INSPIRATION OF THE SCRIPTURES.

WHEN an Inquirer, brought upin the popular Theology of Eng-
land, questions his teachers as to the foundations and evidence of
the doctrines he has imbibed, he is referred at once to the Bible as
the source and proof of all : “The Bible, and the Bible only, is
the religion of Protestants.” The Bible, he is told, is a sacred
book of supreme and unquestionable authority, being the produc-
tion of writers directly inspired by God to teach us truth—being,
in the ordinary phrase, THE WoRrD oF Gop. This view of the
Bible he finds to be universal among all religious sects, and
nearly all religious teachers; all, at least, of whom, in this
country, he is likely to hear. This belief in the Inspiration of
the Scriptures (@sonvevoria) is, indeed, stated with some slight
variations, by modern Divines ; some affirming, that every state-
ment and word was immediately dictated from on high: these
are the advocates of Plenary, or Verbal Inspiration; others
holding merely that the Scriptural writers were divinely in-
formed and authorized Teachers of truth, and narrators of fact,
thoroughly imbued with, and guided by, the Spirit of God,
but that the words, the earthly form in which they clothed
the ideas, were their own. These are the believers in the
essential Inspiration of the Bible.

Ve
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Itis obvious that the above are only two modes of stating the
same doctrine—a doctrine incapable of being defined or ex-
pressed with philosophical precision, from our ignorance of the
modus operandi of divine influences on the mind of man. Both
propositions mean, if they have any distinct meaning at all,
this affirmation :—that every statement of fact contained in the
Scriptures is true, as being information communicated by the
Holy Spirit—that every dogma of Religion, every idea of Duty,
every conception of Deity, therein asserted, came from God, in
the natural and unequivocal sense of that expression. That
this 25 the acknowledged and accepted doctrine of Christendom
is proved by the circumstance that all controversies among
Christians turn upon the interpretation, not the authority, of the
Scriptures ; insomuch that we constantly hear disputants make
use of this language: ““ Only show me such or such a doctrine
in the Bible, and I am silenced.”—1It is proved, too, by the
pains taken, the humiliating subterfuges resorted to, by men of
Science to show that their discoveries are not at variance with
any text of Scripture.—It is proved, by the observation, so
constantly forced upon us, of theologians who have been com-
pelled to abandon the theory of Secriptural Inspiration, or to
modify it into a negation, still retaining, as tenaciously as ever,
the consequences and corollaries of the doctrine ; phrases which
sprung out of it, and have no meaning apart from it ; and de-
ductions which could flow from it alone.—It is proved, moreover,
by the indiscriminate and peremptory manner in which texts are
habitually quoted from every part of the Bible, to enforce a
precept, to settle a doctrine, or to silence an antagonist.—It is
proved, finally, by the infinite efforts made by commentators
and divines to explain discrepancies and reconcile contradictions
which, independently of this doctrine, could have no importance
or significance whatever.

This, accordingly, is the first doctrine for which our Inquirer
demands evidence and proof. It does not occur to him to
doubt the correctness of so prevalent a belief: he is only
anxious to discover its genesis and its foundation. He im-
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mediately perceives that the Sacred Scriptures consist of two
separate series of writings, wholly distinct in their character,
chronology, and language—the one containing the sacred
books of the Jews, the other those of the Christians. We will
commence with the former.

Most of our readers who share the popular belief in the
divine origin and authority of the Jewish Scriptures, would pro-
bably be much perplexed when called upon to assign grounds
to justify the conviction which they entertain from habit. All
that they could discover may be classed under the following
heads: —

I. That these books were received as sacred, authoritative,
and inspired Writings by the Jews themselves.

II. That they repeatedly and habitually represent themselves
as dictated by God, and containing His ipsissima verba.

III. That their contents proclaim their origin and parentage,
as displaying a purer morality, a loftier religion, and altogether
a holier tone, than the unassisted, uninspired human faculties
could, at that period, have attained.

IV. That the authority of the Writers, as direotly commis-
sioned from on High, was in many cases attested by miraculous
powers, either of act or prophecy.

V. That Christ and his Apostles decided their sacred cha-
racter, by referring to them, quoting them, and assuming, or
affirming them to be inspired.

Let us examine each of these grounds separately.

I. Tt is unquestionably true that the Jews received the He-
brew Canon, or what we call the Old Testament, as a collection
of divinely-inspired writings, and that Christians, on their
authority, have generally adopted the same belief.—Now, even
if the Jews had held the same views of inspiration that now
prevail, and attached the modern meaning to the word; even
if they had known accurately who were the Authors of the
sacred books, and on what authority such and such writings
were admitted into the Canon, and such others rejected ;—we

B 2
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do not see why their opinion should be regarded as a sufficient
guide and basis for ours; especially when we remember that
they rejected as an Impostor the very Prophet whom we con-
ceive to have been inspired beyond all others. What rational
or consistent ground can we assign for disregarding the deci-
sion of the Jews in the case of Jesus, and accepting it submis-
sively in the case of Moses, David, and Isaiah ?

But, on a closer examination, it is discovered that the Jews
cannot tell us when, nor by whom, nor on what principle of
selection, this collection of books was formed. All these ques-
tions are matters of pure conjecture; and the ablest crities
agree only in the opinion that no safe opinion can be pro-
nounced. One ancient Jewish legend attributes the formation
of the Canon to the Great Synagogue, an imagined “ company
of Scribes,” cuvaywyn ypauuatewy, presided over by Ezra.—
Another legend, equally destitute of authority, relates that the
collection already existed, but had become much corrupted,
and that Ezra was inspired for the purpose of correcting and
purifying it ;—that is, was inspired for the purpose of ascer-
taining, eliciting, and affirming the inspiration of his Prede-
cessors. A third legend mentions Nehemiah as the Author of
the Canon. The opinion of De Wette—probably the first
authority on these subjects—an opinion founded on minute
historical and critical investigations, is, that the different por-
tions of the Old Testament were collected or brought into their
present form, at various periods, and that the whole body of it
“came gradually into existence, and, as it were, of itself and
by force of custom and public use, acquired a sort of sanction.”
He conceives the Pentateuch to have been completed about the
time of Josiah, the collection of Prophets soon after Nehemiah,
and the devotional writings not till the age of the Maccabees'.
His view of the grounds which led to the reception of the
various books into the sacred Canon, is as follows:—* The
writings attributed to Moses, David, and the Prophets, were

! Introduction to the Critical Study of the Old Testament, (by Parker,) i. 26-35.

.
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considered inspired on account of the personal character of
their authors. But the other writings, which are in part
anonymous, derive their title to inspiration sometimes from
their contents, and sometimes from the cloud of antiquity
which rests on them. Some of the writings which were com-
posed after the exile—such, for example, as the Song of
Solomon, Ecclesiastes, and Daniel-—were put on this list on
account of the ancient authors to whom they were ascribed ;—
others—for example, Chronicles and Esther—on account of
their contents ; and others again, as Ezra and Nehemiah, on
account of the distinguished merit of their authors in restoring
the Law and worship of God.”*

Again : the books of the Hebrew Canon were customarily
classed among the Jews into three several divisions—the
Books of the Law, the Prophets, and the other sacred writings,
or Hagiographa, as they are termed—and it is especially worthy
of remark that Philo, Josephus, and all the Jewish authorities
ascribed different degrees of inspiration to each class, and
moreover did not conceive such inspiration to be exclusively
confined to the Canonical writers, but to be shared, though in a
scantier degree, by others ;—Philo extending it even to the
Greek translators of the Old Testament; Josephus hinting that
he was not wholly destitute of it himself; and both maintaining
that even in their day the gifts of prophecy and inspiration were
not extinet, though limited to few®. The Talmudists held the
same opinion ; and went so far as to say that a man might de-
rive a certain kind or degree of inspiration from the study of
the Law and the Prophets. In the Gospel of John, xi. 51, we
have an intimation that the High Priest had a kind of ex gfficio
inspiration or prophetic power.—It seems' clear, therefore, that
the Jews; on whose authority we accept the Old Testament as

1 De Wette, i. 40.

2 De Wette, i. 39-48. A marked confirmation of the idea of graduated inspira-
tion is to be found in Numbers xii. 6-8. Maimonides (De Wette, ii. 361) distin-
guishes eleven degrees of inspiration, besides that which was granted to Moses.
Abarbanel (De Wette, i. 14) makes a similar distinction.
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inspired, attached a very different meaning to the word from that
in which our Theologians employ it;—in their conception
it approaches (except in the case of Moses) much more nearly
to the divine aplatus which the Greeks attributed to their
Poets.— Between the Mosaic and the Prophetic Inspiration,
the Jewish Church asserted such a difference as amounts to a
diversity . . . . .. To Moses and to Moses alone—to Moses,
in the recording, no less than in the receiving of the law—and
to every part of the five books called the books of Moses, the
Jewish Doctors of the generation before and coeval with the
Apostles, assigned that unmodified and absolute bsomvevoria,
which our divines, in words at least, attribute to the Canon
collectively.”! The Samaritans, we know, carried this distine-
tion so far that they received the Pentateuch alone as of divine
authority, and did not believe the other books to be inspired at
all. ;

It will then be readily conceded that the divine authority, or
proper inspiration (using the word in our modern, plain, ordi-
nary, theological sense), of a series of writings of which we
know neither the date, nor the authors, nor the collectors, nor
the principle of selection—cannot derive much support or pro-
bability from the mere opinion of the Jews ;—especially when
the same Jews did not confine the quality of inspiration to
these writings exclusively;—when a large section of them
ascribed this attribute to five books only out of thirty-nine ;—
and when they assigned to different portions of the collection
different degrees of inspiration—an idea quite inconsistent
with the modern one of infallibility.—“ In infallibility there
can be no degrees.””

II. The second ground alleged for the popular belief in the
Inspiration of the Jewish Scriptures, appears to involve both a

! Coleridge. Confessions of an Enquiring Spirit, p. 19. As I shall have to
refer to this eminent writer more than once, I wish it to be horne in mind, that
though not always speculatively orthodox, he was a dogmatic Christian, and an in-
tolerant Trinitarian; at least he always held the language of one.

2 Coleridge, p. 18. :
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confusion of reasoning, and a misconception of fact. These
writings, I believe I am correct in stating, nowhere affirm their
own inspiration, divine origin, or infallible authority. They fre-
quently, indeed, use the expressions, “ Thus saith Jehovah,”
and ‘“ The Word of the Lord came to Moses,” &c., which seem
to imply that in these instances they consider themselves as
recording the very words of the Most High; but they do not
declare that they are as a whole dictated by God, nor even that
in these instances they are enabled to record His words with in-
fallible accuracy. But even if these writings did contain the
most solemn and explicit assertion of their own inspiration, that
assertion ought not to have, and in the eye of reason could not
have, any weight whatever, till that inspiration is proved from
independent sources—after which it becomes superfluous. It
is simply the testimony of a witness to himself',—a testimony
which the falsest witness can bear as well as the truest. To
take for granted the attributes of a writer from his own de-
claration of those attributes, is, one would imagine, too coarse
and too obvious a logical blunder not to be abandoned as soon
as it is stated in plain language. Yet, in the singular work
which I have already quoted—singular and sadly remarkable,
as displaying the strange inconsistencies into which a craven
terror of heresy (or the imputation of it) can betray even the
acutest thinkers—Coleridge says firs¢, “that he cannot find
any such claim (to supernatural inspiration) made by the
writers in question, explicitly or by implication” (p. 16) ;—
secondly, that where the passages asserting such a claim are sup-
posed to be found, * the conclusion drawn from them involves
obviously a petitio principii, namely, the supernatural dictation,
word by word, of the book in which the assertion is found ; for
until this is established, the utmost such a text can prove is the
current belief of the Writer's age and country” (p. 17);—
and, thirdly, that ““ whatever is referred by the sacred penman

1 «If T bear witness of myself, my witness is not true” (i. e. is not to be re-
garded), John v. 31.
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to a direct communication from God; and whenever it is re-
corded that the subject of the history kad asserted himself to
have received this or that command, information, or assurance,
from a superhuman intelligence; or where the Writer, in his
own person, and in the character of an historian, relates that
the word of God came to Priest, Prophet, Chieftain, or other
Individual ; I receive the same with full belief, and admit its
inappellable authority” (p. 27).—What is this, but to say, at
p- 27, that he receives as “ inappellable” that which, at p. 17,
he declares to involve an obvious petitio prineipii ?2—that any
self-asserted infallibility —any distinct affirmation of divine
communication or command, however improbable, contradietory,
or revolting—made in any one of a collection of books, “the
dates, selectors, and compilers of which” he avers to be *un-
known, or recorded by known fabulists” (p. 18),—must be
received as of supreme authority, without question, and without
appeal 2—What would such a reasoner as Coleridge think of
such reasoning as this, on any other than a Biblical question?

IIT. The argument for the inspiration of the Old Testament
Scriptures derived from the character of their contents, will
bear no examination. It is true that many parts of them con-
tain views of Duty, of God, and of Man's relation to Him,
which are among the purest and loftiest that the human
intellect can grasp ;—but it is no less true that other passages,
at least as numerous and characteristic, depict feelings and
opinions on these topics, as low, meagre, and unworthy, as ever
took their rise in savage and uncultured minds. These pas-
sages, as is well known, have long been the opprobrium of
orthodoxy and the despair of Theologians; and so far are they
from being confirmatory of the doctrine of Scriptural inspira-
tion, that nothing but the inconsiderate and absolute reception
of this doctrine has withheld men from regarding and repre-
senting them in their true light. The contents of the Hebrew
Canon as a whole, form the most fatal and convincing argu-
ment against its inspiration as @ whole. By the popular
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creed as it now stands, the nobler portions are compelled to bear
the mighty burden of the lower and less worthy ;—and often
sink under their weight.

1V. The argument for the Inspiration of the Old Testa-
ment Writers, drawn from the supposed miraculous or pro-
phetic powers conferred upon the writers, admits of a very
brief refutation. In the first place, as we do not know who
the Writers were, nor at what date the books were written, we
cannot possibly decide whether they were endowed with any
such powers, or not.—Secondly, as the only evidence we have
for the reality of the miracles rests upon the divine authority,
and consequent unfailing accuracy, of the books in which they
are recorded, they cannot, without a violation of all principles of
reasoning, be adduced to prove that authority and accuracy.—
Thirdly, in those days, as is well known, superhuman powers
were not supposed to be confined to the direct and infallible
organs of the divine commands, nor necessarily to imply the
possession of the delegated authority of God;—as we learn
from the Magicians of Pharaoh, who could perform many,
though not all, of the miracles of Moses;—from the case of
Aaron, who, though miraculously gifted, and God’s chosen
High Priest, yet helped the Israelites to desert Jehovah, and
bow down before the Golden Calf;—and from the history of
Balaam, who, though in daily communication- with God, and
specially inspired by Him, yet accepted a bribe from His
enemies to curse His people, and pertinaciously endeavoured
to perform his part of the contract.—And, finally, as the dog-
matic value of prophecy depends on our being able to ascer-
tain the date at which it was uttered, and the precise events
which it was intended to predict, and the impossibility of fore-
seeing such events by mere human sagacity, and, moreover, upon
the original language in which- the prophecy was uttered not
having been altered by any subsequent recorder or transcriber
to match the fulfilment more exactly ;—and as, in the case of
the prophetical books of the Hebrew Canon (as will be seen in
a subsequent chapter), great doubt rests upon almost all these
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points; and as, moreover, for one prediction which was justi-
fied, it is easy to point to two which were falsified, by the event ;
—the prophecies, even if occasionally fulfilled, can, assuredly,
in the present stage of our inquiry, afford us no adequate
foundation on which to build the inspiration of the Zbrary
(for such it is) of which they form a part.

V. But the great majority of Christians would, if questioned,
rest their belief in the Inspiration of the Old Testament Scrip-
tures, upon the supposed sanction or affirmation of this view by
Christ and his Apostles.—Now, as Coleridge has well argued in
a passage already cited, until we know that the words of Christ
conveying this doctrine have been faithfully recorded, so that we
are actually in possession of his view—and that the apostolic
writings conveying this doctrine were the production of inspired
men—*° the utmost such texts can prove is the current belief
of the Writer's age and country concerning the character of
the books then called the Scriptures.”—The inspiration of the
Old Testament, in this point of view, therefore, rests upon the
inspiration of the New—a matter to be presently considered.
But let us here ascertain what is the actual amount of divine
authority attributed to the Old, by the writers of the New
Testament,

It is unquestionable that these Secriptures are constantly
referred to and quoted, by the Apostles and Evangelists, as
authentic and veracious histories. It is unquestionable, also,
that the prophetical writings were considered by them 7o be
prophecies—to contain predictions of future events, and
especially of events relating to Christ. They received them
submissively; but misquoted, misunderstood, and misapplied
them, as will hereafter be shown.—Further; however incor-
rectly we may believe the words of Christ to have been re-
ported, his references to the Scriptures are too numerous, too
consistent, and too probable, not to bring us to the conclu-
sion that he quoted them as having, and deserving to have,
unquestioned authority over the Jewish mind. On this point,
however, the opinions of Christ, as recorded in the Gospel,
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present remarkable discrepancies, and even contradictions.
On the one hand, we read of his saying, “ Think not that
I am come to destroy the Law or the Prophets: I am not
come to destroy, but to fulfil. For verily I say unto you, Till
Heaven and Earth pass, one jot or one tittle shall in no
wise pass from the Law, till all be fulfilled.”* He quotes the
Decalogue as “from God;” and he says that ““ God spake to
Moses.”® It is true that he nowhere affirms the inspiration of
the Scriptures, but he quotes the prophecies, and even is said to
represent them as prophesying of him®. He quotes the Psalms
controversially, to put down antagonists, and adds the remark,
““the Scripture cannot be broken.”* He is represented as de-
claring once positively,” and once incidentally?®, that ‘ Moses
wrote of him.”®

On the other hand, he contradicted Moses, and abrogated
his ordinances in an authoritative and peremptory manner, which
precludes the idea that he supposed himself dealing with the
direct commands of God’. This is done in many points
specified in Matth. v. 84-44 ;—in the case of divorce, in the
most positive and naked manner (Matth. v. 31, 82; xix. 8.
Luke xvi. 18. Mark x. 4-12);—in the case of the woman
taken in adultery, who would have been punished with a
cruel death by the Mosaic law, but whom Jesus dismissed
with—* Neither do I condemn thee: go, and sin no more”
(John viii. 5—~11);—in the case of clean and unclean meats,

! Matth. v. 17, 18. Luke xvi. 17.

2 Matth. xv. 4-6; xxii. 31. Mark vii. 9-13; xii. 26.

? Matth, xv. 7; xxiv. 15. Luke iv. 17-21; xxiv. 27.

4 John x. 35.

8 John v. 46, Luke xxiv. 44.

¢ It seems more than doubtful whether any passages in the Pentateuch can fairly
be considered as having reference to Christ. But passing over this, if it shall ap-
pear that what we now call ““the Books of Moses” were not written by Moses, it
will follow; either that Christ referred to Mosaic writings which we do not possess;
or that, like the contemporary Jews and modern Christians, he erroneously ascribed
to Moses books which Moses did not write.

7 % Ye have heard that it has been said of old time ;”—* Moses, for the hardness
of your hearts, suffered you to put away your wives,” &c., &c.
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as to which the Mosaic law is rigorous in the extreme, but
which Christ puts aside as trivial, affirming that unclean
meats cannot defile a man, though Moses declared that it
“ made them abominable.” (Matth. xv. 11; Mark vii. 15.)
Christ even supersedes in the same manner one of the com-
mands of the Decalogue—that as to the observance of the
Sabbath, his views and teaching as to which no ingenuity can
reconcile with the Mosaic law’.

Finally, we have the assertion in Paul’s Second Epistle to
Timothy (iii. 16), which, though certainly translatable two
ways®, either affirms the inspiration of the Hebrew Canon as
a whole, or assumes the inspiration of certain portions of it.—
On the whole, there can, I think, be little doubt that Christ and
his Apostles received the Jewish Scriptures, as they then were,
as sacred and authoritative. But till #keir divine authority is
established, it is evident that this, the fif¢4, ground for believ-
ing the inspiration of the Old Testament merges in the firs¢,
i.e., the belief of the Jews.

So far, then, it appears that the only evidence for the Inspira-
tion of the Hebrew Canon is the fact that the Jews believed in
it.—But we know that they also believed in the inspiration of
other writings;—that #keir meaning of the word ¢ Inspiration”
differed essentially from that which now prevails;—that their
theocratic polity had so interwoven itself with all their ideas,
and modified their whole mode of thinking, that almost every
mental suggestion, and every act of power, was referred by

! See this whole question most ably treated in the notes to Norton, Genuineness
of the Gospels, ii. § 7.

2 The English, Dutch, and other versions render it, * All Scripture is given by
inspiration of God, and is profitable for teaching,” &c., &c. (an obviously incorrect
rendering, unless it can be shown that gga@n is always used by Paul in reference to
the Sacred Jewish Canon exclusively). The Vulgate; Luther, Calmet, the Spanish
and Arabic versions, and most of the Fathers, translate it thus: ¢ All divinely in-
spired writings are also profitable for teaching,” &c. This is little more than a
truism. But Paul probably meant, “ Do not despise the Old Testament, because you
have the Spirit; since you know ¢t was inspired, you ought to be able to make it
profitable,” &c.



INSPIRATION OF THE SCRIPTURES. 13

them directly to a superhuman origin'.—“If” (says Mr. Cole-
ridge) “ we take into account the habit, universal with the
Hebrew Doctors, of referring all excellent or extraordinary
things to the Great First Cause, without mention of the proxi-
mate and instrumental causes—a striking illustration of which
may be obtained by comparing the narratives of the same event
in the Psalms and the Historical Books;—and if we further
reflect that the distinction of the Providential and the Miracu-
lous did not enter into their forms of thinking—at all events
not into their mode of conveying their thoughts ;—the language
of the Jews respecting the Hagiographa will be found to differ
little, if at all, from that of religious persons among ourselves,
when speaking of an author abounding in gifts, stirred up by
the Holy Spirit, writing under the influence of special grace,
and the like.”*—We know, moreover, that the Mahometans
believe in the direct inspiration of the Koran as firmly as ever
did the Hebrews in that of their sacred books; and that in
matters of such mighty import the belief of a special nation
can be no safe nor adequate foundation for our own.—The
result of this investigation, therefore, is, that the popular doc-
trine of the inspiration, divine origin, and consequent unim-
peachable accuracy and infallible authority of the Old Testa-
ment Scriptures, rests on no jfoundation whatever—unless it
shall subsequently appear that Christ and his Apostles affirmed
it, and had means of knowing it and judging of it, superior
to and independent of those possessed by the Jews of their
time.

I have purposely abstained in this place from noticing those
considerations which directly negative the doctrine in question;
both because many of these will be more suitably introduced
in subsequent chapters, and because, if a doctrine is shown to
be without foundation or unproved, disproof is superfluous.—
In conclusion, let us carefully note that this inquiry has related
solely to the divine origin and infallible authority of the

! De Wette, i. 39. 2 Letters on Inspiration, p. 21.
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Sacred Writings, and is entirely distinet from the question as
to the substantial truth of the narrative and the correctness of
the doctrine they contain—a question to be decided by a
different method of inquiry. Though wholly uninspired, they
may transmit narratives, faithful in the main, of God's dealings
with man, and may be records of a real and authentic revela-
tion.—All we have yet made out is this: that the mere fact of
finding any statement or dogma in the Hebrew Scriptures is
no sufficient proof or adequate warranty that it came from
God.

It is not easy to discover the grounds on which the popular
belief in the inspiration or divine origin, of the New Testament
Canon, as a whole, is based. Probably, when analysed they
will be found to be the following.

I. That the Canonical Books were selected from the un-
canonical or apocryphal, by the early Christian Fathers, who
must be supposed to have had ample means of judging; and
that the inspiration of these writings is affirmed by them.

II. That it is natural to imagine that God, in sending into
the World a Revelation intended for all times and all lands,
should provide for its faithful record and transmission by
inspiring the transmitters and recorders.

ITI. That the Apostles, whose unquestioned writings form a
large portion of the Canon, distinetly affirm their own inspira-
tion; and that this inspiration was distinctly promised them by
Christ.

IV. That the Contents of the New Testament are their own
credentials, and by their sublime tone and character, proclaim
their superhuman origin.

V. That the inspiration of most of the writers may be con-
sidered as attested by the miracles they wrought, or had the
power of working.

I. The writings which compose the volume called by us the
New Testament, had assumed their present collective form,
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and were generally received throughout the Christian Churches,
about the end of the second century. They were selected out
of a number of others; but by whom they were selected, or
what principle guided the selection, history leaves in doubt.
We have reason to believe that in several instances, writings
were selected or rejected, not from a consideration of the
external or traditional evidence of their genuineness or anti-
quity, but from the supposed heresy or orthodoxy of the
doctrines they contained. We find, moreover, that the early
Fathers disagreed among themselves in their estimate of the
genuineness and authority of many of the books’; that some
of them received books which we exclude, and excluded others
which we admit;—while we have good reason to believe that
some of the rejected writings, as the Gospel of the Hebrews,
and that for the Egyptians, and the Epistles of Clement and
Barnabas, have at least as much title to be placed in the sacred
Canon as some already there—the Epistle to the Hebrews, and
those of Peter and Jude, for example.

It is true that several of the Christian Fathers who lived
about the end of the second century, as Ireneeus, Tertullian,
and Clement of Alexandria, distinctly affirm the inspiration of
the Sacred Writings, as those writings were received, and as
that word was understood, by them®. But we find that they
were in the habit of referring to and quoting indiscriminately
the Apocryphal, as well as the Canonical Scriptures. Instances
of this kind occur in Clement of Rome (A.D. 100), Clement of
Alexandria (a.p. 200), and, according to Jerome, in Ignatius
also, who lived about A.D. 107°. Tleir testimony, therefore, if
valid to prove the inspiration of the Canonical Scriptures,

! See the celebrated account of the Canon given by Eusebius, where five of our
epistles are “ disputed ;”—the Apocalypse, which we receive, is by many considered
“spurious ;” and the Gospel of the Hebrews, which we reject, is stated to have
been by many, especially of the Palestinian Christians, placed among the “ac-
knowledged writings.” De Wette, i. 76.

2 De Wette, i. 63-66. 3 Ibid. p. 54, &c.
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proves the inspiration of the rejected Scriptures likewise; and
by necessary sequence, proves the error and incompetency of
the compilers of the Canon, who rejected them. No one,
however, well acquainted with the writings of the Fathers, will
be of opinion that their judgment in these matters, or in any
matters, ought to guide our own'.

II. The second argument certainly carries with it, at first
sight, an appearance of much weight; and is we believe with
most minds, however unconsciously, the argument which (as
Paley expresses it) “does the business.” The idea of Gospel
inspiration is received, not from any proof that ## s so, but
from an opinion, or feeling, that i¢ ought to be so. The doc-
trine arose, not because it was proveable, but because it was
wanted. Divines can produce no stronger reason for believ-
ing in the inspiration of the Gospel narratives, than their
own opinion that it is not likely God should have left so im-
portant a series of facts to the ordinary chances of History.
But on a little reflection it will be obvious that we have no
ground whatever for presuming that God will act in this or
in that manner under any given circumstances, beyond what
previous analogies may furnish; and in this case no analoga
exist. We cannot even form a probable guess @ priori of His
mode of operation ;—but we find that generally, and indeed in
all cases of which we have any certain knowledge, He leaves
things to the ordinary action of natural laws;—and if, there-
fore, it is “natural” to presume anything at all in this instance,
that presumption should be that God did 70¢ inspire the New
Testament writers, but left them to convey what they saw,
heard, or believed, as their intellectual powers and moral
qualities enabled them.

The Gospels, as professed records of Christ's deeds and
words, will be allowed to form the most important portion of
the New Testament Collection.—Now, the idea of God having

! See Ancient Christianity, by Isaac Taylor, passim—for an exposition of what
these Fathers could write and believe.
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inspired four different men to write a history of the samo
transactions—or rather of many different men having under-
taken to write such a history, of whom God inspired four only
to write correctly, leaving the others to their own unaided
resources, and giving us no test by which to distinguish
the inspired from the uninspired—certainly appears self-con-
futing, and anything but “natural.” If the accounts of the
same transactions agree, where was the necessity for more than
one? If they differ (as they notoriously do), it is certain that
only one can be inspired ;—and which is that one ? In all
other religions claiming a divine origin, this incongruity is
avoided.

Further, the Gospels nowhere affirm, or even intimate, their
own inspiration',—a claim to credence, which, had they pos-
sessed it, they assuredly would not have failed to put forth.
Luke, it is clear from his exordium, had no notion of his own
inspiration, but founds his title to take his place among the
annalists, and to be listened to as at least equally competent
with any of his competitors, on his having been from the first
cognizant of the transactions he was about to relate. Nor do
the Apostolic writings bear any such testimony to them ; nor
could they well do so, having (with the exception of the
Epistles of John) been composed previous to them.

III. When we come to the consideration of the Apostolio
writings, the case is different. There are, scattered ‘through
these, apparent claims to superhuman guidance and teaching,
though not any direct assertion of inspiration. It is, however,
worthy of remark, that none of these occur in the writings of
any of the Apostles who were contemporary with Jesus, and
who attended his ministry ;—in whom, if in any, might in-
spiration be expected; to whom, if to any, was inspiration
promised. It is true that we find in John much dogmatio

! Dr. Arnold, Christian Life, &c., p. 487,—“I must acknowledge that the
Scriptural narratives do not claim this inspiration for themselves.” Coleridge,
Confessions, &c., p. 16,—“1I cannot find any such claim made by these writers
eitker explicitly or by implication.”

C
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assertion of being the sole teacher of truth, and much denun-
ciation of all who did not listen submissively to him; but
neither in his epistles nor in those of Peter, James, nor Jude,
do we find any claim to special knowledge of truth, or guarantee
from error by direct spiritual aid.—All assertions of inspiration,
are, we believe, confined to the epistles of Paul, and may
be found in 1 Cor. ii. 10-16. Gal. i. 11, 12. 1 Thess. iv. 8.
1 Tim. ii. 7.

Now, on these passages, we have to remark, firsf, that
‘““having the Holy Spirit,” in the parlance of that day, by no
means implied our modern idea of ¢nspiration, or anything
approaching to it; for Paul often affirms that it was given to
many, nay, to most, of the believers, and i different degrees'.
Moreover, it is probable that a man who believed he was in-
spired by God would have been more dogmatic and less argu-
mentative. He would scarcely have run the risk of weakening
his revelation by a presumptuous endeavour to prove it; still
less by adducing in its behalf arguments which are often far
from being irrefragable.

Secondly. In two or three passages he makes a marked dis-
tinction between what he delivers as his own opinion, and
what he speaks by authority :—‘ The Lord says, not I;"—
“1I, not the Lord;”—This I give by permission, not com-
mandment,” &c., &c. Hence Dr. Arnold infers? that we are
to consider Paul as speaking from inspiration wherever he does
not warn us that he ‘ speaks as a man.” But unfortunately
for this argument, the Apostle expressly declares himself to be
“ speaking by the word of the Lord,” in at least one case where
he is manifestly and admittedly in error, viz. in 1 Thess. iv. 15;
of which we shall speak further in the following chapter.

Tlhirdly. The Apostles, all of whom are supposed to be alike
inspired, differed among themselves, contradicted, depreciated,
and “ withstood” one another®.

V1 Cor. xii. 8; and xiv. passim,

2 Christian Course and Character, p. 488-9.

3 @al. ii. 11-14. 2 Pet, iii. 16. Acts xv, 6-39. Compare Rom. iii., and Gal.
il. and iii., with James ii.
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Fourthly. As we showed before in the case of the Old Tes-
tament writers, the Apostles’ assertion of their own inspiration,
even were it ten times more clear and explicit than it is, being
their testimony to themselves, could have no weight or validity
as evidence.

But, it will be urged, the Gospels record that Christ pro-
mised inspiration to his apostles.—In the first place, Paul was
not included in this promise. In the next place, we have
already seen that the divine origin of these books is a doctrine
for which no ground can be shown; and their correctness, as
records of Christ’s words, is still to be established. When,
however, we shall have clearly made out that the words pro-
mising inspiration were really uttered by Christ, and meant
what we interpret them to mean, we shall have brought our-
selves into the singular and embarrassing position of maintain-
ing that Christ promised them that which in result they did
not possess; since there can be no degrees of inspiration, in
the ordinary and dogmatic sense of the word; and since the
Apostles clearly were mnot altogether inspired, inasmuch as
they fell into mistakes', disputed, and disagreed among them-
selves.

The only one of the New Testament writings which contains
a clear affirmation of its own inspiration, is the one which in
all ages has been regarded as of the most doubtful authenticity
—viz. the Apocalypse. It was rejected by many of the earliest
Christian authorities. It is rejected by most of the ablest
Biblical critics of to-day. Luther, in the preface to his trans-
lation, inserted a protest against the inspiration of the Apoca-
Iypse, which protest he solemnly charged every one to prefix,
who chose to publish the translation. In this protest, one of
his chief grounds for the rejection is, the suspicious fact that
this writer alone blazons forth his own inspiration.

IV. The common impression seems to be that the contents
of the New Testament are their own credentials—that their

! The error of Paul about the approaching end of the world was shared by all
the Apostles. James v. 8. 2 Pet. iii. 12. 1 John ii. 18. Jude, vérse 18.

(o
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superhuman excellence attests their divine origin.—This may
be perfectly true in substance without affecting the present
question ; since it is evident that the excellence of particular
passages, or even of the great mass of passages, in a book, can
prove nothing for the divine origin of the whole—unless it
can be shown that all the portions of it are indissolubly con-
nected.—This or that portion of its contents may attest by its
nature that this or that special portion came from God, but not
that the book itself, including everything in it, had a divine
source.—A truth, or a doctrine, may be divinely revealed, but
humanly recorded, or transmitted by tradition; and may be
mixed up with other things that are erronmeous: else the
passages of scriptural truth contained in a modern sermon
would prove the whole sermon inspired and infallible.

V. The argument for Inspiration, drawn from the miraculous
gifts of the alleged recipients of inspiration—a matter to which
we shall refer when treating of miracles—is thus conclusively
met by a recent author: ‘“Shall we say that miracles are an
evidence of inspiration in the person who performs them ?
And must we accept as infallible every combination of ideas
which may exist in his mind? If we look at this ques-
tion abstractedly, it is not easy to perceive the necessary
connection between superhuman power and superhuman wis-
dom| R Ry And when we look more closely to
the fact, did not the minds of the Apostles retain some errors,
long after they had been gifted with supernatural power ? Did
they not believe in demons occupying the bodies of men and
swine ? Did they not expect Christ to assume a worldly sway ?
Did not their master strongly rebuke the moral notions and
feelings of two of them, who were for calling down fire from
Heaven on an offending village ? Tt is often said that where a
man’'s asseveration of his infallibility is combined with the
support of miracles, his inspiration is satisfactorily proved;
and this statement is made on the assumption that God would
never confer supernatural power on one who could be guilty of
a falsehood. What then are we to say respecting Judas and
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Peter, both of whom had been furnished with the gifts of
miracle, and employed them during a mission planned by
Christ, and of whom, nevertheless, one became the traitor of
the garden, and the other uttered against his Lord three false-
hoods in one hour ?”!

So far, then, our inquiry has brought us to this negative
conclusion : that we can discover no ground for believing
that the Secriptures—i.e. either the Hebrew or the Christian
Canonical Writings—are ¢nspired, taking that word in its
ordinary acceptation—viz. that they * came from God;” were
dictated or suggested by Him; were supernaturally preserved
from error, both as to fact and doctrine; and must therefore be
received in all their parts as authoritative and infallible. This
conclusion is perfectly compatible with the belief that they
contain a human record, and, in substance, a faithful record,
of a divine revelation—a human history, and, in the main,
a true history, of the dealings of God with man. But they
have become to us, by this conclusion, records, not revelations ;
—histories to be investigated like other histories ;—documents
of which the date, the authorship, the genuineness, the accuracy
of the text, are to be ascertained by the same principles of
investigation as we apply to other documents. In a word, we
are to examine them and regard them, not as the Mahometans
regard the Koran, but as Niebuhr regarded Livy, and as
Armold regarded Thucydides—documents out of which the
good, the true, the sound, is to be educed.

! Rationale of Religious Inquiry, p. 30.



CHAPTER IIL
MODERN MODIFICATIONS OF THE DOCTRINE OF INSPIRATION.

THE question examined in the last chapter was noz “Do the
sacred writings contain the words of inspired truth?” but,
“ Are the writings themselves so inspired as to contain nothing
else?  Are they supernaturally guaranteed from error?” It
is clear that these questions are perfectly distinct. God may
send an inspired message to man, but it does not necessarily
follow that the record or tradition of that message is inspired
also.

We must here make a remark, which, if carefully borne in
mind through the discussion, will save much misapprehension
and much misrepresentation. The word Inspiration is used,
and may, so far as etymology is concerned, be fairly used, in
two very different senses. It may be used to signify that eleva-
tion of all the spiritual faculties by the action of God upon the
heart, which is shared by all devout minds, though in different
degrees, and which is consistent with infinite error. This is the
sense in which it appears to have been used by both the Jews
and Pagans of old. This is the sense in which it is now used
by those who, abandoning the doctrine of Biblical Inspiration
as ordinarily held, are yet unwilling to renounce the use of a
word defensible in itself, and hallowed to them by old asso-
ciations. Or it may be used to signify that direct revelation,
or infusion of ideas and information into the understanding of
man by the Spirit of God, which involves and implies infallible
correctness. This is the sense in which the word is now used
in the ordinary parlance of Christians, whenever the doctrine of
Biblical Inspiration is spoken of ;—and it is clear that in this
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signification only can it possess any dogmatic value, i.e. can
form the basis of dogmas which are to be received as authori-
tative, because taught in or fairly deduced from the Scriptures.
It is only by establishing this sense of the word as the correct
one, that divines are intitled to speak of the Bible, or to use it
in controversy, as the “ Word of God.” To establish the doc-
trine of ““ Biblical Inspiration,” by wusing the word in the first
sense, and then to employ that doctrine, using the word in its
second sense, is an unworthy shift, common among theologians
as disingenuous as shallow.

Now we entirely subscribe to the idea mvolved in the first,
and what we will call the poetical, sense of the word Inspiration;
but we object to the use of the word, because it is sure to be
understood by the world of Readers in the second and verna-
cular sense; and confusion and fallacy must be the inevitable
result.

The ordinary. theory of inspiration prevalent throughout
Christendom—viz., that every statement of fact contained in
the Scriptures is true; that every view of duty, every idea of
God, therein asserted, “came from God,” in the ordinary and
unequivocal sense of that expression, i.e., was directly and
supernaturally taught by God to the man who is said to
have received the communication—we have discovered to be
groundless, and we believe to be untenable. Though still the
ostensible doctrine, and the basis on which some of the most
difficult portions of the popular theology are reared, it has, how-
ever, been found so indefensible by acute reasoners and honest
divines, that—unwilling to abandon it, yet unable to retain it—
they have modified and subtilized it into every shade and variety
of meaning—and no-meaning. We propose, in this chapter,
to examine one or two of the most plausible modifications which
have been suggested ; to show that they are all as untenable as
the original one; and that, in fact, any modification of the doc-
trine amounts to a denial of it. ““It is, indeed,” says Coleridge,
“the peculiar character of this doctrine, that you cannot diminish
or qualify, but you reverse it.”
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Two of the most remarkable men of our times, Coleridge and
Arnold—one the most subtle thinker, the other the most honest
theologian of the age—have, while admitting the untenableness
of the common theory of Inspiration, left us a statement of that
which their own minds substituted for it,” and which, in our
opinion, is equivalent to a negation of it. The attempt, though
made in the one case with great fairness, and in the other with
great acuteness, thus at once to affirm and deny a proposition,
has naturally communicated a vagueness and inconsistency to
their language, which makes it very difficult to grasp their
meaning with precision. We will, however, quote their own
words.

Dr. Arnold writes thus':—‘ Most truly do I believe the
Scriptures to be inspired; the proofs of their inspiration grow
with the study of them. The Scriptural narratives are not only
about divine things, but are themselves divinely framed and
superintended. 1 cannot conceive my conviction of this truth
being otherwise than sure.” (Here, surely, is as distinct an
affirmation of the popular doctrine as could be desired.) Ie
continues:—*‘ Consider the Epistles of the blessed Apostle Paul,
who had the Spirit of God so abundantly that never, we may
suppose, did any merely human being enjoy a larger share of it.
Endowed with the Spirit as a Christian, and daily receiving
grace more largely as e became more and more ripe for glory,
.. . . favoured also with an abundance of revelations disclosing
to him things ineffable and inconceivable—are not his writings
most truly to be called inspired ? Can we doubt that in what
he has told us of things not seen, or not seen as yet . . . .
he spoke what he had heard from God; and that to refuse to
believe his testimony is really to disbelieve God? ” Can any
statement of the popular doctrine be more decided or unshrinking
than this? Yet he immediately afterwards says, in reference to
one of St. Paul's most certain and often-repeated statements
(regarding the approaching end of the world), “we may safely

! Christian Course and Character, p. 486-490.
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and reverently say that St. Paul, in this instance, entertained
and expressed a belief which the event did not justify.”' Now
put these statements together, and we shall see that Dr. Arnold
affirms, as a matter not to be doubted by any reasonable mind,
that when St. Paul speaks of certain things (of God, of Christ,
and of the last day)?, he is telling us what he heard from God,
and that to doubt him is to disbelieve God; yet, when he is
speaking of other things (one of these things being that very
“last great day” of which he had ‘‘heard from God’)
he may safely be admitted to be mistaken. What is this but to
say, not only that portions of the Scripture are from God, and
other portions are from man—that some parts are inspired, and
others are not—but that, of the very same letter by the very
same Apostle, some portions are inspired, and others are not—
and that Dr. Arnold and every man must judge for himself
which are which—must separate by his own skill the divine
from the human assertions in the Bible? Now a book cannot,
in any decent or intelligible sense, be said to be inspired, or
carry with it the authority of being—scarcely even of contain-
ing—God’s word, if only portions come from Him, and there
exists no plain and infallible sign to indicate which these por-
tions are—if the same writer, in the same tone, may give us in
one verse a revelation from the Most High, and in the next a
blunder of his own. How can we be certain that the very texts
upon which we most rest our views, our doctrines, our hopes?,

! Tt is particnlarly worthy of remark (and seems to have béen most unaccountably
and entirely overlooked by Dr. Arnold throughout his argument), that, in the asser-
tion of this erroneous belief, St. Paul expressly declares himself to be speaking “by
the Word of the Lord.”—1 Thess. iv. 15.

* His precise words are these:—Can any reasonable mind doubt that in what
he has told us of . . . . Him who pre-existed in the form of God before he was
manifested in the form of man—of that great day when we shall arise uncorruptible,
and meet our Lord in the air—he spoke what he had heard from God,” &c., &e.
Notes, p. 488.

3 Tt is certain that many of the early Christians, readers of St. Paul’s epistles,
did rest many of their hopes, and much of the courage which carried them through
martyrdom, on the erroneous notions as to the immediate coming of Christ, conveyed
in such textsas 1 Thess. iv. 15, and then generally prevalent.
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are not the human and uninspired portion? What can be
the meaning or nature of an inspiration to teach Truth,
which does not guarantee its recipient from teaching error?
Yet Dr. Arnold tells us that “the Scriptures are not only
inspired, but divinely framed and superintended !”

Dr. Arnold then proceeds to give his sanction to what we
must consider as the singular fallacy contained in the Jewish
notion, about different degrees of inspiration’. It is an
unwarrantable interpretation of the word,” he thinks, * to
mean by an inspired work, a work to which God has communi-
cated his own perfections, so that the slightest error or defect of
any kind in it is inconceivable . . . . . Surely many of our words
and many of our actions are spoken and done by the inspira-
tion of God’s spirit, without whom we can do nothing accept-
able to God. Yet does the Holy Spirit so inspire us as to
communicate to us his own perfections? Are our best words
or works utterly free from error or from sin? All inspiration
does not then destroy the human and fallible part in the nature
which it inspires; it does not change man into God.—With
one man, indeed, it was otherwise; but He was both God and
man. To Him the Spirit was given without measure; and as
his life was without sin, so his words were without error. But
to all others the Spirit has been given by measure; in almost
infinitely different measure it is true :—the difference between
the inspiration of the common and perhaps unworthy Christian
who merely said that “ Jesus was the Lord,” and that of
Moses, or St. Paul, or St. John, is almost to our eyes beyond
measuring. Still the position remains that the highest degree
of inspiration given to man has still suffered to exist along
with it a portion of human fallibility and corruption.” .

Now if Dr. Arnold chooses to assume, as he appears to do,
that every man who acknowledges Jesus to be the Chuist, is
inspired, after a fashion, and means, by the above passage,
simply to affirm that Paul and John were inspired, just as all
great and good minds are inspired, only in a superior degree,

' ! Notes, p. 486, 487,
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proportioned to their superior greatness and goodness—then
neither we, nor any one, will think it worth while to differ with
him. But then to glide, as he does, into the ordinary and
vernacular use of the word imspiration, is a misuse of lan-
guage, and involves the deception and logical fallacy, against
which we have already warned our readers, of obtaining assent
to a doctrine by employing a word in its philosophical or
etymological sense, and then applying that assent to a doctrine
involving the use of the word in its vernacular sense. A
statement or dogma came from God, or it did not. If it came
from God, it must be infallible ;—if it did not, it must be
fallible, and may be false. It cannot be both at the same time.
We cannot conceive of a statement coming from God in dif-
Jerent degrees—being a little inspired by Him—being more or
less inspired by Him. Unquestionably He has given to men
different degrees of insight into truth, by giving them different
degrees of capacity, and placing them in circumstances favour-
able in different degrees to the development of those capacities;
but by the ¢nspiration of a book or proposition we mean some-
thing very distinct from this; and to fritter away the popular
doctrine to this, is tantamount to a direct negation of it, and
should not be disguised by subtilties of language.

Coleridge’s view of Biblical Inspiration is almost as difficult
to comprehend as Dr. Arnold’s, for though his reasoning is
more exact, his contradictions seem to us as irreconcilable.
His denial of the doctrine of plenary inspiration is as direct as
can be expressed in language. ““The doctrine of the Jewish
Cabbalists,” says he’, “ will be found to contain the only intel-
ligible and consistent idea of that plenary inspiration which
later Divines extend to all the canonical books; as thus:—
‘The Pentateuch is but one word, even the Word of God;
and the letters and articulate sounds by which this Word is
communicated to our human apprehensions, are likewise di-
vinely communicated.” Now for ¢ Pentateuch,” substitute ‘Old
and New Testament,” and then I say that this is the doctrine

! Letters on Inspiration, p. 19.
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which I reject as superstitious and unscriptural. And yet, as
long as the conceptions of the Revealing Word and the In-
spiring Spirit are identified and confounded, I assert that
whatever says less than this, says little more than nothing.
For how can absolute infallibility be blended with fallibility ?
Where is the infallible criterion ? And how can infallible
truth be infallibly conveyed in defective and fallible ex-
pressions ?”

This is the very argument we have used above, and which
the writer we are quoting repeats elsewhere in that clear and
terse language which conveys irresistible conviction':—*The
Doctrine in question requires me to believe, that not only what
finds me, but that all that exists in the sacred volume, and
which I am bound to find therein, was not only inspired by,
that is, composed by men under the actuating influence of the
Holy Spirit, but likewise dictated by an Infallible Intelligence;
—that the Writers, each and all, were divinely informed as well
as inspired. Now, here all evasion, all excuse, is cut off .. ...
In Infallibility there can be no degrees.”

It is not easy to conceive under what modification, or by
what subtle misuse of language, Mr. Coleridge can hold a
doctrine which, in its broad and positive expression, he declares
to be “ ensnaring, thorny, superstitious, and unscriptural,” and
which, in any less broad and positive expression, he declares
“ says little more than nothing.” We shall see, however, that
his notion of Biblical Inspiration resolves itself into this:—
that whatever in the Bible he thinks suitable, whatever le finds
congenial, whatever coalesces and harmonizes with the ¢nner
and the prior Light, THAT he conceives to be inspired—and
that alone. In other words, his idea is, that portions of the
Bible, and portions only, are inspired, and those portions are
such as approve themselves to his reason. The test of inspira-
tion to Mr. Coleridge is, accordance with his own feelings
and conceptions. We do not object to this test— further than
that it is arbitrary, varying, individual, and idiosyncratic:

! Letters on Inspiration, pp. 13, 18.
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We merely affirm that it involves a use of the word * Inspira-
tion,” which to common understandings is a deception and a
mockery. His remarks are these':—

‘ There is a Light higher than all, even the Word that was
in the beginning ;—the Light, of which light itself is but the
shechinal and cloudy tabernacle ;—the Word that is light for
every man, and life for as many as give heed to it . . . . Need
I say that, in perusing the Old and New Testaments, I have met
everywhere more or less copious sources of truth, power, and
purifying impulses;—that I have found words for my inmost
thoughts, songs for my joy, utterances for my hidden griefs,
and pleadings for my shame and feebleness ? In short, what-
ever finds me hears witness for itself that it has proceeded from
a Holy Spirit, even from the same Spirit ¢ which, remaining in
itself, yet regenerateth all other powers, and in all ages entering
into holy souls, maketh them friends of God and Prophets,
(Wisdom vii.) . . . . In the Bible there is more that finds
me than I have experienced in all other books together; the
words of the Bible find me at greater depths of my being; and
whatever finds me brings with it irresistible evidence of having
proceeded from the Holy Spirit.”*

Need we pause to point out what a discreditable tampering
with the truthful use of language is here? Of how many
hundred books may the same not be said, though in a less de-
gree? In Milton, in Shakespeare, in Plato, in Aischylus, in
Mad. de Staél, aye, even in Byron and Rousseau, who is there
that has not found ‘ words for his inmost thoughts, songs for
his joy, utterance for his griefs, and pleadings for his shame?”
Yet, would Mr. Coleridge excuse us for calling these authors
inspired ? And if he would, does he not know that the alleged
inspiration of the Scriptures means something not only very
superior to, but totally different from, this ?

! Letters on Inspiration, pp. 9, 10, 13.

2 See also, p. 61, where he says (addressing a sceptic), “ Whatever you find
therein coincident with your pre-established convictions, you will, of course, recognise
as the Revealed Word” ()
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It is necessary to recall to our readers, what Coleridge
seems entirely to have lost sight of—that the real, present,
practical question to be solved is, no¢  Are we to admit that
all which suits us, ‘finds us,” ¢ agrees with our pre-established
convictions,” came from God, and is to be received as revealed
truth ?” dut, “ Are we to receive all we find in the Bible as
authoritative and inspired, though it should shock our feelings,
confound our understandings, contradict our previous convic-
tions, and violate our moral sense? ”  7'kds is the proposition
held by the popular and orthodox Theology. This is the only
Biblical question ; the other is commensurate with all literature,
and all life.

Mr. Coleridge rests his justification for what seems to us a
slippery, if not a positively disingenuous, use of language, on
a distinction which he twice lays down in his ‘‘ Confessions,”
between ““ Revelation by the Eternal Word, and Actuation by
the Holy Spirit.” Now, if by the “Holy Spirit,” Mr. Coleridge
means a Spirit teaching truth, or supernaturally conferring the
power of perceiving it, his distinction is one which no logician
can for a moment admit. If by the ““Holy Spirit,” he means
a moral, not an intellectual, influence ; if he uses the word to
signify godliness, piety, the elevation of the spiritual faculties
by the action of God upon the heart;—then he is amusing
himself, and deluding his readers by ¢ paltering with them in a
double sense;”—for this influence has not the remotest refer-
ence to what the popular theology means by inspiration.”
The most devout, holy, pious men are, as we know, constantly
and grievously in error. The question asked by inquirers, and
answered affirmatively by the current theology of Christendom,
is, “Did God so confer his Spirit upon the Biblical Writers as
to teach them truth, and save them from error?” If He did,
theirs is the teaching of God;—if not, it is the teaching of
man. There can be no medium, and no evasion. It cannot
be partly the one, and partly the other.

The conclusion of our examination, as so far conducted, is
of infinite importance. It may be stated thus:—
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The Inspiration of the Scriptures appears to be a doctrine
not only untenable, but without foundation, if we understand
the term “ Inspiration ” inits ordinary acceptation ; and in no
other acceptation has it, when applied to writings, any intelli-
gible signification at all. The mere circumstance, therefore, of
finding a statement or doctrine in the Bible, is no proof that it
came from God, nor any sufficient warrant for our implicit and
obedient reception of it. Admitting, as a matter yet undecided,
because uninvestigated, that the Bible contains much that came
from God, we have still to separate the divine from the human
portions of it.

The present position of this question in the public mind of
Christendom is singularly anomalous, fluctuating, and unsound.
The doctrine of Biblical Inspiration still obtains general cre-
dence, as part and parcel of the popular theology; and is
retained, as a sort of tacit assumption, by the great mass of
the religious world, though abandoned as untenable by their
leading thinkers and learned men ;—many of whom, however,
retain it in name, while surrendering it in substance; and do
not scruple, while admitting it to be an error, to continue the
use of language justifiable only on the supposition of its truth.
Nay, further ;—with a deplorable and mischievous inconsist-
ency, they abandon the doctrine, but retain the deductions and
corollaries which flowed from it, and from it alone. They in-
sist upon making the superstructure survive the foundation.
They refuse to give up possession of the property, though the
title by which they hold it has been proved, and is admitted
to be invalid.



CHAPTER III.

AUTHORSHIP AND AUTHORITY OF THE PENTATEUCH, AND THE
OLD TESTAMENT CANON GENERALLY.

THE next comprehensive proposition which our Inquirer finds
at the root of the popular theology, commanding a tacit and
almost unquestioned assent, is this:—That the Old Testament
narratives contain an authentic and faithful History of the
actual dealings of God with man ;—that the events which they
relate took place as therein related, and were recorded by well-
informed and veracious writers ;—that wherever God is repre-
sented as visiting and speaking to Adam, Noah, Abraham,
Moses, Samuel, and others, he did really so appear and com-
municate his will to them ;—tbat the ark, as built by Noah,
was constructed under the detailed directions of the Architect of
all Worlds ; that the Law, as contained in the Pentateuch, was
delivered to Moses and written down by him under the imme-
diate dictation of Jehovah, and the proceedings of the Israelites
minutely and specifically directed by Him ;—that, in a word,
the Old Testament is a literal and veracious history, not merely
a national legend or tradition. This fundamental branch of
the popular theology also includes the belief that the Books of
Moses were written by Moses, the Book of Joshua by Joshua,
and so on; and further, that the Prophetical Books, and the
predictions contained in the Historical Books, are bona fide
Prophecies—genuine oracles from the mouth of God, uttered
through the medium of his servants, whom at various times He
instructed to make known his will and institutions to his chosen
People.

That this is the popular belief in which we are all brought
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up, and on the assumption of which the ordinary language of
Divines and the whole tone of current religious literature pro-
ceeds, no one will entertain a doubt; and that it has not been
often broadly laid down or much defended, is attributable to the
circumstance, that, among Christians, it has rarely been directly
questioned or openly attacked. The proposition seems to have
been assumed on the one side, and conceded on the other, with
equally inconsiderate ease.

Now, be it observed that if the Hebrew Narratives bore, on the
face of them, an historical rather than a legendary character,
and were in themselves probable, natural, and consistent, we
might accept them as substantially true without much ex-
traneous testimony, on the ground of their antiquity alone.
And if the conceptions of the Deity therein developed were
pure, worthy, and consistent with what we learn of Him from
reason and experience, we might not feel disposed to doubt the
reality of the words and acts attributed to Him. But so far is
this from being the case, that the narratives, eminently legendary
in their tone, are full of the most astounding, improbable, and
perplexing statements; and the representations of God which
the Books contain, are often monstrous, and utterly at variance
with all the teachings of Nature and of Christianity. Under
these circumstances, we, of course, require some sufficient rea-
son for acceding to such difficult propositions, and receiving the
Hebrew Narratives as authentic and veracious Histories; and
the only reason offered to us is that the Jews believed them’.

! Even this, however, must be taken cum grano. The Jews do not seem to have
invariably accepted the historical narratives in the same precise and literal sense as we
do. Josephus, or the traditions which were current among his countrymen, took strange
liberties with the Mosaic accounts. There is a remarkable difference between his
account of Abraham’s dissimulation with regard to his wife, and the same transaction
in Genesis xx.—Moreover, he explains the passage of the Red Sea as a natural, not
a miraculous event ; and many similar discrepancies might be mentioned. See De
Wette, ii. 42.

Observe also the liberty which Ezekiel considered himself warranted in taking
with the Mosaic doctrine that God will visit the sins of the fathers upon the children
(c. xviii. passim), a liberty scarcely compatible with a belief on his part that such
doctrine was, as alleged, divinely announced.

D
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But we remember that the Greeks believed the Legends in
Herodotus, and the Romans the figments in Livy—and that
the Jews were at least as credulous and as nationally vain as
either. We need, therefore, some better sponsors for our creed.

If, indeed, we were only required to accept the authority of the
Jews for the belief that they sprung from Abraham, were cap-
tives in Egypt, received a complete code of Laws and system of
theocratic polity from Moses, conquered Canaan, and committed
manifold follies, frauds, and cruelties in their national career—
we might accede to the demand without much recalcitration.
But we are called on to admit something very different from
this. We are required to believe that Jehovah, the Ruler of all
Worlds, the Pure, Spiritual, Supreme, Ineffable, Creator of the
Universe—Our Father who is in Heaven—so blundered in the
creation of man, as to repent and grieve, and find it necessary
to destroy his own work—selected one favoured people from the
rest of His children—sanctioned fraud —commanded cruelty—
contended, and long in vain, with the magic of other Gods—
wrestled bodily with one Patriarch—ate cakes and veal with
another—sympathised with and shared in human passions—
and manifested ““ scarcely one untainted moral excellence” ;—
and we are required to do this painful violence to our feelings
and our understandings, simply because these coarse conceptions
prevailed some thousand years ago among a People whose His-
tory, as written by themselves, is certainly not of a nature to
inspire us with any extraordinary confidence in their virtues or
their intellect. They were the conceptions prevalent among the
Scribes and Pharisees, whom Jesus denounced as dishonourers
of religion and corrupters of the Law, and who crucified him
for endeavouring to elevate them to & purer faith.

It is obvious, then, that we must seek for some other ground
for accepting the earlier Scriptural narratives as genuine his-
tories ;—and we are met in our search by the assertion that the
Books containing the statements which have staggered us, and
the theism which has shocked us, were written by the great
Lawgiver of the Jews—by the very man whom God commis-

~
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sioned to liberate and organize His peculiar People. If indeed
the Pentateuch was written by that same Moses whose doings
it records, the case is materially altered ;—it is no longer a
traditional or legendary narrative, but a history by an actor and
a contemporary, that we have before us. Even this statement,
however, were it made out, would not cast its @gis over the
Book of Genesis, which records events from four to twenty-five
centuries before the time of Moses.

But when we proceed to the investigation of this point, we dis-
cover, certainly much to our surprise, not only that there is no
independentevidence for the assertion that Moses wrote the books
which bear his name—but that we have nearly all the proof which
the case admits of, that he did #o¢ write them', and that they were
not composed—at all events did not attain their present form—
till some hundreds of years after his death. It is extremely
difficult to lay the grounds of this proposition before general
readers—especially English readers—in a form at once concise
and clear; as they depend upon the results of a species of
scientific criticism, with which, though it proceeds on established
and certain principles, very few in this country, even of our
educated classes, are at all acquainted. In the conclusions ar-
rived at by this scientific process, unlearned students must
acquiesce as they do in those of Astronomy, or Philology, or
Geology;—and all that can be done is to give them a very brief
glimpse of the mode of inquiry adopted, and the kind of proof
adduced : this we shall do as concisely and as intelligibly as we
can; and we will endeavour to state nothing which is not con-

1 « After coming to these results,” says De Wette, ii. 160, ¢ we find no ground and
no evidence to show that the books of the Pentateuch were composed by Moses. Some
consider him their author, merely from traditionary custom, because the Jews were
of this opinion ; though it is not certain that the more ancient Jews shared it ; for
the expressions ¢ the Baok of the Law of Moses,” ¢ the Book of the Law of Jehovah
by the hand of Moses,” only designate him as the author or mediator of the Law,
not as the author of the Book.—The Law is ascribed to ¢ the Prophets’ in 2 Kings
xvii. 13, and in Ezra ix. 11. The opinion that Moses composed these books is not
only opposed by all the signs of a later date which occur in the Book itself, but also
by the entire analogy of the history of the Hebrew literatare and language.”

D2
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sidered as established, by men of the highest eminence in this
very difficult branch of intellectual research.

The discovery in the Temple of the Book of the Law, in the
reign of the King Josiah, about B.c. 624, as related in 2 Kings
xxIi., is the first certain trace of the existence of the Pentateuch
in its present form'. That if this, the Book of the Law of
Moses, existed before this time, it was generally unknown, or
had been quite forgotten, appears from the extraordinary sensa-
tion the discovery excited, and from the sudden and tremendous
reformation immediately commenced by the pious and alarmed
Monarch, with a view of carrying into effect the ordinances of
this law.—Now we find that when the Temple was built and
consecrated by Solomon, and the Ark placed therein (about B.c.
1000), this ‘ Book of the Law’ was not there —for it is said
(1 Kings viii. 9), “ There was nothing in the Ark save the two
Tables of Stone which Moses put there at Horeb.”? Yet on
turning to Deuteronomy xxxi. 24-26, we are told that when
Moses had made an end of writing the words of the Law in a
book, he said to the Levites—‘ Take this Book of the Law and
put it in the side of the Ark of the Covenant of the Lord your
God, that it may be there to wilness against you,” &e., &e.

This ‘ Bookof the Law’ which was found in the Temple in the
reign of Josiah (B.c. 624), which was not there in the time
of Solomon (B.c. 1000), and which is stated to have been written
and placed in the Ark by Moses (B.c. 1450), is almost certainly
the one ever afterwards referred to and received as the ‘Law of
God," the * Law of Moses,” and quoted as such by Ezra and
Nehemiah®. And the only evidence we have that Moses was
the Author of the Books found by Josiah, appears to be the
passage in Deuteronomy xxxi., above cited

But how did it happen that a Book of such immeasurable
value to the Israelites, on their obedience to which depended all
their temporal blessings, which was placed in the sanctuary by

! De Wette, ii. 153.
? The same positive statement is repeated 2 Chron. v. 10.
3 Subsequent references seem especially to refer to Deuteronomy.
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Moses, and found there by Josiah, was not there in the time of
Solomon ?—Must it not have been found there by Solomon, if
really placed there by Moses ? for Solomon was as anxious as
Josiah to honour Jehovah and enforce his Law'.—In a word,
have we any reason for believing that Moses really wrote the
Book of Deuteronomy, and placed it in the Ark, as stated
therein ?—Critical science answers in the negative.

In the first place, Hebrew scholars assure us that the style
and language of the Book forbid us to entertain the idea that it
was written either by Moses, or near his time ; as they resemble
too closely those of the later writers of the Old Testament to
admit the supposition that the former belonged to the 15th
and the latter to the 5th century before Christ. To imagine that
the Hebrew language underwent no change, or a very slight one,
during a period of a thousand years—in which the nation un-
derwent vast political, social, and moral changes, with a very
great admixture of foreign blood—is an idea antecedently im-
probable, and is contradicted by all analogy. The same remark
applies, though with somewhat less force, to the other four books
of the Pentateuch®.

Secondly. It is certain that Moses cannot have been the
author of the whole of the Book of Deuteronomy, because it
records his own death, c. xxxiv. It is obvious also that the
last chapter must have been written not only after the death of
Moses, but a long period after, as appears from verse 10.
“ And there arose not another prophet since in Israel like unto
Moses, whom the Lord knew face to face.” Now there are no
critical signs of style or language which would justify the
assumption that the last chapter was the production of a differ-
ent pen, or a later age, than the rest of the Book.

! Conclusive evidence on this point may, we think, be gathered from Deut. xxxi. 10,
where it is commanded that the Law shall be publicly read every seventh year to
the people assembled at the Feast of Tabernacles; and from xvii. 18, where it is or-
dained that each king on his accession shall write out a copy of the Law. It is im-
possible to believe that this command, had it existed, wonld have been neglected by
all the pious and good kings who sat on the throne of Palestine. It is clear that
they had never heard of such a command.

? De Wette, ii. 161.
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Thirdly. There are scveral passages scattered through the
Book which speak ¢ the past tense of events which occurred
after the Israelites obtained possession of the land of Canaan,
and which must therefore have been written subsequently—pro-
bably long subsequently—to that period. For example: “ The
Horims also dwelt in Seir before time; but the children of
Esau succeeded them, when they had destroyed them from be-
fore them, and dwelt in their stead; as Israel did unto the
land of his possession, whick the Lord gave unto them.”
Deut. ii. 12. Many other anachronisms occur, as throughout
c. iil., especially verse 14 ; xix. 14 ; xxxiv. 1-8; ii. 20-28.

Finally, as we have seen, at xxxi. 26, is a command to place
the book of the Law in the Ark, and a statement that it was so
placed. Now asit wasnotin the ark at the time when the Temple
was consecrated, this passage must have been written subse-
quent to that event. See also verse 9-13.

Now either all these passages must have been subsequent
interpolations, or they decide the date of the whole book. But
they are too closely interwoven, and too harmoniously coalesce,
with the rest, to justify the former supposition. We are there-
fore driven to adopt the conclusion of De Wette and other
critics, that the Book of Deuteronomy was written about the
time of Josiah, shortly before, and with a view to, the discovery
of the Pentateuch in the Temple .

With regard to the other four books attributed to Moses,
scientific investigation has succeeded in making it quite clear,
not only that they were written long after his time, but that
they are a compilation from, or rather an imperfect fusion
of, two principal original documents, easily distinguishable
throughout by those accustomed to this species of research,
and appearing to have been a sort of legendary or traditionary
histories, current among the earlier Hebrews. These two do-
cuments (or classes of documents), are called the Elokistic,
and Jehovistic, from the different Hebrew names they employ

! It is worthy of remark that the Book of Joshua (x. 13), guotes the Book of
Jasher, which must have been written as late as the time of David (2 Samuel,
i. 18). See De Wette, ii. 187,
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in speaking of the Supreme Being;—the one using habitually
the word EromiM, which our translation renders Gobp, but
which, being plural in the original, would be more correctly
rendered T%e Gods;—the other using the word JEmovAH, or
JErovar EvoniM, The God of Gods—rendered in our trans-
lation THE LoRrp Gobp'.

The existence of two such documents, or of two distinct
and often conflicting narratives, running side by side, will be
obvious on a very cursory perusal of the Pentateuch, more
especially of the Book of Genesis; and the constant recurrence
of these duplicate and discrepant statements renders it asto-
nishing that the books in question could ever have been
regarded as one original history, proceeding from one pen.
At the very commencement we have separate and varying
accounts of the Creation :—the FElohistic one, extending from
Gen. i.-ii. 8, magnificent, simple, and sublime, describing the
formation of the animate and inanimate world by the fiat of
the Almighty, and the making of man, male and female, in the
image of God—but preserving a total silence respecting the
serpent, the apple, and the expulsion from the Garden of
Eden ;—the other, or Jehovistic, extending from Gen. ii. 4-
iii. 24, giving a different account of the formation of man and
woman—describing the Garden of Eden with its four rivers,
one flowing into the Persian Gulf, and another surrounding
Ethiopia *—narrating the temptation, the sin, and the curse,
and adding a number of minute and puerile details, bespeaking
the conceptions of a rude and early age such as God teaching
Adam and Eve to make coats of skins in lieu of the garments
of fig leaves they had contrived for themselves.

The next comparison of the two documents presents discre-
pancies almost equally great. The document Elohim, Gen.
v. 1-82, gives simply the Genealogy from Adam to Noah,
giving SETH as the name of Adam’s firstborn son ;—whereas
the document Jehovah, Gen. iv. 1-26, gives CaIN as the name

! There are, however, other distinctive marks. De Wette, ii. 77. Bauer, Theol.

des Alt. Test. c. ii. § 1. /
? Cush, or “ the land of swarthy men.”
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of Adam’s firstborn, and Seth as that of his last'. Shortly
after we have two slightly varying accounts of the flood; one
being contained in vi. 9-22; vil. 11-16, 18-22; viil. 1-19;
the other comprising vi. 1-8; vii. 7-10, 17, 23.

We will specify only one more instance of the same event
twice related with obvious and irreconcilable discrepancies,
viz. the seizure of Sarah in consequence of Abraham’s timid
falsehood. The document Elohim (Gen. xx.) places the oc-
currence in Gerar, and makes Abimelech the offender—the
document Jehovah (xii. 10-19), places it in Egypt, and makes
Pharaoh the offender ; whilst the same document again (xxvi.
1-11), narrates the same occurrence, representing Abimelech
as the offender, and Gerar as the locality, but changing the
persons of the deceivers from Abraham and Sarah, to Isaac
and Rebekah.

Examples of this kind might be multiplied without end ;
which clearly prove the existence of at least two historical docu-
ments blended, or rather hound together, in the Pentateuch.
We will now proceed to point out a few of the passages and
considerations which negative the idea of eizker of them having
been composed in the age or by the hand of Moses®.

The FElohim document must have been written after the

! “There is,” says Theodore Parker, ““a striking similarity between the names of

the alleged descendants of Adam and Enos (according to the Elohim document the
grandson of Adam). It is to be remembered that both names signify Man.

i, II.
1. Adam. 1. Enos.
2. Cain. 2. Cainan. The reader may draw
3. Enoch. 3. Mahalaleel. his own inferences from
4. Irad. 4. Jared: this, or see those of Butt-
5. Mehujael. 5: Enach. mann, in his Mythologus
6. Methusael. 6. Methusaleh. L c. vii. p. 171.

7. Lamech. (Gen.iv.17-19.) 7. Lamech. (Gen. v. 9-25.)"
See also on this matter, Kenrick on Primeval History, p. 59.

2 The formula ““unto this day,” is frequently found, under circumstances indicat-
ing that the writer lived long subsequent to the events he relates. (Gen. xix. 38;
xxvi. 33 ; xxxii. 32.) We find frequent archaological explanations, as Ex. xvi. 36.
“Now an onier (an ancient medsure) is the tenth part of an ephah” (a modern
measure).—Explanations of old names, and additions of the modern ones which had
superseded them, repeatedly occur, as at Gen. xiv. 2, 7, 8, 17; xxiii. 2; xxxv. 19.
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expulsion of the Canaanites, and the settlement of the Israel-
ites in the Promised Land, as appears from the following pas-
sages :—tnter alia,—

“Defile not ye yourselves in any of these things /
that the Land vomit not you out also, as it vomited forth tlze
nations which were before you.” (Lev. xviii. 24, 27, 28.)

“For I was stolen away out of the Land of the Hebrews.”
(Gen. x1. 15.) Palestine would not be called the land of the
Hebrews till after the settlement of the Hebrews therein.

“And Sarah died in Kirjatharba; the same is Hebron in
the land of Canaan.” (Gen. xxiil. 2.) “ And Rachel died
and was buried in the way to Ephrath, which is Bethlehem.”
(xxxv. 19.) “And Jacob came unto the city of Arba, which
is Hebron.” (xxxv. 27.) These passages indicate a time sub-
sequent to the erection of the Israelitish cities.

The document must have been written in the time of the
Kings; for it says, Gen. xxxvi. 81, “ These are the Kings that
reigned in the Land of Edom, before there reigned any King
over the children of Israel” Yet it must have been written
before the end of the reign of David, since Edom, which
David subdued, is represented in ch. xxxvi. as still inde-
pendent. The conclusion, therefore, which critical Science
has drawn from these and other points of evidence is, that the
Elohim documents were composed in the time of Saul, or
about B.c. 1055, four hundred years after Moses.

The Jehovistic documents are considered to have had a still
later origin, and to date from about the reign of Solomon,
B.c. 1000. For they were written after the expulsion of the
Canaanites, as is shown from Gen. xii. 6, and xiii. 7. ¢ The
Canaanite was then in the land.” * The Canaanite and Pe-
rizzite dwelt then in the land.” They appear to have been
written after the time of the Judges, since the exploits of Jair
the Gileadite, one of the Judges (x. 4), are mentioned in
Numb. xxxii. 41 ; after Sauls victory over Agag, King of
the Amalekites, who is mentioned there— and his King shall
be higher than Agag” (Numb. xxiv. 7) ;—and if, as De Wette
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thinks, the Temple of Jerusalem is signified by the two expres-
sions (Exod. xxiil. 19; xv. 13), “ The House of Jehovah,”
and the ‘ habitation of thy holiness,”—they must have been
composed after the erection of that edifice. This, however, we
consider as inconclusive. On the other hand, it is thought
that they must have been written before the time of Hezekiah,
because (in Numb. xxi. 6-9), they record the wonders wrought
by the Brazen Serpent, which that King destroyed as a pro-
vocative to Idolatry. (2 Kings xviii. 4.) We are aware that
many persons endeavour to avoid these conclusions by assum-
ing that the passages in question are later interpolations. But
—not to comment upon the wide door which would thus be
opened to other and less scrupulous interpreters—this assump-
tion is entirely unwarranted by evidence, and proceeds on the
previous assumption—equally destitute of proof—that the
Books in question were written in the time of Moses—tho very
point under discussion. To prove the Books to be written by
Moses, by rejecting as interpolations all passages which show
that they could not have been written by him—is a very cle-
rical, but a very inadmissible, mode of reasoning.

It results from this inquiry that the Pentateuch assumed its
present form about the reign of King Josiah, B.c. 624, eight
hundred years after Moses ;—that the Book of Deuteronomy
was probably composed about the same date;—that the other
four books, or rather the separate documents of which they
consist, were written between the time of Samuel and Solomon,
or from four to five hundred years after Moses ;—that they
record the traditions respecting the early history of the Israel-
ites and the Law delivered by Moses then current among the
Priesthood and the People, with such material additions as it
seemed good to the Priests of that period to introduce ;—and
that there is not the slightest reason to conclude that they were
anything more than a collection of the national traditions then
in vogue'.

! De Wette and other critics are of opinion that hoth the Elohistic and Jehovistic
authors of the Pentateuch had access to more ancient documents extant in their
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It should be especially noted that nothing in the above
argument in the least degree invalidates the opinion either
that Moses was the great Organiser of the Hebrew Polity, or
that he framed it by divine direction, and with divine aid :—
our reasoning merely goes to overthrow the notion that zie
Pentateuch contains either the Mosaic or a contemporary
account of the origin of that Polity, or the early history of
that People.

With regard, however, to the first eleven chapters of Genesis,
which contain an account of the ante-Abrahamic period, a new
theory has recently been broached by a scholar whose compe-
tency to pronounce on such a question cannot be doubted. Mr.
Kenrick, in his Essay on Primeval History, gives very cogent
reasons for believing that the contents of these chapters are to be
considered, not as traditions handed down from the earliest times,
concerning the primitive condition of the human race, and the
immediate ancestors of the Jewish nation, but simply as specula-
tions, originally framed to account for existing facts and appear-
ances, and by the lapse of time gradually hardened into narrative,
—in a word, as suppositions converted into statements by the
process of transmission, and the authority by which they are
propounded.—The call of Abraham he conceives to be “the
true origin of the Jewish people, and therefore the point at
which, if contemporaneous written records did not begin to
supply the materials of history, at least a body of historical
tradition may have formed itself.”” We willnot do Mr. Kenrick
the injustice of attempting to condense his train of reasoning,
which he has himself given in as terse a form as is compatible
with perfect clearness.—He argues, and in our opinion, with

times, and think it probable that some of these materials may have been Mosaic.
De Wette, ii. p. 159.

It seems right to state that this chapter was written before the appearance of Mr.
Newman's Hebrew Monarchy, where the whole question is discussed much more fully,
and the decision stated in the text is placed upon what appears to us an irrefragable
fonndation. Mr. Newman’s work, pp. 328-338, should be studied by every one
who wishes to satisfy his mind on this important point.

! Essay on Primeval History, p. 11,
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great success, that the Jewish accounts of the Creation, the
Deluge, the confusion of tongues, &c., were the results of at-
tempts, such as we find among all nations, to explain phenomena
which could not fail to arouse attention, wonder, and question-
ing in the very dawn of mental civilization ;—but simple and
beautiful as many of them are, they betray unmistakable signs
of the partial observation and imperfect knowledge of the times
in which they originated.

Not only, then, can the so-called Mosaic histories claim no
higher authority than other works of equal antiquity and reason-
ableness—but the whole of the earlier portion of the narrative,
preceding the call of Abraham, must be regarded as a combina-
tion of popular tradition, poetical fiction, and crude philosophical
speculation—the first element being the least developed of the
three.

Now, what results from this conclusion 2—It will be seen,
on slight reflection, that our gain is immense :—Religion is
safer; Science is freer; the temptation to dishonest subterfuge,
so strong that few could resist it, is at once removed; and it
becomes possible for divines to retain their faith, their know-
ledge, and their integrity together. It is no longer necessary
to harmonise Scripture and Science by fettering the one, or
tampering with the other ;—nor for men of Science and men of
Theology either to stand in the position of antagonists, or to
avoid doing so by resorting to hollow subtleties and transparent
evasions, which cannot but degrade them in their own eyes, and
degrade their respective professions in the eyes of the observing
world.—1In order to judge of the sad unworthiness from which
our conclusion exempts us, let us see to what subterfuges men
of high intellect and reputation have habitually found them-
selves compelled to stoop.

The divine origin and authority of the Pentateuch having
been assumed, the cosmogony, chronology', and antediluvian

! The impossibility of accepting the Biblical chronology of the ante-Abrahamic
times as authentic, arises from three considerations :(—first, its irreconcilability with
that of the most cultivated nations of primitive antiquity; and especially with that of
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narrative of Genesis were, of course, received as unimpeachably
accurate, and long held unquestioned sway over the mind of
Europe. The first serious suspicion of their accuracy—for the
progress of astronomical Science was rendered formidable only
by the absurd decision of the Court of Rome—was caused by
the discoveries of modern Geology, which—at first doubtful
and conflicting—gradually assumed consistency and substance,
and finally emancipated themselves from the character of mere
theories, and settled down into the solid form of exact and as-
certained Science. They showed that the Earth reached its
present condition through a series of changes prolonged through
ages which might almost be termed infinite; each step of the
series being marked by the existence of creatures different
from each other and from those contemporary with Man; and
that the appearance of the human race upon the scene was an
event, in comparison, only of yesterday.—This was obviously
and utterly at variance with the Mosaic cosmogony : and how to
treat the discrepancy became the question. Three modes of
proceeding were open :—To declare Moses to be right, and the
Geologists to be in error, in spite of fact and demonstration,
and thus forbid Science to exercise itself upon any subject on
which Holy Writ has delivered its oracles—and this was the
consistent course of the Church of Rome: To bow before
the discoveries of Science, and admit that the cosmogony of
Moses was the conception of an unlearned man and of a rude
age—which is our view of the case: or, To assume that the
Author of the Book of Genesis must have known the truth, and

the Egyptians, whose records and monuments carry us back nearly 700 years beyond
the Deluge—(Kenrick 57) ;—secondly, the fact that the length of life attributed to
the antediluvian Patriarchs, sometimes reaching nearly to 1000 years, precludes the
idea of their belonging to the same race as ourselves, without a violation of all analogy,
and the supposition of a constant miracle ;—thirdly, the circumstance that the Hebrew
numbers represent the East as divided into regal communities, populous and flourishing,
and Pharaoh reigning over the monarchy of Egypt, at the time of Abraham’s migra-
tion, only 427 years after the human race was reduced to a single family, and the
whole earth desolated by a flood.—Mr. Kenrick argues all these points with great
force and learning.—XEssay on Prim. Hist.
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have meant to declare the truth, and that his narrative must
therefore, if rightly interpreted, agree with the certain discoveries
of modern Science. This, unhappily, has been the alternative
resorted to by our Divines and men of Science; and in fur-
therance of it, they adopt, or atleast counsel, a new interpretation
of Holy Writ, to meet each new discovery, and force upon
Moses a meaning which clearly was not in his mind, and which
his words—upon any fair and comprehensible system of inter-
pretation—will not bear'.—Instead of endeavouring to discover,
by the principles invariably applied in all analogous cases,
what Moses meant from what Moses said, they infer his meaning
—in spite of his language—from the acknowledged facts of
Science, with which they gratuitously and violently assume that
he must be in harmony.

Instances of this irreverent and disingenuous treatment of the
Scriptures are numerous among English Divines—to whom
indeed they are now chiefly confined ; and to show how fairly
we have stated their mode of proceeding, we will adduce a few
passages from two men of great eminence in the Scientific
World, both holding high stations in the Universities and in
the Church.

Professor Whewell, in his chapter on the “Relation of Tra-
dition to Palwmtiology,” (Phil. Ind. Se. ii. c. iv.) (which is really
a discussion of the most advisable mode of reconciling Geology
and Paleontology with Scripture,) speaks repeatedly of the

1 ¢«Tt happens,” observes Mr. Kenrick, “that the portion of Scripture which relates
to cosmegony and primeval history is remarkably free from philological difficulties.
The meaning of the writer, the only thing which the interpreter has to discover and
set forth, is everywhere sufficiently obvious ; there is hardly in these eleven chapters,
a doubtful construction, or a various reading of any importance, and the English
reader has, in the ordinary version, a full and fair representation of the sense of the
original. The difficulties which exist arise from endeavouring to harmonize the
Writer's information with that derived from other sowrces, or to refine upon his
simple language. Common speech was then, asit is now, the representative of the
common understanding. This common understanding may be confused and perplexed
by metaphysical cross-examination, respecting the action of spirit upon matter, or of
Being upen nonentity, till it seems at last to have no idea what Creation means ;
but these subtleties belong no more to the Hebrew word than to the English.”—
Essay, &c., Preface, xv.
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necessity of bringing forward new interpretations of Scriptu}e,
to meet the discoveries of Science. ‘“ When,” he asks, “ should
old interpretations be given up; what is the proper season for
a religious and enlightened commentator to make a change
in the current interpretation of sacred Scripture? (1)—At
what period ought the established exposition of a passage to be
given up, and @ new mode of understanding the passage, such
as s, or seems to be, required by new discoveries respecting
the laws of nature accepted in its place? " (!) He elsewhere
speaks of “the language of Scripture being invested with a
new meaning,” quoting with approbation the sentiment of Bel-
larmine, that * when demonstration shall establish the earth’s
motion, it will be proper to interpret the Scriptures otherwise
than they have hitherto been interpreted, in those passages
where mention is made of the stability of the earth, and move-
ment of the Heavens."—*“ It is difficult,” says Mr. Kenrick,
‘“‘to understand this otherwise than as sanctioning the principle
that the Commentator is to bend the meaning of Seripture into
conformity with the discoveries of Science. Such a proceed-
ing, however, would be utterly inconsistent with all real reve-
rence for Scripture, and calculated to bring both it and its
interpreter into suspicion and contempt.”

Dr. Buckland's chapter (in his Bridgewater Treatise) on the
“ Consistency of Geological Discoveries with the Mosaic Cos-
mogony,” is another melancholy specimen of the low arts to
which the ablest intellects find it necessary to condescend, when
they insist upon reconciling admitted truths with obvious and
flagrant error. In this point of view the passage is well worth
reading as a lesson at once painful and instructive.—After com-
mencing with the safe but irrelevant proposition, that if nature
1s God’s work, and the Bible God’s word, there can be no real
discrepancy between them, he proceeds thus:—* T trust it may
be shown, not only that there is no inconsistency between our
interpretation of the phenomena of nature and of the Mosaic
narrative, but that the results of geological inquiry throw im-
portant lights on parts of this history, which are otherwise
involved in much obscurity. If the suggestions I shall venture
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to propose require some modification of the most commonly-
received and popular interpretation of the Mosaic narrative,
this admission neither involves any impeachment of the au-
thenticity of the text, nor of the judgment of those who had
formerly interpreted it otherwise in the absence of information
as to facts which have but been recently brought to light; (1)
and if, in this respect, geology shall seem to require some lLttle
concession from the literal interpretation of Scripture, it may
fairly be held to afford ample compensation (!) for this demand,
by the large additions it has made to the evidences of natural
religion, in a department where revelation was not designed
to give information.”—(I. 14.) Then, although he * shrinks
from the impiety of bending the language of God's book to
any other than its obvious meaning,” (p. 25,) this theological
man of Science—this Pleader who has accepted a retainer from
both the litigants—proceeds to patch up a hollow harmony
between Moses on the one side, and Sedgwick, Murchison, and
Lyell on the other, by a series of suppositions, artificial and
strained interpretations, and unwarranted glosses, through which
we cannot follow him. Instead of doing so, we will put into a
few plain words the real statement in Genesis which he under-
takes to show to be in harmony with our actual knowledge of
astronomy and geology.

The statement in Genesis is this:—That in six days God
made the Heavens and the Earth— (and that days, and not any
other period of time, were intended by the writer, is made mani-
fest by the reference to the evening and morning, as also by
the Jewish Sabbath) ;—that on the first day of Creation—
(after the general calling into existence of the Heaven and
Earth, according to Dr. Buckland ')—God created Light, and
divided the day from the night:—that on the second day He

! Dr. B. imagines that the first verse relates to the original creation of all things,
and that, between that verse and the second, elapsed an interval of countless ages,
during which all geological changes preceding the human zra must be supposed to
have taken place—in confirmation of which he mentions that some old copzes of the
Bible have a break or gap at the end of the first verse, and that Luther marked verse
3, as verse 1.
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created a firmament (or strong vault), to divide the waters
under the Earth from the waters above the Earth—(a state-
ment indicating a conception of the nature of the Universe,
which it is difficult for us, with our clearer knowledge, even to
imagine) :—that on the ¢third day, He divided the land from
the water, and called the vegetable world into existence :—that
on the fourth day, He made the Sun, Moon and Stars — (in other
words, that He created on the first day the effect, but postponed
till the fourth day the creation of that which we now know to
be the cause) :—that on the fi/th day, fish and fowl, and on the
sizth, terrestrial animals and man, were called into being.—And
this is the singular system of Creation which Dr. Buckland
adopts as conformable to the discoveries of that Science which he
has so materially contributed to advance ;—in spite of the facts,
which he knows and fully admits, that the idea of ‘ waters above
the firmament” could only have arisen from a total misconcep-
tion, and is to us a meaningless delusion ;—that day and night,
depending on the relation between earth and sun, could not
have preceded the creation of the latter ;—that as the fossil
animals existing ages before Man—(and, as he imagines, ages
before the commencement of the “first day” of Creation)—Aad
eyes, light must have existed in their time—long, therefore,
before Moses tells us it was created, and still longer before its
source (our Sun) was called into being;—and, finally, that
many tribes of these fossil animals which he refers to the vast sup-
posititious interval between the first and second verse of Genesis,
are identical with the species contemporaneous with Man, and
not created therefore till the 21st or 24th verse.

It will not do for Geologists and Astronomers, who wish to
retain some rags of orthodoxy, however soiled and torn, to
argue, as Sir C. Lyell (Second Visit to the U. S., i. 220), and
most others do, ¢ that the Bible was not intended as a reve-
lation of Physical science, but only of moral and religious
truth.” This does not meet the difficulty; for the Bible does
not merely use the common language, and so assume the
common errors, on these points—it gives a distinet account of

E
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the creation, in the same style, in the same narrative, in the
same hook, in which it narrates the Fall of Man, the Deluge, the
Revelation to Abraham, the history of Jacob and Joseph. The
writer evidently had no conception that when he related the
Creation of the Earth, the Sea, and the Sun, he was perpetuating
a monstrous error; and that when he related the Fall, he was
revealing a mighty and mysterious truth; and when he narrated
the promise to Abraham, he was recording a wondrous pro-
phecy. The Bible professes to give information on all these
points alike: and we have precisely the same Scriptural
ground for believing that God first made the Earth, and then
the Sun for the especial benefit of the Earth; that the globe
was submerged by a flood which lasted forty days; and that
everything was destroyed except the Animals which Noah
packed into his Ark—as we have for believing that Adam and
Eve were driven out of Paradise for a transgression; that God
promised Abraham to redeem the world through his progeny ;
and that Jacob and Moses were the subjects of the divine com-
munications recorded as being made to them. All the state-
ments are made in the same affirmative style, and on the same
authority. The Bible equally professes to teach us fact on all
these matters. There is no escape by any quibble from the
grasp of this conclusion.

In unworthy attempts such as those which Dr. Buckland has
perpetrated, and Dr. Whewell has advised, the grand and sub-
lime truth at the basis of the Biblical Cosmogony has been
obscured and forgotten,—viz. That, contrary alike to the
dreams of Pagan and of Oriental philosophy, Heaven and
Earth were not self-existent and eternal but created—that the
Sun and Moon were not Gods, but the works of God—
Creatures, not Creators.

"But another point of almost equal importance is gained by
accepting the Historical books of the Old Testament as a col-
lection of merely human naratives, traditions and speculations.
We can now read them with unimpaired pleasure and profit,
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instead of shrinking from them with feelings of pain and re-
pulsion which we cannot conquer, and yet dare not acknow-
lege. We need no longer do violence to our moral sense, or
our cultivated taste, or our purer conceptions of a Holy and
Spiritual God, by struggling to bend them into conformity with
those of a rude people and a barbarous age. We no longer
feel ourselves compelled to believe that which is incredible, or
to admire that which is revolting’. And when we again turn to
these Scriptures with the mental tranquillity due to our new-
born freedom, and read them by the light of our recovered
resson, it will be strange if we do not find in them marvellous
beauties which before escaped us—rich and fertilizing truths
which before lay smothered beneath a heap of contextual rub-
bish—experiences which appeal to the inmost recesses of our
consciousness — holy and magnificent conceptions, at once
simple and sublime, which hitherto could not penetrate through
the mass of error which obscured and overlaid them, but
which now burst forth and germinate into light and freedom.
In the beautiful language of an often-quoted author (Coleridge,
p- 59), “The Secriptures will from this time continue to rise
higher in our esteem and affection—the better understood, the
more dear—and at every fresh meeting we shall have to tell
of some new passage, formerly viewed as a dry stick on a rotten
branch, which has dudded, and, like the rod of Aaron, brought
Sorth buds, and bloomed blossoms, and yielded almonds.”

! See in Dr. Arnold’s Sermons on the Interpretation of Scripture, to what straits
the orthodox doctrine reduces the best and most honest men.



CHAPTER IV.
THE PROPHECIES.

A PROPHECY, in the ordinary acceptation of the term, signi-
fies a prediction of future events, which could not have been
foreseen by human sagacity, and the knowledge of which was
supernaturally communicated to the Prophet. It is clear,
therefore, that in order to establish the claim of any anticipatory
statement, promise, or denunciation, to the rank and title of a
Prophecy, four points must be ascertained with precision :—
viz., what the event was to which the alleged prediction was
intended to refer ; —that the prediction was uttered ¢n specific,
not vague, language before the event ;—that the event took
place specifically, not loosely, as predicted ;—and that it could
not have been foreseen by human sagacity.

Now, there is no portion of the sacred writings over which
hangs a veil of such dim obscurity, or regarding the mean-
ing of which such hopeless discrepancies have prevailed among
Christian divines, as the Prophetical Books of the Hebrew
Canon. The difficulties to which the English reader is ex-
posed by the extreme defects of the received translation, its
confused order, and erroneous divisions, are at present nearly
insuperable. No chronology is observed ; the earlier and the
later, the genuine and the spurious, are mixed together; and
sometimes the prophecies of two individuals of different epochs
are given us under the same name. In the case of some of the
more important of them, we are in doubt as to the date, the
author, and the interpretation ;—and on the question whether
the predictions, related exclusively to Jewish or to general
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history, to Cyrus or to Jesus, to Zerubbabel or to Christ?,
to Antiochus Epiphanes, to Titus or to Napoleon—to events
long past, or to events still in the remote future—the most
conflicting opinions have been held with equal confidence by
men of equal learning. It would carry us too far, and prove
too unprofitable an occupation, to enumerate these contradic-
tory interpretations ;—we shall in preference content ourselves
with a brief statement of some considerations which will show
how far removed we are, on this subject, from the possession
of that clear certainty, or even that moderate verisimilitude of
knowledge, on which alone any reasonings, such as have been
based on Hebrew Prophecy, can securely rest. There is no
department of Theology in which divines have so universally
assumed their conclusions, and modified their premises to suit
them, as in this.

I. In the first place, it is not uninstructive to remind our-
selves of a few of the indications scattered throughout the
Scriptures, of what the conduct and state of mind of the
Prophets often were. They seem, like the utterers of Pagan
oracles, to have been worked up before giving forth their pro-
phecies into a species of religious phrenzy, produced or aided
by various means, especially by music and dancing®. Philo
says, “The mark of true prophecy is the rapture of its utterance:
in order to attain divine wisdom, the soul must go out of itself,
and become drunk with divine phrenzy.”® The same word

"1 The prophecy of Zechariah, which Archbishop Newcome, in conformity with its
obvious meaning, interprets with reference to Zerubbabel, Davison unhesitatingly re-
fers to Christ alone (Disc. on Proph. p. 340, 2nd ed.).—The prediction of Daniel
respecting the pollution of the Temple, which critics in general feel no hesitation in
referring to Antiochus, many modern divines conceive, on the supposed authority of
the Evangelists, to relate to the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus. A Fellow of
Oxford, in a most ingenious work (which had reached a third edition in 1826, and may
have since gone through many more), maintains that the last chapters of Daniel were
fulfilled in the person of Napoleon, and in him alone. (The Crisis, by Rev. E.
Cooper.)

2 1 Sam. xviii. 10; x. 5. 2 Kings iii. 15, 16.

(% Qufed in Mackay’s Progress of the Intellect, ii. 192
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in Hebrew (and Plato thought in Greek also) signifies  to
prophesy” and “ to be mad,”' and even among themselves the
prophets were often regarded as madmen®,—an idea to which
their frequent habit of going about naked?, and the performance
occasionally of still more disgusting ceremonies, greatly con-
tributed. That many of them were splendid poets and noble-
minded men, there can be no doubt; but we see in conduct like
this little earnest of sobriety or divine inspiration, and far too
much that reminds us of the fanatics of eastern countries and of
ancient times.

II. Many, probably most, of the so-called Prophecies were
not intended as predictions in the proper meaning of the word,
but were simply promises of prosperity or denunciations of ven-
geance, contingent upon certain lines of conduct. The prin-
ciple of the Hebrew Theocracy was that of temporal rewards or
punishments consequent upon obedience to, or deviation from,
the divine ordinances; and in the great proportion of cases the
prophetic language seems to have been nothing more than a re-
minder, or fresh enunciation of the principle. This is clearly
shown by the circumstance that several of the prophecies,
though originally given, not in the contingent, but in the
positive, form, were rescinded, or contradicted by later pro-
phetical denunciations, as in the case of Eli, David, Hezekiah,
and Jonah. The rescinding of prophecy in 1 Sam. ii. 30,
is very remarkable, and shows how little these enunciations
were regarded by the Israelites from our modern point of view.
Compare 2 Sam. vii. 10, where the Israelites are promised that
they shall not be moved out of Canaan nor afflicted any more,
with the subsequent denunciations of defeat and captivity in
a strange land. Compare, also, 2 Sam. vii. 12-16, where the
permanent possession of the throne is promised to David, and

! Newman, Heb. Mon. p. 34. Plato derived géyris from paivesdas.

2 2 Kings ix. 11. Jeremiah xxix. 26.

3 2 Sam. vi. 16, 20. 1 Sam. xix. 24. Is.xx.3., Ezek.iv.4. 6. 8.12. 15.
1 Kings xx. 35-38.
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that a lineal descendant shall not fail him to sit upon the
throne of Judah, with the curse pronounced on his last royal
descendant Coniah—* Thus saith the Lord, Write ye this man
childless, a man that shall not prosper in his days; for no
man of his seed shall prosper, sitting upon the throne of David,
and ruling any more in Judah.” (Jer. xxii. 80; xxxvi. 80.)
See, also, the curious argument as to the Zlability of pro-
phecy to be rescinded, in the same book. (Jer. xxxiii. 17-26.)
The rescinding of the prediction or denunciation in the case of
Hezekiah is recorded in Isaiah xxxviii. 1-5, and that of Jonah
in the Book which bears his name, iii. 4-10.

III. It is now clearly ascertained, and generally admitted
among critics, that several of the most remarkable and specific
prophecies were never fulfilled at all, or only very partially and
loosely fulfilled. Among these may be specified the denuncia-
tion of Jeremiah (xxii. 18, 19 ; xxxvi. 30) against Jehoiakim,
as may be seen by comparing 2 Kings xxiv. 6;—and the
denunciation of Amos against Jeroboam II. (vii. 11), as may
be seen by comparing 2 Kings xiv. 23-29. The remarkable,
distinet, and positive prophecies in Ezekiel (xxvi., xxvii.),
relating to the conquest, plunder, and destruction of Tyre by
Nebuchadnezzar, we can now state on the highest authorities’,
were not fulfilled. Indeed (in ch. xxix. 18) is a confession
that he failed, at least so far as spoil went. The same may be
said of the equally clear and positive prophecies of the con-
quest and desolation of Egypt by Nebuchadnezzar (Jer. xliii.
10-18 ; Ezek. xxix.; xxx. 1-19), as Dr. Arnold, in his Ser-
mons on Prophecy (p. 48), fully admits®. Jeremiah's prophecy
of the Captivity of Seventy years, and the subsequent destruc-
tion of Babylon (xxv.), have generally been appealed to as
instances of clear prophecy exactly and indisputably fulfilled.
But in the first place, at the time this prediction was delivered,
the success of Nebuchadnezzar against Jerusalem was scarcely

! Heeren’s Researches, ii. 11. Grote, iii. 439.
? Grote, ubi supra.—Hebrew Monarchy, p. 363.
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doubtful ; in the second place, the captivity cannot, by any fair
calculation, be lengthened out to seventy years'; and in the
third place, the desolation of Babylon (“ perpetual desolations™
is the emphatic phrase) which was to take place at the end of
the seventy years, as a punishment for the pride of Nebuchad-
nezzar, did not take place till long after. Babylon was still
a flourishing city under Alexander the Great; and, as Mr.
Newman observes, “it is absurd to represent the emptiness of
modern Babylon as a punishment for the pride of Nebuchad-
nezzar,” or as a fulfilment of Jeremiah's prophecy.—Gen.
xlix. 10 must also be considered to present a specimen of
prophecy signally falsified by the event, and being composed
in the palmiest days of Judah, was probably little more than a
hyperbolical expression of the writer's confidence in the perma-
nence of her grandeur. Finally, in Hosea we have a remark-
able instance of self-contradiction, or virtual acknowledgment
of the non-fulfilment of prophecy. In viii. 18 and ix. 8, it is
affirmed, ‘‘ Ephraim shall return to Egypt;” while in xi. 5, it
is said, “ Ephraim shall not return to Egypt.” Isaiah (xvii. 1)
pronounces on Damascus a threat of ruin as emphatic as any
that was pronounced against Tyre, Egypt, or Babylon. It is
taken away from being a city, and it shall be a ruinous heap.”
Yet Damascus is to this day the most flourishing city in those
countries.

IV. We find from numberless passages both in the propheti-
cal and the historical books that for a considerable period the
Hebrew nation was inundated with false prophets®, whom it
was difficult and often impossible to distinguish from the true,

! The chronologies of Kings and Chronicles do not quite tally ; but taking that
of Jeremiah himself, the desolation began in the seventh year of Nebuchadnezzar,
B.0. 599, was continued in B.c. 588, and concluded in B.c. 588.—The exile ended
some say 538, some 536. The ]onges.t date that can be made out is 66 years, and
the shortest only 43. To make out 70 years fairly, we must date from B.c. 606;
the first year of Nebuchadnezzar.

3 Jeremiah v. 31, xxiii. 16-34. Ezekiel xiv. 9-11.
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although we have both prophetical and sacerdotal tests given
for this express purpose. It even appears that some of those
whom we consider as true prophets were by their contempo-
raries charged with being, and even punished for being, the
contrary. In Deut. xviii. 2022, the decision of the prophet’s
character is made to depend upon the fulfilment or non-fulfil-
ment of his prophecy. In Deut. xiii. 1-5, this test is rejected,
and the decision is made to rest upon the doctrine which he
téaches : if this be false he is to be stoned, whatever miraculous
proofs of his mission he may give'. From Jer. xxix., it ap-
pears that the High Priest assumed the right of judging
whether a man was a false or a true prophet ; though Jeremiah
himself does not seem to have been willing to abide by this
authority, but to have denounced Priests and the prophets
who supported them (Jer. v. 31). Pashur the priest, we learn
(xx. 1-7), put Jeremiah in the stocks for his false prophecies;
and Shemaiah reproves the Priest Jehoiada for not having
repeated the punishment, and is violently demounced by the
prophet in consequence (xxix. 24-32).

V. In the case of nearly all the prophets we have little
external or independent evidence as to the date at which their
prophecies were uttered, and none as to the period at which
they were written down®; while the internal evidence on these
points is dubious, conflicting, and, in the opinions of the best
critics, generally unfavourable to the popular conceptions.—
The Books of Kings and Chronicles, in which many of these
prophecies are mentioned, and the events to which they are
supposed to refer, are related, were written, or compiled in their
present form, the former near the termination of the Baby-
lonian Exile, or somewhere about the year B.c. 580, i. e. from
50 to 200 years® after the period at which the prophecies were
supposed to have been delivered ;—while the latter appear to

! See also the whole rcmarkable chapter, Jer. xxviii.

2 Hebrew Monarchy, p. 352 (note).

3 Amos and Hosea flourished probably about 790 B.c.  Jeremiah about 600.
Zechariah about 520. De Wette, ii. 436.
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have been a much later compilation, some critics dating them
about 260, and others about 400 before Christ'.

It is probably not too much to affirm that we have no in-
stance in the prophetical Books of the Old Testament of a
prediction, in the case of which we possess, at once and com-
bined, clear and unsuspicious proof of the date, the preecise
event predicted, the exact circumstances of that event, and the
inability of human sagacity to foresee it. There is no case in
which we can say with certainty—even where it is reasonable
to suppose that the prediction was uttered before the event—
that the narrative has not been tampered with to suit the pre-
diction, or the prediction modified to correspond with the
event®’. The following remarks will show how little certain is
our knowledge, even in the case of the principal prophets.

Isaiah, as we learn in the first and the sixth chapters of his
Book, appeared as a Prophet in the last year of the reign of
King Uzziah (B.c. 759), and prophesied till the fourteenth
year of Hezekiah (B.c. 710). We hear of him in the 2nd
Book of Kings and Chronicles, but not till the reign of Heze-
kiah; except that he is referred to in 2 Chron. xxvi. 22, as
having written a history of Uzziah. The prophecies which
have come down to us bearing his name, extend to sixty-six
chapters, of the date of whicl (either of their composition or
compilation) we have no certain knowledge ;—but of which the
last twenty-seven are confidently decided by competent judges
to be the production of a different Writer, and a later age; and
were doubtless composed during the Babylonish Captivity, later
therefore than the year B.c. 600, or about 150 years after
Isaiah. The grounds of this decision are given at length in
De Wette®. They are found partly in the marked difference of
style between the two portions of the Book, but still more in

! Such at least is the most probable result at which critical science has yet arrived.
De Wette ii. 248, 265.

* De Wette and other eminent Theologians consider that in many cases where the
prophecy is unusually definite, this has certainly beendone. ii. 357. 363.

? De Wette, ii. 364-390. :
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the obvious and pervading fact that the writer of the latter
portion fakes his stand in the period of the Captivity, speaks
of the captivity as an existing circumstance or condition, and
comforts his captive Countrymen with hopes of deliverance at
the hand of Cyrus. Many of the earlier chapters are also
considered spurious for similar reasoms, particularly xiii. 1,
xiv. 28, xxiv., xxvii., and several others. It appears as the
general summary result of critical research, that our present
collection consists of a number of promises, denunciations, and
exhortations, actually uttered by Isaiah, and brought together
by command, probably, of Hezekiah, greatly enlarged and
interpolated by writings upwards of a century later tban his
time, which the ignorance or unfair intentions of subsequent
collectors and commentators have not serupled to consecrate by
affixing to them his venerable name.

Jeremiah appears to have prophesied from about B.c. 630-
580, or before and at the commencement of the Captivity at
Babylon, and the chief portion of his writings refer to that
event, which in his time was rapidly and manifestly approach-
ing. The prophecies appear to have heen written down by
Baruch, a scribe, from the dictation of Jeremiah (xxxvi.), and
to have been collected soon after the return from exile’, but by
whom and at what precise time is unknown;—and commenta-
tors discover several passages in which the original text appears
to have been interpolated, or worked over again. Still, the
text seems to be far more pure, and the real, much nearer to
the professed, date, than in the case of Isaiah.

The genuineness of the Book of Ezekiel is less doubtful
than that of any other of the Prophets. His prophecies relate
chiefly to the destruction of Jerusalem, which happened during
his time. He appears to have been carried into exile by the vic-
torious Chaldeans about eleven years before they finally cou-
summated the ruin of the Jewish Nation by the destruction of
their Capital. His prophecies appear to have continued many

! De Wette, ii. 416 and 396.
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years after the captivity—sixteen according to De Wette®.
Few pretend to understand him.

Of all the prophetical writings, the Book of Daniel has been
the subject of the fiercest contest. Divines have considered it
of paramount importance, both on account of the definiteness
and precision of its predictions, and the supposed reference of
many of them to Christ. Critics, on the other hand, have
considered the genuineness of the Book to be peculiarly ques-
tionable ; and few now, of any note or name, venture to defend
it. In all probability we have no remains of the real prophecies
of the actual Daniel—for that such a person, famed for his
wisdom and virtue, did exist, appears from Ezek. xiv. and
xxxviii. He must have lived about 570 years before Christ,
whereas the Book which bears his name was almost certainly
written in the time of Antiochus Epiphanes, 170 years B.C.
Some English Commentators® and Divines have endeavoured
to escape from the obvious and manifold difficulties of the
Book, by conceiving part of it to be genuine and part spurious.
—But De Wette has shown® that we have no reason for be-
lieving it not to be the work of one hand. It is full of his-
torical inaccuracies and fanciful legends; and the opening
statement is an obvious error, showing that the Writer was
imperfectly acquainted with the chronology or details of the
period in which he takes his stand. The first chapter begins
by informing us that in the ¢hird year of King Jehoiakim,
Nebuchadnezzar, King of Babylon, besieged and took Jeru-
salem, and carried the King (and Daniel) away captive.

1 De Wette, ii. 426.

2 «T have long thonght that the greater part of the book of Danjel is most certainly
a very late work, of the time of the Maccabees; and the pretended prophecy about
the Kings of Greece and Persia, and of the North and South, is mere history, like
the poetical prophecies in Virgil and elsewhere. In fact you can trace distinctly the
date when it was written, because the eventsup to that date are given with historical
minuteness, totally unlike the character of real prophecy; and beyond that date all
is imaginary.”—Again, he thinks that criticism ¢ proves the non-authenticity of great
part of Daniel : that there may be genuine fragments in it is very likely.”—Arnold’s
Life and Cor. ii. 188.

3 De Wette, ii. 499.
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Whereas, we learn from Jeremiah that Nebuchadnezzar was
not King of Babylon till the fourth year of Jehoiakim, and
did not take Jerusalem till seven years later’. It would be out
of place to adduce all the marks which betray the late origin of
this Book ;—they may be seen at length in De Wette. It is
here sufficient that we have no proof whatever of its early
date, and that the most eminent critics have abandoned the
opinion of its genuineness as indefensible.

III. Thirdly, We have already had ample proof that the
Jewish Writers not only did not scruple to narrate past events
as if predicting future ones—to present History in the form
of Prophecy—but that they habitually did so. The original
documents from which the Books of Moses were compiled,
must have been written, as we have seen, in the time of the
earliest Kings, while the Book of Deuteronomy was not com-
posed, and the whele Pentateuch did not assume its present
form till, probably, the reign of Josiah ;—yet they abound in
such anticipatory narrative—in predictions of events long past.
The instances are far too numerous to quote :—we will specify
only a few of the most remarkable : —Gen. xxv. 28 ; xxvii.
28, 29, 39, 40; xlix. passim. Numb. xxiv. Deut. iv. 27 ;
xxviii. 25, 36, 87, 64.

We anticipate that these remarks will be met by the reply—
“ Whatever may be established as to the uncertainty which
hangs over the date of those prophecies which refer to the tem-
poral fortunes of the Hebrew Nation, no doubt can exist that
all the prophecies relating to the Messiah were extant in their
present form long previous to the advent of Him in whose
person the Christian world agrees to acknowledge their fulfil-
ment.” This is true, and the argument would have all the
force which is attributed to it, were the objectors able to lay
their finger on a single Old Testament Prediction clearly re-
ferring to Jesus Christ, intended by the utterers of it to relate

! See the whole argument in De Wette, ii. 484 (note).
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to him, prefiguring his character and career, and manifestly
fulfilled in his appearance on earth. This they cannot do.
Most of the passages usually adduced as complying with these
conditions, referred, and were clearly intended to refer’, to
eminent individuals in Israelitish History ;—many are not pro-
phecies at all ;—the Messiah, the Anointed Deliverer, expected
by the Jews, hoped for and called for by their Poets and Pro-
phets, was of a character so different, and a career so opposite,
to those of the meek, lowly, long-suffering Jesus, that the pas-
sages describing the one never could have been applied to the
other, without a perversion of ingenuity, and a disloyal treat-
ment of their obvious signification, which, if employed in any
other field than that of Theology, would have met with the
prompt discredit and derision they deserve®. There are, no
doubt, scattered verses in the Prophetic and Poetical Books
of the Hebrew Canon, which, as quotations, are apt and ap-
plicable enough to particular points in Christ’s character and
story ;—but of what equally voluminous collection of poems or
rhetorical compositions may the same not be said®? Of the

! “We find throughout the New Testament,” says Dr. Arnold,  references made
to various passages in the Old Testament, which are alleged as prophetic of Christ,
or of some particulars of the Christian dispensation. Now if we turn to the con-
text of these passages, and so endeavour to discover their meaning, according to the
only sound principles of interpretation, it will often appear that they do not relate to
the Messiah, or to Christian times, but are either expressions of religions affections
generally, such as submission, love, hope, &c., or else refer to some particular ¢ircum-
stances in the life and condition of the writer, or of the Jewish nation, and do not at
all show that anything more remote, or any events of a more universal and spiritnal
character, were designed to be prophesied.”—Sermons on the Interpretation of
Prophecy. Preface, p. 1.

? This disingenunousness is obvious in one point especially : the Messianic Pro-
phecies are interpreted literally or figuratively, as may best suit their adaptation to the
received history of Jesus. Thus that  the wolf shall lie down with the lamb, and
the lion eat grass like an ox,” is taken figuratively : that the Messiah shonld ride
into Jerusalem on an ass, is taken literally.

3 Perhaps none of the Old Testament prophecies are more clearly Messianic
than the following passage from Plato :—Ofrw diaxsiusres § Afxasos paoriybosra,

srpsPrboiTas, ddieiras, ixxavliviras ¥ wPlarpw, Tikivrdy whvra xaxk walsy

&vaexwdvievdicivas.  Plato, De Republic, L. ii. p. 361, E.
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references made by the Evangelists to such passages we shall
speak hereafter.

The state of the case appears to be this:—That all the Old Tes-
tament Prophecies have been assumed to be genuine, inspired
predictions ; and, when falsified @ their obvious meaning and
received interpretation by the event, have received immediately
a new interpretation, and been supposed to refer to some
other event. When the result has disappointed expectation,
the conclusion has been, not that the prophecy was false, but
that the interpretation was erroneous. It is obvious that a
mode of reasoning like this is peculiar to Theological In-
quirers. .

From this habit of assuming that Prophecy was Prediction,
and must have its fulfilment—which was prevalent among the
Jews as among modern Divines—appears to have arisen the
national expectation of a Messiah.—A Deliverer was hoped for,
expected, prophesied, in the time of Jewish misery (and Cyrus
was perhaps the first referred to) ; but as no one appeared who
did what the Messiali, according to Prophecy, should do, they
went on degrading each successive Conqueror and Hero from
the Messianic dignity, and are still expecting the true Deliverer.
—Hebrew and Christian Divines both start from the same
assumed and unproven premises, viz. :—that a Messiah, having
been foretold, must appear;—but there they diverge, and the
Jews show themselves to be the sounder logicians of the two:
—the Christians, assuming that Jesus was the Messiah intended
(though not the one expected), wrest the obvious meaning of
the Prophecies to show that they were fulfilled in him ;—while
the Jews, assuming the obvious meaning of the Prophecies
to be their real meaning, argue that they were not fulfilled in
Christ, and therefore that the Messiah is yet to come.

Speaking of this Teacher of Mankind whom he expected, he says, ¢ This just man
will scarcely be endured by them—but prohably will be scourged, racked, tormented,
have his eyes burnt out, and at last having suffered all manner of evils, shall be ¢m-
paled”—or, as the original term will signify, “ Crucified.”
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One of the most remarkable attempts to retain the sacred-
ness and authority of Hebrew Prophecy, while admitting the
non-fulfilment or the inadequate fulfilment of many of its pre-
dictions, has been made by Dr. Arnold. The native truthful-
ness of his intellect led him to a fair appreciation of the difficul-
ties attendant on the ordinary mode of interpreting Prophecy,
while the tenacity of his faith (or, to speak more correctly, his
affection for what he had been taught to believe and reverence)
made him unwilling to renounce views which hold so prominent
a position in the orthodox system of doctrine. His method of
meeting the perplexity was this:—He conceived that all pro-
phecy had a double meaning—an historical and obvious, and
a spiritual or recondite signification—and that the latter only
could receive a complete and adequate fulfilment. Nay, he
went still further, and maintained that Prophecy mus¢, from the
necessity of the case, embody these two senses—the sense of the
God who inspired it, and the sense of the man who uttered it.
We will give this singular theory in his own words, extracted
from his Sermons on Prophecy.

““ Now, first of all, it is a very misleading notion of Prophecy,
if we regard it as an anticipation of History . . . . . . It is
anticipated History, not in our common sense of the word, but
in another and far higher sense . . . . . . History is busied
with particular nations, persons, and events; and from the study
of these, extracts, as well as it can, some general principles.
Prophecy is busied with general principles; and inasmuch as
particular nations, persons, and events, represent these principles
up to a certain point, so far it is concerned also with them
...... Prophecy, then, is God’s voice, speaking to us re-
specting the issue in all time of that great struggle which is the
real interest of human life, the struggle between good and evil.
Beset as we are with evil, within and without, it is the natural
and earnest question of the human mind, what shall be the end
at last? And the answer is given by Prophecy, that it shall
be well at last; that there shall be a time when good shall
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perfectly triumph . . . .. .. And this being so, as it is most
certain that no people on earth has ever either perfectly served
the cause of good, or utterly opposed it, so it follows that no
people can, if I may so speak, fully satisfy the mind of Pro-
phecy, because no people purely represents those unmixed prin-
ciples of good and evil, with which alone Prophecy is properly
concerned. And thus it has happened that those who have
attempted to trace an historical fulfilment of the language of
Prophecy with regard to various nations, have never done their
work satisfactorily, nor on their system was it possible to do it.
For the language of Prophecy on these subjects could not be
literally accomplished for two reasons: first, because it was not
properly applicable to any earthly nation, from the imperfection
of all human things ; and, secondly, because even that character
of imperfect good or evil, which made certain nations the repre-
sentatives, so to speak, of the principles of good and evil them-
selves, was not and could not be perpetual . . ... .. Thus
there may be cases in which no historical fulfilment of national
prophecies is to be found at all; but in all cases the fulfilment
will fall short of the full strength of the language, because, to
say it once again, the language in its proper scope and force
was aimed at a more unmixed good and evil than have ever
been exhibited in the character of any earthly people . . . . . :
Generally the language of Propheey will be found to be hy-
perbolical, as far as regards its historical subjects, and only
corresponding with the truth exactly, if we substitute for the
historical subject the idea of which it is the representative’.
..... But if it be asked, why then was the language of Prophecy
so strong, if it was not meant to be literally fulfilled ? I answer,
that the real subject of the Prophecy in its highest sense is not

! Dr. Arnold conceives the different states and cities towards which are directed
the promises and denunciations of Holy Writ, to represent in the prophetic mind
certain ideal virtues and vices, &c. Thus Israel means not the Jews, so much as
“ God's People ” in the abstract, the virtuous of the earth in all times : Babylon sig-
nifies the world in its wickedness; Egypt the world merely in its worldliness ; while
the “ Prophetic idea of Edom is the sin of those who offend one of Christ’s little
oues.”

F
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the historical, but the spiritual Babylon; and that no expres-
sions of ruin and destruction can be too strong when applied
to the world which is to dissolve, and utterly to perish. And
it will be found, I think, a general rule in all the prophecies
of Scripture, that they contain expressions which will only
be adequately fulfilled in their last and spiritual fulfilment;
and that, as applied to the lower fulfilments which precede this,
they are and must be hyperbolical.” !

1t is difficult to grapple with a mode of interpretation such as
this ;—equally difficult to comprehend how an earnest and prae-
tical understanding like Dr. Arnold’s could for a moment rest
satisfied with such a cloudy phantom. Our homely conceptions
can make nothing of an oracle which says one thing, but means
something very different and more noble;—which, in denoune-
ing, with minute details, destruction against Egypt, Babylon,
and Tyre, merely threatens final defeat to the powers of Evil ;—
which in depicting, in precisest terms, the material prosperity
reserved for the Israelites, only intended to promise blessings to
the virtuous and devout of every age and clime ;—and which in
describing ancient historical personages, did so always with an
arriére penséz towards Christ. If Dr. Arnold means to say
that the Old Testament Prophecies signified primarily, chiefly,
and most specifically, the ultimate triumph of good over evil—of
God and Virtue over the World, the Flesh, and the Devil—(and
this certainly appears to be his meaning) ;—we can only reply
that, in that case, they are Poetry, and not Prediction ;—that this
was not the signification attached to them either by the Prophets
who uttered them, or by the People who listened to them, and
that it is precluded by the frequent particularity and precision
of their language. 'To couceive, therefore, this to be the mean-
ing of the God who is alleged to have inspired them, is to ima-
gine that He used incompetent and deceptive instruments for
his communications ;—and it is certain that had the Prophecies
been perfectly and unquestionably fulfilled in their obvious sense,
this secondary and recondite signification would never have been

! Sermons on the Interpretation of Prophecy. Var. loc.
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heard of. We are surprised that Dr. Arnold did not perceive
that to allow of a ““ double sense” is to give all false prophecy a
guarantee against being disproved by the event.

In justification of this idea of a double sense, he continues
—*The notion of a double sense in Prophecy has been treated
by some persons with contempt. Yet it may be said, that it
is almost necessarily involved in the very idea of Prophecy.—
Every prophecy has, according to the very definition of the word,
a double source; it has, if I may venture so to speak, two au+
thors, the one human, the other divine . . . . . . If uttered by
the tongue of man, it must also, unless we suppose him to be
a mere instrument (in the same sense as a flute or a harp), be
coloured by his own mind. The prophet expresses in words
certain truths conveyed to his mind; but his mind does not
fully embrace them, nor can it; for how can man fully compre-
hend the mind of God ? Every man lives in time, and belongs
to time; the present must be to him clearer than the future.
...... But with God there is no past, nor future; every truth
is present to Him in all its extent; so that His expression of
it, if I may so speak, differs essentially from that which can
be comprehended by the mind, or uttered by the tongue of
man. Thus every prophecy as uttered by man (that is, by
an intelligent and not a mere mechanical instrument), and
at the same time as inspired by God, must, as far as appears,
have a double sense: one, the sense entertained by the hu-
man mind of the Writer ; the other, the sense infused into it
by God.”

We must confess our amazement at the obvious and extreme
unsoundness of this whole passage. Not only does it painfully
remind us of the double meaning so often and so justly charged
upon the Pagan oracles—but it assumes the strange and con-
tradictory improbabilities: firss, that God was unable to convey
his meaning to the mind of the Prophet; secondly, that He in-

! Sermons on Prophecy, p.51. A little further on he says : “ We may even sup-
pose the prophet to be totally ignorant of the divine meaning of his words, and to
intend to express a meaning of his own quite unlike God’s meaning !”

F 2
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fused this meaning into the words which were uttered, although
He could not infuse it into the mind of the man who uttered them;
and, ¢hirdly, that we can see furtherinto the mind and meaning
of God than those to whom He spoke;—that they, in expressing
the ideas which He had put into their minds, mistook or imper-
fectly conceived those ideas—but that to us is given to discover
a thought which those words contained, but did not express, or
which, if they did express it, they were not understood by the
Writer to express. Now, either the ideas which God wished
to communicate were conveyed to the mind of the Prophet, or
they were not:—if they were so conveyed, then the Prophet
must have comprehended them, and intended to express them
correctly, and of course did express them correctly—for it is
monstrous to suppose that God would infuse ideas into a man’s
mind for the purpose of being communicated to the public,
which ideas He yet did not enable him so to communicate:—
and then all the above confused subtleties fall to the ground.
If, on the other hand, these ideas were not so conveyed to
the Prophet's mind, then it must have been the words and
not the ¢deas which were inspired, and God used the Pro-
phet simply as a flute (a supposition scouted by Dr. Arnold);
—and we are thus driven to the equally monstrous supposi-
tion that God used words which did not convey his meaning,
even to the very favoured individual to whom and through
whom He spoke. If God's sense was “ infused” into the
Prophetic language, how could that sense have been missed
by the Prophet, and caught only by others in these latter
times? and what was the use of language which could not
be rightly comprehended except centuries after it was spoken,
and by a different People from those to whom it was spoken ?
If God’s sense was zof infused into the words, through the
incompetency of the utterer, how can Dr. Arnold discover it
therein ? It may be, however, that Dr. Arnold’s conception of
the case was this, though it is not what we should gather from
his language :—that beneath the obvious meaning of the words
of Prophecy, as uttered by the Prophet, and understood by him
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and his hearers, lay a latent signification, as it were written with
invisible ink, which could only be discovered in later ages, and
by the light which historical experience and advancing enlighten-
ment throws upon it. No doubt this is possible; but it is un-
proved, and requires much proof before it can be admitted ;—
and it is especially worthy of remark, that the supposition, un-
questionably a violent one, is rendered necessary only by the
assumption that the prophecies were predictions, coupled with
the fact that they have not been fulfilled in their literal mean-
ing ;—and it involves the admission, that they were in a man-
ner deceptive, since they were misunderstood, and, by the suppo-
sition, must have been misunderstood, by the People to whom
they were addressed.

Yet all these unnatural explanations are resorted to, all these
fatal dilemmas encountered, all this appearance of irreverence
and disingenuousness incurred, simply to avoid the conclusion
that the Prophets were wise, gifted, earnest men, deeply con-
versant with the Past—looking far into the Future—shocked
with the unrighteousness around them—sagacious to foresee
impending evil—bold to denounce spiritual wickedness in high
places—imbued, above all, with an unfailing faith, peculiarly.
strong among their people, that national delinquency and na-
tional virtue would alike meet with a temporal and inevitable re-
tribution—and gifted “ with the glorious faculty of poetic hope,
exerted on human prospects, and presenting its results with the
vividness of prophecy;”—but Prophets in no stricter sense than.
this.



CHAPTER V.
THEISM OF THE JEWS IMPURE AND PROGRESSIVE.

It is an assumption of the popular theology, and an almost
universal belief in the popular mind, that the Jewish nation
was selected by the Almighty to preserve and carry down
to later ages a knowledge of the One true God;—that the
Patriarchs possessed this knowledge ;—that Moses delivered
and enforced this doctrine as the fundamental tenet of the
national creed ;—and that it was, in fact, the received and
distinctive dogma of the Hebrew People. This alleged posses-
sion of the true faith by one only people, while all surrounding
tribes were lost in Polytheism, or something worse, has been
adduced by divires in general as a proof of the truth of the
sacred history, and of the divine origin of the Mosaic dis-
pensation, and forms, indeed, one of the standard arguments of
Theologians in the present day. Paley, the actual text-hook
of one of our Universities, writes of it thus :—

“ Undoubtedly our Saviour assumes the divine origin of
the Mosaic Institution; and, independently of his authority,
I conceive it to be very difficult to assign any other cause for
the commencement or existence of that Institution ; especially
for the singular circumstance of the Jews adhering to the Unity,
when every other people slid into polytheism ; for their being men
in religion, children in everything else; behind other nations
in the arts of peace and war, superior to the most improved in
their sentiments and doctrines relating to the Deity.”"

Milman?® speaks of the pure monotheism of the Jews in a
similar strain:—

! Paley’s Evidences of Christianity. ? History of the Jews, i. 4.
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“ The religious history of this people is no less singular. In
the narrow slip of land inhabited by their tribes, the worship of
one Almighty Creator of the Universe subsists, as in its only
sanctuary. In every stage of Society, under the pastoral tent
of Abraham, and in the sumptuous Temple of Solomon, the
same creed maintains its inviolable simplicity. . . . . . . ..
Nor is this merely a sublime speculative tenet; it is the basis
of their civil constitution, and of their national character. As
there is but one Almighty God, so there is but one People
under his especial protection, the descendants of Abraham.”

Now the actual state of the case seems to be this—and it
may be read so clearly in every page of Holy Writ, that
how it could have been so long ignored is a striking proof
how completely we read our Bible through the spectacles of
our theology;—that the Jews as a nation were not monotheists
—i.e., believers in the exclusive existence of one sole God—
till a very late period of their history';—that their early and
popular notions of the Deity were eminently coarse, low, and
unworthy ;—that among them, as among all other nations, the
conceptions of God formed by individuals varied according
to their intellectnal and spiritual capacities, being poor and
anthropomorphic among the ignorant and coarse-minded, pure
and lofty among the virtuous and richly-gifted ;—and, finally,
that these conceptions gradually improved, and became purified
and ennobled, as the Hebrews advanced in civilization —being,
generally speaking, lowest in the Historical Books, amended in
the prophetical Writings, and reaching their highest elevation
among the Poets of the Nation.

In its progress from Fetichism to pure Theism, the human
mind generally passes through three stages—or, to speak more
correctly, man’s idea of God passes through three forms of de-
velopment. We have him represented first as the God of the
individual or family; then as the God of the nation ; lastly,
as the God of the Awman race—Now we find all these three
views of Deity in the Old Testament—sometimes, it is true,’
! Bauer thinks not till after the Babylonian Captivity. — Theol. des Alt. Test,, 1. 4.
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strangely jumbled together, as might be expected in books
written by different persons at different times—but on the
whole bearing pretty distinct marks of the periods at which
they respectively prevailed.

The representations of God in the history of Abraham leave
little doubt that the God whom he worshipped was a family
God, selected, probably, by him for some reason unknown to
us, out of a number of others who were worshipped by his
fathers and his tribe. We are expressly told that the father
and grandfather of Abraham ‘ worshipped other Gods ;"—and
the representations given of the God of Abraham, and of his
proceedings during the lives of the three Patriarchs, are so”
mean and material that it is difficult to conceive how a know-
ledge of the One true God, Maker of Heaven and Earth,
could have been ascribed to any of them. God appears to
Abraham with two angels in the form of men— (they are spoken
of as “three men”) —sits at the door of his tent—partakes of
his repast—is angry at the laughter of Sarah, and an alterca-
tion takes place between them ; after which He discusses with
him the case of Sodom and Gomorrah, and informs him that
He is going down thither to see whether the reports which have
reached him are correct’. “ Your fathers dwelt on the other
side of the flood in old time, even Terah, the father of Abra-
ham and the father of Nachor: and they served other Gods.”
(Joshua xxiv. 2.) “ The God of Abraham and the God of
Nachor, the God of their father, judge betwixt us.” (Gen.
xxxi. 53.) There are not wanting many traces of Polytheism
in the earlier portions of Hebrew History. The expression
Jehoval Elohim, ““ The God of Gods,” seems to indicate this.
Bauer thinks that ““ the Elohim, who were probably at one time

! Bauer observes that the Samaritan and Arabian translators, ¢ from an anxious
apprehension lest a corporeal existence should be attributed to the Deity, frequently
substituted the expression angel of God, for the names Jehovah and Elohim.” Thus
they have ““ Ye shall be as the angels of God,” instead of * Ye shall be as Gods”
(Gen. ii. 5); “In the likeness of the angel of God made he him” (Gen. v. 1);
““ The angel of God went up from Abraham” (Gen. xvii. 22), and so on.
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worshipped as equal Gods, are in Genesis recognised as sub-
ordinate deities, with whom Jehovah, the highest Eloah, enters
into Council.” (Theol. des Alt. Test. i. 8.) It will be remem-
bered that Laban, a near relative of Abraham, whose sister he
had expressly selected as his son Isaac’s wife, pursued Jacob
for having “stolen his Gods.” (Gen. xxxi. 30.) He, there-
fore, worshipped fetiches. In Gen. xxxv.2-4, we find Jacob
collecting the strange Gods worshipped by his household, and
hiding them under an oak. It is certainly remarkable that both
Abraham and Isaac should insist upon their sons marrying into
an idolatrous family, if they had really believed their own God
to be the only one.

Jacob’s ideas of God are, as might be expected from his
mean and tricky character, even lower than those of Abraham.
He makes a condition, on which he will select Jehovah to be
kis God, and will give him a tithe of all his possessions (Gen.
xxviii. 20);—he represents Him as his confidant in cheating
Laban, and wrestles with Him bodily to extort a blessing.
Who, after reading such passages, can for a moment accept
the belief that Jacob and Job worshipped the same God ?

In process of time the descendants of Abraham multiplied
and became a numerous people, and naturally continued the
worship of that God who had done so much for their forefathers.
Thus the family God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, gradually
enlarged into the national God of the Israelites, to whose wor-
ship they adhered with greater or less tenacity, with greater or
less exclusiveness, during their residence in Egypt. As the
history proceeds the conceptions of this God seem to become
purer and loftier, till in the mind of Moses, an intellectual and
highly-educated man, versed in all the learning of the Egyp-
tians, they often (as far as we can guess what came from him),
reached to a sublime simplicity of expression rarely surpassed.
Still there is no reason to suppose that Moses disbelieved in
the existence of other Gods;—the God whom he serves is still
“the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob; "—He is never asserted
to be the only God; the existence and power of rival Deities
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is never denied, but is even admitted by implication. All that
Moses claims for Jehovah is, not that he is the Sole God, but
that he is superior to all others. “Who is like unto Thee,
Jehovah, among the Gods ?” (Ex. xv. 11.)' And he repre-
sents him to Pharaoh, by Jehovah's own command, as the
“God of the Hebrews,” not as the Supreme Lord of Heaven
and Earth. Even in the delivery of the Commandments, the
great foundation of the Law, it is not said, ‘° There is no
God but Jehovah,” but only “I am the Lord thy God, which
brought thee out of the House of Bondage; Thou shalt have
no other Gods besides me (or before me).” The whole of the
xxivth chapter of Joshua confirms this view: he there urges
the Israelites to choose Jehovah, not as the only God, whom
to desert would be to become Atheists, but as a God whose
bounties to them had been so great that it would be black in-
gratitude not to prefer him to all others. The whole history of
the lapses of the Jewish Nation into idolatry also negative the
idea of their having been really monotheists. The worship
of the golden calf and the Canaanitish Gods was quite natural
on the supposition of Jehovah being merely a paramount and
preferred God :—monstrous, if they had believed him to be the
only one. Moreover, their idolatry is always spoken of as
infidelity, not as atheism.

As civilization advanced, prophets, sages, and poets arose
among the Hebrews, to whom the limited and anthropomorphie
conceptions of the Deity, prevalent among the people, were
painfully inadequate and revolting ;—and they endeavoured by
nobler representations of the object of their worship to convert
the national religion into a pure theism ; in which, however,
it is thought by many that they did not succeed till after the
Captivity.  After this idea bad once taken root, the nation
never showed any disposition to relapse into idolatry. And
even to the latest period of the Canonical writings we find re-
presentations both of the nature and attributes of Jehovah so

! Jethro says: “ Now I know that Jehovah is greater than all Gods : for in the
thing wherein they dealt proudly, he was above tliem all.”—(Exod. xviii. 11.)
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utterly discrepant as to leave no doubt that among the Jews,
as among all other nations, the God of the wise and the God
of the ignorant—the God of the Priests and the God of the
Prophets —were the embodiment of two very different classes of
ideas. Let any one compare the partial, unstable, revengeful,
and deceitful God of Exodus and Numbers, with the sublime
and unique Deity of Job, and the nobler Psalms, or even the
God of Isaiah with the God of Ezekiel and Daniel—and he
can scarcely fail to admit that the conception of the One living
and true God was a plant of slow and gradual growth in the
Hebrew mind, and was due not to Moses, the Patriarchs, or the
Priests, but to the s_gggmr;tj of individual m1nds7'" at various
periods of their History. Compare the following representations

which we have arranged in parallel columns.

And Jehovah spake to Moses, saying
—Let them make me a sanctuary, that I
may dwell among them.—And thou shalt
put the mercy-seat above upon the ark,
.. . and there I will meet with thee,
and I will commune with thee.—Exod.
xxv. 8, 21-22.

And it came to pass, as Moses entered
into the tabernacle, that the clondy pillar
descended, and stood at the door of the
tabernacle ; and Jehovah talked with
Moses.—And Jehovah spake unto Moses
face to face, as a man speaketh unto his
friend.—Exod. xxxiii. 9, 11.

For they have heard that thou, Jeho-
vah, art among this People, that thou,
Jehovah, art seen face to face.—Numbers
xiv. 14.

And Jehovah said, Behold there is a
place by me, and thou shalt stand upon
arock. And it shall come to pass, while
my glory passeth by, that I will put thee
in a clift of the rock, and will cover thee
with my hand while I pass by : And I
will take away mine hand, and thou shalt
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But will God in very deed dwell on
the earth ? Behold the Heaven, and the
Heaven of Heavens, cannotcontain Thee ;
how much less this House that I have
builded ! —1 Kings viii. 27.

Whither shall I go from thy Spirit? or
whither shall I flee from thy presence ?
—Ps. exxxix. 7-10.

Lo, he goeth hy me, and I see him not ;
he passeth on also, but I perceive him
not.—Job ix. 11.

Behold, I go forward, but he is net
there ; and backward, but I cannot per-
ceive him : On the left hand, where he
doth work, but I cannot behold him : he
hideth himself on the right hand, that I
cannot see him.—Job xxiii. 8, 9.

0QJehovah my God, thou art very great ;
thou art clothed with honour and majes-
ty : Who coverest thyself with light as
with a garment ; who stretchest out the
Heavens like a cortain ; Who layeth the
beams of his chambers in the waters;
who maketh the clouds his chariot ; who
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see my back parts; but my face shall
not be seen.— Exod. xxxiii. 21-24.

And Moses returned to the Lord, and
said, Lord, wherefore hast thou so evil
entreated this people? Why is it that
thou hast sentme? For since I came to
Pharaoh to speak in thy name, he hath
done evil to this people ; neither hast
thou delivered thy people at all.—Exod.
v. 22, 23.

And Jehovah said unte Moses, I have
seen this people, and behold it is a stiff-
necked people : Now therefore let me
alone, that my wrathmay wax hot against
them, that I may consume them; and
I will make of thee a great nation.

And Moses besought Jehovah his God,
and said, Lord, why doth thy wrath wax
hot against thy people, which thou hast
brought forth out of the land of Egypt,
with great power, and with a mighty
hand ?

Wherefore should the Egyptians speak
and say, For mischief did he bring them
out, to slay them in the mountains, and
consume them from the face of the earth ?
Turn from thy fierce wrath, and repent
of this evil against thy People: Re-
member Abraham, Isaac, and Israel, thy
servants, to whom thou swarest by thine
own self, and saidst unto them, I will
multiply your seed as the stars of heaven,
and all this land that I have spoken of
I will give unto your seed, and they
shall inherit it for ever. And the Lord
repented of the evil which he thought
to do unto his people,.—Exod. xxxii.
9-14.

And the Lord said unto Moses, Speak
now in the ears of the People, and let
every man borrow of his neighbour, and
every woman of her neighbour, Jewels of
silver, and Jewels of gold. And the
Lord gave the people favour in the sight
of the Egyptians.

walketh upon the wings of,the wind.—"
Psalm civ. 1-3.

Then Job answered and said, I know
it is so of a truth; but how should
man he just with God? If he will con-
tend with Him, he cannot answer Him
one of a thonsand.

For He is not a man, as I am, that I
should answer Him, and we should come
together in judgment.—Job ix. 2, 8, 82.

Shall mortal man be more just than
God? Shall a man be more pure than
his Maker?—Job iv. 17.

The counsel of Jehovah standeth for
ever, and the thoughts of His heart unto
all generations.—Ps. xxxiii, 11.

I know that whatsoever Gtod doeth, it
shall be for ever : nothing can be put to
it, nor anything taken from it.—Eccles.
iii. 14,

The Strength of Israel will not lie,
nor repent : for Heis not a man, that He
should repent.—1 Sam, xv. 29.

Lord, who shall abide in thy taber-
nacle? who shall dwell in thy holy hill?
He that walketh uprightly, and worketh
righteousness, and speaketh the truth in
his heart.—Psalm xv. 1, 2.
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And the children of Israel'did accor-
ding to the word of Moses; and they
borrowed of the Egyptians, Jewels of
silver, and Jewels of gold, and raiment.
And Jehovah gave the people favour in
the sight of the Egyptians, so that they
lent unto them, And they spoiled the
Egyptians.—Exod. iii. 21, 22; xi. 2, 3;
xii. 35, 36.

And Jehovah said, Who shall persuade
Ahab, that he may go up and fall at
Ramoth-Gilead? And one said on this
manner, and another said on that man-
ner. And there came forth a spirit, and
stood before the Lord, and said, I will
persuade him. And Jehovah said unto
him, Wherewith? And he said, I will
go forth, and I will be a lying spirit in
the mouth of all his prophets. And He
said, Thou shalt persuade him, and prevail
also : go forth, and do so.—1 Kings xxii.
20-23.

And they went in unto Noah in the
ark, and the Lord shut him in.—Gen.
vii. 16.

And Jehovah came down to see the
city and the tower which the children of
men builded.—Gen, xi. 5.

And Noah built an altar unto the
Lord, and offered burnt offerings on the
altar. And the Lord smelled a sweet
savour ; and the Lord said in His heart,
I will not again curse the ground any
more for man’s sake.—Gen. viii. 20, 21.

But ye shall offer the burnt-offering
for a sweet savour unto the Lord.—Num.
xxviil. 27,

And ye shall offer a burnt-offering,
a sacrifice made by fire, of a sweet sa-
vour, unte the Lord, thirteen bullocks,
two rams, and fourteen lambs of the first

For the word of the Lord is right, and
all his works are done in truth. He
loveth righteousness and judgment.—
Ps. xxxiii. 4, 5.

Lying lips are an abomination to the
Lord : but they that deal truly are his
delight.—Prov. xii. 22.

The eyes of the Lord are in every
place, beholding the evil and the good.
—Prov. xv. 3.

Jehovah looketh from Heaven: he
beholdeth all the sons of men.-—Psalm
xxxiii. 13.

I will take no bullock out of thy
honse, nor he-goats out of thy folds :
For every beast of the forest is mine,
and the cattle upon a thousand hills. If
I were hungry, I would not tell thee;
for the world is mine, and the fulness
thereof. Will I eat the flesh of bulls,
or drink the blood of goats? Offer unto
God thanksgiving.—Psalm ]. 9-14.

For thou desirest not sacrifice, else
would I give it : thou delightest not in
burnt-offering.—Ps. 1i. 16.

To what purpose is the multitude of
your sacrifices unto me? saith the Lord :
I am full of the burnt-offerings of rams,
and the fat of fed beasts; and I delight






CHAPTER VI.
ORIGIN OF THE GOSPELS.

THE current idea respecting the nature of the Gospel History
is, that the four Evangelists were eye-witnesses (or the ama-
nuenses of eye-witnesses) of the events which they relate; and
that we have, in fact, embodied in their narratives, four inde-
pendent and corroborative testimonies to the words and deeds
of Christ. Their substantial agreement is appealed to in proof
of their fidelity, and their numerous and circumstantial discre-
pancies are accepted as proof of their independence’. Let us
examine what foundation can be discovered for this current
opinion. Have we any reason to believe that all the Evange-
lists, or that any of them, were companions of Christ—eye and
ear-witnesses of his career ? And if not, what does critical
Science teach us of the probable origin of the four Gospels ?
The first gospel has come down to us under the title of the
Gospel of, or according to, St. Matthew ; and the tradition of the

! Thus Paley says, “ The usual character of human testimony is substantial truth
under circumstantial variety. When accounts of a transaction come from the mouths
of different witnesses, it is seldom that it is not possible to point out apparent or
real inconsistencies between them. These inconsistencies are studiously displayed
by an adverse pleader, but oftentimes with little impression upon the minds of the
judges. On the contrary, a close and minute agreement induces the suspicion of
confederacy or fraud.”—DPaley’s Evidences, p. 414.

Again, Lardner says, “I have all my days read and admired the first three evan-
gelists, as independent witnesses, and I know not how to forbear ranking the other
opinion among those bold as well as groundless assertions in which critics too often
indulge, without considering the consequences.”—Dr. Lardner, like many other divines,
required to be reminded that critics have nothing to do with consequences, but only
with truths, and that (to use the language of Algernon Sidney), ¢a consequence
cannot destroy a truth,”
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Church is that it was written (probably about A.n. 68) by
Matthew, the publican, one of the twelve apostles, the same
who was called by Jesus while “sitting at the receipt of
custom.” This is distinctly stated by several of the early fathers,
as the received opinion or tradition—as by Papias (a.p. 116),
Treneeus (a.p. 178), Origen (a.p. 280), Epiphanius (a.n. 368),
and Jerome (a.p. 892)'. All these fathers, however, without
exception, expressly affirm that Matthew wrote his Gospel in the
Hebrew language, whereas the Gospel which we receive as
Matthew’s is written in Greek; and not only have we no aec-
count of its having been translated, and no guarantee of such
translation being a faithful one, but learned men are satisfied from
internal evidence thatf 7s not a éranslation atall,but must have
been originally written in Greek ®>. Our present gospel, therefore,
cannot be ¢he Gospel to which the fathers above cited refer. It
would appear simply that Matthew did write a history, or rather
memorabilia, of Christ (for the expression Ta royix says no
more), but that this was something quite different from our
gospel ®.  This notion is confirmed by the fact that the Ebion-
ites and Nazarenes, two Christian sects, possessed a Hebrew
Gospel, which they considered to be the only genuine one, and

! Papias, whose information on this as on other matters seems to have been de-
rived from John, who is called * the Presbyter,” an elder of the Church at Ephesus,
simply says,  Matthew wrote the divine oracles (rz Aoysa) in the Hebrew tongue, and
every man interpreted them as he was able.”—Irenaeus says, * Matthew, then, among
the Jews, wrote a Grospel i their own language, while Peter and Paul were preaching
the Gospel at Rome.”—Origen and Jerome both state that (according to the tradition
come down to them) the first Gospel was written by Matthew, the Publican, ¢n
Hebrew.

? Hug, in a most luminous and learned essay, has succeeded in rendering this, if
not certain, at least in the highest degree probable ; and his views are supported by
Erasmus, Webster, Paulus, and De Wette.—The only critic of equal eminence who
adopts the opposite opinion, is Eichhorn.

9 It seems to us very probable, however, as Hennell suggests, “ that some one after
Matthew wrote the Greek Gospel which has come down to us, incorporating these
Hebrew Aoyse (and perhaps mainly framed out of them), whence it was called the
Gospel according to Matthew, and in the second century came to be considered as
the work of the Apostle.”—Hennell’s Origin of Christianity, p. 124.
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which they called the Gospel according to Matthew'. Tt ap-
pears, however, to have been so materially different from our

! Hug, Introd. part ii. § 7, p. 317, 320, 392.—Jerome allows that many considered
it to have been the genuine original Gospel of Matthew.—Thirlwall’s Introd. to
Schleiermacher, 48-50, and notes.

Since writing the above, I have read Norton’s dissertation on this subject, in the
notes to his “ Genuineness of the Gospels.” He holds to the opinion that our Gospel
of Matthew was originally written in Hebrew, and was in fact the same as the
Gospel of the Hebrews current among the Ebionites and Nazarenes, with the excep-
tion of certain omissions, corruptions, and interpolations, which he conceives to have
crept into the Ebionite Gospel, not into our Greek Gospel. I cannot think his argu-
ments conclusive ; indeed many of them are mere assumptions. Jerome says (see
Hug, p. 323, Norion, i. 199) that he obtained a copy of the Ebionite Gospel, and
translated itinto Greek ; that some called it the Gospel “according to the Apostles,”
some “according te Matthew ;” it counld scarcely, therefore, have been the same as our
Greek Gospel, or Jerome would not have thought it necessary to translate it again ;—
the discrepancies between the two are a question of degree, about which we have
no adequate materials for judging;—and to assume, as Norton does, that in these
discrepancies, the Greek Gospel is right, and the Hebrew wrong, is gratuitous, to say
the least. If our Gospel is clearly an original, and not a translation, the question
is of course set at rest:—it is not the Gospel of Matthew ; or if it is, the general
tradition of the early Church that Matthew wrote in Hebrew (which tradition i our
only reason for supposing that Matthew wrote at all) is erroneous. If it be a trans-
lation, we are still in ignorance when it was translated, by whom, and with what
degree of fidelity.

Let us sum up briefly what is knewn on this subject, for it is an important one.

I. The general tradition of the Church as given by Irenzus, Origen, Epiphanius,
Jerome, and Chrysestom (from 178-398 4.p.), relates that Natthew wrote a Gospel
in Hebrew, for the benefit of the Jewish Christians. The origin of this tradition
appears to be solely the assertion of Papias (A.p. 116), whose works are lost, but
whose statement to this effect is preserved by Eusebins (A.p. 315), and who is sup-
posed to have had this piece of information, as he affirms that he had others, from
John, an elder of the Church of Ephesus.

II. A Hebrew Gospel, called sometimes the “ Gospel of the Hebrews,” sometimes
the “Gospel according to the Apostles,” sometimes the “Gospel according te
Matthew,” was preserved by the Jewish Christians, or Ebionites, and was by them
maintained to be the only true Gespel.

III. If therefore this Gospel agreed with our Gireek Gospel, or was now extant so
that we could ascertain that the discrepancies were neither numerous nor material,
there would be very strong external testimony for believing our Greek Gospel to have
been a translation (and a sufficiently fair and faithful one) from Matthew’s Hebrew
work.

G
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first gospel as entirely to negative the supposition of the latter
being a translation from it.

The only external testimony, then, which exists to show that
Matthew the apostle wrote a gospel, shows at the same time
that our first gospel is not the one which Matthew wrote.
External evidence, therefore, gives us no reason to believe that
it was the production of an eye-witness; and it is worthy of

IV. But these Ebionites, or Jewish Christians, were held by the early Church to
be heretics, and their Gospel to be uncanonical (Norton, i. 199). Would this have
been the case bad it really been the same as our first Gospel?

V. Again, Jerome (about A.p. 392) obtained a copy of this Hebrew Gospel, and
translated it into both Greek and Latin. He was therefore competent to judge, but
he nowhere affirms it to have been the same as our first Gospel, but describes it as
“secundum apostolos, sive, ut plerique autumant, juxta Mattheeum.”—Hug (322)
says, “ It would appear from the fragments which yet exist in Jerome, that it was
neither very like, nor very unlike, our first Gospel.” . . . ¢In the remotest
period in which the existence of the Jewish Gospel is capable of heing proved, it
appears to have been so different from our Matthew, as to afford no ground for sup-
posing the original identity of the two writings. The evidences of its existence in
Origen and Clement are as many proofs of its dissimilarity to our first Gospel.” —
Norton, on the other band (i. 203), thinks these differences no more than are per-
fectly compatible with original identity.

VI. Moreover, we have no account of the Gospel having been translated at all,
nor when, nor by whom ; and many of the most learned critics have decided that it
is no translation, but an original.

The differences of opinion are wide enough to show how small is our actual know-
ledge in the matter. Some, as Hug, consider our Greek Gospel to be by Matthew,
to be quite different from the Hebrew Gospel, and to have been originally written in
Greek. Others, as Norton, believe our Gospel to be by Matthew, to be the same as
the Hebrew Gospel, and to have been originally written in Hebrew, and faithfully
translated. Others again, as several German critics, to whose opinion we incline,
believe it not to be by Matthew, but by some subsequent compiler, and to have
been originally written in Greek ;—the original Gospel of Matthew, if any such
existed, being the one possessed by the Ebionites, and excluded by the orthodox as
uncanonical.

It appears pretty certain (see Hug, 341) that if the Ebionite or Nazarene Gospel
was not the original Hebrew Gospel of Matthew, no such original Hebrew Gospel
existed. From this Hug argues that Matthew did not write in Hebrew ;—Norton,
that this Ebionite Gospel was the original Hebrew of Matthew.

[Schleiermacher (Norton, i. 76) holds that our Gospels are not those spoken of by
Papias, as proceeding from Matthew and Mark.]
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remark that the author nowhere names himself, nor claims the
authority of an eye-witness. Internal evidence goes further,
and we think effectually negatives the notion.

1. In the first place, many events are recorded at which we
know from the record that Matthew was not present—some,
indeed, at which none of the disciples were present; and yet
all these are narrated in the same tone, and with the same par-
ticularity as the other portions of the narrative— sometimes
even with more minute circumstantiality. Such are the Incar-
nation (c. i.), the story of the Magi (ii.), the Temptation (iv.),
the Transfiguration (xvii.), the Agony and the prayer in Geth-
semane (xxvi.), the denial of Peter (xxvi.), the dream of Pilate’s
wife (xxvii.), the conversation between Judas and the Priests,
and that between Pilate and the Priests (xxvii.), and, finally,
that between the Priests and the Soldiers about the missing
body of Jesus (xxviii.).

It is difficult to avoid the conclusion that if the writer was
not present at the colloquy of Pilate with the Chief Priests
about the security of the grave of Jesus, neither was he present
at the feeding of the five thousand, or the calming of the waves.

2. Secondly, the abruptness of the transitions, the frag-
mentary style of the narrative, and the entire absence of all
those details as to the mode and object of the frequent journeys
indicated ', which we should expect from a companion, and which
we find in Luke’s account of Paul’s travels—all point to the con-
clusion that the writer was a compiler, not an eye-witness.

8. The same conclusion is drawn from the circumstance
that his frequent double narratives of the same events indicate
the confusion of a man who was compiling from fragmentary
materials, rather than the fulness and clearness of personal
recollection®. De Wette and Credner dwell much upon this
argument.

4. Tf, as the great majority of critics imagine, Mark and Luke

! Hennell, p. 121,
2 Ez. gr. the cure of the blind men—the feedings—the demand of a sign—the

accusation regarding Beelzebub.

G 2
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-’

had Matthew's Gospel before them when they wrote their own,
it is certain that they could not have regarded him as either an
eye-witness or a very accurate authority, as they do mnot he-
sitate both to retrench, to deviate from, and to contradict him.
Moreover, the proem to Luke's Gospel must, we think, by all
unbiassed minds be regarded as fatal to the hypothesis of the
authors of any of the gospels then in existence having been
either disciples or eye-witnesses. It is clear from that, that
although many histories of Christ were then extant, none of
them had any peculiar or paramount authority.

5. The author of the first gospel scarcely appears to have
been acquainted with any portion of Christ’s Ministry, except
that of which Galilee was the scene.

The second gospel, like the first, bears no author’s name;
but by Papias, and Irenwus’, and (following them) by the uni-

! Papius, our earliest source of information on the matter, was Bishop of Hiero-
polis, and must have been intimate with many contemporaries of the Apostles, and
perhaps had conversed with the Apostle John. His works are now lost, with the
exception of a few fragments preserved by Eusebius. ¢ Nothing (says Dr. Mid-
dleton) more effectually demonstrates the uncertainty of all tradition, than what is
delivered to us by antiquity concerning this very Papias. Irenwus declares him to
have been the companion of Polycarp, and the disciple of St. John the Apostle. But
Eusebius tells us that he was not a disciple of John the Apostle, but of John the
Presbyter, who was a companion only of the Apostle, but whom Irenzus mistook for
the Apostle. Now from Papias, through Irenzus, came most of the early traditions,
some of them relating to the millennium of the most monstrous character, which
Irenzus does not scruple to ascribe to our Saviour, and which fully dispose us to
credit the account of Eusebius, who says, ‘“ Papias was a weak man, of very shallow
understanding, as appears from his writings; and by mistaking the meaning of the
Apostles, imposed these silly traditions upon Irenzus and the greatest part of the
ecclesiastical writers who, reflecting on the age of the man, and his near approach to
the Apostles, were drawn by him into the same opinions.” In another passage, in-
deed, Eusebius speaks of Papias in a much more respectful manner, as remarkable
for eloquence and scriptural knowledge; but this passage is not found in the older
copies, and is supposed to be spurious. It is obvious, therefore, that little reliance
can be placed on any traditions which are traced to Papias. Ireuazus, our next
earliest authority, derives weight from his antiquity alone. His extreme childishness
goes far to discredit many of his statements, and no reliance can be placed upon such of
them as are at variance with the conclusions of critical science. His traditions of
what John had related to the elders regarding the millennium are worse than anything
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versal tradition of the Church, is attributed to Mark, a friend
and fellow-traveller of Peter, Barnabas, and Paul, who is several
times mentioned in the New Testament'. Papias says expressly
that e was neither a hearer nor a follower of Christ, but com-
piled his gospel from information obtained from Peter, whose
“interpreter ”* he is said to have been. Papias gives “ the
Presbyter John,” supposed to have been an elder of the Ephe-
sian Chureh, as his authority. Mark, then, it is certain, was
not an eye-witness. Nor have we any reason, beyond the simi-
larity of name, to believe that the writer of the second Gos-
pel was the same Mark who is mentioned in the Aects as the
companion of Paul and Barnabas (not of Peter, by the way),
nor the same who is mentioned in 1 Peter v. 18, as his son.
Mark was one of the commonest of Roman names; and it is
probable that the idea of the identity of the tAree Marks was
an imagination of Papias merely®.

Neither was the author of the third Gospel an eye-witness.
His proem merely claims to set forth faithfully that which he
had heard from eye-witnesses. Irenwmus is the first person who
distinetly mentions Luke as the author of this gospel ; but little
doubt appears to exist that he wrote both the gospel and the

in the Koran, yet ke gives them as * testified by Papias.” The following passage will
induce us to receive with great caution any evidence he gives regarding the origin
and authenticity of the Gospels:— As there are four quatters of the world in which
we live, and four chief winds, and the Church is spread over all the earth, but the
pillar and support of the Church is the Gospel and its breath of life, plainly the Church
must have four columns, and from these must come forth four blasts,” &c., &c.—Ad.
Heres. c. iii. It would be melaiicholy to reflect that through such sources our only
stirviving testimony on these matters is derived, had these matters the supreme im-
portance usually ascribed to them.

! Acts xii. 12, 25 ; xiii. 5,18; xv. 87. Col.iv. 10: Phil. 24. 1 Peter v. 13.

2 What this conld mean, as applied to a man who * spoke with tongues,” it is for
the Church to explain.

3 Credner, indeed, decides, but we think on very insufficient grounds, that our
Gospel in its present form cannot be that of Mark. He notices the opposite accounts
given by Irenzus and Clemens Alexandrinus, the former of whom says that it was
written after the death of Peter, and the latter that it was submitted to him for his
approval. This statement, however, is evidently one of those improvements upon fact
which the fathers never scrupled to indulge in.—Credner, Einl. § 56.
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Acts of the Apostles, and was the companion of Paul in many
of his voyages. He is mentioned Col. iv. 14; 2 Tim. iv. I1;
Philemon, 24 ; and is supposed to be the same as Silas.

The authorship of the fourth Gospel has been the subject
of much learned and anxious controversy among Theologians,
and opinions are so equally divided as almost to preclude our
coming to any fixed conclusion. The earliest, and only very
important, external testimony we have is that of Irenseus (A.D.
178), who says, that after Luke wrote, “ John, the disciple of
the Lord, who also leaned upon his breast, likewise published
a gospel while he dwelt at Ephesus in Asia.” The last chapter
of the gospel contains an attestation of its having been written
by John (verse 24); but as this attestation obviously does not
proceed from John himself', and as we do not know from whom
it does proceed, its authority can have little weight. It is ge-
nerally allowed, and indeed seems pretty evident, that the gos-
pel and the first epistle proceed from the same pen; but if the
second and third epistles are genuine®, it is very questionable
whether this pen was that of John tke Apostle; for, though in
the first chapter of the first epistle, the writer declares him-
self to have been personally acquainted with Jesus, yet in the
second and third epistles he calls himself ““the Elder.” Now
there was a John at Ephesus (from whom Papias derived all
his information, and who, he says, was also a disciple of
Jesus), to whom the title of “Elder” (wpesBurepos) was given,
to distinguish him from the Apostle John.

The balancing of the internal evidence for and against the
supposition that the Apostle John was the author of the
Gospel, is a matter of extreme difficulty. The reasons adduced
in behalf of each opinion are very strong. Hug entertains
no doubt that the decision should be in the affirmative;—
Bretschneider almost proves the negative ;—De Wette finds it

! De Wette doubts the genuineness of the whole chapter, and internal evidence is
certainly against it.

2 Their gennineness, however, is doubted both by Eusebius and Origen.—See De
Wette, i. § 23, 24.
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impossible to decide ;—while Strauss, who in his earlier editions
had expressed himself satisfied that the gospel was not genuine,
writes thus in the preface to the third edition: “ With De
Wette and Neander in my hand, I have recommenced the exa-
mination of the fourth Gospel, and this renewed investigation
has shaken the doubts I had conceived against its authenticity
and credibility ;—not that I am convinced that it is authentic,
but neither am I convinced that it is not.” Where such men
doubt, assuredly it is not for us to dogmatize.

One argument against the supposition of John having been
the author of the fourth Gospel has impressed my mind very
forcibly. It is this: that several of the most remarkable
events recorded by the other evangelists, at which we are
told by them that only Peter, James, and John were present,
and of which, therefore, John alone of all the evangelists
could have .spoken with the distinctness and authority of
an eye-witness, are entircly omitted—we may say, ‘gnored
—by him. Such are the raising of Jairus's daughter, the
Transfiguration, the agony in Gethsemane. Now, on the
assumption that John was the author of the fourth Gospel,
——either he had 70t seen the works of the other evangelists, in
which case he would certainly not have omitted to record nar-
ratives of such interest and beauty, especially that of the
transfiguration ;—or he Zad seen them, and omitted all notice
of them because he could not confirm the statements; for we
cannot imagine that he did not record them in consequence of
finding them already recorded, and seing nothing to alter in the
relation ;—as an eye-witness, he would ecertainly, had they
been true, have given them at lcast a passing word of confirmation,
and we find that he does, on more than one occasion, relate
events of less moment already recorded in the other gospels, as
the feedings of the five thousand, the anointing of Jesus's feet,
&c. But all the events said to have been witnessed by John
alone, are omitted by John alone! This fact is fatal either to
the reality of the events in question, or to the genuineness
of the fourth Gospel. Thus much, however, seems certain,
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and admitted ; —that, if the Gospel in question were the genuine
composition of the Apostle John, it must have been written
when he was at least ninety years of age—when his recollec-
tions of events and conversations which had passed sixty years
before had become faint and fluctuating— when ill-digested
Grecian learning had overlaid the simplicity of his fisherman’s
character, and his Judaic education —and the scenes and asso-
ciations of Tonia had overpowered and obscured the recollec-
tions of Palestine’. It therefore becomes, as we shall see here-
after, an inquiry of only secondary moment.

Of the first three (or, as they are commonly termed, the Synop-
tical) Gospels, we Anow that two, and we delieve that all three,
were not the productions of eye-witnesses. The question then
arises, in what manner, and from what materials, were they
composed ? This subject has for a long period exercised the
minds of the most acute and learned divines of Germany, as
Eichorn, Credner, Bretschneider, De Wette, Hug, Schleier-
macher, and Strauss; and the results of their investigations may
be thus briefly summed up.

The numerous and irreconcilable discrepancies observable
in the three Evangelists preclude the supposition of their
having all drawn their information from one and the same
source—vwhile the still more remarkable points of similarity
and agreement, often extending to the most minute verbal
peculiarities, entirely forbid the idea of their having derived
their materials from independent, and therefore mutually con-
firmatory, sources®

! In this case, also, as in that of Matthew, we may remark that the evangelist
relates events long past, and at which he was not present, as minutely and drama-
tically as if they had occurred yesterday and in his presence.

2 ¢« Those who, to explain the harmony which we observe in these works, refer us
simply to the identity of the subject, and, for the cause of their discrepancies, to the
peculiarities of the writers, instead of offering a solution of the problem, only betray
either their inattention to the phenomena which constitute it, or their incapacity to
comprehend its nature. Three accounts of the same series of transactions, delivered
by independent eye-witnesses, could never, through whatever hands they might pass,
naturally and without intentional assimilation,assume the shape exhibited by the
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Three different hypotheses have been formed by competent
Judges to account for these marked characteristics of the three
first Evangelists. Eichorn (and, following him, Dr. Marsh),
adopted the idea of an original document, now lost, written in
the Hebrew or Syro-Chaldaic language (the Aramaic Gospel,
as it is called by some), from which all three Evangelists
copied their accounts, with additions and omissions peculiar
to themselves. With many divines this hypothesis is still the
favourite one;—but, in addition to the difficulty arising from
the fact that we can nowhere find any allusion to the exist-
ence of such a document, more minute criticism discovered
so many peculiarities inexplicable on this theory that its credit
was much shaken, and its principal supporter, Eichorn, was
driven, in order to maintain it, to admit modifications which
have made it almost unintelligible'. The hypothesis appears
to us to have been since completely demolished by the reason-
ings of Hug, Thirlwall, and Schleiermacher®. An ingenious
modification of this theory by Giesler, who substitutes an oral
Jor a written original, is explained and controverted by Dr.
Thirlwall, in the admirable treatise we have already quoted
(p- exvi.). The proem to Luke's Gospel, moreover, tacitly, but
effectually, negatives the supposition that Ae was acquainted with
any such original and paramountly authoritative document.

The second hypothesis is the prevalent one—that one of
the Evangelists wrote first, and that the others copied him,
with alterations, additions, and omissions, dictated by their

common sections of the three first evangelists.”——Thirlwall, Introd. to Schleiermacher,
cxxii.

! He ended by imagining four different editions or copies, in different languages,
and with many variations, of this original gospel.

2 «“For my part (says this latter) I find it quite enough to prevent me from con-
ceiving the origin of the gospel according to Eichorn’s theory, that I am to figure to
myself our good evangelists surrounded by five or six open rolls or books, and that too
indifferent languages,looking by turns from one into another, and writing a compilation
from them. I fancy myself in a German study of the 19th century, rather than in
the primitive age of Christianity.”—Schleiermacher, Crit. Essay on Luke, Intr. p. 6.

'
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own judgment or by extraneous sources of information. Mat-
thew is generally considered to have been the earliest writer ;
but critics differ in the relative order they assign to Mark and
Luke—some, as Mill, Hug, and Wetstein, conceiving that Luke
copied both from Mark and Matthew; and others, as De
Wette and Griesbach, arguing that Mark was the latest in order
of time, and made use of both his predecessors. Mr. Kenrick,
in a masterly analysis (Prosp. Rev. xxi.), has, however, we
think, succeeded in making it perfectly clear that Mark’s Gospel
was both first in order of time, and in fidelity of narration.

This theory has been much and minutely examined, and to
our minds it appears unsatisfactory. It accounts for the agree-
ments, but not for the discrepancies, of the gospels; and Dr.
Thirlwall, in his translation of Schleiermacher, has succeeded
in showing that it is highly improbable, if not wholly inad-
missible’.

The third hypothesis, which was first propounded by Lessing,
and has since been revived and elaborated by Schleiermacher
(one of the highest theological authorities of Germany), seems to
us to have both critical evidence and & préors likelihood in its
favour. These writers presume the existence of a number
of fragmentary narratives, some oral, some written, of the
actions and sayings of Christ, such as would naturally be pre-
served and transmitted by persons who had witnessed those
wonderful words and deeds. Sometimes there would be two or
more narratives of the same event, proceeding from different
witnesses ; sometimes the same original narrative in its trans-
mission would receive' intentional or accidental variations, and
thus come slightly modified into the hands of different evange-
lists. Sometimes detached sayings would be preserved without
the context, and the evangelists would Jocate them where they

! Those who wish to obtain a general knowledge of this interesting controversy,
should peruse the admirable summary of it given by Bishop Thirlwall in his intro-
duction to Schleiermacher. We have purposely avoided entering into the argument,
for it would be unfair to copy, and impossible to abridge or amend, his lucid statement.

.



ORIGIN OF THE GOSPELS. 91

thought them most appropriate, or provide a context for them,
instances of which are numberless in the gospels’. But all
these materials would be fragmentary. Each witness would
retain and transmit that portion of a discourse which had
impressed him most forcibly, and two witnesses would retain
the same expressions with varying degrees of accuragy®. One
witness heard one discourse, or was present at one transaction
only, and recorded that one by writing or verbally, as he best
might. Of these fragments some fell into the hands of all
the Evangelists—some only into the hands of one, or of
two*; and in some cases different narratives of the same
event, expression, or discourse, would fall into the hands
of different evangelists, which would account for their discre-
pancies—sometimes into the hands of one Evangelist, in which
case he would select that one which his judgment (or information
from other sources) prompted, or would compile an account
from them jointly. In any case, the evangelical narratives
would be compilations from a series of fragments of vary-
ing accuracy and completeness. ‘The correctness of this theory
of the origin of the gospels seems to be not so much confirmed
as distinctly asserted by Luke. ‘ Forasmuch as many have
taken in hand to set forth in order a declaration of those things
which are most surely believed among us, even as they delivered
them unto us which jfrom the beginning were eye-witnesses
and ministers of the word.”

! «The verbal agreement is generally greater in reports of the discourses of Christ
than in relations of events; and the speeches of other persons are often given in the
same terms, though the circumstances which led to them are differently described.”—
Thirlwall, cxvi.

? The habit of retaining and transmitting discourses orally was much more com-
mon then thannow, and the practice carried to great perfection. The learning of the
Jews was transmitted exclusively by oral tradition from one generation to another,
and we entertain little doubt that the fragments both of narratives and discourses
which formed the materials of our evangelists were almost entirely oral.—(See
Thirlwall, cxviii. Norton, i. 287.)

3 Thus the materials of the first three Evangelists were evidently collected chiefly
in Galilee ; those of the fourth came principally from Judea.
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“The first step (says Schleiermacher) ' towards a Christian
History was a natural and reasonable desire on the part of those
who had believed on Jesus, without having a knowledge of his
person. These individuals would undoubtedly be glad to learn
some particulars of his life, in order to place themselves as
nearly as possible on an equality with their elder and more
fortunate brethren. In the public assemblies of the Christians
this desire was of course only incidentally and sparingly grati-
fied, when a teacher happened to refer to memorable sayings of
Christ, which could only be related together with the occasion
which had called them forth: more copious and detailed ac-
counts they could only procure in familiar intercourse upon
express inquiry. And in this way many particulars were told
and heard, most of them, probably, without being committed
to writing ; but, assuredly, much was very soon written down,
partly by the narrators themselves, as each of them happened
to be pressed by a multiplicity of questions on a particular oc-
currence, respecting which he was peculiarly qualified to give
information. Still more, however, must have been committed
to writing by the inquirers, especially by such as did not re-
main constantly in the neighbourhood of the narrators, and
were glad to communicate the narrative again to many others,
who, perhaps, were never able to consult an eye-witness. In
this way detached incidents and discourses were noted down.
Notes of this kind were at first no doubt less frequently met
with among the Christians settled in Palestine, and passed im-
mediately into more distant parts, to which the pure oral tradi-
tion flowed more scantily. They, however, appeared everywhere
more frequently, and were more anxiously sought for, when the
great body of the original companions and friends of Christ
was dispersed by persecutions, and still more when that first
generation began to die away. It would, however, have been
singular if, even before this, the inquirers who took those notes

! Crit. Essay on Luke, Introd. 12-14.
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had possessed only detached passages ; on the contrary, they,
and still more their immediate copiers, had undoubtedly become
collectors also, each according to his peculiar turn of mind;
and thus one, perhaps, collected only accounts of miracles;
another only discourses; a third, perhaps, attached exclusive
importance to the last days of Christ, or even to the scenes
of his resurrection. Others, without any such particular pre-
dilection, collected all that fell in their way from good au-
thority.” -

The work from which the above is a quotation, is a masterly
analysis of Luke’s Gospel, with a view to test the correctness of
the author’s hypothesis as to the origin of the evangelical his-
tories; and the success is, we think, complete. His conclusion
is as follows (p. 8138):—

“The main position is firmly established, that Luke is neither
an independent writer, nor has made a compilation from works
which extended over the whole course of the life of Jesus.
He is from beginning to end no more than the compiler and
arranger of documents, which he found in existence, and which
he allows to pass unaltered through his hands. His merit in
this capacity is twofold— that of arrangement and of judicious
selection.”

The theory of Norton', as to the origin of the Gospels,
does not materially differ from the one we have adopted from
Schleiermacher, with this exception—that he, as we think
gratuitously, assumes the oral narratives, which formed the
foundation or materials of the evangelical histories, to have
proceeded from the Apostles exclusively. However, this may
have been the case; and then the unconscious sources of error
will be confined to such accretions and lapses of memory as
might be natural in the course of thirty years’ narration, and
to such discrepancies as would be inevitable among twelve men.

! Genuineness of the Gospels, i. 284-890—a work full of learning resolutely ap-
plied to the establishment of a foregone conclusion.



CHAPTER VII.

FIDELITY OF THE GOSPEL HISTORY.—NATURE AND LIMITS.

Having in our last chapter arrived at the conclusion that the
Gospels—(the three first, at least, for with regard to the fourth
we can pronounce no confident opinion) —are compilations from
a variety of fragmentary narratives, and reports of discourses and
conversations, oral or written, which were current in Palestine
from thirty to forty years after the death of Jesus—we now
come to the very interesting and momentous inquiry, how far
these narratives and discourses can be accepted as accurate and
faithful records of what was actually said and done ?—whether
they can be regarded as thoroughly and minutely correct ?—
and, if not, in what respects and to what extent do they deviate
from that thorough and minute correctness ?

It is clear at first view that the same absolute reliance cannot
be placed upon a narrative compounded from traditionary frag-
ments, as upon a consecutive history related by an eye-witness.
Conceding to bot/ faithful intention and good, though imperfect,
powers of memory, there are obvious elements of inaccuracy in
the one case which do not appertain to the other. To the cor-
ruptions, lapses, and alterations inseparable from transmission,
especially when oral, is added the uncertainty arising from the
number of the original sources of the tradition, whose character,
capacity, and opportunities of knowledge, are unknown to us.
If Luke had recorded only what he had seen, or Mark only
what he had heard from Peter, we should have comparatively
ample means of forming a decision as to the amount of reliance
to be placed upon their narrations; but when they record what
they learned from perhaps a dozen different narrators—some



FIDELITY OF THE GOSPEL HISTORY. 95

original, others only second-hand, and all wholly unknown—
it becomes obvious that causes of inaccuracy are introduced,
the extent of the actual operation of which on the histories
that have come down to us, it is both extremely important
and singularly difficult to estimate.

This inquiry we consider as of paramount interest to every
other question of criticism ; for on the conclusion to which
it leads us depends the whole—not of Christianity, which,
as we view it, is unassailable, but—of textual or dogmatic
Christianity ; i.e. the Christianity of nine-tenths of nominal
Christendom. We proceed, therefore, to ask what evidence we
possess for assuming or impugning the minute fidelity of the
Gospel history.

There are certain portions of the Synoptical Gospels, the gen-
uineness of which has been much disputed, viz. the two first
chapters of Matthew— the two first of Luke—and the last twelve
verses of the xvith chapter of Mark'. Into this discussion
we cannot enter, but must refer such of our readers as wish
to know the grounds of decision, to Norton, Hug, De Wette,
Eichorn, and Griesbach. The result of critical inquiry seems
to be, that the only solid ground for supposing the questioned
portions of Luke and Matthew not to be by the same hand as
the rest of their respective gospels, is the obviously insufficient
one of the extraordinary character of their contents®;—while
the spuriousness of the last twelve verses of Mark is cstablished
beyond question ;—the real Gospel of Mark (all of it, at least,
that has come down to us) ends with the 8th verse of the
xvith chapter. In our subsequent remarks we shall therefore
treat the whole of the acknowledged text of these gospels as
genuine, with the exception of the conclusion of Mark ; —and
we now proceed to inquire into the nature and limits of the
fidelity of Matthew’s record.

In the first place, while admitting to the fullest extent the

! See Norton, 1. 16, 17.
2 Strauss, i. 117,142. Hug, 469-479. See alfo Schleicrmacher. Norton, how-
ever, gives some reasons to the contrary, which deserve consideration, i. 209.
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general clearness and fulness with which the character of Jesus
is depicted in the first Goospel, it is important to bear in mind,
that—as Hug has clearly shown'—it was written with & special,
we might almost say a polemical, object. It was composed, less
to give a continuous and complete history of Jesus, than to
prove that he was the expected Messiah; and those passages
were therefore selected out of the author's materials which ap-
peared most strongly to bear upon and enforce this conclusion.
The remembrance of this odject of Matthew's will aid us in
forming our judgment as to his fidelity.

According to the universal expectation, the Messiah was to be
born of the seed of Abraham, and the lineage and tribe of
David. Accordingly, the Gospel opens with an elaborate genea-
logy of Jesus, tracing him through David to Abraham. Now,
in the first place, this genealogy is not correct ;—secondly, if
the remainder of the chapter is to be received as true, it is in
no sense the genealogy of Jesus;—and, thirdly, it is wholly
and irreconcilably at variance with that given by Luke.

1. In verse 17, Matthew sums up the genealogy thus:—*So
all the generations from Abraham to David are fourteen genera-
tions ; and from David until the carrying away into Babylon
are fourteen generations; and from the carrying away into
Babylon until Christ are fourteen generations.”—Now (passing
over as unnecessarily minute and harsh the criticism of Strauss,
that by no way of counting can we make out fourteen generations
in the last series, without disturbing the count of the others), we
must call attention to the fact that the number fourteen in the se-
cond series s only obiained by the deliberate omission of four
generations, viz. three between Joram and Ozias, and one be-

! « All Matthew's reflections are of one kind. He shows us, as to everything
that Jesus did and taught, that it was characteristic of the Messiah. On occasion of
remarkable events, or a recital of parts of the discourses of Jesus, he refers us to the
ancient Scriptures of the Jews in which this coming Saviour is delineated, and shows
in detail that the great ideal which flitted before the minds of the Prophets, was
realized in Jesus.”—Hug, Introd. 312. These references are twelve in Matthew,
two in Mark, and three in Luke., Again, he says (p. 384), * Matthew is an historical
deduction; Mark is history.”
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tween Josiah and Jeconiah—as may be scen by referring to
1 Chron. iii. There is also (at verse 4-G) another apparent,
and we think certain, error. Only four generations are reckoned
between Naason, who lived in the time of Moses, and David, a
period of four hundred years. {Compare Numbers i. 7, Ruth
v. 20).

2. The genealogy here given, correct or ineorrect, is the
genealogy of Joseph, who was in no sense whatever the father
(or any relation at all) of Jesus, since this last, we are assured
(verses 18 and 25), was in his Mother’s womb before she and
her husband came together. The story of the Incarnation and
the genealogy are obviously at variance; and no ingenuity,
unscrupulously as it has been applied, can produce even the
shadow of an agreement ; —and when the flat contradiction given
to each other by the lst and the 18th verses are considered, it
1s difficult for an unprejudiced mind not to feel convinced that
the author of the gencalogy (both in the first and third Gospels)
was ignorant of the story of the Incarnation, though the care-
lessness and uncritical temper of the evangelist—a careless-
ness partially avoided, in the cases of Luke, by an interpola-
tion'—has united the two into one compilation.

3. The genealogy of Jesus given by Luke is wholly different
from that of Matthew; and the most desperate efforts of di-
vines have been unable to effect even the semblance of a recon-
ciliation. Not only does Matthew give 26 generations between
David and Joseph where Luke has 41, but they trace the
descent through an entirely different line of ancestry. Accord-
ing to Matthew, the father of Joseph was named Jacob—ac-
cording to Luke, Heli. In Matthew, the son of David through
whom Joseph descended is Solomon ;—in Luke it is Nathan.
Thence the genealogy of Matthew descends through the
known royal line—the genealogy of Luke through an obscure

' Luke iii. 28, “Jesus. . .". . being, as was supposed (&5 brouilszs), the son of
Joseph,”—a parenthesis, which renders nugatory the whole of the following genealogy,
and cannot have originally formed a part of it.—The 16th verse of Matthew also
bears indications of a similar emendation.

H
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collateral branch. The two lines only join in Salathicl and
Zorobabel ; and cven here they differ as to the father of Sala-
thicl and the son of Zorebabel. Many ingenious hypotheses
have been broached to explain and harmonize these singular
discrepancies, but wholly in vain. One critic supposes that one
evangelist gives the pedigree of the adoptive, the other of the
real father of Joseph. Another assumes that one is the genea-
logy of Joseph, and the other that of Mary—a most convenient
idea, but entirely gratuitous, and positively contradicted by the
language of the text. The circumstance that any man could
suppose that Matthew, when he said “ Jacob begat Joseph,”
or Luke, when he said ““Joseph was the son of Heli,” could
refer to the wife of the one, or the daughter-in-law of the
other, shows to what desperate stratagems polemical orthodoxy
will resort in order to defend an untenable position.

The discrepancy between Matthew and Luke in their narra-
tives of the miraculous cenception, affords no ground for
suspecting the fidelity of the former. Putting aside the extra-
ordinary nature of the whole transaction—a consideration
which does not at present concern us—the relation in Matthew
is simple, natural, and probable; the surprise of Joseph at the
pregnaney of his wife (or his befrothed, as the word may mean);
his anxiety to avoid scandal and exposure; his satisfaction
through the means of a dream (for among the Jews dreams
were habitually regarded as means of communication from
heaven) ; and his absence from all conjugal connection with
Mary till after the birth of the miraculous infant,—present pre-
cisely the line of conduct we should expect from a simple,
pious, and confiding Jew.

But when we remember the dogmatic object which, as al-
ready mentioned, Matthew had in view, and in connection with
that remembrance read the 22nd and 28rd verses, the whole
story at once becomes apocryphal, and its origin at once clear.
““ All these things were done,” says Matthew, “ that it might be
fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by the Prophet, saying,
Behold a Virgin shall be with child, and shall bring forth a
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son,” &e., &e. Now this is one of the many instances which
we shall have to notice, in which this evangelist quotes prophe-
cies as intended for Jesus, and as fulfilled in him, which have
not the slightest relation to him or his career. The adduced
prophecy’ is simply an assurance sent to the unbelieving Ahaz,
that before the child, which the wife of Isaiah would shortly
conceive (see Is. viii. 2-4), was old enough to speak, or to
know good from evil, the conspiracy of Syria and Ephraim
against the King of Judea should be dissolved; and had
manifestly no more reference to Jesus than to Napoleon.
The eonclusion, therefore, is unavoidable, that the events said
to have occurred in fulfilment of a prophecy, which Matthew
wrongly supposed to have reference to them, were by him ima-
gined, or modified into accordance with the supposed prophecy;
since it is certain that they did nof, as he affirms, take place,
““in order that the prophecy might be fulfilled.” :

Pursuing this line of inquiry, we shall find many instances
in which this tendency of Matthew to find in Jesus the fulfil-
ment of prophecies, which he erroneously conceived to refer to
him, has led him to narrate circumstances respecting which the
other evangelists are silent, as well as to give, with material
(but éntentional) variations, relations which are common to
them all—a peculiarity which throws great suspicion over seve-
ral passages. Thus in ii. 18-15, we are told that immediately
after the visit of the Magi, Joseph took Mary and the child,
and fled into Egypt, remaining there till the death of Herod,
“that it might be fulfilled which was spoken of the Lord by

! “Therefore the Lord spake unto Ahaz, saying, . . . . Behold a virgin shall
conceive, and bear a son, and shall call his name Immanuel. . . . . Before the child
shall know to refuse the evil and choose the good, the land that thou abhorrest shall
be forsaken of both her Kings.”—Isaiah vii. 10-106.

“ And I went unto the Prophetess, and she conceived and bare a son. Then said
the Lord unto me . . . . before the child shall have knowledge to cry, My father
and my mother, the riches of Damascus and the spoil of Samaria shall be taken away
before the King of Assyria.”—viii. 3, 4.

No divine of character will now, we believe, maintain that this prophecy bad any
reference to Jesus; nor ever would have imagined it to have, without Matthew's
intimation.—See Hebrew Monarchy, p. 262.

H 2
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the Prophet, saying, Out of Egypt have I called my son.”
The passage in question occurs in Hosea, xi. 1, and has not
the slightest reference to Christ. It is as follows :—* When
Israel was a child, then I loved him, and called my Son out
of Egypt.” Here is an event related, very improbable in itself,
flatly contradicted by Luke's history' and which ocenrred, we
are told, that a prophecy might be fulfilled to which it had no
reference, of which it was no fulfilment, and which, in fact, was
no prophecy at all.

A similar instance oceurs immediately afterwards in the same
chapter. We are told that Herod, when he found ““that he was
mocked of the wise men, was exceeding wroth, and sent forth
and slew all the children that were in Bethlehem, and in all the
coasts thereof, from two years old and under;”—an act which
is not suitable to the known character of Herod, who was cruel
and tyrannical, but at the same time crafty and politic, not silly
nor insane *—which, if it had occurred, must have created a pro-
digious sensation, and made one of the most prominent points
in Herod's history *—yet of which none of the other evangelists,
nor any historian of the day, nor Josephus (theugh he devoted
a considerable portion of his histery to the reign of Herod, and
does not spare his reputation), makes any mention. But this
also, according to Matthew's notion, was the fulfilment of a pro-
phecy. ‘“ Then was fulfilled that which was spoken by Jeremy
the Prophet, saying, In Rama there was a voiee heard, lamenta-

! Luke's account entirely precludes the sojourn in Egypt. He says that eight
days after the birth of Jesus, he was circumcised, forty days after was presented in
the Temple, and that when these Jegal ceremonies were accemplished, he went with
his parents to Nazareth.

? Neander argues very ably that such-a deed is precisely what we should expect
from Herod's character. But Sir W. Jones gives reason for believing that the whole
story may be of Hindoo origin.—Christian Theism, p. 84, where the passage is

uoted.

3 Mr. Milman (Hist. Jews, b. xii.), however, thinks differently, and argues that,
among Herod's manifold barbarities, the murder of a few children in an obscure
village” would easily escape notice. The story is at least higbly improbable, for
had Herod wished to secure the death of Jesus, so cunninga Prince would have
sent his messengers along with the Magi, not awaited their doubtful return.
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tion, and weeping, and great mourning, Rachel weeping for her
children, and would not be comforted, beeause they are not.”—
Here, again, the adduced propheey was quite irrelevant, being
simply a description of the grief of Judea for the captivity of
her children, accompanied by a promise of their return'.

A still more unfortunate instanece is found at the 23rd verse,
where we are told that Joseph abandoned his intention of re-
turning into Judewea, and turned aside into Galilee, and came
and dwelt at Nazareth,  that it might be fulfilled which was
spoken by the Prophets, He shall be called a Nazarene."—
Now, in the first place, the name Nazarene was not in use till
long afterwards ;—secondly, there is no such prophecy in the
Old Testament. The evangelist, perhaps, had in his mind the
words that were spoken to the mother of Sampson (Judges
xiii. 5) respecting her son: ““The child shall be a Nazarite
(i.e. one bound by a vow, whose hair was forbidden to be cut,
which never was the case with Jesus*) to God from the womb."”

In this place we must notice the marked discrepancy between
Matthew and Luke, as to the original residence of the parents
of Jesus. Luke speaks of them as living at Nazareth before
the birth of Jesus: Matthew as having left their former re-
sidence, Bethlehem, to go te Nazareth, only after that event,
and from peculiar considerations. Critics, however, are dis-
posed to think Matthew right on this occasion.

There are, however, several passages in different parts of the
Evangelists which suggest serious doubts as to whether Jesus
were really born at Bethlehem, and were really a lineal de-
scendant of David, and whether both these statements were not
unfounded inventions of his followers to prove his title to the
Messiahship. In the first place the Jews are frequently repre-
sented as urging that Jesus could not be the Mesiah, because
he was no¢ born at Bethlehem ; and neither Jesus nor his fol-

! The passage is as follows :—* A voice was heard in Ramnah, lamentation, and
bitter weeping ; Rahel weeping for her children, refused to be comforted for her
children, because they were not. Thus saith the Lord, Refrain thy voice from weep-
ing, and thine eyes from tears; for thy work shall be rewarded, saith the Lord ;
and they shall come again from the land of the encmy.”—Jeremiah xxxi. 15, 16.

? See Numbers vi. 2-6.
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lowers ever set them right upon this point. If he were really
born at Bethlehem, the circumstance was generally unknown,
and though its being unknown presented an obvious and valid
objection to the admission of his claim to the Messianic cha-
racter, no effort was made either by Christ or his disciples to
remove this objection, which might have béen done by a single
word. (John vii. 41-48, 52; i. 46.) “ Others said, This is
the Christ. But some said, Shall Christ come out of Galilee ?
Hath not the Seripture said that Christ cometh of the seed of
David, and out of the town of Bethlehem, where David was ?
So there was a division among the People because of him."—
Again, the Pharisees object to Nicodemus, when arguing on
Jesus’s behalf—* Search and look, for out of Galilee ariseth
no Prophet.”

The three Synoptieal evangelists (Matth. xxii. 41; Mark
xil. 835; Luke xx. 41) all record an argument of Christ ad-
dressed to the Pharisees, the purport of which is to show that
the Messiah need not be, and could not be, the Son of David.
“ While the Pharisees were gathered together, Jesus asked
them, saying, What think ye of Christ? whose son is he?
They say unto him, The Son of David. He saith unto
them, How then doth David in spirit call him Lord, saying,
The Lord saith unto my Lerd, Sit thou on my right hand,
till T make thine enemies thy footstool ? If David then call
lim Lord, how is he his Son?” Now, be the argument good
or bad, is it conceivable that Jesus should have brought it
forward if he were really a descendant of David? Must not
the intention of it have been to argue that, though no¢ a
Son of David, he might still be the Christ ?

In xxi. 2-4, 6-7, the entry into Jerusalem is thus described:
“Then sent Jesus two disciples, saying unto them, Go into the
village over against you, and straightway ye shall find an ass tied,
and a colt with her : loose them, and bring them to me. . . ..
And the disciples went and did as Jesus commanded them, and
brought the ass and the colt, and puton them their clothes,
and set him thereon ” (literally ““ wpon them,” émave abrav).
Now, in the first place, we can sce no reason why Zwo animals
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should have been brought; secondly, the deseription (in ver. 16),
representing Jesus as sitting upon botk animals, is absurd ;
and, thirdly, Mark, Luke, and John, who all mention the same
occurrence, agree in speaking of one animal only. But the
liberty which Matthew has taken with both fact and probability
is at once explained, when we read in the 4th verse; “ All this
was done, that it might be fulfilled which was spoken by the
prophet, saying, Tell ye the daughter of Zion, Behold thy King
cometh unto thee, meek, and sitting upon an ass, and a colt
the foal of an ass”'

As a final example, we may instance the treachery of Judas,
The other evangelists simply narrate that Judas covenanted
with the chief Priests to betray Jesus. Matthew, however, relates
the conversation between the traitor and his fellow-conspirators
as minutely as if he had been present, specifies the exact sum
of money that was given, and the use to which it was put by
the Priests (the purchase of the Potter’s field), when returned to
them by the repentant Judas®. Here, asusual, the discrepancy
between Matthew and his fellow-evangelists is explained by a
prophecy which Matthew conceived to apply to the case before
him, and thought necessary therefore should be literally fulfilled ;
but which on examination appears to have had no allusion to
any times but those in which it was uttered, and which, more-
over, is not found in the prophet whom Matthew quotes from,
but in another®. The passage as quoted by Matthew is as

! The quotation is from Zechariah ix. 9 ; the passage has reference to the writer’s
own time, and the second animal is obviously a mere common poetical reduplication,
such as is met with in every page of Hebrew poetry. But Matthew thoughta literal
similitude essential. “ And” ought to have been translated “even.”

? Luke, however, in the Acts (i 18), states that Judas himself purchased the
field with the money he had received, aud died accidentally therein. Matthew says
he returned the money, and went and hanged himself.

3 Matthew quotes Jeremiah, but the passage is contained in Zechariah xi. 12, 13.
Some people, however, imagine that the latter chapters of Zechariah do really belong
to Jeremiah. Others conceive the passage to be contained in some lost book of Jere-
miah, “ And I said unto them, If ye think good, give me my price; and if not,
forhear. So they weighed for my price thirty pieces of silver. And the Lord said

unto me, Cast it unto the potter : a goodly price that I was prized at of them. And
I took the thirty pieces of silver, and cast them to the potter in the honse of the
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follows :—*“ And they took the thirty pieces of silver, the price
of him that was valued, whom they of the children of Israel did
value, and gave them for the potter’s field, as the Lord appointed
me.” The original passage in Zechariah is given in a note.

To pass from this ground of want of confidence in Matthew’s
fidelity, we may specify two others:—firs¢, we find several dis-
crepancies between him and the other evangelists, in which
there is reason to believe that he was wrong ; and, secondly, we
find words and parts of discourses put by him into Jesus’ moutl,
which there is ample reason to believe that Jesus never uttered.

I. The second ehapter opens with an account (peculiar to
Matthew) of the visit of the wise men of the East to Bethlehem,
whither they were guided by a star which went before them, and
stood over the house in which the infant Jesus lay. The general
legendary character of the narrative—its similarity in style with
those contained in the apocryphal gospels—and more especially
its conformity with those astrological notions which, though
prevalent in the time of Matthew, have been exploded by the
sounder scientific knowledge of our days—all unite to stamp
upon the story the impress of poetic or mythic fiction; and its
admission into his history is not creditable to Matthew's judg-
ment, though it may not impugn his fidelity; as it may have
been among his materials, and he had no critical acumen which
should lead him to reject it.

In Matth. viii. 28-84, we have an account of the healing of
two demoniacs, whose disease (or whose devils, according to the
evangelist) was communicated to an adjacent herd of swine.
Now, putting aside the great improbability of two madmen, as
fierce as these are deseribed to be, living together, Mark and
Luke!, who both relate the same occurrence, state that there
was one demoniac—obviously a much preferable version of the
narrative.

Lord.” The word “Potier” is a translation made to accommodate Matthew. The
LXX. has “treasury” or “ foundry,” as it were our ‘mint.”

! Mark v. 1. Luke viii. 26. There are other discrepancies between the three
narratives, both in this and the following case, but they are beside our present
purpose.
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In the same manner, in c. xx. 30-34, Matthew relates the
cure of #wo blind men near Jericho. Mark and Luke' narrate
the same occurrence, but speak of only one blind man. This
story affords also an example of the evangelist's carelessness as
a compiler, for (in ¢. ix. 27) he has already given the same
narrative, but has assigned to it a different locality.

A still more remarkable instance of Matthew's tendency to
amplification, or rather to multiplication and repetition, is found
in xiv. 16, et seq., and xv, 82, e¢ seq.”, where the two miraculous
feedings of the multitude are deseribed. The feeding of the five
thousand is related by allfour evangelists; but the repetition of the
miracle, with aslight variation in the number of the multitude and
of the loavesand fragments, is peculiar to Matthew, and to Mark .
Now, that both these narratives are merely varying accounts of
the same event (the variation arising from the mode in which
the materials of the gospel history were collected, as explained in
our preceding chapter), and that only ene feeding was originally
recorded, is now admitted by all competent critics , and appears
clearly from several considerations.—Firs¢, Luke and John re-
late only one feeding ; in the next place, the two narratives in
Matthew are given with the same aceompaniments, in a similar,
probably in the very same, loeality; thirdly, the particulars of
the occurrence and the remarks of the parties, are almost iden-
tically the same on each eccasion; and, finally (what is per-
fectly conclusive), in the second narration, the language and
conduet both of Jesus and his disciples, show a perfect uncon-
sciousness of any previous occurrenee of the same nature. Is
it credible, that if the disciples had, a few days before, witnessed
the miraculous feeding of the * five thousand ” with “ five loaves

! Mark x. 46. Luke xviii, 35.

2 The parallel pussages are, Mark vi. 35. Luke ix. 12. John vi. 5.

3 See Mark viii. 1,et seq. The language of the two evangelists is here so pre-
cisely similar, as toleave mo doubt that one copied the other, or both a common docu-
ment. The word baskets is xégiasin the first case, and exvidgrs in the second, in
both evangelists.

4 See also Schleiermacher, p. 144, who docs not hesitate to express his full dis-
belief in the sccond feeding.
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and two fishes,” they should on the second occasion, when they
had “ seven loaves and a few small fishes,” have replied to the
suggestion of Jesus that the fasting multitude should again be
fed, “ whence should we have so much bread in the wilderness
as to fill so great a multitude ?” It is certain that the idea of
two feedings having really taken place, could only have found
acceptance in minds preoccupied with the doctrine of the plenary
inspiration and infallibility of Scripture. It is now entirely
abandoned by all divines except the English, and by the few
thinkers even among them. A confirmatory argument, were
any needed, might be drawn from observing that the narrative
of the fourth evangelist agrees in some points with Matthew’s
first, and in some with his second account.

The story contained in xvii. 27, et seq., of Jesus commanding
Peter to catch a fish in whose mouth he should find the tribute
mouncy, has a most pagan and unworthy character about it,
harmonizes admirably with the puerile narratives which abound
in the apoeryphal gospels, and is ignored by all the other
evangelists. '

In xxvii. 24, we find this narrative : ““ When Pilate saw that
he could prevail nothing, but rather that a tumult was made, he
took water, and washed bis hands before the multitude, saying,
1 am innocent of the blood of this just person; see ye to it.”
Now, in the first place, this symbolic action was a Jewish, not
a Roman ceremony ', and as such most unsuitable and impro-
bable in a Roman governor, one of a nation noted for their
contempt of the habits and opinions of their subject nations.
In the second place, it is inconceivable that Pilate should so em-
phatically have pronounced his own condemnation, by declaring
Jesus to be a ‘‘just man,” at the very moment when he was
about to scourge him, and deliver him over to the most cruel
tortures.

! I appears from Deut. xxi. 1-9, that the washing of the hands was a specially-
appointed Mosaic rite, by which the authorities of any city in which murder had
been committed were to avow their iunocence of the crime, and ignorance of the
criminal. L



FIDELITY OF THE GOSPEL HISTORY. 107

In Matthew’s account of the last moments of Jesus, we have
the following remarkable statements (xxvii. 50-53') :—Jesus,
when he liad eried again with a loud voice, yielded up the ghost.
And, behold, the veil of the temple was rent in twain from the top
to the bottom; and the earth did quake, and the rocks rent;
And the graves were opened, and many bodies of the saints
which slept arose, and came out of the graves after his resur-
rection, and went into the holy city, and appeared unto mauy.”
Now, first, this extraordinary fact, if it be a fact, (and it is
said to have been a public one—* they appeared unto many,”)
is ignored by the other evangelists; nor do we find any refer-
ence to it in the Acts or the Epistles, nor any reason to believe
that any of the apostles were aware of the occurence—one,
certainly, to excite the deepest interest and wonder. Secondly,
the statement is a confused, if not a self-contradictory, one.
The assertion in ver. 52, clearly is, that the opening of the graves,
and the rising of the bodies of saints, formed a portion of that
series of convulsions of Nature which is said to have oceurred
at the moment when Jesus expired; whereas the following verse
speaks of it as occurring “ after his resurrection.” To suppose, as
believers in verbal accuracy do, and must do, that the bodies
were re-animated on the Friday, and not allowed to come out of
their graves till the Sunday, is clearly too monstrous to be
seriously entertained. If, to avoid this difficulty, we adopt
Griesbach’s reading, and translate the passage thus: “ And
coming out of their graves, went into the holy city after his
resurrection,”—the question still recurs, “ Where did they re-
main between Friday and Sunday ? And did they, after thrce
days’ emaneipation, resume their sepulchral habiliments, and
return to their narrow prison-house, and their former state of
dust®” Again, when we refer to the original, we find that it
was the bodies (cwpata) which ““arose;” but, if we suppose

' Norton (i. 214) thinks this passage an interpolation, as he does many others,
on the obviously unfair ground that the statement it contains is improbable. It may
he improbable that it should have happeucd, yet not improbable that Matthew should
lave recorded it, if he found it among his traditional materials.
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that the evangelist wrote grammatically, it could not have been
the bodies which ““came out of the graves,” or he would have
written #£éadovta, not éééadovres, Whence Bush' assumes that
the bodies arose (or were raised, #vépfn) at the time of the
crucifixion, but lay down again®, and that it was the souls
which came out of the graves after the resurrection of Clrist
and appeared unto many! We cannot, hewever, admit that
souls inhabit graves.

There can, we think, remain little doubt in unprepossessed
minds, that the whole legend (it is greatly augmented in the
apocryphal gospels®) was one of these intended to magnify and
honour Christ*, which were current in great numbers at the
time when Matthew wrote, and whieh he, with the usual want
of discrimination and somewhat omnivorous tendency which
distinguished bim as a compiler, admitted into his gospel ;—
and that the confusing phrase, * after his resurrection,” was
added either by him, or by some previous transmitter, or later
copier, to prevent the apparent want of deference and decorum
involved in a resurrection which should have preceded that of
Jesus.

In c. xxvii. 62-66, and xxvii. }1-15, we find a record of
two conversations most minutely given—one between the Chief

! See a very elaborate work of Professor Bush, entitled “ Anastasis, or the Re-
surrection of the Body ” (p. 210), the object of which is to prove that the resurrection
of the body is neither a rational nor a scriptural doctrine.

? The Professor’s notion appears to be that the rising of the bodies on the Friday
was a mere mechanical effect of the earthquake, and that re-animation did not take
place till the Sunday, and that even then it was not the bodies which arose.

3 The Gospel of the Hebrews says that a portion of the Temple was thrown down.
See also the Gospel of Nicodemns.

4 Similar prodigies were said, or supposed, to accompany the deaths of many great
men in former days, as in the case of Caesar (Virgil, Georg. i. 463, et seq.). Shake-
speare has embalmed some traditions of the kind, exactly analogous to the present
case. See Julius Ceesar, Act ii., Sc. 2. Again he says: Hamlet, Act i. Sc. 1.

“In the most high and palmy state of Rome,
A little ere the mightiest Julius fell,
The graves stood tenantless, and the sheeted dead
Did squeak and gibber in the Roman stre:ts.”
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Priests and Pilate, and the other between the Priests and the
guards of the Sepulehre—at which it is impossible the evan-
gelist, and most improbable that any informant of his, could
have been present;—and which, to our minds, bear evident
marks of being subsequent fictions supposed in order to com-
plete and render more invulnerable the history of Jesus’s resur-
rection. It is extremely unlikely that the Chief Priests and
Pharisees should have thought of taking precautions before-
hand against a fraudulent resurrection. We have no reason to
believe that they had ever heard of the prophecy to which they
allude’', for it had been uttered only to his own disciples, the
twelve, and to them generally with more or less secrecy *; and
we know that by them it was so entirely disregarded ®, or had
been so completely forgotten, that the resurrection of their Lord
was not only not expected, but took them completely by sur-
prise. Were the enemies of Christ more attentive to, and be-
lieving on, his predictions than his own followers ?

The improbability of the sequel of this story is equally
striking. That the guard placed by the Sanhedrim at the
tomb should, all trembling with affright from the apparition
(xxviil. 4), have been at once, and so easily, persuaded to deny
the vision, and propagate a lie ;—that the Sanhedrim, instead of
angrily and contemptuously scouting the story of the soldiers,
charging them with having slept, and threatening them with
punishment, should have believed their statement, and at the
same time, in full conclave, resolved to bribe them to silence
and falsehood ; —that Roman soldiers, who could scarcely
commit a more heinous offence against discipline than to sleep
upon their post, should so willingly have accepted money to

! It is true that John (ii. 19) relates that Jesus said publicly in answer to the
Jews’ demand for a sign, ** Destroy this temple, and in three days I will build it up
again.” This John considers to have reference to his resurrection, but we know that
the Jews attached no such meaning to it, from v. 20, and also from Matth. xxvi. 61.

2 Matth. xvi. 21 ; xx. 19. Mark viii. 31 ; x. 32. Luke ix. 22; xviii. 33,

3 This is distinctly stated, John xx. 9 : “For as yet they knew not the Scripture,
that he must rise again from the dead,” and indeed it is clear from all the evangelical
narratives.
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accuse themselves of such a breach of duty;—are all too im-
probable suppositions to be readily allowed; especially when
the 13th verse indicates a subsequent Jewish rumour as the
foundation of the story, and when the utter silence of all the
other evangelists and apostles respecting a narrative which, if
true, would be so essential a feature in their preaching of the
resurrection, is duly borne in mind.

Many minor instances in which Matthew has retrenched or
added to the accounts of Mark, according as retrenchment or
omission would, in his view, most exalt the character of Jesus,
are specified in the article already referred to (Prosp. Rev., xxi.),
which we recommend to the perusal of all our readers as a per-
fect pattern of critical reasoning.



CHAPTER VIIIL.

FIDELITY OF THE GOSPEL HISTORY CONTINUED.—MATTHEW.

IN pursuing our inquiry as to the degree of reliance to be
placed on Matthew's narrative, we now come to the considera-
tion of those passages in which there is reason to believe that
the conversations and discourses of Christ have been incor-
rectly reported: and that words have been attributed to him
which he did not utter, or at least did not utter in the form and
context in which they have been transmitted to us. That this
should be so, is no more than we ought to expect & priori; for,
of all things, discourses and remarks are the most likely to be
imperfectly heard, inaccurately reported, and materially altered
and corrupted in the course of transmission from mouth to
mouth. Indeed, as we do not know, and have no reason to be-
lieve, that the discourses of Christ were written down by those
who heard them immediately after their delivery, or indeed much
before they reached the hands of the evangelists, nothing less
than a miracle perpetually renewed for many years could have
preserved these traditions perfectly pure and genuine. In admit-
ting the belief, therefore, that they are in several points im-
perfect and inaccurate, we are throwing no discredit upon the
sincerity or capacity, either of the evangelists or their informants,
or the original reporters of the sayings of Christ;—we are
simply acquiescing in the alleged operation of natural causes'.

! This seems to be admitted even by ortbodox writers. Thus Mr. Trench says :—
““The most earnest oral tradition will in a little while lose its distinctness, undergo
essential though insensible modifications. Apart from all desire to vitiate the com-
mitted word, yet, little by little, the subjective condition of those to whom it is en-
trusted, through whom it passes, will infallibly make itself felt ; and in such trea-
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In some cases, it is true, we shall find reason to believe that
the published discourses of Christ have been intentionally
altered and artificially elaborated by some of the parties through
whose hands they passed ;—but in those days, when the very
idea of historical criticism was yet unborn, this might have
been done without any unfairness of purpose. We know that
at that period, historians of far loftier pretensions and more
scientific character, writing in countries of far greater literary
advancement, seldom scrupled to fill up and round off the
harangues of their orators and statesmen with whatever they
thought appropriate for them to have said—nay, even to ela-
borate for them long orations out of the most meagre hearsay
fragments’.

A general view of Matthew, and still more a comparison of
his narrative with that of the other three gospels, brings into
clear light his entire indifference to chronological or contextual
arrangement in his record of the discourses of Christ. Thus
in ¢h. v., vi., vii., we have crowded into one sermon the teach-
ings and aphorisms which 1n the other evangelists are spread
over the whole of Christ’s ministry. In ch. xiii. we find col-
lected together no less than six parables of similitudes for the
kingdom of heaven. In ch. x. Matthew compresses into one
occasion (the sending of the twelve, where many of them are
strikingly out of place) a variety of instructions and reflections
which must have belonged to a subsequent part of the career of

cherous keeping is all which remains merely in the memories of men, that, after a
very little while, rival schools of disciples will begin to contend not merely how their
Master’s words were to be accepted, but wkat those very words were.”—Trench’s
Hulszan Lectures, p. 15.

! This in fact was the custom of antiquity—the rule, not the exception :—see
Thucydides, Livy, Sallust, &c., passim. We find also (see Acts v. 34 39), that Luke
himself did not scruple to adopt this common practice, for he gives us a verbatim
speech of Gamaliel delivered in the Sanhedrim, after the Apostles had been expressly
excluded, and which therefore he could have known only by hearsay report. More-
over it is certain that this speech must have been Luke’s, and not Gamaliel's, since it
represents Gamaliel in the year A.D. 34 or 35, as speaking in the past tense of an
agitator, Theudas, who did not appear, as we learn from Josephus, till after the year
A.D. 44,
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Jesus, where indeed theyare placed by the other evangelists. In
¢. xxiv., in the same manner, all the prophecies relating to the
destruction of Jerusalem and the end of the world are grouped
together ; while, in many instances, remarks of Jesus are in-
troduced in the midst of others with which they have no con-
nection, and where they are obviously out of place; as xi. 28-
80, and xiii. 12, which evidently belongs to xxv. 29.

In c. xi. 1R is the following expression: “ And from the
days of John the Baptist until now, the kingdom of Heaven
suffereth violence, and the violent take it by storm.” Now
though the meaning of the passage is difficult to ascertain with
precision, yet the expression “ from the days of John the Bap-
tist until now,” clearly implies that the speaker lived at a con-
siderable distance of time from John; and though appropriate
enough in a man who wrote in the year A.p. 65, or 80 years
after John, could not have been used by one who spoke in
the year A.p. 80 or 83, while John was yet alive. This pas-
sage, therefore, is from Matthew, not from Jesus.

In e¢. xvi. 9-10, is another remark which we may say with
perfect certainty was put unwarrantably into the mouth of Christ
either by the evangelist, or the source from which he copied.
We have already seen that there could not have been more than
one miraculous feeding of the multitude ; yet Jesus is here made
to refer to fwo. The explanation at once forces itself upon our
minds, that the evangelist, having, in his uncritical and confused
conceptions, related two feedings, and finding among his mate-
rials a discourse of Jesus having reference to a miraculous
occurrence of that nature, perceived the inconsistency of nar-
rating fwo such events, and yet making Jesus refer to only oze,
and therefore added verse 10, by way of correcting the incon-
gruity. The same remark will apply to Mark also.

The passage at c. xvi. 18, 19, bears obvious marks of being
either an addition to the words of Christ, or a corruption of
them. He saith unto them, But whom say ye that I am?
And Simon Peter answered and said, Thou art the Christ,

the Son of the living God. And Jesus answered and said
I
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unto him, Blessed art thou, Simon Bar-jona: for flesh and
blood hath not revealed it unto thee, but my Father which is
in Heaven. And I say also unto thee, That thou art Peter,
and upon this rock I will build my Church; and the gates of
hell shall not prevail against it. And I will give unto thee
the keys of the kingdom of Heaven: and whatsoever thou
shalt bind on earth shall be bound in heaven: and whatsoever
thou shalt loose on earth shall be loosed in heaven.”

The confession by Simon Peter of his belief in the Messiah-
ship of Jesus is given by all the four evangelists, and there is
1o reason to question the accuracy of this part of the narrative:
Mark and John, as well as Matthew, relate that Jesus bestowed
on Simon the surname of Peter, and this part, therefore, may
also be admitted. The remainder of the narrative corresponds
almost exactly with the equivalent passages in the other evan-
gelists; but the 18th verse has no parallel in any of them.
Moreover, the word ¢ Church” betrays its later origin. The
word Zxxanciz was used by the disciples to signify those as-
semblies and organizations into which they formed themselves
after the death of Jesus, and is met with frequently in the
epistles, but nowhere in the gospels, except in the passage
under consideration, and one other, which is equally, or even
more, contestable'. It was in use when the gospel was written,
but not when the discourse of Jesus was delivered Tt belongs,
therefore, to Matthew, not to Jesus.

The following verse, conferring spiritual authority, or, as it
is commonly called, “ the power of the keys,” upon Peter,
is repeated by Matthew in connection with another discourse
(in c. xviii. 18); and a similar passage is found in John
(c. xx. 28), who, however, places the promise after the re-
surrection, and represents it as made to the apostles generally,
subsequent to the descent of the Holy Spirit. But there are
considerations which effectually forbid our receiving this pro-

! C.xviii. 17. ¢“If he shall neglect to hear them, tell it unto the Church; but if he
neglect to hear the Church, let him be unto thee as a heathen man and 2 publican.”
The whole passage, with its context, betokens an ecclesiastical, not a Christian spirit.
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mise, at least as given by Matthew, as having really emanated
from Christ. In the firs¢ place, in both passages it occurs in
connection with the suspicious word * Church,” and indicates
an ecclesiastical as opposed to a Christian origin. Secondly,
Mark, who narrates the previous conversation, omits this pro-
mise so honourable and distinguishing to Peter, which it is

impossible for those who consider him as Peter's mouthpiece, —

or amanuensis, to believe he would have done, had any such
promise been actually made'. Luke, the companion and in-
timate of Paul and other apostles, equally omits all mention
‘of this singular conversation. 7'%irdly, not only do we know
Peter’'s utter unfitness to be the depositary of such a fearful
power, from his impetuosity and instability of character, and
Christ’s thorough perception of this unfitness, but we find that
immediately after it is said to have been conferred upon him,
his Lord addresses him indignantly by the epithet of Satan,
and rebukes him for his presumption and unspirituality ; and
shortly afterwards this very man thrice denied his master.
Can any one maintain it to be conceivable that Jesus should
have conferred the awful power of deciding the salvation or
damnation of his fellow-men upon one so frail, so faulty, and
so fallible? Does any one believe that he did? We cannot,
therefore, regard the 19th verse otherwise than as an unwar-
ranted addition to the words of Jesus, and painfully indicative
of the growing pretensions of the Church at the time the gospel
was compiled.

In xxiii. 35, we have the following passage purporting to
be uttered by Jesus in the course of his denunciations against
the Scribes and Pharisees: ““ That upon you may come all
the righteous blood shed upon the earth, from the blood of
righteous Abel, unto the blood of Zacharias, son of Barachias,
whom ye slew between the temple and the altar.” Now, two
Zachariases are recorded in history as having been thus slain
— Zacharias, son of Jehoida, 850 years before Christ (2 Chron,

! See Thirlwall, cvii., Introd. to Schleiermacher.

I2
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xxiv. 20), and Zacharias, son of Baruch, 85 years after Christ
(Joseph., Bell. Jud. iv. 4)*. But when we reflect that Jesus
could scarcely have intended to refer to a murder committed
850 years before his time, as terminating the long series of
Jewish crimes; and moreover, that at the period the evangelist
wrote, the assassination of the son of Baruch was a recent event,
and one likely to have made a deep impression, and that the eir-
cumstances of the murder (between the Temple and the Altar)
apply much more closely to the second than to the first Zacharias,
we cannot hesitate to admit the conclusion of Hug, Eichhorn,
and other critics®, that the Zacharias mentioned by Josephus
was the one intended by Matthew. Hug says—

““There cannot be a doubt, if we attend to the name, the
fact and its circumstances, and the object of Jesus in citing it,
that it was the same Zaxapias Bagoixou, who, according to
Josephus, a short time before the destruction of Jerusalem, was
unjustly slain in the temple. The name is the same, the mur-
der, and the remarkable circumstances which distinguished it,
correspond, as well as the character of the man. Moreover,
when Jesus says that all the innocent blood which had been
ghed, from Abel to Zacharias, should be avenged upon °this
generation,” the &zo and tws denote the beginning and the end
of a period. This period ends with Zacharias; he was to be
the last before the vengeance should be executed.  The
threatened vengeance, however, was the ruin of Jerusalem,
which immediately followed his death. Must it not, then, have
been the same Zacharias whose death is distinguished in his-
tory, among so many murdered, as the only righteous man
between Ananias and the destruction of the Holy City ? The
Zacharias mentioned in the Chronicles is mot the one here
intended. He was a son of Jehoida, and was put to death, not

! It is true that there was a third Zacharias, the Prophet, also son of a Barachias,
who lived about 500 years before Christ ; but this man could not have been the one
intended by Matthew, for no record exists, or appears to have existed, of the manner
of his death, and in his time the Temple was in ruins.—See Hennell, p. 81, note.

? Hug, p. 314. Thirlwall, p. xcix., note.
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between the temple and the altar, or & uécw 74 vaw, but in the
court ; nor was he the last of those unjustly slain, or one with
whom an epoch in the Jewish annals terminates.”

Here then we have an anachronism strikingly illustrative of
that confusion of mind which characterises this evangelist, and
which betrays at the same time that an unwarrantable liberty
has been taken by some one with the language of Jesus. He
is here represented as speaking in the past tense of an event
which did not occur till 85 years after his death, and which
consequently, though fresh and present to the mind of the
writer, eould not have been in the mind of the speaker, unless
prophetically ; in which case it would have been expressed in
the future, not in the past tense’; and would, moreover, have
been wholly unintelligible to his hearers. If, therefore, as
there seems no reason to doubt, the evangelist intended to
specify the Zacharias mentioned by Josephus, he was guilty
of putting into the mouth of Jesus words which Jesus never
uttered.

In ch. xxviii. 19, is another passage which we may say with
almost certainty never came from the mouth of Christ: “ Go
ye therefore and teach all nations, baptising them in the name
of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy Ghost.” That
this definite form of baptism proceeded from Jesus, is opposed
by the fact, that such an allocation of the Father, Son, and
Spirit, does not elsewhere appear, except as a form of saluta-
tion in the epistles ;—while as a definite form of baptism it is
nowhere met with throughout the New Testament. Moreover, it
was not the form wsed, and could scarcely therefore have been
the form commanded ; for in the apostolic epistles, and even
in the Acts, the form always is  baptising into Christ Jesus,”
or, “into the name of the Lord Jesus®; while the threefold

! ¢ Hug imagines,” says Bishop Thirlwall, loc. cit., “that Christ predicted the
death of this Zacharias, son of Barachias, but that St. Matthew, who saw the predic-
tion accomplished, expressed his knowledge of the fact by using the past tense.” But
should, this then have been the aorist ipovsicars?

2 Rom. vi. 8. @al, iii. 27, Acts ii. 88 ; viii.16; x.48; xix. &
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reference to God, Jesus, and the Holy Ghost, is only found in
ecclesiastical writers, as Justin. Indeed the formula in Matthew
sounds so exactly as if it had been borrowed from the eccle-
siastical ritual, that it is difficult to avoid the supposition
that it was transferred thence into the mouth of Jesus. Many
critics, in consequence, regard it as a subsequent interpola-
tion.

There are two other classes of discourses attributed to Jesus
both in this and in the other gospels, over the character of which
much obscurity hangs :—those in which heis said to have fore-
told his own death and resurrection ; and those in which he is
represented as speaking of his second advent. The instances
of the first are in Matthew five in number, in Mark four, in
Luke four, and in John three'.

Now we will at once concede that it is extremely probable
that Christ might easily have foreseen that a career and conduct
like his could, in such a time and country, terminate only in a
violent and cruel death ; and that indications of such an im-
pending fate thickened fast around him as his ministry drew
nearer to a close. It is even possible, though in the highest degree
unlikely®, that his study of the prophets might have led him to
the conclusion that the expected Messiah, whose functions he
believed himself sent to fulfil, was to be a suffering and dying
Prince. We do not even dispute that he might have been so
amply endowed with the spirit f prophecy as distinetly to fore-
see his approaching crucifixion and resurrection. But we find
in the evangelists themselves insuperable difficulties in the way
of admitting the belief that he actually did predict these events,
in the language, or with anything of the precision, which is
there ascribed to him.

! Matth, xii, 40 ; xvi. 21; xvii. 9, 22, 23; xx. 17-19; xxvi. 3. Mark viii. 81 ;
ix. 10, 31; x. 33; xiv. 28. Luke ix. 22, 44 ; xviii. 32, 33; xxii. 15. John ii.
20-22; iii. 14 ; xii. 32, 33 ; all very questionable.

2 Tt was in the highest degree unlikely, because this was neither the interpretation
put upon the prophecies among the Jews of that time, nor their natural signification
but it was an interpretation of the disciples ex eventu.
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In the fourth gospel, these predictions are three in number?,
and in all the language is doubtful, mysterious, and obscure,
and the interpretation commonly put upon them is not that
suggested by the words themselves, nor that which suggested
itself to those who heard them; but is one affixed to them by
the evangelist after the event supposed to be referred to; it is
an interpretatio ex eventu®. In the three synoptical gospels,
however, the predictions are numerous, precise, and conveyed
in language which it was impossible to mistake. Thus (in
Matth. xx. 18, 19, and parallel passages), ‘‘Behold, we go up
to Jerusalem, and the Son of Man shall be betrayed unto the
Chief Priests, and unto the Scribes, and they shall condemn
him to death, and shall deliver him to the Gentiles to mock,
and to scourge, and to crucify him: and the third day he shall
rise again.” Language such as this, definite, positive, explicit,
and circumstantial, if really uttered, could not have been mis-
understood, but must have made a deep and ineradicable im-
pression on all who heard it, especially when repeated, as it is
stated to have been, on several distinct occasions. Yet we find
ample proof that no such impression was made ;—that the dis-
ciples had no conception of their Lord’s approaching death—
still less of his resurrection:—and that so far from their expect-
ing either of these events, both, when they occurred, took them

! We pass over those touching intimations of approaching separation contained in
the parting discourses of Jesus during and immediately preceding the last supper, as
there can be little doubt that at that time his fate was so imminent as to have be-
come evident to any acute observer, withont the supposition of supernatural infor-
mation.

2 Tn the case of the first of these predictions—* Destroy this temple, and in three
days T will raise it up,”—we can scarcely admit that the words were used by Jesus
(if uttered by him at all) in the sense ascribed to them by John ; since the words were
spoken in the temple, and in answer to the demand fora sign, and could therefore
only have conveyed, and have been intended to convey, the meaning which we know
they actually did convey to the inquiring Jews. In the two other cases (or three,
if we reckon viii. 28, as one), the langnage of Jesus is too indefinite for us to know
what meaning he intended it to convey. The expression “ to be lifted up” is thrice
used, and may mean exaltation, glorification (its natural signification), or, artificially
and figuratively, might be intended to refer to his crucifixion.
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entirely by surprise;—they were utterly confounded by the one,
and could not believe the other.

We find them, shortly after (nay,in one instance mstantly after)
these predictions were uttered, disputing which among them
should be greatest in their coming dominion (Matth. xx. 24.
Mark ix. 35. Luke xxii. 25) ;—glorying in the idea of thrones,
and asking for seats on his right hand and on his left, in his Mes-
sianic kingdom (Matth. xix. 28; xx. 21. Mark x. 87. Luke
xxii. 80); which, when he approached Jerusalem they thought
“would immediately appear” (Luke xix. 11; xxiv. 21).
When Jesus was arrested in the Garden of Gethsemane, they
first attempted resistance, and then  forsook him and fled;”
and so completely were they scattered, that it was left for one
of the Sanhedrim,-Joseph of Arimatheea, to provide even for
his decent burial ;—while the women who had * watched afar
off,” and were still faithful to his memory, bronght spices to
embalm the hody—a sure sign, were any needed, that the idea
of his resurrection had never entered into their minds. Further,
when the women reported his resurrection to the disciples,
“ their words seemed to them as idle tales, and they believed
them not” (Luke xxiv. 11). The conversation, moreover, of
the two disciples on the road to Emmaus is sufficient proof that
the resurrection of their Lord was a conception which had
never crossed their thoughts ;—and, finally, according to John,
when Mary found the body gone, her only notion was that it
must have been removed by the gardener (xx. 15).

All this shows, beyond, we think, the possibility of question,
that the crucifixion and resurrection of Jesus were wholly un-
expected by his disciples. If further proof were wanted, we
find it in the words of the evangelists, who repeatedly intimate
(as if struck by the incongruity we have pointed out) that they
“ knew not,” or ““understood not,” these sayings. (Mark ix. 31.
Luke ix. 45; xviii. 84. John xx. 9.)

Here, then, we have two distinct statements, which mutually
exclude and contradict each other. If Jesus really foretold his
death and resurrection in the terms recorded in the gospels, it
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is inconceivable that the ‘disciples should have misunderstood
him ;" for no words could be more positive, precise, or intel-
ligible, than those which he is said to have repeatedly addressed
to them. Neither could they have forgetten what had been
so strongly urged upon their memory by their Master, as com-
pletely as it is evident from their subsequent conduct they
actually did'. ~They might, indeed, have disbelieved his pre-
diction (as Peter appears in the first instance to have done),
but in that case, his crucifixion would have led them to ex-
pect his resurrection, or, at all events, to think of it:—which
it did not. The fulfilment of one prophecy would necessarily
have recalled the other to their minds. .

The conclusion, therefore, is inevitable—that the predictions
were. ascribed to Jesus after the event, not really uttered by
him. It is, indeed, very probable that, as gloomy anticipations
of his own death pressed upon his mind, and became stronger
and more confirmed as the danger came nearer, he endeavoured
to communicate these apprehensions to his followers, in order
to prepare them for an event so fatal to their worldly hopes.
That he did so, we think the conversations during, and previous
to, the last supper, afford ample proof. These vague intima-
tions of coming evil—intermingled and relieved, doubtless, by
strongly expressed convictions of a future existence of re-union
and reward, disbelieved or disregarded by the disciples at the
time—recurred to their minds after all was over; and gathering
strength, and expanding in definiteness and fulness during con-
stant repetition for nearly forty years, had, at the period when
the evangelists wrote, become consolidated into the fixed pro-
phetic form in which they have been transmitted to us.

Another argument may be adduced, strongly confirmatory of
this view. Jesus is repeatedly represented as affirming that
his expected sufferings and their glorious termination must
take place, in order that the prophecies might be fulfilled.
(Matth. xxvi. 24, 54. Mark ix. 12; xiv. 49. Luke xiii. 33

. 1 Moreover, if they had so completely forgotten these predictions, whence did the
evangelists derive them?
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xviii. 81; xxii. 37; xxiv. 27.) Now the passion of the disciples
for representing everything connected with Jesus as the fulfil-
ment of prophecy, explains why they should have sought, after
his death, for passages which might be supposed to prefigure it?,
—and why these accommodations of prophecy should, in pro-
cess of time, and of transmission, have been attributed to Jesus
himself. But if we assume, as is commonly done, that these
references to prophecy really proceeded from Christ in the first
instance, we are landed in the inadmissible, or at least the em-
barrassing and unorthodox, conclusion, that he interpreted the
prophets erroneously. To confine ourselves to the principal
passages only, a profound grammatical and historical exposition
has convincingly shown, to all who are in a condition to libe-
rate themselves from dogmatic pre-suppositions, that in none
of these is there any allusion to the sufferings of Christ”.

One of these references to prophecy in Matthew has evident
marks of being an addition to the traditional words of Christ
by the evangelist himself. In Matthew xvi. 4, we have the
following: “A wicked and adulterous generation seeketh after
a sign; and there shall no sign be given to it but the sign of
the Prophet Jonas.” The same expression precisely is recorded
by Luke (xi.29), with this addition, showing what the reference
to Jonas really meant: * For as Jonas was a sign to the Nine-
vites, so also shall the Son of Man be to this generation. The
men of Nineveh shall rise up in judgment against this genera-
tion, and shall condemn it; for they repented at the preaching
of Jonas; and, behold, a greater than Jonas is here.” But

1 ¢ There were sufficient motives for the Christian legend thus to put into the mouth
of Jesus, after the event, a prediction of the particular features of his passion, es-
pecially of the ignominious crucifixion. The more a Christ crucified became “to the
Jews a stumbling-block, and to the Greeks foolishness” (1 Cor. i. 23), the more need
was there to remove the offence by every possible means ; and as among subsequent
events, the resurrection especially served as a retrospective cancelling of that shame-
ful death, so it must have been earnestly desired to take the sting from that offensive
catastrophe bd¢forekand also; and this could not be done more effectually than by
such a minute prediction.”—Stranss, iii. 54, where this idea is fully developed.

2 Even Dr. Arnold admitted this fully. (Sermons on Interpretations of Prophecy,
Preface).
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when Matthew repeats the same answer of Jesus in answer to
the same demand for a sign (xiv. 40), he adds the explanation
of the reference, ““for as Jonas was three days and three nights
in the whale’s belly, so shall the Son of Man be three days
and three nights [which Jesus was 7o¢, but only one day and
two nights] in the heart of the earth ; "—and he then proceeds
with the same context as Luke.

The prophecies of the second coming of Christ (Matt. xxiv.
Mark xiii. Luke xvii. 22-87; xxi. 5-86) are mixed up with
those of the destruction of Jerusalem by Titus in a manner
which has long been the perplexity and despair of orthodox
commentators. The obvious meaning of the passages which
contain these predictions—the sense in which they were evi-
dently understood by the evangelists who wrote them down—
the sense which we know from many sources’ they conveyed to
the minds of the early Christians—clearly is, that the coming
of Christ to judge the world should follow immediately® (“im-
mediately,” “in those days,”) the destruction of the Holy City,
and should take place during the lifetime of the then existing
generation. ““ Verily, I say unto you, This generation shall not
pass away till all these things be fulfilled.” (Matt. xxiv. 84;
Mark xiii. 80; Luke xxi. 32.) * There be some standing
here that shall not taste of death, till they see the Son of Man
coming in his kingdom” (Matth. xvi. 28). “ Verily I say unto
you, Ye shall not have gone over the cities of Israel, till the
Son of Man be come” (Matth. x. 28). “If I will that he
tarry till I come, what is that to thee ?” (John xxi. 28).

‘Now if these predlctlons really proceeded from Jesus, he was
entirely in error on the subject, and the prophetic spirit was
not in him; for not only did his advent not follow close on the

' See 1Cor.x. 11; xv. 51. Phil. iv. 5. 1 Thess, iv.15. Jamesv.8. 1 Peter
iv.7. 1Johnii. 18. Rev.i.1, 3; xxii. 7, 10, 12, 20.

3 An apparent contradiction to this is presented by Matth. xxiv. 14 ; Matth. xiii.
10, where we are told that “ the gospel must be first preached to all nations.” It
appears, however, from Col. i. 5, 6, 23 (see also Romans x. 18), that St. Paul considered
this to have been already accomplished in his time.
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destruction of Jerusalem, but 1800 years have since elapsed,
and neither he nor the preliminary signs which were to announce
him, have yet appeared. If these predictions did not proceed
from him, the evangelist has taken the liberty of putting into
the mouth of Christ words and announcements which Christ
never uttered. : '

Much desperate ingenuity has been exerted to separate the
predictions relating to Jerusalem from those relating to the Ad-
vent; but these exertions have been neither creditable mor
successful; and they have already been examined and refuted
at great length. Moreover, they are rendered necessary only by
two previous assumptions: first, that Jesus cannot have been
mistaken as to the future; and, secondly, that he really uttered
these predictions. Now, neither of these assumptions 'are
capable of proof. The first we shall not dispute, because we
have no adequate means of coming to a conclusion on the sub-
ject. But as to the second assumption, we think there are
several indications that, though the predictions in question
were current among the Christians when the gospels were com-
posed, yet that they did not, at least as handed down to us,
proceed from the lips of Christ; but were, as far as related to
the second advent, the unauthorized anticipations of the dis-
ciples; and, as far as related to the destruction of the city,
partly gathered from the denunciations of Old Testament pro-
phecy, and partly from actual knowledge of the events which
passed under their eyes.

In the first place, it is not conceivable that Jesus could have
been so true a prophet as to one part of the prediction, and so
entirely in error as to the other, both parts referring equally
to future events. Secondly, the three gospels in which these
predictions occur, are allowed to have been written between the
years 65 and 72 A.p., or during the war which ended in the
destruction of Jerusalem'; that is, they were written during
and after the events which they predict. They may, therefore,

! The war began by Vespasian’s entering Galilee in the beginning of the year
A.D. 87, and the city was taken in the autumn of A.p. 70.
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either have been entirely drawn from the events, or have been
vaguely in existence before, but have derived their definiteness
and precision from the events. And we have already seen in
the case of the first evangelist, that he, at least, did not scruple
to eke out and modify the predictions he recorded, from his own
experience of their fulfilment. Tkirdly, the parallel passages,
both in Matthew and Mark, contain an expression twice re-
peated—* the elect "—which we can say almost with certainty
was unknown in the time of Christ, though frequently found
in the epistles, and used, at the time the gospels were com-
posed, to designate the members of the Christian Church.



CHAPTER IX.
SAME SUBJECT CONTINUED—MARK AND LUKE.

Many of the criticisms contained in the two last chapters—
tending to prove that Matthew's Gospel contains several state-
ments not strictly accurate, and attributes to Jesus several ex-
pressions and discourses which were not really uttered by him
—are equally applicable both to Mark and Luke. The simi-
larity—not to say identity—of the greater portion of Mark’s
narrative with that of Matthew, leaves no room for doubt either
that one evangelist copied from the other, or that both em-
ployed the same documents, or oral narratives, in the compila-
tion of their hstories. Our own clear conviction is that Mark
was the earliest in time, and far the most correct in fact.

As we have already stated, we attach little weight to the tra-
dition of the second century, that the second gospel was written
by Mark, the companion of Peter. It originated with Papias,
whose works are now lost, but who was stated to be a “ weak
man” by Eusebius, who records a few fragments of his writings.
But if the tradition be correct, the omissions in this gospel,
as compared with the first, are significant enough. It omits
entirely the genealogies, the miraculous conception, several
matters relating to Peter (especially his walking on the water,
and the commission of the keys'), and everything miraculous
or improbable relating to the resurrection *—everything, in fact,

! See Thirlwall’s remarks on this subject. Introd. cvii.
? We must not forget that the real genuine Gospel of Mark terminates with the
8th verse of the 16th chapter.
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but the simple statement that the body was missing, and that a
“young man ” assured the visitors that Christ was risen.

In addition to these, there are two or three peculiarities in
the discourses of Jesus, as recorded by Mark, which indicate
that the evangelist thought it necessary and allowable slightly
to modify the language of them, in order to suit them to the
ideas or the feelings of the Gentile converts ; if, as is commonly
supposed, it was principally designed for them. We copy a few
instances of these, though resting little upon them.

Matthew, who wrote for the Jews, has the following passage,
in the injunctions pronounced by Jesus on the sending forth of
the twelve apostles: ““ Go not into the way of the Gentiles, and
into any city of the Samaritans enter ye not. But go rather
to the lost sheep of the house of Israel.” (x. 5.) Mark, who
wrote for the Gentiles, omits entirely this unpalatable charge.
(vi. 7-13.)

Matthew (xv. 24), in the story of the Cansanitish woman,
makes Jesus say, “I am not sent but to the lost sheep of the
house of Isracl.” Mark (vii. 26) omits this expression entirely,
and modifies the subsequent remark. In Matthew it is thus:
—*“ Tt is not meet to take the children’s bread and cast it
unto the dogs.” In Mark it is softened by the preliminary,
““ Let the children first be filled,” &o.

Matthew (xxiv. 20), “ But pray ye that your flight be not in
the winter, neither on the Sabbath day.” Mark omits the last
clause, which would have had no meaning for any but the Jews,
whose Sabbath day’s journey was by law restricted to a small
distance.

In the promise given to the disciples, in answer to Peter’s
question, ““ Behold we have forsaken all, and followed thee;
what shall we have therefore ?” The following verse, given by
Matthew (xix. 28), #s omitted by Mark (x. 28):—* Verily I
say unto you, That ye which have followed me, in the regencra-
tion, when the Son of Man shall sit in the throne of his glory,
ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones, judging the twelve tribes
of Israel.”
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The Gospel of Luke, which is a work in some respects of
more pretension, and unquestionably of more literary merit, than
the two first, will require a few additional observations. The re-
marks we have made on the prophecies of his own sufferings and
resurrection, alleged by Matthew and Mark to have been uttered
by Jesus, apply equally to Luke’s narrative, in which similar
passages occur ; and in these, therefore, we must admit that the
third evangelist, like the other two, ascribed to Jesus discourses
which never really proceeded from him'. But, besides these,
there are several passages in Luke which bear an equally
apocryphal character, some of which it will be interesting to
notice.

The first chapter, from verse 5-80, contains the account of
the annunciation and birth of John the Baptist, with all the
marvellous circumstances attending it, and also the annunciation
to Mary, and the miraculous conception of Jesus—an account
exhibiting many remarkable discrepancies with the correspond-
ing narrative in Matthew. We are spared the necessity of a
detailed investigation of this chapter by the agreement of the
most learned critics, both of the orthodox and sceptical schools,
in considering the narrative as poetical and legendary. It is
examined at great length by Strauss, who is at the head of the
most daring class of the Biblical Commentators of Germany,
and by Schleiermacher, who ranks first among the learned
divines of that country. The latter (in the work translated by
one of our own most erudite and liberal Prelates, and already
often referred to), writes thus, pp. 25-7 :—

“Thus, then, we begin by detaching the first chapter as an
originally independent composition. If we consider it in this
light somewhat more closely, we cannot resist the impression
that it was originally rather a little poetical work than a pro-

! The remark will perhaps occur to some, that the circumstance of three evangelists
ascribing the same language to Jesus, is a strong proof that he really uttered it.
But the fallacy of this argument will be apparent when we remember that there is
ample evidence that they all drew from the same sources, namely, the extant current
tradition.
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perly-historical narrative. The latter supposition, in its strictest
sense at all events, no one will adopt, or contend that the angel
Gabriel announced the advent of the Messiah in figures so purely
Jewish, and in expressions taken mostly from the Old Testament;
or that the alternate song between Elizabeth and Mary actually
took place in the manner described; or that Zacharias, at the
instant of recovering his speech, made use of it to utter the
hymn, without being disturbed by the joy and surprise of the
company, by which the narrator himself allows his description
to be interrupted. At all events we should then be obliged
to suppose that the author made additions of his own, and
enriched the historical narrative by the lyrical effusions of his
OWIREEnIuS:” 4 . L L “If we consider the whole grouping
of the narrative, there naturally presents itself to us a pleasing
little composition, completely in the style and manner of seve-
ra] Jewish poems, still extant among our apocryphal writings,
written in all probability originally in Aramaic by a Christian
of the more liberal Judaizing school.” ... ......  There are
many other statements which I should not venture to pronounce
historical, but would rather explain by the occasion the poet had
for them. To these belongs, in the first place, John's being
a late-born child, which is evidently only imagined for the sake
of analogy with several heroes of Hebrew antiquity; and, in the
next place, the relation between the ages of John and Christ,
and likewise the consanguinity of Mary and Elizabeth, which,
besides, it is difficult to reconecile with the assertion of John
(John i. 88), that he did not know Clrist before his baptism.”
Strauss’s analysis of the chapter is in the hLighest degree
masterly and convincing, and we think cannot fail to satisfy all
whose minds have been trained in habits of logical investi-
gation. After showing at great length the unsatisfactoriness
and inadmissibility of both the supernatural and rationalistic
interpretations, he shows, by a comparison of similar legends
in the Old Testament—the birth of Ishmael, Isaac, Samuel,

and Samson, in particular—how exactly the narrative in Luke
K
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is framed in accordance with the established ideas and rules of
Hebrew poetry "

“The scattered traits,” says he® “respecting the late birth
of different distinguished men, as recorded in the Old Testa-
ment, blended themselves into a compound image in the mind
of the author, whence he selected the features most appropriate
to his present subject. Of the childen born of aged parents
Isaac is the most ancient prototype. As it is said of Zacharias
and Elizabeth, ‘they were both advanced in days,” so Abraham
and Sarah ‘were advanced in days,”® when they were promised
ason. It is likewise from this history that the incredulity of
the father on account of the advanced age of both parents, and
the demand of a sign, are borrowed.. As Abraham, when
Jehovah promised him a numerous posterity through Isaac,
who should inherit the land of Cansan, doubtingly inquires,
““ Whereby shall I know that I shall inherit it ? "—so Zacharias,
“ Whereby shall I know this?” The incident of the angel
announcing the birth of the Baptist is taken from the history
of another late-born son, Samson. The command which be-
fore his birth predestined the Baptist—whose later ascetic mode
of life was known—to be a Nazarite, is taken from the same
source. Both were to be consecrated to God from the womb,
and the same diet was prescribed for both* . .. ... The
lyrical effusions in Luke are from the history of Samuel. As

! We cannot agree with one of Strauss’s critics (see Prospective Review, Nov.
1846), that the evident poetical character of the first chapters of Matthew and Luke,
their similarity with parts of the apocryphal gospels and early Christian writings,
and their dissimilarity in tone with the rest of the gospels with which they are in-
corporated, are sufficient to decide the question against their gennineness. If this
argument were valid, we must pronounce against the genuineness of other passages
of our gospels on the same ground—e. g- the miracle of Cana—the miraculous draught
of fishes—and the piece of money in the fish’s mouth—and others. The genuineness

of these initial chapters has often been denied, but without sufficient warrant from
external evidence.

? Leben Jesu, i. 118, et seq.
® The original words are the same in both instances,
* Compare Luke i. 15, with Judges xiii. 4, 5, and Numbers vi. 8.
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Samuel’s mother, when consigning him to the care of the High
Priest, breaks forth into a hymn, so does the father of John at
the circumecision ; though the particular expressions in the can-
ticle uttered by Mary, in the same chapter, have a closer re-
semblance to Hannah's song of praise, than that of Zacharias.
The only supernatural incident of the narrative, of which the
Old Testament offers no precise analogy, is the dumbness.
But if it be borne in mind that the asking and receiving a sign
from heaven in confirmation of & promise or prophecy was
common among the Hebrews (Isaiah vii. 11); that the tem-
porary loss of one of the senses was the peculiar punishment
inflicted after a heavenly vision (Acts ix. 8, 17); that Daniel
became dumb while the angel was speaking with him, and did
not recover his speech till the angel had touched his lips and
opened his mouth (Dan. x. 15); the origin of this incident
also will be found in legend, and not in historical fact. So
that here we stand upon purely mythico-poetical ground; the
only historical reality which we can hold fast as positive matter
of fact being this:—the impression made by John the Baptist,
in virtue of his ministry, and his relation to Jesus, was so
powerful as to lead to the subsequent glorification of his birth
in connection with the Christian legend of the birth of the
Messiah.”

In the second chapter, we have the account of the birth of
Jesus, and the accompanying apparition of a multitude of
angels to shepherds in the fields near Bethlehem—as to the
historical foundation of which Strauss and Schleiermacher are
at variance ; the former regarding it as wholly mythical, and the
latter as based upon an actual occurrence, imperfectly remem-
bered in after times, when the celebrity of Jesus caused every
contribution to the history of his birth and infancy to be eagerly
sought for. All that we can say on the subject with any cer-
tainty is that the tone of the narrative is legendary. The
poetical rhapsody of Simeon when Jesus was presented in the
temple, may be passed over with the same remark ;—but the
88rd verse, where we are told that “Joseph and his mother

K R
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marvelled at those things which were spoken of him,” proves
clearly one of two things :—either the unhistorical character of
the Song of Simeon, and of the consequent astonishment of
the parents of Jesus—or the unreality of the miraculous an-
nunciation and conception. It is impossible, if an angel had
actually announced to Mary the birth of the divine child in the
language, or in anything resembling the language, recorded in
Luke i. 31-35; and if, in accordance with that announce-
ment, Mary had found herself with child before she had any
natural possibility of being so—that she should have felt any
astonishment whatever at the prophetic announcement of
Simeon, so consonant with the angelic promise, especially when
occurring after the miraculous vision of the Shepherds, which
we are told, *she pondered in her heart.” Schleiermacher has
felt this difficulty, and endeavours to evade it by considering
the first and second chapters to be two monographs, originally
by different hands, which Luke incorporated into his gospel.
This was very probably the case; but it does not avoid the
difficulty, as it involves giving up ii. 88, as an unauthorized
and incorrect statement.

The genealogy of Jesus, as given in the third chapter, may be
in the main correct, though there are some perplexities in one
portion of it;—but if the previous narrative be correet, it is
not the genealogy of Jesus at all, but only of Joseph, who was
no relation to him whatever, but simply his guardian. On the
other hand, if the preparer of the genealogy, or the evangelist
who records it, knew or believed the story of the miraculous
conception, we can conceive no reason for his admitting a pedi-
gree which is either wholly meaningless, or destructive of his
previous statements. The insertion in verse 28, “ as was sup-
posed,” whether by the evangelist or a subsequent copyist,
merely shows that whoever made it perceived the incongruity,
but preferred neutralizing the genealogy to omitting it’.

! The whole story of the Incarnation, however, is effectually discredited by the
fact that none of the Apostles or Sacred Historians make any subsequent reference to
it, or indicate any knowledge of it.
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The aceount given by Luke (iii. 21) of the visible and
audible signs from heaven at the Baptism of Jesus, has been
very generally felt and allowed to be incompatible with the
inquiry subsequently made by John the Baptist (vii. 19) as to
whether Jesus were the Messiah or not ; and the incongruity is
considered to indicate inaccuracy or interpolation in one of the
two narratives. It is justly held impossible that if John had
seen the Holy Spirit descending upon Jesus, and had heard a
heavenly voice declaring him to be the beloved Son of God, he
could ever have entertained a doubt that he was the Messiah,
whose coming he himself had just announced' (ver. 16).
According to Luke, as he now stands, John expected the
Messiah—described himself as his forerunner—saw at the
moment of the Baptism a supernatural shape, and heard a
supernatural voice announcing Jesus to be that Messiah ;—and
yet, shortly after—on hearing, too, of miracles which should
have confirmed his belief, had it ever wavered—he sends a
message implying doubt (or rather ignorance), and asking the
question which Heaven itself had already answered in his hear-
ing. Some commentators have endeavoured to escape from the
difficulty by pleading that the appearances at Baptism might
have been pereeptible to Jesus alone ; and they have adduced
the use of the second person by the divine voice (*“ Thow art
my beloved Son”) in Mark and Luke, and the peculiar language
of Matthew, in confirmation of this view. But (not to argue
that, if the vision and the voiece were imperceptible to the
spectators, they could not have given that public and conclusive
attestation to the Messiahship of Jesus which was their obvious
object and intention) a comparison of tneifour accounts clearly

! Neander conceives that doubt may have assailed the mind of John in his dismal
prison, and led to a transient questioning of his earlier conviction, and that it was in
this state of feeling that he sent his dieciples to Jesus. Butin the first place the
language of the message is less that of doult than of inquiry, and would appear to
intimate that the idea of Jesus' character and mission had been then first suggested
to him by the miracles of which reports had reached him in his prison. And in the
next place, doubt assails men who have formed an opinion from observation or in-
duction, not men who have received positive and divine communication of a fact.
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showsthat the evangelists meant to state that the dove was
visible and the voice audible to John and to all the specta-
tors, who, according to Luke, must have been numerous. In
Matthew the grammatical construction of iii. 16, would inti-
mate that it was Jesus who saw the heavens open and the
dove descend, but that the expression: “alighting upon him,”
épxdmevoy tm’ airdy, should in this case have been £9° adwdv,
““upon himself.” However, it is very possible that Matthew
may have written inaccurate, as he certainly wrote unclassical,
Greck. But the voice in the next verse, speaking in the third
person, ¢ This is my beloved Son,” must have been addressed
to the spectators, not to Jesus. Mark has the same unharmo-
nizing expression, é7’ avtdv. Luke describes the scene as
passing before numbers,  when all the people were baptised,
it came to pass that Jesus also being baptised;”"—and then
adds to the account of the other evangelists that the dove
descended ““in a bodily shape,” & cwmatis &ide, as if to con-
tradict the idea that it was a subjective, not an objective fact,—
a vision, not a phenomenon ; he can only mean that it was an
appearance visible to all present. The version given in the
fourth evangelist shows still more clearly that such was the
meaning generally attached to the tradition current among the
Christians at the time it was embodied in the gospels. The
Baptist is there represented as affirming that he himself saw
the Spirit descending like a dove upon Jesus, and that it was
this appearance which convinced him of the Messiahship of
Jesus.

Considering all this, then, we must admit that, while the
naturalness of John’s message to Christ, and the exact accord-
ance of the two accounts given of it, render the historical
accuracy of that relation highly probable, the discrepancies in
the four narratives of the baptism strongly indicate, either that
the original tradition came from different sources, or that it
has undergone considerable modification in the course of trans-
mission; and also that the narratives themselves are discredited
by the subsequent message. We think with Schleiermacher,
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the great defender and eulogist of Luke, that the words
év cwpaTixg £ider are an interpolation which our evangelist
thought himself at liberty to make by way of rendering the
picture more graphic, without perceiving their inconsistency
with a subsequent portion of his narrative. !

In all the synoptical gospels we find instances of the cure of
demoniacs by Jesus early in his career, in which the demons
promptly, spontaneously, and loudly, bear testimony to his
Messiahship. These statements occur once in Matthew
(viii. 29) ;—four times in Mark (i. 24, 84 ;iii. 11;v.7) ; and
three times in Luke (iv. 88, 41 ; viii. 28'). Now, two points
are evident to common sense, and are fully admitted by honest
criticism :— firs¢, that these demoniacs were lunatic and epi-
leptic patients; and, secondly, that Jesus (or the narrators
who framed the language of Jesus throughout the synoptical
gospels) shared the common belief that these maladies were
caused by evil spirits inhabiting the bodies of the sufferers.
We are then landed in this conclusion—certainly not a probable
one, nor the one intended to be conveyed by the narrators—
that the idea of Jesus being the Messiah was adopted by mad-
men before it had found entrance into the public mind, appa-
rently even before it was received by his immediate disciples—
was in fact first suggested by madmen ;—in other words, that
it was an idea which originated with insane brains—which
presented itself to, and found acceptance with, insane brains
more readily than sane ones. The conception of the evange-
lists clearly was that Jesus derived honour (and his mission
confirmation) from this early recognition of his Messianic
character by hostile spirits of a superior order of Intelligences;
but to us, who know that these supposed superior Intelligences
were really unhappy men whose natural intellect had been per-

! Tt is worthy of remars nat no narrative of the healing of demoniacs, stated as
such, occurs in the fonrth gospel. This would intimate it to be the work of a man
who had ontgrown, or bad never entertained, the idea of maladies arising from posses-
sion. Itisone of many indications in this evangelist of a Greek rather than a Jewish
mind,

g



136 THE CREED OF CHRISTENDOM.

verted or impaired, the effect of the narratives becomes abso-
lutely reversed ;—and if they are to be accepted as historical,
they lead inevitably to the conclusion that the idea of the
Messiahship of Jesus was originally formed in disordered brains,
and spread thence among the mass of the disciples. The only
rescue from this conclusion lies in the admission, that these
narratives are not historical, but mythic, and belong to that
class of additions which early grew up in the Christian Church,
out of the desire to honour and aggrandise the memory of its
Founder, and which our uncritical evangelists embodied as they
found them.

Passing over a few minor passages of doubtful authenticity
or accuracy', we come to one near the close of the gospel,
which we have no scruple in pronouncing to be an unwarranted
interpolation. In xxii. 86-88, Jesus is reported, after the Last
Supper, to have said to his disciples, * He that hath no sword,
let him sell his garment and buy one. And they said, Lord,
behold, here are two swords.” And he said, It is enough.”
Christ never could have uttered such a command, nor, we
should imagine, anything which could have been mistaken for
it. The very idea is contradicted by his whole character, and
utterly precluded by the narratives of the other evangelists;
—for when Peter did use the sword, he met with a severe re-
buke from his Master :—* Put up thy sword into the sheath:
the cup which my Father hath given me shall I not drink it,”—
according to John.—* Put up again thy sword into its place;
for all they that take the sword shall perish by the sword,”—
according to Matthew. The passage we conceive to be a
élumsy invention of some early narrator, to account for the re-
markable fact of Peter having a sword at the time of Christ's
apprehension ; and it is inconceivable to us how a sensible

! Compare Luke ix. 50, with xi. 23, where we probably have the same original
expression differently reported. Schleiermacher, with all his reverence for Luke,
decides (p. 94) that Luke vi. 24-26, isan addition to Christ's words by the evangelist
himself-—an “innocent interpolation,” he calls it. For the anachronism in xi. 51,
see our remarks on the corresponding passage in Matthew. .
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compiler like Luke could have admitted into his history such
an apocryphal and unharmonizing fragment.

In conclusion, then, it appears certain that in all the synop-
tical gospels we have events related which did not really occur,
and words ascribed to Jesus which Jesus did not utter; and
that many of these words and events are of great significance.
In the great majority of these instances, however, this incor-
rectness does not imply any want of honesty on the part of the
evangelists, but merely indicates that they adopted and em-
bodied, without much scrutiny or critical acumen, whatever pro-
bable and honourable narratives they found current in the
Christian community.

-



CHAPTER X.
SAME SUBJECT CONTINUED—GOSPEL OF JOHN.

I~ the examination of the fourth Gospel a different mode of
criticism from that hitherto pursued is required. Here we do
not find, so frequently as in the other evangelists, particular
passages which pronounce their own condemnation, by anachro-
nisms, peculiarity of language, or incompatibility with others
more obviously historical ;—but the whole tone of the delinea-
tions, the tenour of the discourses, and the general course of the
narrative, are utterly different from those contained in the sy-
noptical gospels, and also from what we should expect from a
Jew speaking to Jews, writing of Jews, imbued with the spirit,
and living in the land, of Judaism.

By the common admission of all recent critics, this gospel is
rather to be regarded as a polemie, than an historic composi-
tion'. It was written less with the intention of giving a com-
plete and continuous view of Christ’s character and career, than
to meet and confute certain heresies which had sprung up in
the Christian Church near the close of the first century, by se-
lecting, from the memory of the author, or the traditions then
current among believers, such narratives and discourses as were
conceived to be most opposed to the heresies in question. Now
these heresies related almost exclusively to the person and na-
ture of Jesus; on which points we have many indications that
great difference of opinion existed, even during the apostolic
period. The obnoxious doctrines especially pointed at in the
gospel appear, both from internal evidence and external testi-

! See Hug, Strauss, Hennell, De Wette. Also Dr. Tait’s “ Suggestions.”
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mony’, to be those held by Cerinthus and the Nicolaitans,
which, according to Hug, were as follows :—The one Eternal
God is too pure, perfect, and pervading an essence to be able
to operate on matter; but from him emanated a number of
inferior and gradually degenerating spiritual natures, one of
whom was the Creator of the World: hence its imperfections.
Jesus was simply and truly a man, though an eminently great
and virtuous one; but one of the above spiritual natures—the
Christ, the Son of God—united itself to Jesus at his baptism,
and thus conferred upon him superhuman power. ‘This Christ,
as an immaterial Being of exalted origin, one of the purer
kinds of spirits, was from his nature unsusceptible of . material
affections, of suffering and pain. He, therefore, at the com-
mencement of the passion, resumed his separate existence, aban-
doned Jesus to pain and death, and soared upwards to his
native heaven. Cerinthus distinguished Jesus and Christ,
Jesus and the Son of God, as beings of different nature and
dignity®. The Nicolaitans held similar doctrines in regard to
the Supreme Deity and his relation to mankind, and an infe-
rior spirit who was the Creator of the World. Among the
subaltern orders of spirits they considered the most distin-
guished to be the only-begotten, the movoyerns (whose existence,
however, had a beginning), and the Adyos, the Word, who was
an immediate descendant of the only-begotten.”*

These, then, were the opinions which the author of the
fourth gospel wrote to controvert; in confirmation of which
being his object we have his own statement (xx. 81): “These
are written ” (not that ye may know the life and understand
the character of our great Teacher, but that ye may believe his
nature to be what I affirm)  that ye might believe that Jesus
is the Christ, the Son of God; and that believing, ye might
have life through his name.” Now, a narrative written with a

! Irenzeus, Jerome, Epiphanius. See Hug, § 51. See also a very detailed-ac-
count of the Gnostics, in Norton’s Génuineness of the Gospels, i, c. 1, 2.

2 Several critics contend that the original reading of 1 John iv. 3, was “Every
spirit that separateth Jesus (from the Christ) is not of God.”—See Hug, p. 423.

3 Hug, § 51.
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controversial aim—a narrative, more especially, consisting of
recollected or selected circumstances and discourses— carries
within it, as every one will admit, from the very nature of
fallible humanity, an obvious element of inaccuracy. A man
who writes a history to prove a doctrine must be something
more than a man, if he writes that history with a scrupulous
fidelity of fact and colouring. Accordingly, we find that the
public discourses of Jesus in this gospel turn almost exclusively
upon the dignity of his own person, which topic is brought for-
ward in a manner and with a frequency which it is impossible
to regard as historical. The prominent feature in the character
of Jesus, as here depicted, is an overweening tendency to self-
glorification. 'We see no longer, as in the other gospels, a
Prophet eager to bring men to God, and to instruct them in
righteousness, but one whose whole mind seems occupied—not
informed—with the grandeur of his own nature and mission.
In the three first gospels we have the message; in the fourth
we have nothing but the messenger. If any of our readers will
peruse the gospel with this observation in their minds, we are
persuaded the result will be a very strong and probably painful
impression that they cannot here be dealing with the genuine
language of Jesus, but simply with a composition arising out
of deep conviction of his superior nature, left in the mind of
the writer by the contemplation of his splendid genius and his
noble and lovely character.

The difference of style and subject between the discourses
of Jesus in the fourth gospel and in the synoptical ones, has
been much dwelt upon, and we think by no means too much,
as proving the greater or less unauthenticity of the former.
This objection has been met by the supposition that the finer
intellect and more spiritual character of John induced him to
select, and enabled him to record, the more subtle and spe-
culative discourses of his Master, which were unacceptable or
unintelligible to the more practical and homely minds of the
other disciples; and reference is made to the parallel case of
Xenophon and Plato, whose reports of the conversations of
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Socrates are so different in tone and matter as to render it very
difficult to believe that both sat at the feet of the same Master,
and listened to the same teaching. But the citation is an un-
fortunate one; for in this case, also, it is more than suspected
that the more simple recorder was the more correct one, and
that the sublimer and subtler peculiarities in the discourses
reported by Plato, belong rather to the disciple than to the
Teacher. Had John merely superadded some more refined
and mystical discourses omitted by his predecessors, the sup-
position in question might have been admitted ;—but it is
impossible not to perceive that here the whole tone of the
mind delineated is new and discrepant, though often eminently
beantiful.

Another argument, which may be considered as conclusive
against the historical fidelity of the discourses of Jesus in the
fourth gospel, is, that not only they, but the discourses of
John the Baptist likewise, are entirely in the style of the
evangelist himself, where he introduces his own remarks,
both in the gospel and in the first epistle. He makes both
Jesus and the Baptist speak exactly as he himself speaks.
Compare the following passages :—

John iii. 31—36 (Baptist loquitur). John viii. 23 (Jesus log.). Ye are

He that cometh from above is above all :
he thatis of the earth is earthly, and
speaketh of the earth: he that cometh
from heaven is above all. And what he
hath seen and heard, that he testifieth ;
and no man receiveth his testimony.

He that receiveth his testimony hath
set to his seal that God is true.

For he whom God hath sent speaketh
the words of God : for God giveth not
the spirit by measure.

"The Father loveth the Son, and hath
given all things into his hand.

He that believeth on the Son hath

from beneath ; I am from above : ye are
of this world; I am not of this world.
iii. 11 (Jesus log.). We speak that
we do know, and testify that we have
seen ; and ye receive not our testimony.

viii. 26 (Jesus log.). T speak to the
world those things which I have heard
of him.—(See also vii. 16-18 ; xiv. 24.)

v. 20 (Jesuslog.). The Father loveth
the Son, and showeth him all things that
himself doeth.

xiii. 3 (Evangelistlog.). Jesusknow-
ing that the Father had given all things
into his hands.

vi. 47 (Jesus log). He that helieveth
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everlasting life, and he that believeth
not the Son shall not see life ; but the
wrath of God abideth on him.

1 Epistle iii. 14. We know that we
have passed from death unto life.

1 Epistle iv. 6. We are of God: he
that knoweth God heareth us : he that
is not of God heareth not us.

1 Epistle v. 9. If we receive the
witness of men, the witness of God is
greater : for this is the witness of God
which he hath witnessed of his Son.
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on me hath everlasting life.—(See also
1 Epistle v. 10-13, and Gospel iii. 18,
where the evangelist or Jesus speaks).

vi. 40 (Jesus log.). And this is the
will of Him that sent me, that every
one which seeth the Son and believeth
on him, may have everlasting life.

v. 24 (Jesus loq). He that heareth
my word . . . hath passed from death
unto life.

viii, 47 (Jesus log.). He thatis of
God heareth God’s words: ye therefore
hear them not, because ye are not of
God.

v. 34, etc. (Jesus log.). I receive not
testimony from man. .. ... I have
greater witness than that of John. . . .
the Father himself which hath sent me,

hath borne witness of me.

v. 32. There is another that beareth
witness of me; and I know that the
witness which he witnesseth of me is
true.

xix. 35 (John log.). And his record
is true; and he knoweth that he saith
true.

xxi. 24, This is the disciple which
testifieth of these things; . .. and we
know that his witness is true.

Another indication that in a great part of the fourth gospel
we have not the genuine discourses of Jesus, is found in the mys-
tical and enigmatical nature of the language. This peculiarity,
of which we have scarcely a trace in the other evangelists, be-
yond the few parables which they did not at first understand,
but which Jesus immediately explained to them, pervades the
fourth gospel. The great Teacher is here represented as abso-
lutely labouring to be unintelligible, to soar out of the reach of
his hearers, and at once perplex and disgust them. It is the
constant method of this evangelist, in detailing the conversa-
tions of Jesus, to form the knot and progress of the discus-
sions, by making the interlocutors understand literally what
Jesus intended figuratively. The type of the dialogue is that
in which language intended spiritually is understood carnally.”
The instances of this are inconceivably frequent and unnatural.
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We have the conversation with the Jews about *the temple of
his body” (ii. 21);—the mystification of Nicodemus on the
subject of regeneration (iii. 3—10) ;—the conversation with the
Samaritan woman, iv. 10-15 ;—with his disciples about * the
food which ye know not of ” (iv. 82) ;—with the people about
the “bread from heaven™ (vi. 81-35); with the Jews about
giving them his flesh to eat (vi. 48-66) ;-—with the Pharisees
about his disappearance (vii. 833-39, and viii. 21, 22) ; again
about his heavenly origin and pre-existence (viii. 37, 34, and
56-58) ; and with his disciples about the sleep of Lazarus (xi.
11-14). Now in the first place, it is very improbable that
Jesus, who came to preach the gospel to the poor, should so
constantly have spoken in a style which his hearers could not
understand ; and in the next place, it is equally improbable
that an Oriental people, so accustomed to figurative language’,
and whose literature was so eminently metaphorical, should have
misapprehended the words of Jesus so stupidly and so inces-
santly as the evangelist represents them to have done.

But perhaps the most conclusive argument against the his-
torical character of the discourses in the fourth gospel, is to be
found in the fact that, whether dialogues or monologues, they
are complete and continuous, resembling compositions rather
than recollections, and of a length which it is next to impos-
sible could have been accurately retained—even if we adopt
Bertholdt’s improbable hypothesis, that the Apostle took notes
of Jesus' discourses at the time of their delivery. Notwith-
standing all that has been said as to the possible extent to
which the powers of memory may go, it is difficult for an un-
prepossessed mind to believe that discourses such as that con-
tained in the 14th, 15th, and 16th chapters, could have been
accurately retained and reported unless by a shorthand writer,
or by one favoured with supernatural assistance. “We hold

! See the remarks of Strauss on the conversation with Nicodemus, from which it
appears that the image of a new birth was a current one among the Jews, and could
not have been so misunderstood by a Master in Israel, and in fact that the whole
conversation is unquestionably fictitious.—ii. 154.
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it therefore to be established ” (says Strauss', and in the main
we agree with him),  that the discourses of Jesus in the fourth
gospel are mainly free compositions of the evangelist; but we
have admitted that he has culled several sayings of Jesus from
an authentic tradition, and hence we do not extend this propo-
sition to those passages which are countenanced by parallels in
the synoptical gospels. In' these latter compilations we have
an example of the vicissitudes which befall discourses that are
preserved only in the memory of a second party. Severed from
their original connection, and broken up into smaller and
smaller fragments, they present, when reassembled, the appear-
ance of a mosaic, in which the connection of the parts is a
purely external one, and every transition an artificial juncture.
The discourses in John present just the opposite appearance.
Their gradual transitions, only occasionally rendered obscure by
the mystical depths of meening in which they lie—transitions
in which one thought develops itself out of another, and a sue-
ceeding proposition is frequently but an explanatory amplifica-
tion of the preceding one—are indicative of & pliable, unresisting
mass, such as is never presented to a writer by the traditional
sayings of another, but by such only as proceeds from the
stores of his own thought, which he moulds according to his
will. For this reason the contributions of tradition to these
stores of thought were not so likely to have been particular
independent sayings of Jesus, as rather certain ideas which
Jormed the basis of many of his discourses, and which were
modified and developed according to the bent of a mind of
Greek or Alexandrian culture.”*

Another peculiarity of this gospel—arising, probably, out of

! Leben Jesu, ii. 187.

? Bee also Hennell, p. 200. “The picture of Jesus bequeathing his parting be-
nedictions to the disciples, seems fully to warrant the idea that the author was one
whose imagination and affections had received an impress from real scenes and
real attachments. The few relics of the words, looks, and acts of Jesus, which
friendship itself could at that time preserve unmixed, he expands into a complete

record of his own and the disciples’ sentiments ; what they felt, he makes Jesus
speak.”
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its controversial origin—is its exaltation of dogma over morality
—of belief over spiritual affection. In the other gospels, piety,
charity, forgiveness of injuries, purity of life, are preached by
Christ as the titles to his kingdom and his Father’s favour.
Whereas, in John's gospel, as in his epistles, belief in Jesus
as the Son of God, the Messiah, the Logos, is constantly re-
presented as the one thing needful. The whole tone of the
history bears token of a time when the message was beginning
to be forgotten in the Messenger; when metaphysical and fruit-
less discussions as to the nature of Christ had superseded de-
votion to his spirit, and attention to the sublime piety and
simple self-sacrificing holiness which formed the essence of his
own teaching. The discourses are often touchingly eloquent
and tender; the narrative is full of beauty, pathos, and nature;
but we miss the simple and intelligible truth, the noble, yet
practical, morality of the other histories; we find in it more of
Christ than of Christianity, and more of Joln than of Jesus.
If the work of an apostle at all, it was of an apostle who had
only caught a small fragment of his Master's mantle, or in whom
the good original seed had been choked by the long bad habit
of subtle and scholastic controversies. We cannot but regard
this gospel as decidedly inferior in moral sublimity and purity
to the other representations of Christ's teaching which have
come down to us; its religion is more of a dogmatic creed,
and its very philanthropy has a narrower and more restricted

character. We will give a few parallels to make our meaning
clearer.
John xiii. 1. Now when Jesus knew Matth. v. 43. Ye have heard that

that his hour was cone, that he should
depart out of this world unto the Father,
having loved Ais own which were in the
world, he loved them unto the end.

John xiii. 35. By this shall all men
know that ye are my disciples, if ye
have love one to another.

John xv. 12. This is my command-
ment, that ye love one another, as I have
loved you.

it hath been said, Thou shalt love thy
neighbour, and hate thine enemy. But
I say unto you, Love your enemies, bless
them that curse you, do good to them
that hate you, pray for them which de-
spitefully use you, and persecnte you ;
.« « . for if ye love them which love you,
what reward have you? do not even the
publicans the same ?

Luke x. 27. Thou shalt love thy

L
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John xvii. 9. I pray for them: I
pray nat for the world, but for those
whom thou hast given me out of the
world (v. 20). Neither pray I for these
alone, but for them also which shall be-
licve on me through their word'.

John iii. 14. And as"Moses lifted up
the serpent in the wilderness, even so
must the Son of Man be lifted up; That
whosoever believeth on him should not
perish, but have eternal life.

John vi. 40. And this is the will of him
that sent me, that every one which seeth
the Son, and belicveth on him, may have
everlasting life.

John xvil. 8. Andthisds life eternal,
that they might know thee, the only
true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou
hast sent.

John vi. 29. This is the work of
God, that ye believe on him whom he
hath sent.

THE CREED OF CHRISTENDOM.

neighbour as thyself.—(Definition of a
neighbour, as any one whom we can
serve.)

Luke vi. 28. Pray for them which
despitefully use you; bless them which
persecute you.

Luke xxiii. 34, Father, forgive them,
for they know not what they do.

Matth. v. 3, 8. Blessed are the poer
in spirit, for theirs 43 the kingdom of
heaven. Blessed are the pure in heart,
Sor they shall see God.

Matth. vii. 21. Not every one that
saith unto me, Lord, Lord, shall enter
into the Kingdom of heaven; dut ke
that doeth the will of my Father which
s tn Heaven. Many will say unto me
in that day, Lord, Lord, have we not
prophesied in thy name? and in thy
name have cast out devils? and in thy
name done many wonderful works?
And then will I professuntothem, I never
knew you : depart from me ye that work
Tniquity.

Matth. xix. 16, et seq. And, behold,
one came and said unto him, Good
Master, what shall I do that I may have
eternal life? And he said unto him, Why
callest thou me good, &e., &c.; but if
thow wilt enter into life, keep the com-
mandments, &e.

Matth. xxv. 31-46.—(Definition of
Christ's reception of the wicked and
the righteous.)—And these shall go
away into everlasting punishment, but
the righteous into life eternal.

! T venture here to insert a note written by a friend to whom the MS. of this
work was submitted for correction. “These passages are the growth of an age in
which Christians were already suffering persecution. In such timesa special and
peculiar love to ¢ the brethren’ is natural and desirable ; without it they could not

be animated to risk all that is needed for one another.

I could not call it, at that

time, a “narrow philanthropy,’ but it certainly does not belong to the same moral
state, nor come forth from the same heart, at the same time, as that of the other
Gospels. In the present day, however, the results are intensely evil: for this
Gospel defines those who are to love another by an intellectual creed ; and however
this be enlarged or contracted, we have here the essence of Bigotry.”
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Mark xii. 28 34. And the Scribe
answered, Well, Master, thou hast said
the truth : for there is one God, and
there is none other but he; &ec., &e.
. ... And when Jesus saw that he
answered discreetly, he said unto him,
Thou art not far from the Kingdom of
God.

Luke ix, 51-56. And when James
and John saw this (that the Samaritans

John iii. 36. He that belicveth on  would not receive Jesus), they said, Lord,
the Son hath everlasting life: and he  wilt thou that we command fire to come
that believeth mot on the Son shall not see  down from heaven, and consume them,
life; but the wrath of God abideth on even as Elias did. But he turned and
him. rebuked them, and said, Ye know not
what manner of spirit ye are of, &c.
Luke x,25-28. And, behold, a certain
lawyer stood up, and tempted him, say-
ing, Master, what shall I do to inherit
eternal life? He said unto him, What
is written in the law? How readest
thou? And he answering said, Thou
shalt love the Lord thy God withall thy
heart, and with all thy soul, and with
all thy strength, and with all thy mind ;
and thy neighbour as thyself. And
Jesus said unto him, Thou hast answered
rightly : this do, and thow shalt live.

There are several minor peculiarities which distinguish this
gospel from the preceding ones, which we can do no more than
indicate. We find here little about the Kingdom of Heaven—
nothing about Christ’s mission being confined to the Israelites
—nothing about the casting out of devils—nothing about the
destruction of Jerusalem—nothing about the struggle between
the law and the gospel—topics which occupy so large a space in
the picture of Christ’s ministry given in the synoptical gos-
pels; and the omission of which seems to refer the composi-
tion of this narrative to a later period, when the Gentiles
were admitted into the Church—when the idea of demoniacal
possession had given way before a higher culture—when Je-
rusalem had been long destroyed—and when Judaism had

L2
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quite retired before Christianity, at least within the pale of
the Church'.

Though we have seen ample reason to conclude that nearly
all the discourses of Jesus in the fourth gospel are mainly the
composition of the evangelist from memory or tradition, rather
than the genuine utterances of our great Teacher, it may be
satisfactory, as further confirmation, to select a few single pas-
sages and expressions, as to the unauthentic character of which
there can be no question. Thus at ch. iii. 11, Jesus is repre-
sented as saying to Nicodemus, in the midst of his discourse
about regeneration, “ We speak that we do know, and testify
that which we have seen; and ye receive not our witness,”—
expressions wholly unmeaning and out of place in the mouth
of Jesus on an occasion where he is testifying nothing at all,
but merely propounding a mystical dogma to an auditor dull
of comprehension—but expressions which are the evangelist's
habitual form of asseveration and complaint.

It is not clear whether the writer intended verses 16—21 to
form part of the discourse of Jesus, or merely a commentary
of his own. If the former they are clearly unwarrantable;
their point of view is that of a period when the teaching of
Christ had been known and rejected, and they could not have
been uttered with any justice or appropriateness at the very
commencement of his ministry.

Ch. xi. 8. “His disciples say unto him, Master, the Jews of
late sought to stone thee: and goest thou thither again ?” T'he
Jews is an expression which would be natural to Ephesians or
other foreigners when speaking of the inhabitants of Palestine,
but could not have been used by Jews speaking of their own

! Modern criticism has detected several slight errors and inaccuracies in the
fourth gospel, such as Sychar for Sichem, Siloam erroneously interpreted sent, the
killing of the passover represented as occurring on the wrong day, &c., &c., from
which it has been argued that the writer could not have been a native of Palestine,
and by consequence not the Apostle John. We think Bretschneider has made far
too much of these trifles, while Hug’s attempts to evade or neutralize them are, in
our view, more ingenious and subtle than fair or creditable.
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countrymen. They would have said, the People, or, the
Pharisees. The same observation applies to xiii. 83, and also
probably to xviii. 86.

Ch. xvii. 8. “ And this is life eternal, that they might know
Thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom Thou hast
sent.” This would be a natural expression for the evangelist,
but not for his Master. We have no instance of Jesus speak-
ing thus of himself in the third person, especially in an ad-
dress to God.

As before observed, great doubt hangs over the whole story of
the testimony borne by the Baptist to Jesus at his baptism.
In the fourth evangelist, this testimony is represented as most
emphatic, public, and repeated—so that it could have left no
doubt in the minds of any of his followers, either as to the
grandeur of the mission of Jesus, or as to his own subordinate
character and position (i. 29-86; iii. 26-86). Yet we find,
from Acts xviii. 25, and again xix. 8, circles of John the Bap-
tist's disciples, who appear never even to have heard of Jesus
—a statement which we think is justly held irreconcilable with
the statements above referred to in the fourth gospel.

The question of miracles will be considered in a future
chapter ; but there is one miracle, peculiar to this gospel, of so
singular and apocryphal a character as to call for notice here.
The turning of water into wine at the marriage feast in Cana of
Galilee has long formed the opprobrium and perplexity of theo-
logians, and must continue to do so as long as they persist in
regarding it as an accurate historical relation. None of the
numberless attempts to give anything like a probable explana-
tion of the narrative has been attended with the least success.
They are for the most part melancholy specimens of ingenuity
misapplied, and plain honesty perverted by an originally false
assumption. No portion of the gospel history, scarcely any por-
tion of Old Testament, or even of apocryphal, narratives, bears
such unmistakeable marks of fiction. It is a story which, if
found in any other volume, would at once have been dismissed
as a clumsy and manifest invention. In the first place, it is a
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miracle wrought to supply more wine to men who had already
drunk much—a deed which has no suitability to the character of
Jesus, and no analogy to any other of his miracles. Secondly,
though it was, as we are told, the first of his miracles, his
mother is represented as expecting him to work a miracle, and to
commence his public career with so unfit and improbable a one.
Thirdly, Jesus is said to have spoken harshly' to his mother,
asking her what they had in common, and telling her that “his
hour (for working miracles) was not yet come,” when he knew
that it was come. Fourthly, in spite of this rebuff, Mary is
represented as still expecting a miracle, and this particular
one, and as making preparation for it: ‘“She saith to the ser-
vants, Whatsoever he saith unto you, do it;” and accordingly
Jesus immediately began to give orders to them. Fifthiy, the
superior quality of the wine, and the enormous quantity pro-
duced (185 gallons, or, in our language, above 43 dozen*) are
obviously fabulous. And those who are familiar with the apo-
cryphal gospels will have no difficulty in recognising the close
consanguinity between the whole narrative and the stories of
wiracles with which they abound. It is perfectly hopeless, as
vell as mischievous, to endeavour to retain it as a portion of
authentic history.

' All attempts at explanation have failed to remove this character from the ex-
pression : ydves i ipol xai ool

% See the calculation in Hennell, and in Strauss, ii,432. The pssgnhs is supposed
to correspond to the Hebrew dath, which was equal to 1} Roman amphora, or 87
gallons ; the whole quantity would thercfore be from 104 to 156 gallons.



CHAPTER XI.
RESULTS OF THE FOREGOING CRITICISM.

THE conclusion at which we have arrived in the foregoing
chapters is of vital moment, and deserves to be fully developed.
When duly wrought out it will be found the means of extricat-
ing Religion from Orthodoxy—of rescuing Christianity from
Calvinism. We have seen that the Gospels, while they give a
fair and faithful owtline of Christ's character and teaching—
the Synoptical gospels at least—fill up that outline with much
that is not authentic ;—that many of the statements therein re-
lated are not historical, but mystical or legendary ;—and that
much of the language ascribed to Jesus was never uttered by
him, but originated either with the Evangelists themselves, or
more frequently in the traditional stores from which they drew
their materials. We cannot, indeed, say in all cases, nor even
in most cases, with certainty—in many we cannot even pro-
nounce with any very strong probability—that such and such
particular expressions or discourses are, or are not, the genuine
utterances of Christ. With respect to some, we can say with
confidence, that they are zo¢ from him; with respect to others,
we can say with almost equal confidence, that they are his actual
words ;—but with regard to the majority of passages, this cer-
tainty is not attainable. But as we %now that much did not
proceed from Jesus—that much is unhistorical and ungenuine
—we are entitled to conclude—we are even forced, by the very
instinct of our reasoning faculty, to conclude—that the unhisto-
rical and ungenuine passages are those in which Jesus is repre-
sented as speaking and acting in a manner unconformable to
his character as otherwise delineated, irreconcilable with the
tenour of his teaching as elsewhere described, and at variance
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with those grand philosophic and spiritual truths which have
commanded the assent of all disciplined and comprehensive
minds, and which could not have escaped an intellect so just,
wide, penetrating, and profound, as that of our great Teacher.
Most reflecting minds rise from a perusal of the gospel his-
tory with a clear, broad, vivid conception of the character and
mission of Christ, notwithstanding the many passages at which
they have stumbled, and which they have felt—perhaps with
needless alarm and self-reproach—to be incongruous and un-
harmonizing with the great whole. The question naturally
arises, Did these incongruities and inconsistencies really exist
in Christ himself? Or are they the result of the imperfect and
unhistorical condition in which his biography has been trans-
mitted to us? The answer, it seems to us, ought to be this:—
We cannot prove, it is true, that some of these unsuitabilities
did not exist in Christ himself, but we have shown that many
of them belong to the history, not to the subject of the history,
and it is only fair, therefore, in the absence of contrary evidence,
to conclude that the others also are due to the same origin.
Now, the peculiar, startling, perplexing, revolting, and con-
tradictory doctrines of modern orthodoxy—so far as they have
originated from or are justified by the Gospels at all—have
originated from, or are justified by, not the general tenour
of Christ's character and preaching, but those single, unhar-
monizing, discrepant texts of which we have been speaking.
Doctrines, which unsophisticated men feel to be horrible and
monstrous, and which those who hold them most devotedly,
secretly admit to be fearful and perplexing, are founded on
particular passages which contradict the generality of Christ’s
teaching, but which, being attributed to him by the evangelists,
have been regarded as endowed with an authority which it would
be profane and dangerous to resist. In showing, therefore, that
several of these passages did not emanate from Christ, and
that in all probability none of them did, we conceive that we
shall have rendered a vast service to the cause of true religion,
and to those numerous individuals in whose tortured minds



RESULTS OF THE FOREGOING CRITICISM. 153

sense and conscience have long struggled for the mastery.
We will elucidate this matter by a few specifications’.

One of the most untenable, unphilosophical, uncharitable
doctrines of the orthodox creed—one most peculiarly stamped
with the impress of the bad passions of humanity—is, that belief
(by which is generally signified belief in Jesus as the Son of
God, the promised Messiah, a Teacher sent down from Heaven
on a special mission to redeem mankind) ¢s essential, and the
one thing essential, to Salvation. The source of this doctrine
must doubtless be sought for in that intolerance of opposition
unhappily so common among men, and in that tendency to
ascribe bad motives to those who arrive at different conclu-
sions from themselves, which prevails so generally among the
unchastened minds of Theologians. But it cannot be denied
that the gospels contain many texts which clearly affirm and
fully justify a doctrine so untenable and harsh. Let us turn
to a few of these, and inquire into the degree of authenticity
to which they are probably entitled.

The most specific assertion of the tenet in question, couched
in that positive, terse, sententious, damnatory language, so dear
to orthodox divines, is found in the spurious portion of the
gospel of Mark (c. xvi. 16%), and is there by the writer, who-
ever he was, unscrupulously put into the mouth of Jesus after
his resurrection. In the synoptical gospels may be found a
few texts which may be wrested to support the doctrine, but
there are none which teach it. But when we come to the
fourth gospel we find several passages similar to that in Mark?,

! It is true that many of the doctrines in question had not a scriptural origin at
all, but an ecclesiastical one ; and, when originated, were defended by texts from the
epistles, rather than the gospels. The authority of the episties we shall consider
in a subsequent chapter; but if in the meantime we can show that those doctrines
have no foundation in the language of Christ, the chief obstacle to the renunciation
of them is removed.

2 « He that believeth and is baptised shall be saved ; but he that believeth not
sball be damned,” a passage which, were it not happily spurious, would suffice to
* damn” the book which contains it.

3 John iii. 16, 18, 36 ; v. 24; vi. 29, 40, 47; xi. 25, 26; xx. 31.

1
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proclaiming Salvation to believers, and damnation, or something
approaching it, to unbelievers, but all in the peculiar style and
spirit of the Author of the first Epistle of John, which abounds
in denunciations precisely similar' (but directed, it is remark-
able, apparently against heretics, not against infidels, against
those who believe amiss, not against those who do not believe
at all)—all, too, redolent of the temper of that Apostle who
wished to call down fire from heaven on an unbelieving village,
and who was rebuked by Jesus for the savage and presump-
tuous suggestion.

In the last chapter we have shown that the séyle of these
passages is of a nature to point to John, and not to Jesus, as
their author, and that the spéré¢ of them is entirely hostile and
incompatible with the language of Jesus in other parts more
obviously faithful. It appears, therefore, that the passages
confirmatory of the doctrine in question are found exclusively
in a portion of the synoptists which is certainly spurious, and
in portions of the fourth gospel which are almost certainly un-
historical ; and that they are contradicted by.other passages
in all the gospels. It only remains to show that as the
doctrine is at variance with the spirit of the mild and benevo-
lent Jesus, so it is too obviously unsound not to have been
recognised as such by one whose profound and splendid genius
was informed and enlightened by so pure a heart.

In the first place, Christ must have known that the same
doctrine will be presented in a very different manner, and with
very different degrees of evidence for its truth, by different
preachers ;—so much so that to resist the arguments of one
preacher would imply either dulness of comprehension, or
obstinate and wilful blindness—while to yield to the argu-
ments of his colleague would imply weakness of understanding,
or instability of purpose. The same doctrine may be presented
and defended by one preacher so clearly, rationally, and forcibly
that all sensible men (idiosyncrasies apart) must accept it—

' 1 Johnii. 19, 22, 23; iv. 2, 3, 6, 15; v. 1, 5, 10, 12, 13,
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and by another preacher so feebly, corruptly, and confusedly,
that all sensible men must reject it. The rejection of the
Christianity preached by Luther, and of the Christianity
preached by Tetzel—of the Christianity preached by Loyola
and Dunstan, and of the Christianity preached by Oberlin and
Pascal—cannot have been worthy of the same condemnation.
Few Protestants, and no Catholics, will deny that Christianity
has been so presented to men as to make it a simple affair
both of sense and virtue to reject it. To represent, therefore,
the reception of a doctrine as a matter of merit, or its rejection
as a matter of blame, without reference to the consideration
how and by whom it is preached, is to leave out the main
element of judgment ;—an error which could not have been
committed by the just and wise Jesus.

Further. The doctrine and the passages in question ascribe
to “belief” the highest degrece of merit, and the sublimest
conceivable reward—‘ eternal life;” and to ° disbelief,” the
deepest wickedness, and the most fearful penalty, ‘damna-
tion,” and “the wrath of God.” Now, here we have a logical
error, betraying a confusion of intellect which we scruple to
ascribe to Jesus. Belief is an effect, produced by a cause. It
is a condition of the mind induced by the operation of evidence
presented. Being, therefore, an effect, and not an act, it can-
not be, or have, a merit. The moment it becomes a voluntary
act (and therefore a thing of which merit can be predicated)
it ceases to be genuine ;—it is then brought about (if it be not
an abuse of language to name this state “ belief”) by the will
of the individual, not by the dond fide operation of evidence
upon his mind ;—which brings us to the reductio ad absur-
dum, that belief can only become meritorious, by ceasing to
be honest.

In sane and competent minds, if the evidence presented is
sufficient, belief will follow as a necessary consequence ;—if it
does not follow, this can only arise from the evidence adduced
being insufficient ;—and in such case, to pretend belief, or to
attempt belicf, would be a forfeiture of mental integrity ; and
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cannot therefore be meritorious, but the reverse. To disbelieve
in spite of adequate proof, is impossible ;—to believe without
adequate proof, is weak or dishonest. Belief, therefore, can
only become meritorious by becoming sinful—can only become
a fit subject for reward by becoming a fit subject for punishment.
Such is the sophism involved in the dogma we have dared to
put into Christ’s mouth, and to announce on his authority.

But, it will be urged, the dishelief which Christ blamed and
menaced with punishment, was (as appears from John iii. 19)
the disbelief implied in a wilful rejection of his claims, or a
refusal to examine them—a love of darkness in preference to
light. If so, the language employed is incorrect and decep-
tive, and the blame is predicated of an effect instead of a cause;
—it is meant of a voluntary action, but it is predicated of a
specified and denounced consequence which is no natural or
logical indication of that voluntary action, but may arise from
independent causes. The moralist who should denounce gout
as a sin, meaning the sinfulness to apply to the excesses of
which gout is often, but by no means always, a consequence
and an indication, would be held to be a very confused teacher
and inaccurate logician. Moreover, this is not the sense
attached to the doctrine by orthodox divines in common par-
lance. And the fact still remains that Christ is represented
as rewarding by eternal felicity a state of mind which, #f
honestly attained, is inevitable, involuntary, and therefore in
no way a fitting subject for reward, and which, if not honestly
attained, is hollow, fallacious, and deserving of punishment,
rather than of recompense.

We are aware that the orthodox seek to escape from the
dilemma, by asserting that belief results from the state of the
heart, and that if this be right, belief will inevitably follow.
This is simply false in fact. How many excellent, virtuous,
and humble minds, in all ages, have been anzious, but un-
able to believe—have prayed earnestly for belief, and suffered
bitterly for disbelief-—in vain !

The dogma of the Divinity, or, as it is called in the technical
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language of polemics, the proper Deity, of Christ, though
historically proveable to have had an ecclesiastical, not an
evangelical, origin—and though clearly negatived by the whole
tenour of the synoptical gospels, and even by some passages
in the fourth gospel—can yet appeal to several isolated portions
and texts, as suggesting and confirming, if not asserting it.
On close examination, however, it will be seen that all these pas-
sages are to be found either in the fourth gospel—which we have
already shown reason to conclude is throughout an unscrupulous
and most inexact paraphrase of Christ’s teaching—or in those
portions of the three first gospels which, on other accounts and
from independent trains of argument, have been selected as at
least of questionable authenticity. It is true that the doctrine
in question is now chiefly defended by reference to the Epistles;
but at the same time it would scarcely be held so tenaciously
by the orthodox, if it were found to be wholly destitute of
evangelical support. Now, the passages which appear most
confirmatory of Christ’s Deity, or Divine Nature, are, in the
first place, the narratives of the Incarnation, or the miraculous
Conception, as given by Matthew and Luke. We have already
entered pretty fully into the consideration of the authenticity
of these portions of Scripture, and have seen that we may
almost with certainty pronounce them to be fabulous, or my-
thical. The two narratives do not harmonize with each other;
they neutralize and negative the genealogies on which depended
so large a portion of the proof of Jesus being the Messiah';
—the marvellous statement they contain is not referred to in
any subsequent portion of the two gospels, and is tacitly, but
positively negatived, by several passages;—it is never men-
tioned in the Acts or in the Epistles, and was evidently un-
known to all the Apostles;—and, finally, the tone of the narra-
tive, especially in Luke, is poetical and legendary, and bears a

! The Messiah must, according to Jewish prophecy, be a lineal descendant of
David : this Christ was, according to the genealogies : this he was not, if the mi-
raculous conception be a fact. If, therefore, Jesus came into being as Matthew and
Luke affirm, we do not see how he could have been the Messiah.
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marked similarity to the stories contained in the apocryphal
gospels.

The only other expressions in the three first gospels which
lend the slightest countenance to the doctrine in question, are
the acknowledgments of the disciples, the centurion, and the
demoniacs, that Jesus was the Son of God',—some of which
we have already shown to be of very questionable genuineness,
—and the voice from heaven said to have been heard at the
baptism and the transfiguration, saying, ““ This is my beloved
Son,” &c. But, besides that, as shown in chapter vii., con-
siderable doubt rests on the accuracy of the first of these rela-
tions: the testimony bhorne by the heavenly voice to Jesus can
in no sense mean that he was physically the Son of God, or a
partaker of the divine nature, inasmuch as the very same ex-
pression was frequently applied to others, and as indeed a
“Son of God” was, in the common parlance of the Jews,
simply a prophet, a man whom God had sent, or to whom he
had spoken ®.

But when we come to the fourth gospel, especially to those
portions of it whose peculiar style betrays that they came from
John, and not from Jesus, the case is very different. We find
here many passages evidently intended to convey the impression
that Jesus was endowed with a super-human nature, but nearly
all expressed in language savouring less of Christian simplicity
than of Alexandrian philosophy. The Evangelist commences
his gospel with a confused statement of the Platonic doctrine

! An expression here merely signifying 2 Prophet, or the Messiah.

? «“The Lord hath said unto me (David), Thou art my Son; this day have I
begotten thee.”—(Ps. ii. 7.) Jehovah says of Solomon, * I will be his father, and
he shall be my son.”—(2 Sam. vii. 14.) The same expression is applied to Israel
(Exod. iv. 22. Hos, xi. 1), and to David (Ps. lxxxix, 27). “ I have said, Ye are
gods, and all of yoi are children of the Most High.”—(Ps. lxxxii. 6.) “If he
called them gods, unto whom the word of God came,” &c.—(John x. 35.) ¢ Be-
hold what manner of love the Father hath bestowed upon us, that we should be
called the Sons of God. . . . . Beloved, now are we the Sons of God.”—(1 John
ifi. 1, 2.) (See also Gal. iii. 26 ; iv. 5, 6.) “ Ag many as are led by the spirit of
God, they are the Sons of God.”—(Rom. viii. 14.) “But to as many as received
him, he gave power to become the Sons of God.”—(John i. 12.)
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as modified in Alexandria, and that the Logos was a partaker
of the Divine Nature, and was the Creator of the world; on
which he proceeds to engraft his own notion, that Jesus was
this Logos—that the Logos or the divine wisdom, the second
person in Plato’s Trinity, became flesh in the person of the
prophet of Nazareth. Now, can any one read the epistles, or
the three first gospels—or even the whole of the fourth—and
not at once repudiate the notion that Jesus was, and knew him-
self to be, the Creator of the World ?—which John affirms him
to have been. Throughout this gospel we find constant repeti-
tions of the same endeavour to make out a super-human nature
for Christ; but the ungenuineness of these passages has already
been fully considered.

Once more: the doctrine of the Atonement, of Christ’s death
having been a sacrifice in expiation of the sins of mankind, is
the keystone of modern orthodoxy. It takes its origin from
the epistles, but we believe can only appeal to three textsin the
evangelists, for even partial confirmation. . In Matth. xx. 28, it
is said, ‘‘The Son of Man came, not to be ministered unto, but
to minister, and to give his life a ransom jfor many,” an
expression which may countenance the doctrine, but assuredly
does not contain it. Again in Matth. xxvi. 28, we find, ““ This
is my blood of the New Testament, which is shed for many for
the remission of sins.” Mark (xiv. 24).and Luke (xxi. 20),
however, who give the same sentence, both omit the significant
expression. In the fourth gospel, John the Baptist is repre-
sented as saying of Jesus (i. R9), “ Behold the Lamb of God,
which taketh away the sin of the world,” an expression which
may be intended to convey the doctrine, but which occurs in
what we have already shown to be about the most apocryphal
portion of the whole gospel.

In fine, then, we arrive at this irresistible conclusion ; —that,
knowing many passages in the evangelists to be unauthentic,
and having reason to suspect the authenticity of many others,
and not being able with absolute certainty to point to any
which are perfectly and indubitably authentic—the probability
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in_favour of the fidelity of any of the texts relied on to prove
the peculiar and perplexing doctrines of modern orthodoxy, is
far inferior to the probability against the truth of those doe-
trines. A doctrine perplexing to our reason and painful to our
feelings may be from God; but in this case the proof of its
being from God must be proportionally clear and irrefragable;
the assertion of it in a narrative which does not scruple to
attribute to God's Messenger words which he never uttered, is
not only no proof, but does not even amount to a presumption.
There is no text in the evangelists, the divine (or Christian)
origin of which is sufficiently unquestionable to enable it to
serve as the foundation of doctrines repugnant to natural feel-
ing or to common sense.

But, it will be objected, if these conclusions are sound, abso-
lute uncertainty is thrown over the whole gospel history, and
over all Christ's teaching. To this we reply, ¢» limine, in
the language of Algernon Sydney, ““No consequence can
destroy any truth;”—the sole matter for consideration is,
Are our arguments correct ?—mnot, Do they lead to a result
which is embarrassing and unwelcome ?

But the inference is excessive ;—the premises do not reach
so far. The uncertainty thrown is not over the main points of
Christ’s history, which, after all retrenchments, still stands out
an intelligible though a skeleton account—not over the grand
features, the pervading tone, of his doctrines or his character,
which still present to us a clear, consistent, and splendid
delineation ;—but over those individual statements, passages,
and discourses, which mar this delineation—which break its
unity—which destroy its consistency—which cloud its clearness
—which tarnish its beauty. The gain to us seems immense.
It is true, we have no longer adsolute certainty with regard to
any one especial text or scene : such is neither necessary nor
attainable ;—it is true that, instead of passively accepting the
whole heterogeneous and indigestible mass, we must, by the
careful and conscientious exercise of those faculties with which
we are endowed, by ratiocination and moral tact, separate what
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Christ did, from what he did not teach, as best we may. But
the task will be difficult to those only who look in the gospels
for a minute, dogmatic, and sententious creed—not to those
who seek only to learn Christ's spirit, that they may imbibe it,
and to comprehend his views of virtue and of God, that they
may draw strength and consolation from those fountains of
living water’.

! «The character of the record is such that I see not how any great stress can be
laid on particular actions attributed to Jesus. That he lived a divine life, suffered
a violent death, taught and lived a most beautiful religion—this seems the great
fact about which a mass of truth and error has been collected.”—Theodore Parker,
Discourse, p. 188.

M



CHAPTER XII.
THE LIMITS OF APOSTOLIC WISDOM AND AUTHORITY.

WE now come to the very important question—as to the amount
of authority which belongs to the teaching of the Apostles.
Are they to be implicitly relied on as having fully imbibed
Christ’s spirit? and as faithful, competent, infallible expounders
of his doctrine? May we, in a word, regard their teaching as
the teaching of Jesus himself?

What their teaching was we know with perfect certainty,
though not with all the fulness that might be desired. We have
the teaching itself in the epistles, and a record of it in the
Acts.

The latter work is not perfectly to be relied on. It conveys
a vivid, and on the whole, in all probability, a faithful, picture
of the formation of the early Christian Churches, their suffer-
ings, their struggles, their proceedings, and the spirit which
animated them ;—and, being written by a participator in those
events, and a companion of Paul' through a portion of his
missionary wanderings, must be regarded as masrly historical ;
and we shall, therefore, make use of the narrative with con-
siderable confidence. But, as a source for discovering the spe-
cial doctrines preached by the Apostles, it is of questionable
safety, inasmuch as the writer evidently allowed himself the
freedom indulged in by all historians of antiquity—of com-
posing speeches in the names of his actors;—and thus the

! Luke is generally considered to be the same as Silas. It is remarked that when
Silas is represented in the narrative as being with Paul, the narrator speaks in the

first person plural. “ We came to Samothrace,” &c., &c., xvi. 11. Romans xvi. 21.
Col. iv. 14. 2 Thess. i. 1. 2 Timothy iv. 11. Philemon, verse 24.
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discourses, both of Paul and Peter, can only be regarded as
proceeding from Luke himself, containing, probably, much that
was said, but much, also, that was only fitting to have been
said, on such occasions.

We have already adduced one unmistakeable instance of this
practice in a previous chapter, where Luke not only gives the
speech of Gamaliel in a secret Council of the Sanhedrim, from
which the Apostles were expressly excluded', but makes him
refer, in the past tense, to an event which did not take place
till some years after the speech was delivered. In the same
way we have long discourses delivered by Stephen, Peter, and
Paul, at some of which Luke may have been present, but which
it is impossible he should have remembered verbatim ;—we have
the same invalid argument regarding the resurrection of Christ
put into the mouths of two such opposite characters as Peter
and Paul (ii. 27; xiii. 85);—we have another aecount of a
conversation in a secret Council of the Jews (iv. 15-17);—
we have the beautiful oration of Paul at Athens, when we know
that he was quite alone (xvii. 14, 15);—we have the pri-
vate conversation of the Ephesian craftsmen, when conspiring
against the Apostles (xix. 25, 27) ;—we have the private letter
of the Chief Captain Lysias to Felix (xxiii. 26) ;—we have two
private conversations between Festus and Agrippa about Paul
(xxv. 14-22, and xxvi. 81, 82);—and all these are given in
precisely the style and manner of an ear-witness. We cannot,
therefore, feel certain that any particular discourses or expres-
sions attributed by Luke to the Apostles were really, genuinely,
and wnalteredly, theirs. In the Epistles, however, they speak
for themselves, and so far there can be no mistake as to the
doctrines they believed and taught.

Before proceeding further we wish to premise one remark.
The Epistles contained in our Canon are twenty-one in number,
viz. 14 of Paul (including the Hebrews), 8 of John, 2 of Peter,
1 of James, and 1 of Jude. But the authorship of the Epistle

1 Acts v. 34.
M 2
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to the Hebrews is more than doubtful ; the second of Peter, the
second and third of John, and even those of James and Jude,
were at a very early period reckoned among the spurious or
doubtful writings'. The epistles of certain or acknrowledged
genuineness are thus reduced to fifteen, viz. 138 of Paul, 1 of
John, and 1 of Peter.

Thus, of fifteen epistles, of which we can pronounce with tolerable
certainty that they are of apostolic origin, 2 only proceeded from
the companions of Jesus, and the remaining 18 from a man who
had never seen him, save in a vision, nor heard his teaching, nor
learnt from his disciples ;—a converted persecutor, who boasted
that he received his instructions from direct supernatural com-
munications®.

We will now proceed to establish the following propo-
sitions :—

I. That the Apostles differed from each other in opinion, and
disagreed among themselves.

II. That they held and taught some opinions which we know
to have been erroneous.

III. That both in their general tone, and in some important
particulars, their teaching differed materially from that of Christ
as depicted in the synoptical gospels.

I. Infallible expounders of & system of Religion or Philoso-
phy cannot disagree among themselves as to the doctrines which
compose that system, nor as to the spirit which should pervade
it. Now, the Apostles did disagree among themselves in their
exposition of the nature and constituents of their Master’s
system—and this, too, in matters of no small significance:
they are not, therefore, infallible or certain guides.

Putting aside personal and angry contentions, such as those

! De Wette, i. 69-83. See also Hug, 583-650. The Epistle of James we are
still disposed to consider genuine; that of Jude is unimportant; the second of
Peter, and the third of John, are almost certainly spurious.

? Qalatians i. 11-19.
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recorded in Acts xv. 89, which, however undignified, are, we
fear, natural even to holy men ;—the first recorded dispute
among the Apostles we find to have related to a matter of the
most essential importance to the character of Christianity—
viz. whether or not the Gospel should be preached to any but
Jews—whether the Gentiles were to be admitted into the fold
of Christ? We find (c. xi.) that when the Apostles and
brethren in Judes heard that Peter had ventured to visit
Gentiles, to eat with them, to preach to them, and even to
baptize them, they were astonished and scandalised by the
innovation, and ‘contended with him.” The account of the
discussion which ensued throws light upon two very interest-
ing questions ;—upon the views entertained by Jesus himself
(or at least as to those conveyed by him to his disciples), as to
the range and limit of his mission ;—and upon the manner
in which, and the grounds on which, controversies were de-
cided in the early Church.

We have been taught to regard Jesus as a prophet who
announced himself as sent from God on a mission to preach
repentance, and to teach the way of life to all mankind, and
who left behind him the Apostles to complete the work which
he was compelled to leave unfinished. The mission of Moses
was to separate and educate a peculiar people, apart from the
rest of the world, for the knowledge and worship of the one
true God:—The mission of Christ was to bring all nations
to that knowledge and worship—to extend to all mankind
that Salvation which, in his time, was considered to belong to
the Jews alone, as well as to point to a better and a wider
way of life. Such is the popular and established notion. But
when we look into the New Testament we find little to con-
firm this view, and much to negative it. Putting aside our
own prepossessions, and inferences drawn from the character
of Christ, and the comprehensive grandeur of his doctrine,
nothing can well be clearer from the evidence presented to us
in the Scriptures, than that Jesus considered himself sent,
not so much to the world at large, as to the Jews exclusively,
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—to bring back his countrymen to the true essence and spirit
of that religion whose purity had in his days been so griev-
ously corrupted; and to elevate and enlarge their views from
the stores of his own rich and comprehensive mind.

It will be allowed by all that the Apostles, at the com-
mencement of their ministry after the crucifixion of their
Lord, had not the least idea that their mission extended to
any but the Jews, or that their Master was anything but a
Jewish Messiah and Deliverer. Their first impatient question
to him when assembled together after the resurrection, is said
to have been, “Lord, wilt thou at this time restore the king-
dom to Israel ?”' The whole of the account we are now
considering, brings out in strong relief their notions as to the
narrow limits of their ministry. When Peter is sent for by
Cornelius, and hears the relation of his vision, he exclaims, as
if a perfectly new idea had struck him, * Of a truth I perceive
that God is no respecter of persons; but in every nation he
that feareth him and worketh righteousness is accepted of
him” (Aects x. 84); and he goes on to expound “ the word
which God sent to the children of Israel” (v.86), and which
the Apostles were commanded to ‘“preach to the people,”
(v. 42.)—“the people,” as the context (v. 41) shows, meaning
simply the Jews. The Jewish believers, we are told (v. 45),
‘“ as many as came with Peter, were astonished, because that on
the Gentiles also was poured out the gift of the Holy Ghost.”
When Peter was called to account by the other Apostles for
having preached to and baptized Gentiles (xi. 1)—a proceed-
ing which evidently (xi. 2, 8,) shocked and surprised them all,
—he justified himself, not by reference to any commands of
Jesus, not by quoting precept or example of his Master, but
simply by relating a vision or dream which he supposed to pro-
ceed from a divine suggestion. The defence appeared valid to
the brethren, and they inferred from it, in a manner which shows
what a new and unexpected light had broken in upon them,—
“Then hath God also to the Gentiles granted repentance unto

! Acts i. 6.
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life” (xi. 18). Now, could this have been the ease, had Christ
given his disciples any commission to preach the gospel to the
Gentiles, or given them the slightest reason to suppose that
other nations besides the Jews were included in that commis-
sion ? (See also for confirmation xi. 19, and xiii. 46.) Itis to
be observed also that throughout the elaborate arguments con-
tained in the Epistle to the Romans, to show that the Gospel
ought to be preached to the Gentiles—that there is no difference
between Greek and Jew, &c.—Paul, though he quotes largely
from the Hebrew Prophets, never appeals to any sayings of
Jesus, in confirmation of his view ;—and in the Acts, in two
instances, his mission to the Gentiles is represented as arising
out of a direct subsequent revelation (in a vision) to himself.
(Acts xxii. 21 ; xxvi. 17; ix. 15.)

As, therefore, none of the Apostles, either in their writings
or in their discussions, appeal to the sayings or deeds of Christ
during his lifetime as their warrant for preaching the gospel to
the Gentiles, but on the contrary, one and all, manifest a total
ignorance of any such deeds or sayings—we think it must be
concluded that the various texts extant, conveying his com-
mands to “ preach she gospel to all nations,” could never have
proceeded from him, but are to be ranked among the many
ascribed sayings, embodying the ideas of a later period, which
we find both in the Acts and the evangelists’. None of these

! These texts are the following (Matth. viii. 11, 12):  Many shall come from
the east and west, and shall sit down with Abraham, and Isaac, and Jacob, in the
kingdom of Heaven. But the children of the kingdom shall be cast into outer
darkness.” This, however, as well as the parable of the vineyard (xxi. 43), and
that of the supper (Luke xiv. 16), might be merely an indignant denunciation
called forth by the obstinacy of the Jews in refusing to listen to his claims. Matth.
xxiv. 14, xxviii. 19; Mark xvi. 15, we have already shown reason to believe spu-
rious ; and Luke xxiv. 47, with Acts i. 8, hear equal marks of unauthenticity. It is
true that Jesus talked with a Samaritan woman, and healed a Samaritan leper ; but
the Samaritans were not Gentiles, only heretical Jews. We find from Acts viii. 5,
14, that the Apostles early and without scruple preached to and baptized Samaritans.
Jesus also healed a Gentile centurion’s servant : but in the first place, the servant might
have been a Jew, though his Master was not; and, secondly, a temporal blessing, a
simple act of charity, Jesus could not grudge even to strangers.
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are quoted or referred to by the Apostles in their justification,
and therefore could not have been known to them, and, since
unknown, could not be authentic.

On the other hand, there are several passages in the gospels
which, if genuine (as they appear to be), clearly indicate that
it was not from any neglect or misunderstanding of the instruc-
tions of their Lord, that the Apostles regarded their mission as
confined to the Jews. ““ Go not into the way of the Gentiles,
and into any city of the Samaritans enter ye not: but go rather
to the lost sheep of the house of Israel” (Matth. x. 5, 6).
“I am not sent but to the lost sheep of the house of Israel”
(Matth. xv. 24). “ Verily I say unto you, that ye which have
followed me, in the regeneration when the Son of Man shall
sit in the throne of his glory, ye also shall sit upon twelve
thrones, judging the twelve tribes of Israel” (Matth. xix. 28).
“1It is easier for heaven and earth to pass, than one tittle
of the law to fail” (Luke xvi. 17). “Think not I am come
to destroy the law and the prophets: I am not come to de-
stroy, but to fulfil” (Matth. v. 17). “This day is salva-
tion come to this house, forasmuch as he also is a son of
Abraham ” (Luke xix. 9). * Salvation is of the Jews”
(Jobn iv. 22).

It would appear, then, that neither the historical nor the
epistolary Scriptures give us any reason for surmising that
Jesus directed, or contemplated, the spread of his gospel beyond
the pale of the Jewish nation ;—that the Apostles at least had
no cognizance of any such views on his part ;—that when the
‘question of the admission of the Gentiles to the knowledge of
the gospel, came before them in the natural progress of events,
it created considerable difference of opinion among them, and
at first the majority were decidedly hostile to any such liberality
of view, or such extension of their missionary labours. The
mode in which the controversy was conducted, and the grounds
on which it which it was decided, are strongly characteristic of
the moral and intellectual condition of the struggling Church
at that early period. The objectors bring no argument to show
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why the Gentiles should 7zo¢ be admitted to the gospel light,
but they put Peter at once on his defence, as having, in preach-
ing to others than to Jews, done a thing which, primd facie,
was out of rule, and required justification. And Peter replies
to them, not by appeals to the paramount authority of Christ,—
not by reference to the tenour of his life and teaching,—not
by citing the case of the Centurion’s servant, or the Canaanitish
woman, or the parables of the vineyard and the supper,—not
by showing from the nature and fitness of things that so splen-
did a plan of moral elevation, of instruction—such a compre-
hensive scheme of redemption, according to the orthodox view
—ought to be as widely preached as possible,—not by arguing
that Christ had come into the world to spread the healing
knowledge of Jehovah, of our God and Father, to all
nations, to save all sinners and all believers;—but simply by
relating & vision, or rather a dream—the most natural one
possible to a man as hungry as Peter is represented to have
been—the interpretation of which—at¢ first a puzzle to him
—is suggested by the simultaneous appearance of the messen-
gers of Cornelius, who also pleads a heavenly vision as a rea-
son for the summons, This justification would scarcely by
itself have been sufficient, for the dream might have meant
nothing at all, or Peter's interpretation of it—evidently a
doubtful and fentative one—might have been erroneous ;—s0
he goes on to argue that the event showed him to have been
right, inasmuch as, after his preaching, the Holy Ghost fell
upon all the household of Cornelius: “ And as I began to
speak, the Holy Ghost fell on them, as on us at the beginning ;
...... forasmuch then as God gave them the like gift as
unto us who believed on the Lord Jesus Christ; what was I,
that I could withstand God?” (Acts xi. 15, 17.) This argu-
ment clenched the matter, satisfied the brethren, and scttled,
once for all, the question as to the admission of the Gentiles
into the Church of Christ.

It becomes necessary, therefore, to inquire more closely into
the nature of this argument which appeared to the Apostles so
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conclusive and irrefragable. 'What was this Holy Spirit ? and
in what way did it manifest its presence ? so that the Apostles
recognised it at once as the special and most peculiar gift
vouchsafed to believers.

The case, as far as the Acts and the Epistles enable us to
learn it, appears clearly to have been this:—The indication—
or at least the most common, specific, and indubitable indica-
tion—of the Holy Spirit having fallen upon any one, was his
beginning to “speak with tongues,” to utter strange exclama-
tions, unknown words, or words in an unknown tongue. Thus,
in the case of the Apostles on the day of Pentecost, we are
told, “‘They were all filled with the Holy Ghost, and degan to
speak with other tongues, as the Spirit gave them utterance”
(Acts ii. 4). Again, in the case of the household of Cornelius,
“And they . ... .. were astonished . . . . .. because that
on the Gentiles also was poured out the gift of the Holy Ghost.
For they heard them speak with tongues, and magnify God”
(x. 45, 46). The same indication appeared also in the case
of the disciples of the Baptist, whom Paul found at Ephesus :
“ And when Paul had laid his hands on them, the Holy Ghost
came upon them ; and they spake with tongues, and pro-
phesied” (xix. 6). The “ speaking with tongues” (to which
in the last instance is added *‘ prophesying,” or preaching) is
the only specified external manifestation, cognizable by the
senses, by which it was known that such and such individuals
had received the Holy Ghost. What, then, was this *speak-
ing with tongues?”*

The popular idea is, that it was the power of speaking
foreign languages without having learned them—supernaturally
in fact. This interpretation derives countenance, and probably
its foundation, from the statement of Luke (Acts ii. 2-8),

! See also the passage in the spurious addition to Mark’s Gospel (xvi. 17). “And
these signs shall follow them that believe : In my name shall they cast out devils;
they shall speak with mew tongues,” &c. The date at which this interpolation was
written is unknown, but it serves to show that, at that period, speaking with new
tongues was one of the established signs of belief.
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which is considered to intimate that the Apostles preached to
each man of their vast and motley audience in his own native
language. But there are many difficulties in the way of this
interpretation, and much reason to suspect in the whole narra-
tive a large admixture of the mythic element.

1. We have already seen that Luke is not to be implicitly
trusted as an historian; and some remarkable discrepancies
between the accounts of the Gospels and the Acts will be noted
in a subsequent chapter, when we treat of the Resurrection and
Ascension.

2. It appears from Matthew (x. 1, 8, 20), that the Holy
Spirit had been already imparted to the Apostles during the
lifetime of Jesus, and a second outpouring therefore could not
be required. John, however, tells us (xx. 20), that Jesus
expressly and personally conferred this gift after his resurrec-
tion, but defore his ascension: ‘And when he had said this,
he breathed on them, and saith unto them, Receive ye the
Holy Ghost.” But in the Acts, the “breathing” had become
“ g rushing mighty wind,” and the outpouring of the Spirit is.
placed some days after the ascension, and the personal inter-
position is dispensed with. These discrepant accounts cannot
all be faithful, and for obvious reasons we think that of Luke
least authentic.

8. We have no evidence anywhere that the Apostles knew,
or employed, any language except Hebrew and Greek—Greek
being (as Hug has clearly proved ') the common language in
use throughout the eastern provinces of the Roman Empire.
Nay, we have some reason to believe that they were not
acquainted with other languages ; for by the general tradition of
the early Church?, Mark is called the “interpreter” of Peter.
Now if Peter had been gifted as we imagine on the day of
Pentecost, he would have needed no interpreter.

4. If the knowledge of foreign languages’, possessed by the

1 Hug, ii. 1, § 10, p. 326. g
{2 Papias, Irenzus, and Jerome all call him so.—See Eusebius.
3 Another consideration which renders the story still more doubtful is, that it
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Apostles, were the work of the Holy Spirit, the work was most
imperfectly done (a monstrous conception), for, by universal
consent, their Greek was a bald, barbarous, and incorrect
idiom.

5. The language in which the occurrence is related would
seem to imply that the miracle was wrought upon the hearers,
rather than on the speakers—that whatever the language in
which the Apostles spoke, the audience heard them each man
in his own. ‘When the multitude came together they were
confounded, because that every man heard them speak in his
own language.” . . . . .. “Behold, are not all these which speak
Galileans ?  And how kear we every man in our own tongue,
wherein we were born?” The supposition that the different
Apostles addressed different audiences in different languages,
successively, is inconsistent with the text, which clearly in-
dicates that the whole was one transaction, and took place at
one time. ‘“Peter standing up . ... said . ... These are not
drunken as ye suppose, seeing ¢t is but the third hour of the
day.”

6. The people, we are told, “ were in doubt” at the strange
and incomprehensible phenomenon, and said, “ What meaneth
this?” while others thought the Apostles must be drunk—a na-
tural perplexity and surmise, if the utterances were incoherent
and urintelligible ejaculations—but not so, if they were dis-
courses addressed to each set of foreigners in their respective
languages.  Moreover, Peter's defence is not what it would
have been in the latter case. He does not say, “ We have
been endowed from on high with the power of speaking foreign
languages which we have never learned: We are, as you say

appears very probable that Greek, though not always the native, was the current
language, or a current language, among all those nations enumerated (verse 9-11).
Media, Mesopotamia, Asia Minor, Arahia, and Egypt were full of Greek cities, and
Greek was generally spoken there. (See the dissertation of Hug, above referred to.)
If therefore the Apostles had addressed the audience in Greek, as it was probably
their habit to do, they would naturally have been intelligible even to that miscel-
laneous audience. Acts xxii. 2, shows that even in Jerusalem addressing the people
in Hebrew was an unusual thing.
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ignorant Galileans, but God has given us this faculty that
we might tell you of his Son;”"—but he assures them that
those utterances which led them to suppose him and his fellow-
disciples to be drunk were the consequences of that outpour-
ing of spiritual emotion which had been prophesied as one of
the concomitants of the millennium. ““This is that which was
spoken by the Prophet Joel; And it shall come to pass in the
last days, saith Jehovah, I will pour out of my spirit upon all
flesh; and your sons and your daughters shall prophesy, and
your young men shall see visions, and your old men shall dream
dreams.”

7. Luke indicates in several passages, that in the other cases
mentioned the Holy Spirit fell upon the recipients iz the same
manner, and with the same results, as on the Apostles on the
day of Pentecost (Acts x. 47; xi. 15-17; xv. 8, 9'). Now, in
these cases there is no reason whatever to believe that the  gift
of tongues” meant the power of speaking foreign languages.
In the first case (that of Cornelius) it could not have been this;
for as all the recipients began to “speak with tongues,” and yet
were members of one household, such an unnecessary display
of newly-acquired knowledge or powers would have been in the
highest degree impertinent and ostentatious.

There can, we think, be no doubt—indeed we are not aware
that any doubt has ever been expressed—that the remarks of
Paul in the 12th, 13th, and 14th chapters of the first epistle to
the Corinthians, respecting the “speaking with tongues,”—the
“ gift of tongues,”—* the unknown tongue,” &c.,—refer to the
same faculty, or supposed spiritual endowment, spoken of in
the Acts; which fell on the Apostles at the day of Pentecost,
and on the household of Cornelius, and the disciples of Apollos,
as already cited. The identity of the gift referred to in all

! Peter says,  Can any man forbid water, that these should not be baptized, which
have received the Holy Ghost as well as we?” . . . “The Holy Ghost fell on them,
ason us at the beginning.” . . . . . ¢ Porasmuch, then, as God gave them the like
gift as unto us.” . . . . “ And God gave them the Holy Ghost, cxen as unio us,

and put no difference between us and, them.”
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the cases, is, we believe, unquestioned. Now the language of
Paul clearly shows, that this “ speaking with tongues” was not
preaching in a foreign language, but in an wnknown language;
—that it consisted of unintelligible, and probably incoherent,
utterances'. He repeatedly distinguishes the gift of tongues
from that of preaching (or, as it is there called; prophesy), and
the gift of speaking the unknown tongues from the gift of
interpreting the same. ““ To one is given by the Spirit . .. ..
the working of miracles ; to another prophesy; to another dévers
kinds of tongues; to another the interpretation of tongues.”
. ... ““Have all the gifts of healing? do all speak with tongues?
do all interpret?” (1 Cor. xii. 10-80. See also xiii. 1, 2, 8.)
“ Let him that speaketh in an unknown tongue pray that
he may interpret” (xiv. 18). Again, he classes this power
of tongues (so invaluable to missionaries, had it been really
a capacity of speaking foreign languages) very low among
spiritual endowments. ““First Apostles, secondarily prophets,
thirdly teachers, after that miracles, then gifts of healing, helps,
governments, diversities of tongues” (xii. 28). “ Greater is he
that prophesieth than he that speaketh with tongues” (xiv. 5).
He further expressly explains this gift to consist in unintel-
ligible utterances, which were useless to, and lost upon, the
audience. ““He that speaketh in an unknown tongue speaketh
not unto man, but unto God, for rno man understandeth him”
(xiv. 2). (See also ver. 6-9, 16.) Finally, he intimates pretty
plainly that the practice of speaking these unknown tongues
was becoming vexatious, and bringing discredit on the Church;
and he labours hard to discourage it. I thank my God that
I speak with tongues more than ye all: yet in the Church I had
rather speak five words with my understanding, that I might
teach others also, than ten thousand words in an unknown
tongue” (xiv. 18, 19). ““If the whole Church be come together
into one place, and all speak with tongues, and there come in

! We are glad to corroborate our opinion by a reference to that of Neander, who,

in his “ History of the Planting of the Early Church,” comes to the same conclusion,
chap. i.
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unlearned men or unbelievers, will they not say ye are mad ?”
(ver. 23.) “If any man speak in an unknown tongue, let it
be by two, or at most by three, and that by course; and let
one interpret. . ... .. For God is not the author of confusion,
but of peace " (ver. 27-83). (See also ver. 39, 40.)

It is, we think, almost impossible to read the whole of the
three chapters from which the above citations were made, with-
out coming to the conclusion that in the early Christian Church
there were a number of weak, mobile, imaginative minds, who,
over excited by the sublimity of the new doctrine expounded
to them, and by the stirring eloquence of its preachers, passed
the faint and undefinable line which separates enthusiasm from
delirium, and gave vent to their exaltation in incoherent or in-
articulate utterances, which the compassionate sympathy, or the
consanguineous fancies, of those around them, dignified with the
description of speaking, or prophesying, in an unknown tongue.
No one familiar with physiology, or medical or religious his-
tory', can be ignorant how contagious delusions of this nature

! Somewhat similar phenomena have manifested themselves on several occasions in
the course of the last eight hundred years, and even in our own day, when religious
excitement has proved too strong for weak minds or sensitive frames to bear without
giving way. We find them recorded in the case of the ecstatics of Cevennes, who un-
derwent severe persecution in France after the revocation of the Edict of Nantes, and
among the convulsionnaires of St. Medard near the close of last century. Both
these cases are examined in considerable detail in a very curious and valuable work
by Bertrand, a French physician, “ Sur les Varietés de 'Extase” (p. 323, 359.) But
our own country has presented us within a few years with a reproduction of precisely
the same results arising from similar causes. There is extanta very remarkable and
painfully-interesting pamphlet by a Mr. Baxter, who was at one time a shining light
in Mr. Irving’s congregation, and a great “speaker with tongues,” in which he gives
a detailed account of all the accompanying phenomena, It was written after he had
recovered ; though he never relinquished his belief in the supernatural nature of
these utterances, but finally concluded them to be from Satan, on the ground of some
of the speakers uttering what he thought false doctrine. The description he gives
of his own state and that of others during the visitations indicate in 2 manner that
no physiologist can mistake, a condition of cerebral excitement verging on hysteria
and madness, and by no means uncommon. Sometimes, when praying, his shrieks
were 80 joud that he was compelled to ¢ thrust his handkerchief into his mouth that
he might not alarm the house.” Others fell down “convulsed and foaming like
demoniacs.” ““Ny whole body was violently agitated ; for the space of ten minutes
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always prove, and when once these incoherences became the re-
cognised sign of the descent of the Spirit, every one would, of
course, be anxious to experience, and to propagate them. We
have seen the same thing precisely in our own day among the
Irvingites. Howis it, then, that the same phenomena of men-
tal weakness and excitement which in the one case aroused
only pity and contempt, should in the other be regarded with
a mysterious reverence and awe ?

The language of Paul in reference to the ““ unknown tongues™
appears to us clearly that of an honest and a puzzled man,
whose life in an age of miracles, and whose belief in so many
grand religious marvels, has prepared him to have faith in
more ;—whose religious humility will not allow him to pre-
scribe in what manner the Spirit of God may, or may not,
operate ;—but at the same time, whose strong good sense
makes him feel that these incomprehensible utterances must be
useless, and were most probably nonsensical, unworthy, and
grotesque. He seems to have been anxious to repress the un-
known tongue, yet unwilling harshly to condemn it as a vain
delusion.

That there was a vast amount of delusion and unsound en-
thusiasm in the Christian Church at the time of the Apostles,
not only seems certain, but it could not possibly have been
otherwise, without such an interference with the ordinary ope-

I was paralyzed under a shaking of my limbs, and no expression except a convulsive
sigh.” His friends “remarked on his excited state of mind.” A servant was taken
out of bis house deranged, and pronounced by the tongues to be possessed by a devil.
Anotber ““speaker with tongues” did nothing but mutter inarticulate nonsense with a
“ most revolting expression of countenance.” Mr. Baxter says that the utterances
which were urged upon him by ¢ the power,” were sometimes intelligible, sometimes
not; sometimes French, sometimes Latin, and sometimes in languages which he did
not know, but which his wife thought to be Spanish. He says at last, “ My persua-
sion concerning the unknown tongue is that it is no language whatever, but a mere
collection of words and sentences, often a mere jargon of sounds.” One man seldom
began to speak without the contagion seizing upon others, so that numbers spoke at
once, as in Paul’s time. It is clear to any one who reads Mr. Baxter’s candid and
unpretending narrative, that a skilful physician would at once have terminated the
whole delusion by a liberal exhibition of phlebotomy and anodynes.
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rations of natural causes as would have amounted to an inces-
sant miracle. Wonders, real or supposed, were of daily occur-
rence. The subjects habitually brought before the contempla-
tion of Believers were of such exciting and sublime magnifi-
cence that even the strongest minds cannot too long dwell
upon them without some degree of perilous emotion. The re-
cent events which closed the life of the Founder of their Faith,
and above all the glorious truth, or the splendid fiction, of his
resurrection and ascension, were depicted with all the exagge-
rating grandeur of oriental imagination. The expectation of
an almost immediate end of the world, and the reception into
glory and power of the living believer,—the hope which each
one entertained, of being ““caught up” to meet his Redeemer
in the clouds—was of itself sufficient to overthrow all but the
coldest tempers; while the constant state of mental tension in
which they were kept by the antagonism and persecution of the
world without, could not fail to maintain a degree of exaltation
very unfavourable to sobriety either of thought or feeling. All
these influences, too, were brought to bear upon minds the most
ignorant and unprepared, upon the poor and the oppressed, upon
women and children ; and to crown the whole, the most prominent
doctrine of their faith was that of the immediate, special, and
hourly influence of the Holy Spirit~—a doctrine of all others
the most liable to utter and gross misconception, and the most
apt to lead to perilous mental excitement. Hence they were
constantly on the look-out for miracles. Their creed did not
supply, and indeed scarcely admitted, any criterion of what was
of divine origin—for who could venture to pronounce or define
how the Spirit might or should manifest itself ?—and thus ig-
norance and folly too often become the arbiters of wisdom—
and the ravings of delirium were listened to as the words of in-
spiration, and of God. If Jesus could have returned to earth
thirty years after his death, and sat in the midst of an assembly
of his followers, who were listening in hushed and wondering
prostration of mind to a speaker in the ‘unknown tongue,”
how would he have wept over the humiliating and disappointing
N
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spectacle ! how would he have grieved to think that the inco-
herent jargon of delirium or hysteria should be mistaken for
the promptings of his Father's $pirit !

We are driven, then, to the painful, but unavoidable, conclu-
sion, that those mysterious and unintelligible utterances which
the Apostles and the early Christians generally looked upon as
the effects of the Holy Spirit—the manifestation of its pre-
sence—the signs of its operation—the especial indication and
criterion of its having fallen upon any one—were in fact simply
the physiologically natural results of morbid and perilous cere-
bral exaltation, induced by strong religious excitement acting on
uncultivated and susceptible minds ;—results which in all ages
and nations have followed in similar circumstances and from
similar stimuli ;—and that these ‘‘signs,” to which Peter ap-
pealed, and to which the other brethren succumbed, as proving
that God intended the Gospel to be preached to Gentiles as
well as to Jews, showed only that Gentiles were susceptible to
the same excitements, and manifested that susceptibility in the
same manner, as the Jews.

Shortly after the question as to the admission of the Gentiles
into the Christian Church had heen decided in the singular and
inconclusive manner above related, a second subject of dispute
arose among the brethren—a corollary almost of the first—the
nature of which strongly confirms some of the views we have
just put forth. The dispute was this :—whether it was neces-
sary for those Gentiles who had been baptized and admitted
into the Christian Community, to observe the ritual portion
of the Jewish law ?—whether, in fact, by becoming Christians,
they had, #pso facto, become Jews, and liable to Judaic ob-
servances ? The mere broaching of such a question, and the
serious schism it threatened in the infant sect, show how little
the idea had yet taken root among the disciples, of the dis-
tinctness of the essence, the superiority of the spirit, the new-
ness of the dispensation, taught by Jesus, and how commonly
Christianity was regarded as simply a purification and renewal
of Judaism.
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It appears from the 15th chapter of the Acts, that when Paul
and Barnabas were at Antioch, teaching and baptizing the Gen-
tiles, certain Jewish Christians (Pharisees, we are told in verse 5)
caused considerable trouble and dissension by asserting that it
was necessary for the new converts “to be circumeised, and to
keep the law of Moses,”—a doctrine which Paul and Barnabas
vehemently opposed. The question was so important, and the
dissension became so serious, that a council of the Apostles
and Elders was summoned at Jerusalem to discuss and decide
the matter. From the brief account given by Luke of the pro-
ceedings of this conclave, it does not appear that there was any
material difference among those assembled—the speakers among
them at least, Peter, Paul, and James, all arguing on the same
side; but from the account of the same' transaction, given by
Paul in the second chapter of his Epistle to the Galatians, it is
clear that Peter (covertly or subsequently) took the Jewish side
of the discussion. ‘ When Peter was come to Antioch, I with-
stood him to the face, because he was to be blamed. For be-
fore that certain came from James, he did eat with the Gentiles:
but when they were come, he withdrew and separated himself,
fearing them which were of the circumcision. And the other
Jews dissembled likewise with him; insomuch that Barnabas
also was carried away with their dissimulation. But when I saw
that they walked not uprightly, according to the truth of the
Gospel, I said unto Peter before them all, If thou, being a Jew,
livest after the manner of the Gentiles, and not as do the Jews,
why compellest thou the Gentiles to live as do the Jews?”
This speech, directed against Peter, is so like that which Luke
(Acts xv. 10, 11) puts into the mouth of Peter, that we cannot
but suppose some mistake on the historian’s part®. Tt is cer-
tain, however, both from the narrative in the Acts, and from

} The same, or a similar one. .

2 Unless, as has been suggested, Peter afterwards, overpowered by the
unanimity. of the Judaizers, flinched from his principles, and so incurred Paul's
indignation.

N 2
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the whole tenour of the Pauline Epistles, that the case was ar-
gued without any reference to the intentions of Christ, or to in-
_ structions left by him—but, instead, by inconclusive quotations
from prophecy, and by considerations of practical good sense.
The decision at which they arrived, on the suggestion of James,
seems on the whole to have been both wise and sound ;—viz.
that the Gentile converts should not be burdened with the ob-
servances of the ritual law, but should abstain from everything,
which could be considered as countenancing or tolerating idola-
try, from fornication, and from food which, probably from its
unwholesomeness, was considered unlawful in most oriental
countries.

The discussion and decision of this Council on a question of
such vital import, both to the success and to the character of
Christianity—a question involving its spiritual nature and essence
—show strongly and clearly the two points essential to our pre-
sent argument :—firs¢, that difference of opinion on matters of
vital significance existed among the Apostles ;—and, secondly,
that these matters were discussed in their Councils on argu-
mentative grounds, without the least pretension on the part of
any of them, to infallibility, supernatural wisdom, or exclusive
or peculiar knowledge of the mind of Christ.

That very different views as to the essentials and most im-
portant elements of Christianity were taken by the several
Apostles, or rather, perhaps, that the same elements underwent
very material modifications in passing through such different
~ minds;—that to some its essence seemed to consist in the
ethical and spiritual, and to others in the speculative and scho-
lastic, ideas which it contained, or suggested ;—can scarcei?b—e
doubted by any one who will read simultaneously, and for the
purpose of comparison, Paul’s epistle to the Corinthians, the
epistle of James, and the first of John and Peter. But the
discrepancy is-of a kind that will be perceptible on an attentive
perusal, rather than one which can he pointed out by a citation
of particular passages. Itis a discrepancy of tone and spirit.
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No one, we think, can fail to perceive that the views of Christ’s
object, character, and mission, entertained by Paul and by
James, were radically different’.

There is some evidence also that the Apostles not only
differed from each other, but that their own respective views
varied materially on important subjects in the course of their
ministry. This will appear, more especially, in contrasting the
exhortations of Paul on the subject of marriage, for example,
contained in 1 Cor. vii,, with those given in 1 Timothy
iv. 3, v. 14.

I1. Our second position was, that the Apostles held some
opinions .which we know to be erroneous. It is essential not
to overstate the case. They held several opinions which we
believe to be erroneous, but only one which, as it related to a
matter of fact, we Anow to have been erroneous. They unani-
mously and unquestioningly believed and taught that the end
of the world was at hand, and would arrive in the lifetime of
the then existing generation. On this point there appears to
have been no hesitation in their individual minds, nor any
difference of opinion among them.

The following are the passages of the Apostolic writings
which most strongly express, or most clearly imply, this con-
viction.

Paul. (1 Thess. iv. 15, 16, 17.) ““ This we say unto you by
the word of the Lord, that we which are alive and remain
unto the coming of the Lord, shall not prevent them which are
asleep. For . . . . the dead in Christ shall rise first; then
we which are alive and remain shall be caught up together
with them in the clouds to meet the Lord in the air: and so
shall we ever be with the Lord.” (1 Cor. vii. 29.)  But this
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