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¢ Credulity is as real, if not so great, a sin as unbelief.”—ARCHBISHOP
TRENCH, Notes on the Miracles of our Lord, 8th ed., p. 27.

¢« The abnegation of reason is not the evidence of faith, but the confession of
despair.”—DR. LIGHTFOOT, SZ. Paul 's Epistle to the Galatians, 4th ed., p.ix.
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PREFACE

T ——

IN preparing this edition it has been thought desirable to make
some changes, both with the view of rendering the book more
convenient to the reader, and bringing the argument as much as
possible up to date. On the one hand, an entirely new chapter
has been introduced dealing with the evidence of * The Teaching
of the Twelve Apostles,” an ancient treatise which had not been
published when the last edition was issued. 'Much pertinent
matter regarding the martyrdom of Ignatius, which has hitherto
only formed part of the preface to the sixth and complete editions,
bas now been suitably incorporated in the text. In a similar
way, considerable additions have been made to the chapter on
Tatian, dealing with more recent information on the nature of
his Diatessaron. A still more important insertion in this edition
Is a critical examination of the use of the works of Josephus by
the author of the third Synoptic and the Acts of the Apostles,
by which fresh light has been thrown upon the date at which
those writings must have been produced.

On the other hand, the long lists of writers on different subjects
treated in the text have been omitted, where direct quotations
have not been made from their works, or where such references
were not considered specially interesting. The long linguistic

analyses of speeches in the Acts of the Apostles, and unneces-
sary Greek quotations in the notes throughout, have also been

omitted as of little interest to general readers. Any student
desirous of examining these is referred to the complete or earlier
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ei Nothing has been removed, however, which 1s of any
impertance to the main argument, and much that i1s of interest

has been added.
For the rest, whatever improvement could be effected in the

_st}'le of the book has been carefully carried out, and it is hoped
that this edition has considerably gained in clearness and pre-
cision. Except in this respect, the Conclusions have not been
materially altered, but, on the contrary, after bearing the test of
many years of thought and study, they are repeated with

unhesitating confidence.
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INTRODUCTION

THEORETICALLY, the duty of adequate inquiry into the truth of
any statement of serious importance before believing it is univer-
sally admitted. Practically, no duty is more universally neglected.
This is more especially the case in regard to Religion, in which
our concern 1s so great, yet whose credentials so few personally
examine. The difficulty of such an investigation and the inability
of most men to pursue it, whether from want of opportunity or
want of knowledge, are, no doubt, the chief reasons for this
neglect ; but another, and scarcely less potent, obstacle has prob-
ably been the odium which has been attached to any doubt
regarding the dominant religion, as well as the serious, though
covert, discouragement of the Church to all critical examination
of the title-deeds of Christianity. The spirit of doubt, if not of
intelligent inquiry, however, has, of late years, become too strong for
repression, and, at the present day, the pertinency of the question
of a German writer, “ Are we still Christians?” receives uncon-
scious illustration from many a popular pulpit and many a social
discussion.
The prevalent characteristic of popular theology in England at
' this time may be said to be a tendency to eliminate from Chris-
tianity, with thoughtless dexterity, every supernatural element which
! does not quite accord with current opinion, and yet to ignore the
| fact that in so doing 1t has practically been altogether abandoned.
This tendency is fostered with illogical zeal by many distin-
guished men within the Church itself, who endeavour to arrest
the pursuing wolves of doubt and unbelief which press upon
it by practically throwing to them, scrap by scrap, the very
doctrines which constitute the claims of Christianity to be regarded
as a Divine Revelation at all. They try to spiritualise or dilute
that which remains into a form which does not shock their
reason; and yet they cling to the delusion that they still
retain the consolation and the hope of truths which, if not divinely
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Christianity itself distinctly claims to be a direct Divine

Revelation of truths beyond the natural attainment of the human |
intellect. To submit the doctrines thus revealed, therefore, to] L
criticism, and to clip and prune them down to the standard of | /"
human reason, whilst, at the same time, their supernatural
character is maintained, is an obvious absurdity. Chnstianity

must either be recognised to be a Divine Revelation beyond man’s

eriticism, and, in that case, its doctrines must be received even

though Reason cannot be satisfied, or the claims of Christianity

to be such a Divine Revelation must be disallowed, in which case

it becomes the legitimate subject of criticism like every other

human system. One or other of these alternatives must be
adopted ; but to assert that Christianity is Divine, and yet to deal
with it as human, is illogical and wrong.

When we consider the vast importance of the interests involved,
therefore, it must be apparent that there can be no more urgent
problem for humanity to solve than the question : Is Christianity
a supernatural Divine Revelation or not? To this we may
demand a clear and decisive answer. The evidence must be of
no uncertain character which can warrant our abandoning the
guidance of Reason, and blindly accepting doctrines which, if not
supernatural truths, must be rejected by the human intellect as
monstrous delusions. We propose in this work to seek a con-
clusive answer to this momentous question.

We must, by careful and impartial investigation, acquire the
right to our belief, whatever it may be, and not float like a mere
walf into the nearest haven. Even true conclusions which are.
arrived at either accidentally or by wrong methods are dangerous.
The current which by good fortune led to-day to truth may
to-morrow waft us to falsehood.

If we look at the singular diversity of views entertained, not
Only. mth regard to the doctrines, but also to the evidences, of
fihnsﬁmmtyﬁ, we cannot but be struck by the deplorable position
in which Divine Revelation is now placed.

Orthod(:;x Christians may be divided into two broad classes,
one of which pl:ofesses to base the Church upon the Bible, and E
the otl"ner t!u: Bible upon the Church. The one party assert that '
the Bible is fully and absolutely nspired, that it contains God’s

i
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revelation to man, and that it is the only and sufficient ground
for all religious belief ; and they maintain that its authenticity is
proved by the most ample and irrefragable external as well as
internal evidence. On the other hand, men of undoubted piety
and learning, as well as unquestioned orthodoxy, admit that the
Bible 1s totally without literary or historical evidence, and cannot
for a moment be upheld upon any such grounds as the revealed
word of God ; that none of the great doctrines of ecclesiastical
Christianity can be deduced from the Blble, but that, notwith-
standing this absence of external and internal evidence, this
Revelation stands upon the sure basis of the inspiration of the
Church. Can the unsupported testimony of a Church which in
every age has vehemently maintained errors and denounced truths
which are now universally recognised, be considered sufficient
guarantee of Divine Revelation? Obviously, there is no ground
for accepting from a fallible Church and fallacious tradition
doctrines which, avowedly, are beyond the criterion of reason, and
therefore require miraculous evidence.

With belief based upon such uncertain grounds, and with such
vital difference of views regarding evidence, it is not surprising that
ecclesiastical Christianity has felt its own weakness, and entrenched
itself against the assaults of investigation. Such inquiry, however,
cannot be suppressed. Mere scientific questions may be regarded
with apathy by those who do not feel their personal bearing. It
may possibly seem to some a matter of little practical importance
to them to determine whether the earth revolves round the sun, or
the sun round the earth ; but no earnest mind can fail to perceive
the immense personal importance of Truth in regard to Religion—
the necessity of investigating, before accepting, dogmas, the right
interpretation of which is represented as necessary to salvation—
and the clear duty, before abandoning reason for faith, to exercise
reason, in order that faith may not be mere credulity.

It was in this conviction that the following inquiry into the
reality of Divine Revelation was onginally undertaken, and in this
spirit others should enter upon it. An able writer, who will not be
suspected of exaggeration on this subject, has said: “The majority |
of mankind, perhaps, owe their belief, rather to the outward
influence of custom and education, than to any strong principle of
faith within ; and 1t 1s to be feared that many, if they came to
perceive how wonderful what they believed was, would not find |
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' their belief so easy, and so matter-of-course a thing as they appear
"t find it.”* Ifit is to be more than a mere question of priority of
presentation whether we are to accept Buddhism, Mohammedanism,
or Christianity, we must strictly and fearlessly examine the evidence
upon which they profess to stand. The neglect of examination
can never advance truth, as the severest scrutiny can never retard
it : but belief without discrimination can only foster ignorance and
superstition.

To no earnest mind can such inquiry be otherwise than a serious
and often a painful task ; but, dismissing preconceived 1deas and
preferences derived from habit and education, and seeking only
the Truth, holding it, whatever it may be, to be the only object
worthy of desire or capable of satisfying a rational mind, the quest
cannot but end in peace and satisfaction. In such an investigation,
however, to quote words of Archbishop Whateley, “ It makes all |
the difference in the world whether we place Truth in the first place |
or in the second place ”; for if Truth acquired do not compensate |
for every pet illusion dispelled, the path 1s thorny indeed, although
it must still be faithfully trodden.

#

p:_,“_l' B. Mozley, B.D., on Miracles ; Bamplon Lectures, 1865, 2nd ed.,
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INTO THE

REALITY OF DIVINE REVELATION

FART 1

CHAPTER .
MIRACLES IN RELATION TO CHRISTIANITY

AT the very outset of inquiry into the origin and true character
of Christianity we are brought face to face with the Supernatural.
Christianity professes to be a Divine revelation of truths which
the human intellect could not otherwise have discovered. It is
not a form of religion developed by the wisdom of man and
- appealing to his reason, but a system miraculously communicated
to the human race, the central doctrines of which are either
superhuman or untenable. If the truths said to be revealed were
either of an_ordinary character or naturally attainable, they would
at once discredit the claim to a Divine origin. No one could

maintain, that a system_discoverable by reason would be super-

— -

naturally communicated. The whole argument for Christianity
turns upon_the necessity of such a revelation, and the consequent
probability that it would be made:

~There is nothing singular, it may be remarked, in the claim of
Christianity to be a direct revelation from God. With the
exception of the religions of Greece and Rome, whieh, however,
also had their subsidiary supposition of Divine inspiration, there
has scarcely been any system of religion which has not been
proclaimed to the world as a direct Divine communication. Long
before Christianity claimed this character, the religions of India
had anticipated the 1dea. To quote the words of an accomplished

scholar: ““‘According to the orthodox views of Indian theologians,
B
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not a single line of the Veda was the work of ]l(mnt}a:;_l au[t)h(_)trs:
' The whole Veda is in some way or other the work of the d_el Yf
' and even those who received it were not supposed to be or m._ar?
' mortals, but beings raised above the level of common humanity,
‘and less liable, therefore, to error in the reception of revealed
‘truth.” The same origin is claimed for the religion of Zoroaster,
‘whose doctrines, beyond doubt, exercised great influence at least
upon later Jewish theology, and whose Magian followers are
appropriately introduced beside the_qad!e of Jesus, as the first
to do honour to the birth of Chmnstianity., In the same wayz
Mohammed announced his religion as directly communicated from
heaven. . : o
Christianity, however, as a religion professing to be divinely
revealed, 1s not only supernatural in origin and doctrine, but its |
claim to acceptance is necessarily based upon supernatural ,-
evidence ; for it is obvious that truths which require to be !
miraculously communicated do not come within the range of our
intellect, and cannot, therefore, be intelligently received upon
internal testimony. “And, certainly,” says an able Bampton
- Lecturer, “if it was the will of God to give a revelation, there are
| plain and obvious reasons for asserting that miracles are necessary
' as the guarantee and voucher for that revelation. A revelation is,
- properly speaking, such only by virtue of telling us something
- which we could not know without it. But how do we know that
- that communication of what is undiscoverable by human reason
is true 2 Our reason cannot prove the truth of it, for it is by the
| very supposition beyond our reason. There must be, then, some
 note or sign to certify to it and distinguish it as a true communi-
- cation from God, which note can be nothing else than a miracle.”?
In another place the same Lecturer stigmatises the belief of the
Mohammedan “as in its very principle irrational,” because he
accepts the account which Mohammed gave of himself, without
supernatural evidence.? The belief of the Christian is contrasted
with it as rational, “because the Christian believes in a super-

natural dispensation upon the proper evidence of such a dispensa-

‘tjonm\'iz.,the mir‘::u':ul{)_us."”'4 Mohammed is reproached with having
an utterly barbarous idea of evidence, and a total miscalculation
of the claims of reason,” because he did not consider miraculous

evidence necessary to attest a supernatural dispensation ; “ whereas

* M. Miiller, Chips from a Germar Workshop, 1867, vol. 1L, P 18

“J. B. Mozley : .
: Sb'!r ‘ :;" 6!’? ozley, B.D., Bampton Lecturer In 1865, on Miracles, 2nd ed.,

3 fh. , pf 3'J! Cf- Butlur Aifljﬂfﬂ:jf ﬂf ]ll .!:"' L L] &
i 3 _ 3 5 cirgion, pt. | chap. Vil. § - Paley
A View of the Evidences J ¥ anifv. e hiata : :
: ;5 ;f 3: tences of Christianity, ed. W hately, 1859, P. 324 %'

- . -




THE NECESSITY OF MIRACULOUS EVIDENCE 3

the Gospel is adapted to perpetuity for this cause especially, with
others, that it was founded upon a true calculation, and a foresight
of the permanent need of evidence: our Lord admitting the
inadequacy of His own mere word, and the necessity of a rational
guarantee to His revelation of His own nature and commission. ”s

The spontaneous offer of miraculous evidence, indeed, has
always been advanced as a special characteristic of Christianity,
logically entitling it to acceptance in contradistinction to all other
religions. “Tt is an acknowledged historical fact,” says Bishop
Butler, “ that Christianity offered itself to the world, and demanded
to be received, upon the allegation—i.c., as unbelievers would
speak, upon the pretence—of miracles, publicly wrought to attest
the truth of it in such an age ;...... and Chrnstianity, including the

dispensation of the Old Testament, seems distinguished by this

v+ from all other religions.”?

Most of the great English divines have clearly recognised and
asserted the necessity of supernatural evidence to establish the
reality of a supernatural revelation. Bishop Butler affirms
miracles and the completion of prophecy to be the *direct
and fundamental proofs” of Christianity.> Elsewhere he says :
“The notion of a miracle, considered as a proof of a divinei
mission, has been stated with great exactness by divines, and is,
I think, sufficiently understood by everyone. There are also
invisible miracles—the Incarnation of Christ, for instance—which, |
being secret, cannot be alleged as a proof of such a mission, but
require themselves to be proved by visible miracles. Revelation
itself, too, is miraculous ; and miracles are the proof of it.”4
Paley states the case with equal clearness: “In what way can a
revelation be made but by miracles? In none which we are able
to conceive.”s His argument, in fact, is founded upon the prin-
ciple that “nothing but miracles could decide the authority ” of
Christiamty.® In another work he asserts that no man can
prove a future retribution but the teacher “who testifies by
miracles that his doctrine comes from God.”7 Bishop Atterbury,
again, referring to the principal doctrines of ecclesiastical Chris-
tianity, says : “It is this kind of Truth that God is properly said
to reveal ; Truths, of which, unless revealed, we should have

* 0., P 32
* The Analogy of Religion, pt. ii., ch. vii., § 3.
3 /6., pt. ii., ch. vii. ¢ £0., pt. ii., ch. ii., § I.

> A View of the Evidences of Christianity. ¢ Preparatory Considerations, "’
B I

¢90., p. 14.

? Moral Philosophy, book v. Speaking of Christianity, in another place,
he calls miracles and prophecy * that splendid apparatus with which its
mission was introduced and attested ” (book iv.).
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inued ignorant ; and ’tis in order only to prove these
;l:u'at)l;ss ﬁnl:]ave beegl? really revealed that we affirm Miracles to be
b |

N%ﬁﬁuﬁley, Margaret Professor of Divinity in the University
of Oxford, after pointing out that the doctrines taught as the
Christian Revelation are such as could not by any possibility have
been attained by the unassisted human reason, and that, conse-
quently, it is reasonable that they should be attested by miracles,
continues : ““ Indeed, it seems inconceivable how without miracles
—including prophecy in the notion of a miracle—it could sufh-
ciently have commended itself to men’s belief? Who would
believe, or would be justified in believing, the great facts which
constitute its substance on the ipse dixi# of an unaccredited
teacher? and how, except by miracles, could the first teacher be
accredited? Paley, then, was fully warranted in the assertion......
that ‘we cannot conceive a revelation ’—such a revelation of
course as Christianity professes to be, a revelation of truths which
transcend man'’s ability to discover—‘to be substantiated without
miracles.” Other credentials, it 1s true, might be exhibited ##
addition to myacles—and such it would be natural to look for—
but it seems impossible that miracles could be dispensed with.”?

Dr. Mansel bears similar tesimony: “ A teacher who proclaims
himself to be specially sent by God, and whose teaching is to be
received on the authorty of that mission, must, from the nature
of the case, establish his claim by proofs of another kind than

those which merely evince his human wisdom or goodness. A

superhuman authonity needs to be substantiated by superhuman

evidence ; and what 1s superhuman is miraculous.”s

Newman, in discussing the idea and scope of miracles, says :
“A revelation—that is, a direct message from God to man—
itself bears in some degree a miraculous character. ..... And as a
revelation itself, so again the evidences of a revelation may all
more or less be considered miraculous...... It might even be
said that, strictly speaking, no evidence of a revelation is con-
cewable which does not partake of the character of a miracle ;
since pothing but a display of power over the existing system of
things can attest the immediate presence of Him by whom it was
origmally established.”
— Dr. Mozley has stated in still stronger terms the necessity that

' .55'!‘-1"’1'1'4?#1'. elc. Sermon viil., ““ Miracles th
any Rthg"lﬂn " {vol. in., 1766, p. 199).

| Neplies to Essays and Reviews, 1862, p. 151,

* duds to Faith, 4th ed., 1863, P: 38.

V Twe KEssays o1 Scridtur ‘ -
Mol st J;’d 2 1370:'{;_ Hﬁr? Miracles and on Ecclesiastical, by John H.

¢ Most Proper Way of Proving

- gl e
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Christianity should be authenticated by the evidence of miracles,
He supposes the case that a person of evident integrity and lofti-
ness of character had appeared, eighteen centuries ago, announcing
himself as pre-existent from all eternity, the Son of God, Maker
of the world, who had come down from heaven and assumed the
form and nature of man in order to be the Lamb of God that
taketh away the sins of the world, and so on, enumerating other
doctrines of Christianity. Dr. Mozley then asks: “ What would
be the inevitable conclusion of sober reason respecting that person ?
The necessary conclusion of sober reason respecting that person
would be that he was disordered in his understanding...... By no
rational being could a just and benevolent life be accepted as
proof of such astonishing announcements. Miracles are the
necessary complement, then, of the truth of such announcements,
which, without them, are purposeless and abortive, the unfinished
fragments of a design which is nothing unless it is the whole.
They are necessary to the justification of such announcements,
which indeed, unless they are supernatural truths, are the wildest
delusions.” He, therefore, concludes that ‘ Christianity cannot
be maintained as a revelation undiscoverable by human reason, a
revelation of a supernatural scheme for man’s salvation, without
the evidence of miracles.”

In all points Christianity is emphatically a Supernatural
Religion, claiming to be divine in its origin, superhuman in its
essence, and miraculous in its evidence. It cannot be accepted
without an absolute belief in miracles, and those who profess to
hold the religion whilst they discredit its supernatural elements—
and they are many at the present day—have widely seceded from
ecclesiastical Christianity. Miracles, it is true, are external to
Christianity in so far as they are evidential, but inasmuch as it is
admitted that miracles alone can attest the reality of Divine
revelation they are still inseparable from it ; and as the contents

R —

of the revelation are, so to say, more miraculous than its attestil:‘l_g
miracles, the supernatural enters into the very substance of Chris-
tianity, and cannot be eliminated. It is obvious, therefore, that
the reality of miracles is the vital point in the investigation which
we have undertaken. If the reality of miracles cannot be estab-
lished, Christianity loses the only evidence by which its truth can
be sufficiently attested. If miracles be incredible, the super-
natural revelation and its miraculous evidence must together be
rejected.

This fact 1s thoroughly recognised by the ablest Christian
divines. Dean Mansel, speaking of the position of miracles in

* Bamplon Lectures, 1865, p. 14. o VS
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regard to Christianity, says : “ The question, however, assumes a

’ very different character when it relates, not to the comparative

| importance of miracles as evidences, but to their reality as facts,

' and as facts of a supernatural kind. For, if this 1s denied, t_he
' denial does not merely remove one of the supports of a faith
' which may yet rest securely on other grounds. On the contrary,
the whole system of Chnstian behef with its evidences...... all

i

f

ﬂ

|
1

5

Christianity, in short, so far as 1t has any title to that name, so far
as it has any special relation to the person or the teaching of
Christ, is overthrown at the same time.”” A little further on he
says : “If there be one fact recorded in Scripture which is
entitled, in the fullest sense of the word, to the name of a
miracle, the RESURRECTION oF CHRIST 1s that fact. Here, at
least, 1s an mstance 1in which the entire Christian faith must stand
or fall with our belief in the supernatural.”? He, therefore,
properly repudiates the view, “which represents the question of
the possibility of miracles as one which merely affects the
external accessories of Chnistianity, leaving the essential doctrines
untouched™  Dr. Mozley, in a similar manner, argues the insepar-
able union of miracles with the Christian faith. “Indeed, not
only are miracles conjoined with doctrine in Christianity, but
miracles are inserted 7z the doctrine and are part of its contents.
A man cannot state his belief as a Christian in the terms of the
Aposties’ Creed without asserting them. Can the doctrine of

~our Lord’s Incarnation be disjoined from one physical miracle ?
- Can the doctrine of His justification of us and intercession for us
. be disjommed from another?...... [f a miracle is incorporated as

i

|

i
i

I!

|
|

an :trticir:_in a creed, that article of the creed, the miracle, and the
proof of it by a miracle, are all one thing. The great miracles,

 therefore, upon the evidence of which the Christian scheme
 rested, being thus inserted in the Christian Creed, the belief in

the Creed was of itself the belief in the miraculous evidence of

AR Thus miracles and the supernatural contents of Christianity
must stand or fall together.™ Dr. Heurtley, referring to the dis-
cussion of the reality of miracles, exclaims: “It is not too much
to say, therefore, that the question is vital as regards Christianity.”s
Dr. Westcott not less emphatically makes the same statement.
“It is evident,” he says, “that if the claim to be a miraculous
religion is essentially incredible, apostolic Christianity is simply
false. .. ... The essence of Chnstianity lies in a miracle ; and, if it
can be shown that a miracle is either impossible or incredible, all
urther inquiry into the details of its history is superfluous in a

-

' Aids to Faith, 1863, p. 3. L0y Dok

3 Jo. : }l. 5. 4 Bﬂ?ﬂ /
ool d on Lectures, 1865, p. 21 f.
> Arp’:ﬂ lo k ssays and A‘fm’gwj, 1862, lf 143. ’ 3 P
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religious point of view.”* Similarly, Dr. Farrar has said : “ How-
ever skilfully the modern ingenuity of semi-belief may have
tampered with supernatural interpositions, it is clear to every
honest and unsophisticated mind that, if miracles be incredible,
Christianity is false. If Christ wrought no miracles, then the
Gospels are untrustworthy...... If the Resurrection be merely a
spiritual idea, or a mythicised hallucination, then our religion has
been founded on an error...... iy

It has been necessary clearly to point our this indissoluble
connection between ecclesiastical Chnstianity and the supernatural,
in order that the paramount importance of the question as to the
credibility of miracles should be duly appreciated. Our inquiry
into the reality of Divine Revelation, then, whether we consider
its contents or its evidence, practically reduces itself to the very
simple issue : Are miracles antecedently credible? Did they
ever really take place? We do not intend to confine ourselves
merely to a discussion of the abstract question, but shall also
endeavour to form a correct estimate of the value of the specific
allegations which are advanced.

Having, then, ascertained that miracles are absolutely necessary
to attest the reality of Divine revelation, we may proceed to
examine them more closely, and for the present we shall confine
ourselves to the representations of these phenomena which are
given in the Bible. Throughout the Old Testament the doctrine
1s inculcated that supernatural communications must have super-
natural attestation. God is described as arming his servants with
power to perform wonders, in order that they may thus be
accredited as his special messengers. The Patriarchs and the
people of Israel generally are represented as demanding “a sign ”
of the reality of communications said to come from God, without
which, we are led to suppose, they not only would not have
believed, but would have been justified in disbelieving, that the
message actually came from him. Thus Gideon3 asks for a sign
that the Lord talked with him, and Hezekiaht demands proof of
the truth of Isaiah’s prophecy that he should be restored to health.
It 15, however, unnecessary to refer to instances, for it may be
afhirmed that, upon all occasions, miraculous evidence of an
alleged divine mission is stated to have been required and

accorded. : :
The starthng information 1s at the same time given, however,

' The Gospel of the Resurrection, 3rd ed., 1874, p. 34.

* The Witness of History to Christ, Hulsean Lectures for 1870, 2nd ed.,
1872, p. 25.

3 Judges vi. 17. + 2 Kings xx, 8 f
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o des mav be wrought to attest what 1s false, as well as to
:ml:a :hc:tmiaé true. I%l one place' it ig declared that, if a
prophet actually gives a sign or wonder, and it comes to pass, but
reaches the people, on the strength of it, to follow other gods, they
are not to hearken to him, and the prophet is to be put to death.
The false miracle is, here,? attributed to God himself : “For the
Lord your God proveth you, to know whether ye love the Lord
your God with all your heart and with all your soul.” In the book
of the Prophet Ezekiel the case is stated in a still stronger way,
and God is represented as directly deceiving the prophet: “ And
if the prophet be deceived when he hath spoken a thing, I the
Lord have deceived that prophet, and I will stretch out my hand
upon him, and will destroy him from the midst of my people
Israel.”™  God, in fact, 1s represented as exerting his almighty
power to deceive a man, and then as destroying him for being
deceived. In the same spirit is the passaget in which Micaiah
describes the Lord as putting a lying spirit into the mouths of the
prophets who incited Ahab to go to Ramoth-Gilead. Elsewhere,5
and notably in the New Testament, we find an ascription of real
signs and wonders to another power than God. Jesus himself is
represented as warning his disciples against false prophets, who
work signs and wonders: “ Many will say to me in that day, Lord,
Lord, have we not prophesied in thy name? and in thy name

cast out devils? and in thy name done many wonderful works ?”

of whom he should say : “T never knew you ; depart from me, ye
that work iniquity.™ And again in another place: “ For false
prophets shall anse, and shall work signs and wonders (onpeia
xai Tepara) to seduce, if it were possible, the elect.”7 Also,
when the Pharisees accuse him of casting out devils by Beelzebub,
the prince of the devils, Jesus asks: * By whom do your children
cast them out " a reply which would lose all its point if they were
not admitted to be able to cast out devils. In another passage
Jobn is described as saying : “ Master, we saw one casting out
devils in thy name, who followeth not us, and we forbad him.”?
Without mult_iy}yim_h%rlsrtances, however, there can be no doubt of
the fact that the reality of false miracles and lying wonders is
admitted in the Bible. : &

The obvious deduction from this representation of miracles is

_'J [..?lt.‘i{t., n%ii. 1 ff. “ Deut. xiii 3
Fzek. wiv. 9. The narrative of God's bardening the heart of Pharach in

otder 1o bring other plagues upon the | ) in 4 e
3 Kings xxii 14_1} pon the land of Egypt 1s in this vein.

* The counter miracles of the
instances. Ex. vii T, 12, 32.

" Matt. vii. 22, 23

T Matt. xil 27

Egyptian sorcerers need not be referred to as

’ Mark xiii. 22,
¥ Iqﬂ.fk ix- 381
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that the source and purpose of such supernatural phenomena
must always be exceedingly uncertain.* Their evidential value is,
therefore, profoundly affected, ““ it being,” as Newman has said of
ambiguous miracles, ‘“antecedently improbable that the Almighty
should rest the credit of His revelation upon events which but
obscurely implied His immediate presence.”? As it is affirmed
that other supernatural beings exist, as well as an assumed Personal
God, by whose agency miracles are performed, it is impossible to
argue with reason that such phenomena are at any time specially
due to the intervention of the Deity. Newman recognises this,
but passes over the difficulty with masterly lightness of touch.
After advancing the singular argument that our knowledge of
spirits 1s only derived from Scripture, and that their existence
cannot be deduced from nature, whilst he asserts that the being of
a God—a Personal God be it remembered—can be so discovered,
and that, therefore, miracles can only properly be attributed to
him, he proceeds : “Still, it may be necessary to show that on our
own principles we are not open to inconsistency. That is, it has
been questioned whether, in admitting the existence and power of
Spirits on the authority of Revelation, we are not in danger of
invalidating the evidence upon which that authority rests. For
the cogency of the argument for miracles depends on the assump-
tion that interruptions in the course of nature must ultimately
proceed from God, which is not true if they may be effected by other
beings without His sanction. And it must be conceded that,
explicit as Scripture is in considering miracles as signs of Divine
agency, 1t still does seem to give created spirits some power of
working them; and even in its most literal sense intimates the
possibility of working them in opposition to the true doctrine
(Deut. xi1. 1-3; Matt. xxiv. 24 ; 2 Thess. 1. g—11).”3 Newman
repudiates the attempts of various writers to overcome this
difficulty by making a distinction between great miracles and
small, many miracles and few, or by referring to the nature of the
doctrine attested in order to determine the author of the miracle,
or by denying the power of spirits altogether, and explaining away
- Scripture statements of demoniacal possession and the narrative
of the Lord’s Temptation. ** Without having recourse to any of
these dangerous modes of answering the objection,” he says, ‘it

' Tertullian saw this difficulty, and in his work against Marcion he argues
that miracles alone, without prophecy, could not sufficiently prove Christ to be
the Son of God ; for he points out that Jesus himself forewarned his disciples
that false Christs would come with signs and wonders, like the miracles which
he himself had worked, whom he enjoined them beforehand not to believe.
Adv. Mare., iii. 3. So also the Author of the Clementines, xvii. 14,

2 Two Essays on Miracles, p. 31.

3 1., p. 50 K.
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may be sufficient to reply that since, agreqably to the antecedent
wentiment of reason, God has adopted miracles as the seal of a
divine message,s we believe he will never St}ﬂ'er” them to be so
counterfeited as to deceive the humble nquirer.™ This 1s t_he
only reply which even so powerful a reasoner as Newman can give
to an objection based on distinct statements of Scripture itself.
He cannot deny the validity of the objection; he can only hope or
believe in spite of it. Personal belief, independent of evidence,
is the most common and the weakest of arguments ; at the best,
it is prejudice masked in the garb of reason. It is perfectly clear
tﬁt'%r"a_cfes_beihgm%edged to be common both to God
and to other spirits, they cannot be considered a distinctive

I
l | S | | g .
{ attestation of divine intervention ; and, as Spinoza finely argued,

not even the mere existence of God can be inferred from them; »* 1‘3”'??
| for, as a miracle is a limited_act, and never expresses more thana ¢+ 55,
. certain and limited power, 1t 1s certain that we cannot from such _fr&,r
| an eflect conclude even the existence of a_cause whose power 1s =~ = . “

| d b =
e ". & I | 9 _hJ_,-J'

‘inﬁ: te.? A L

This dual character obviously leads to many difficulties in " R ”/
defining the evidential function and force of miracles, and we »' * -, .

may best appreciate the dilemma which is involved by continuing J
to follow the statements and arguments of divines themselves.
To the question whether miracles are absolutely to command the
obedience of those in whose sight they are performed, and
whether, upon their attestation, the doer and his doctrine are to
be accepted as of God, Archbishop Trench unhesitatingly replies :
* It cannot be so, for side by side with the miracles which serve
for the furthering of the kingdom of God runs another line of
wonders, the counter-workings of him who is ever the ape of the
Most High.”™> The deduction is absolutely logical and cannot
be demed. “This fact,” he says, *“ that the kingdom of lies has
its wonders no less than the kingdom of truth, is itself sufficient
evidence that miracles cannot be appealed to absolutely and
fmally, wn proof of the doctrine which the worker of them
proclaims.”  This being the case, it is important to discover how
miracles perform their function as the indispensable evidence for
a Divine revelation, for with this disability they do not seem to
possess much potentiality. Archbishop Trench, then, offers the
!txlh.;wmg defimtion of the function of miracles: * A miracle
does not prove the truth of a doctrine, or the divine mission of

E?m ;th'aat brings it to pass. That which alone it claims for him at
the Birst 1s a nght to be listened to 5 1t puts him in the alternative

'S

S . -
s —————

| Two Essays on Scripture Miracles, p- 51 f.
© Opera, ed Tauchnitz, vo) ., cap. vi., 24

' Notes on the Miracles of our Lord, 8th cd.., 1866, p. 22.

-
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of being from heaven or from hell. The doctrine must first
commend ifself to the conscience as being good, and only then
can the miracle seal it as dizine. But the first appeal is from the
doctrine to the conscience, to the moral nature of man.”* Under
certain circumstances, he maintains, their evidence is utterly to be
rejected. “ But the purpose of the miracle,” he says, “ being, as
we have seen, to confirm that which is good, so, upon the other
hand, where the mind and conscience witness against the doctrine,
not all the miracles in the world have a right to demand sub-
mission to the word which they seal. On the contrary, the great
act of faith 1s to believe, against, and in despite of them all, in
what God has revealed to, and implanted in the soul of the holy
and the true; not to believe another Gospel, though an angel
from heaven, or one transformed into such, should bring it
(Deut. xmi. 3; Gal. 1. 8); and instead of compelling assent,
miracles are then rather warnings to us that we keep aloof, for

' they tell us that not merely lies are here, for to that the conscience
- bore witness already, but that he who utters them is more than a

common deceiver, is eminently ‘a liar and an Anti-christ,” a false
prophet—standing in more immediate connection than other
deceived and evil men to the kingdom of darkness, so that Satan
has given him his power (Rev. xiii. 2), is using him to be an

.especial organ of his, and to do a special work for him.”> And

he lays down the distinct principle that ““The miracle must
witness for itself, and the doctrine must witness for itself, and
then, and then only, the first is capable of witnessing for the
second.”3
- These opinions are not peculiar to the Archbishop of Dublin,
but are generally held by divines, although Dr. Trench expresses
them with unusual absence of reserve. Dr. Mozley emphatically
affirms the same doctrine when he says: “A miracle cannot oblige
us to accept any doctrine which is contrary to our moral nature,
or to a fundamental principle of religion.” Dr. Mansel speaks

' Notes, ete., p. 25. Dr. Trench’s views are of considerable eccentricity,
and he seems to reproduce in some degree the Platonic theory of Remi-
niscence. He continues : ““ For all revelation Eggsugg%ses in_man _a_power
of recognising the truth when it is shown him—that it will find an answer In
hun—tﬁat he will trace in it the lineaments of a friend, though of a friend
from whom he has been long estranged, and whom he has well-nigh forgotten.
It is the finding of a treasure, but of a treasure which he himself and no other
had lost. The denial of this, that there is in man any organ by which truth
may be recognised, opens the door to the most boundless scepticism—Is,
indeed, the denial of all that is god-like in man” (Z4., p. 25). The Arch-
bishop would probably be shocked if we suggested that the god-like organ of
which he speaks i1s Reason. _

it {2V s g 3 /b., p. 33

+ Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 25.
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1 the same effect: “If a teacher claiming to work miracles

sroclaims doctrines contradictory to previously established truths,
whether to the conclusions of natural rellgiop or to the teaching
of a former revelation, such a contradiction 1s allowed, even by
the most zealous defenders of the evidential value of miracles, to

invalidate the authority of the teacher. But the right conclusion

from this admission is not that true miracles are invahd as
evidences, but that the supposed miracles in this case are not
true miracles at all—i.e., are not the effects of Divine power, but
of human deception or of some other agency.”* A passage from
a letter wnitten by Dr. Arnold which 1s quoted by Dr. Trench in
support of hus views both illustrates the doctrine and the necessity
which has led to its adoption : *“ You complain,” says Dr. Arnold,
wnting to Dr. Hawkins, “of those persons who judge of a revela-
tion not by its evidence, but by its substance. It has always
scemed to me that its substance is a most essential part of its
evidence ; and that miracles wrought in favour of what was foolish

or wicked would only prove Manicheism. We are so perfectly
‘gnorant of the unseen world that the character of any supernatural

power_can only be judged by the moral character of the state-

ments which it sanctions. Thus only can we tell whether it be

a revelation from God or from the Devil” In another place

Dr. Amold declares : “ Miracles must not be allowed to overrule

the Gospel ; for it is only through our belief in the Gospel that
we accord our belief to them.”:

* Aids to Faith, p. 32.

* Life of Armoid, ii., p. 226,

} Lectures on Modern History, p. 137. Those who hold such views forget
that the greatest miracles of ecclesiastical Christianity are not external to it,
but are the essence of its principal dogmas. If the “signs” and ““ wonders ”
which form what may be called the collateral miracles of Christianity are only
believed in consequence of belief in the Gospel, upon what basis does belief in
the miraculous birth, the Incarnation, the Resurrection, Ascension, and other
lending dogmas, rest ? . These are themselves the Gospel. Newman, the
character of whose mind leads him to believe every miracle the evidence

’;;’:"j:t‘;ﬁ L’;{ the expense of those of the Gospels. He points out that only a
g L;Tﬂf:;wﬂfulﬁi (tlhf purpose of evidence for a Divine revelation, and
— T‘dc an a.u_lhent;cated by those few; that *“ The man
e s . i except to those who saw them, and have but held
o doclrine ever since ; hke the truths revealed to us about the unseen

! nviction. They have no
» 06t of the record in which they are found.” ~He then
s j @ miracle suggested by Bishop Douglas :
= ::: ?;:1.?# 56“;5]1:;:‘ mliac[!lea to be false the accou:tg Erf whichywas nol:: pul::lfshed
wcﬁﬂhan:m‘ i bfi oF their alleged oecurrence, or, if so published, yet without
gy h;ﬁn eing called to them,” Newman then adds: ‘“ Yet St. Mark

7 flve wrilten at Rome, St. Luke in Rome or Greece, and St. John

= s
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It is obvious that the mutual dependence which is thus estab-
hished between miracles and the doctrines in connection with
which they are wrought destroys the evidential force of miracles,
and that the first and the final appeal is made to reason. The
doctrine, in fact, proves the miracle instead of the miracle attesting
the doctrine. Divines of course attempt to deny this, but no
other deduction from their own statements is logically possible,
Miracles, according to Scripture itself, are producible by various
supernatural beings, and may be Satanic as well as Divine ; man,
on the other hand, is so ignorant of the unseen world that
avowedly he cannot, from the miracle itself, determine the agent
by whom it was performed;’ the miracle, therefore, has no
intrinsic/evidential value, How, then, according to divines, does
it attain any potentiality? Only through a favourable decision on
the part of Reason or the “moral nature in man” regarding the
character of the doctrine. The result of the appeal to Reason
respecting the morality and credibility of the doctrine determines
the evidential status of the miracle. The doctrine, therefore, is
the real criterion of the miracle which, without it, 1s necessarily an
object of doubt and suspicion.

We have already casually referred to Newman’s view of such a
relation between miracle and doctrine, but may here more fully
quote his suggestive remarks.  “ Others, by referring to the nature
of the doctrine attested,” he says, “in _order to determine the
author of the miracle, have exposed themselves to the plausible

charge of adducing, first the miracle to attest the divinity of the
doctrine, and then the doctrine to prove the divinity of the

miracle.”? This argument he characterises as one of the © angerous
modes ” of removing a difficulty, although he does not himself
point out a safer, and, in a note, he adds: “ There is an appear-
ance of doing honour to the Christian doctrines in representing
them as znfrinsically credible, which leads many into supporting
opinions which, carried to their full extent, supersede the need of
miracles altogether. It must be recollected, too, that they who
are allowed to praise have the privilege of finding fault, and may
reject, according to their @ priori notions, as well as receive,

at Ephesus ; and the earliest of the Evangelists wrote some years after the
events recorded, while the latest did not write for sixty years ; and moreover,
true though it be that attention was called to Christianity from the first, yet it

| is true also that it did not succeed at the spot where it arose, but principally

- at a distance from it” (Zwo Essays on Miracles, etc., 2nd ed., 1870, p- 2321£.).
. How much these remarks might have been extended and strengthened by one

?’

more critical and less ecclesiastical than Newman need not here be stated.
* Newman says of a miracle : ‘‘ Considered by itself, it is at most but the

- token of a superhuman being ” (Zwo Zssays, p. 10).

* Two Essays, etc., p. 51.
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Doubtless the divinity of a clearly immoral doctrine could not be
evidenced by miracles ; for our belief in the moral attributes of
(God is much stronger than our conviction of the negative proposi-
tion that none but He can interfere with the system of nature.!
But there is always the danger of extending this admission beyond
its proper limits, of supposing ourselves adequate judges of the
tendency of doctrines ; and, because unassisted reason informs us
what is moral and immoral in our own case, of attempting to
decide on the abstract morality of actions...... These remarks are
In nowise inconsistent with using (as was done in a former section)
our actual knowledge of God’s attributes, obtained from a survey
of nature and human affairs, n determining the probability of
certain professed miracles having proceeded from Him. It is one
thing to infer from the experience of life, another to imagine the
character of God from the gratuitous conceptions of our own
minds.”  Although Newman apparently fails to perceive that he |
himself thus makes reason the criterion of miracles, and therefore :
incurs the condemnation with which our quotation opens, the
very indecision of his argument illustrates the dilemma in which
divines are placed. Dr. Mozley, however, still more directly
condemns the principle which we are discussing—that the doctrine
must be the criterion of the miracle—although he also, as we have
seen, elsewhere substantially affirms it. He says: “The position
that the revelation proves the miracles, and not the miracles the
revelation, admits of a good qualified meaning; but, taken
literally, it is a double offence against the rule that things are properly
proved by the proper proof of them: for a supernatural fact 7s
the proper proof of a supernatural doctrine : while a supernatural

doctrine, on the other hand, is certainly nof the proper proof of a
supernatural fact.”s

* In another place, however, Newman, contrasting the ‘‘ Rationalistic”” and
““ Catholic” tempers, and condemning the former, says: ‘¢ Rationalism is a
certain abuse of reason—that is, a use of it for purposes for which it never was
intended, and is unfitted. To rationalise in matters of revelation is to make
our reason the standard and measure of the doctrines revealed ; to stipulate
that those doctrines should be such as to carry with them their own justifica-
bon ; to reject them if they come in collision with our existing opinions
or habits of thought, or are with difficulty harmonised with our existing stock
of knowledge ” (Essays, Crit. and Hist., 1872, vol. L, p. 31); and a little
further on: ““ A like desire of Judging for one’s self is discernible in the
original fall of man. Eve did not believe the Tempter any more than God’s
word, till she perceived ¢ the fruit was good for food’ ” (74., p. 33). Newman,
of course, wishes to limit his principle precisely to suit his own convenience ;
but in permitting the rejection of a supposed revelation in spite of miracles, on

the ground of our disapprm*al'uf Its morality, it is obvious that the doctrine is
substantially made the final criterion of the miracle.

* Two Essays, etc., p. 51 f., note (£).
> Dampion Lectwres, 1865, p. 1q.
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This statement is obviously true, but it is equally undeniable
that, their origin being uncertain, miracles have no distinctive
evidential force. How far, then, we may inquire in order
thoroughly to understand the position, can doctrines prove the
reality of miracles or determine the agency by which they are
performed? In the case of moral truths within the limits of
reason, it is evident that doctrines which are in accordance with
our 1deas of what is good and right do not require miraculous
evidence at all. They can secure acceptance by their own merits
alone. At the same time, it is universally admitted that the truth
or goodness of a doctrine is, in itself, no proof that it emanates
directly from God, and consequently the most obvious wisdom
and beauty in the doctrine could not attest the Divine origin of a
miracle. Such truths, however, have no proper connection with
revelation at all.  “ Z%ese truths,” to quote the words of Bishop
Atterbury, “ were of themselves sufficiently obvious and plain, and
needed not a Divine testimony to make them plamer.  But the
truths which are necessary in this manner to be attested arc
those which are of posifive institution ; those which, if God had
not pleased to reveal them, human reason could not have
discovered ; and those which, even now they are revealed, human
reason_cannot fully account for and perfectly comprehend.™
How 1s it possible, then, that reason or * the moral nature in man ”
can approve as good, or appreciate the fitness of, doctrines which
in their very nature are beyond the criterion of reason 22 What
reply, for instance, can reason give to any appeal to it regarding
the doctrine of the Trinity or of the Incarnation? If doctrines
the truth and goodness of which are apparent do not afford any
evidence of Divine revelation, how can doctrines which reason
can neither discover nor comprehend attest the Divine origin of
miracles? Dr. Mozley clearly recognises that they cannot do so.
“ The proof of a revelation,” he says—and, we may add, the proof
of a miracle, itself a species of revelation—* which is contained in
the substance of a revelation, has this inherent check or limit in it -
viz., that it cannot reach to what is undiscoverable by reason.
Internal evidence is itself an appeal to reason, because at every
step the test 1s our own appreciation of such and such an idea or
doctrine, our own perception of its fitness; but human reason
cannot in the nature of the case prove that which, by the
very hypothesis, lies beyond human reason.”s It naturally follows

that no doctrine which lies beyond reason, and therefore requires

* Sermons, 8th ed., 1766, vol. iii., p. _198. ‘

* Bishop Butler says : *‘ Christianity is a scheme quite beyond our compre-
. hension ” (Analogy of Religion, part ii., ch. iv., § 1).

3 Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 15.
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the attestation of miracles, can possibly afford that indication of
the source and reality of miracles which is necessary to endow
them with evidential value ; and the supernatural doctrine must,
therefore, be rejected in the absence of miraculous evidence of a
decisive character. |
Dr. Mozley labours earnestly, but unsuccessfully, to restore to
miracles as evidence some part of that potentiality of which these
unfortunate limitations have deprived them. Whilst, on the one
hand, he says, “ We must admit, indeed, an inherent modification
in the function of a miracle as an instrument of proof,”* he argues
that this is only a limitation, and no disproof of it, and he contends
that “ The evidence of miracles is not negative, because 1t has
conditions.”> His reasoning, however, is purely apologetic, and
attempts, by the unreal analogy of supposed limitations of natural
principles and evidence, to excuse the disqualifying limitation of the
supernatural. He is quite conscious of the serious difficulty of the
position. “ The question,” he says, “may at first sight create a
dilemma—If a miracle is nugatory on the side of one doctrine,
what cogency has it on the side of another? Is it legitimate to
accept its evidence when we please, and reject it when we please 2
The only reply he seems able to give to these very pertinent
questions is the remark which immediately follows them : * But in
truth a miracle is never without an argumentative force, although
that force may be counterbalanced.”? In other words, a miracle is
always an argument, although it is often a bad one. It is scarcely
necessary to go to the supernatural for bad arguments.
It might naturally be expected that the miraculous evidence
selected to accredit a Divine revelation should possess certain

distinctive of Divine power, and exclusively associated with Divine
truth. It is inconceivable that the Deity, deigning thus to attest
the reality of a communication from himself of truths beyond the
criterion of reason, should not make the evidence simple and
complete, because, the doctrines proper to such a revelation not
being appreciable from internal evidence, it is obvious that the
external testimony for them—if it is to be of any use—must be
unmistakable and decisive. The evidence which 1s actually
produced, however, so far from satisfying these legitimate
anticipations, lacks every one of the qualifications which reason
antecedently declares to be necessary. Miracles are not distinctive
of Divine power, but are common to Satan, and they are admitted
to be performed in support of falsehood as well as in the service of
truth. They bear, indeed, so little upon them the impress of their
origin and true character that they are dependent for their

' Bampton Lectures, p. 25. A0 D% 3 7b., p. 25.
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recognition upon our judgment of the very doctrines to attest
which they are said to have been designed.
Even taking the representation of miracles, therefore, which
divines themselves give, they are utterly incompetent to perform
their contemplated functions. If they are superhuman they are
not super-Satanic, and there is no sense in which they can be
considered miraculously evidential of anything. To argue, as |
theologians do, that the ambiguity of their testimony is deliberately
intended as a trial of our faith is absurd, for, reason being unable
to judge of the nature either of supernatural fact or supernatural
doctrine, it would be mere folly and injustice to subject to such a
test beings avowedly incapable of sustaining it. Whilst it is |
absolutely necessary, then, that a Divine revelation should be
attested by miraculous evidence to justify our believing it, the
testimony so-called seems, in all respects, unworthy of the name,
and presents anomalies much more suggestive of human invention
' than Divine originality. We are, in fact, prepared, even by the

Scriptural account of miracles, to expect that further examination
will supply an explanation of such phenomena which will wholly
remove them from the region of the supernatural.

d.

|




CHAPTER '11.-
MIRACLES IN RELATION TO THE ORDER OF NATURE

WirHouT at present touching the question as to their reality, it
may be well to ascertain what miracles are considered to be, and
how far, and in what sense, it 1s asserted that they are supernatural.
We have, hitherto, almost entirely confined our attention to the
arguments of English divines, and we must for the present
continue chiefly to deal with them, for it may broadly be said that
they alone, at the present day, maintain the reality and supernatural
character of such phenomena. No thoughtful mind can fail to
see that, considering the function of miracles, this is the only
logical and consistent course.” The insuperable difficulties in the
way of admitting the reality of miracles, however, have driven the
great majority of continental, as well as very many English,
theologians who still pretend to a certain orthodoxy, either to
explain the miracles of the Gospel naturally, or to suppress them
altogether. Since Schleiermacher denounced the idea of Divine
interuptions of the order of nature, and explained away the super-
natural character of miracles, by defining them as merely relative—
miracles to us, but in reality mere anticipations of human
knowledge and power—his example has been more or less followed
thrdﬁ”gﬁdﬁf"""GEEﬁEﬁy, and almost every expedient has been
adopted by would-be orthodox writers to reduce, or altogether
eliminate, the miraculous elements. The attempts which have
been made to do this, and yet to maintain the semblance of
unshaken belief in the main points of ecclesiastical Christianity,
have lamentably failed, from the hopeless nature of the task and
the fundamental error of the conception. The endeavour of
Paulus and his school to get rid of the supernatural by a bold
naturalistic interpretation of the language of the Gospel naratives,
whilst the credibility of the record was represented as intact, was
too glanng an outrage upon common sense to be successful ; but it
Was scarcely more illogical than subsequent efforts to suppress the

' Newman writes : “‘ Nay, if we only go so

, , far as to realise what Christianity
15, when considered merely as a cre

‘ . U ‘ ed, and what stupendous overpowering
facts are involved in the doctrine of a Divine Incarnation, we shall feel that no

miracle can be great after it, nothing strange or marvellous, nothing beyond
expectation * (7we Essays on Scripture Miracles, ete., 1870, p. 185).

13
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miraculous, yet retain the creed. The great majority of modern
German critics, however, reject the miraculous altogether, and
consider the question as no longer worthy of discussion; and most
of those who have not distinctly expressed this view either resort
to every linguistic device to evade the difficulty, or betray by their
hesitation the feebleness of their belief.* In dealing with the
question of miracles, therefore, it is not to Germany we must turn,
but to England, where their reality is still maintained.

Archbishop Trench rejects with disdain the attempts of Schleer-
macher and others to get rid of the miraculous elements of
miracles, by making them relative, which he rightly considers to

2.2

be merely “a decently veiled denial of the miracle altogether
and he will not accept any reconciliation which sacrifices the
miracle, “which,” he logically affirms, “is, in fact, no miracle, if
it lay in nature already, if it was only the evoking of forces latent
therein, not a new thing, not the bringing in of the novel powers
of a_higher world ; if the mysterious processes and powers by
which those works were brought about had been only undiscovered
hitherto, and not undiscoverable, by the efforts of human

inquiry.”3  When Dr. Trench tries to define what he considers

¢ It may be well to refer more particularly to the views of Ewald, one of the
most profound scholars, but, at the same time, arbitrary critics, of this time.
In his great work, Geschichte des Volkes Israel, he rejects the supernatural
from all the ‘‘ miracles” of the Old Testament (cf. ITI. Ausg. 1864, Band i,
p. 385 f., ii., p. 88 £, 101 ff., 353 ff.), and in the fifth volume Christus u.s.
Zeit, he does not belie his previous opinions. He deliberately repudiates the
miraculous birth of Jesus (v. p. 236), rejects the supernatural from the birth of
John the Baptist, and denies the relationship (Luke i. 36) between him and
Tesus (p. 230 ff.). The miraculous events at the Crucifixion are mere poetical
imaginations (p. 581). The Resurrection is the creation of the pious longing
and excited feeling of the disciples (Band vi. Gesch. des Apost. Zettalters,
1858, p. 71 f.), and the Ascension, its natural sequel (vi. p. 95 f.). In regard
to the miracles of Jesus, his treatment of disease was principally mental and
by the exercise of moral influence on the mind of the sick ; but he also
employed external means, inquired into the symptoms of disease, and his
action was subject to the laws of Divine order (v. pp. 291-299). Ewald
spiritualises the greater miracles until the physical basis is almost completely
lost. In the miracle at the marriage of Cana, ‘‘ water itself, under the
influence of his spirit, becomes the best wine,” as it still does wherever his |
spirit is working in full power (v. p. 329). The miraculous feeding of 5,000
< 2 narrative based on some tradition of an occasion in which Jesus, *‘ with the
<mallest external means, but infinitely more through his spirit and word and
prayer, satisfied all who came to him ”’—an allegory, in fact, of the higher
satisfying power of the bread of life—which in course of time grew to the
consistency of a physical miracle (v. p. 442). The raising of the son of the
widow of Nain is represented as a case of suspended animation (v. p. 424).
In his latest work, Die Lehre der Bibel von Gott, Ewald eliminates all the
miraculous elements from Revelation, which he extends to all historical
religions (with the exception of Mohammedanism), as well as to the religion of
the Bible (i., p. 18, § 8).

* Notes on Miracles, p. 74. 3 1b., p. 75
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the real character of miracles, however, he becomes, as might be
expected, voluminous and obscure, He Says : ““ An  extra-
ordinary Divine casualty, and not that ordinary which we acknow-
ledge everywhere, and in everything, belongs, then, to the
essence of the miracle ; powers of God other than those which
have always been working ; such, indeed, as most seldom or
never have been working before. The unresting activity of God,
which at other times hides and conceals itself behind the veil of
what we term natural laws, does in the miracle unveil itself; it
steps out from its concealment, and the hand which works is
laid bare. Beside and beyond the ordinary operation of nature,
higher powers (higher, not as coming from a higher source, but as
bearing upon higher ends) intrude and make themselves felt even
at the very springs and sources of her power.”” ‘“Not, as we
shall see the greatest theologians have always earnestly contended,

confra naturam, but prefer naturam, and swpra naturam.”? |

Further on he adds: * Beyond nature, beyond and abowve the
nature which we know, they are, but not contrary to it.”s
Newman, i a similar strain, though with greater directness, says :
“’The miracles of Scripture are undeniably beyond nature ”; and
he explains them as “ wrought by persons consciously exercising,
under Divine guidance, a power committed to them for definite
ends, professing to be immediate messengers from heaven, and to
evidencing their mission by their miracles.”

Miracles are here described as ““ beside,” and “beyond,” and
‘““above ” nature ; but a moment’s consideration must show that,
in so far as these terms have any meaning at all, they are simply
evasions, not solutions, of a difficulty. Dr. Trench is quite
sensible of the danger in which the definition of miracles places
them, and how fatal to his argument it would be to admit that
they are contrary to the order of nature. “The miracle,” he
protests, “1s not thus wnnatural ; nor could it be such, since the
unnatural, the contrary to order, is of itself the ungodly, and can
In no way, therefore, be affirmed of a Divine work, such as that
with which we have to do.”s The Archbishop, in this, however, is
clearly arguing from nature to miracles, and not from miracles to
nature. He does not, of course, know what miracles really are ;
but, as he r of nature must
he 1s forced to assert that miracles are not contrary to nature. He
repudiates the idéa of their being natural phenomena, and yet

i

-'\-._"..-_.__‘#

recognises that the order of nature must be maintained,

attempts to deny that they are unnatural. They must either be

the one or the other. Indeed, that his distinction is purely

* Noles on Miracles, p. 12. *1b., p. 12, note 2.
* Two Essays on Scripture Miracles, etc., p. 116.
> Notes on Miracles, p. 15.
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imaginary, and inconsistent with the alleged facts of Scriptural
miracles, 1s apparent from Dr. Trench’s own illustrations. The
whole argument 1s a mere quibble of words to evade a palpable
dilemma. Newman does not fall into this error, and more boldly
faces the difficulty. He admits that the Scripture miracles
“Innovate upon the impressions which are made upon us by the
order and the laws of the natural world ”;* and that “walking on
The sea, or the resurrection of the dead, is a plain reversal of its
aws,’”?

Take, for instance, the multiplication of loaves and fishes.
Five thousand people are fed upon five barley loaves and two
small fishes; *““and they took up of the fragments which remained
twelve baskets full.”3s  Dr. Trench is forced to renounce all help
in explaining this miracle from natural analogies, and he admits :
“We must simply behold in the multiplying of the bread ” (and
fishes?) “an act of Divine omnipotence on His part who was the
Word of God-—not, indeed, now as at the first, of absolute
creation out of nothing, since there was a substratum to work
on 1n the original loaves and fishes, but an act of creative accre-
tion.”+ It will scarcely be argued by anyone that such an “act of
Divine omnipotence ” and “ creative accretion ” as this multiplica-
tion of five baked loaves and two small fishes is not contrary to
the order of nature.5 For Dr. Trench has himself pointed out
that there must be interposition of man’s art here, and that “a
grain of wheat could never by itself, and according to the laws of
natural development, issue in a loaf of bread.”® '

Undaunted by, or rather unconscious of, such contradictions,
the Archbishop proceeds with his argument, and with new defini-
tions of the miraculous. So far from being disorder of nature, he
continues, with audacious precision: “The true miracle 1s a
higher and a purer nature, coming down out of the world of
untroubled harmonies into this world of ours, which so many
discords have jarred and disturbed, and bringing this back again,
though it be but for one mysterious prophetic moment, into
harmony with that higher.”? In that “higher and purer nature ”

can a grain of wheat issue in a_loaf of bread ? ~We have only to
app is theory to the miraculous multiplication of loaves and

" Two Essays on Scripture Miracles, ete., p. 154. * 1b., p. 158.

3 Matt. xiv. 20. ¢ Notes on Miracles, p. 274 1.

5 Newman, referring to this amongst other miracles as ‘“a far greater
mnovation upon the economy of nature than the miracles of the Church
upon the economy of Scripture,” says: ‘“‘There is nothing, for instance,
in nature at all to parallel and mitigate the wonderful history of the
multiplication of an artificially prepared substance such as bread” (7we
Essays, p. 157 £.).

¢ Notes on Miracles, p. 274. 7 /6., p. 15.
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fishes to perceive how completely it is the creation of Dr. Trench’s
cy.
po?i‘ngef;gs:ages fairly illustrate the purely imaginary and arbitrary
nature of the definitions which those who maintain the reality and
- supernatural character of miracles give of them. The favourite
~ hypothesis is that which ascri bes miracles to the action of unknou:n
‘law. Archbishop Trench naturally adopts it. “ We should see in
the miracle,” he says, ‘“not the infraction of a law, but the
neutralising of a lower law, the suspension of it for a time by a
higher ”; and he asks with indignation whence we dare conclude
that, because we know of no powers sufficient to produce miracles,
none exist. “ They exceed the laws of ow» nature ; but it does

not therefore follow that they exceed the laws of a// nature.”* It

is not easy to follow the distinction here between ‘o7 nature ”
and “ a// nature,” since the order of nature, by which miracles are

judged, is, so far as knowledge goes, universal, and we have no Lk

grounds for assuming that there is any other.

The same hypothesis 1s elaborated by Dr. Mozley. Assuming
the facts of miracles, he proceeds to discuss the question of their
“referribleness to unknown law,” in which expression he includes
both “ unknown law, or unknown connection with Zzown law,”?

Taking first the supposition of unknown connection with known
law, he argues that, ‘as a law of nature, in the scientific sense,
cannot possibly produce single or isolated facts, it follows that no
isolated or exceptional event can come under a law of nature &y
direct observation ; but, if it comes under it at all, it can only do]
so by some explanation, which takes it out of its isolation and joins
it to a class of facts, whose recurrence indeed constitutes the law,
Now Dr. Mozley admits that no explanation can be given by which
miracles can have an unknown connection with known law,

' Notes on Miracles, p. 16. Dr. Liddon writes on the evidential purpose of
miracles and their nature, as follows : ‘“ But how is man enabled to identify the
Author of this law within him »* (which the highest instincts of the human con-
science derive from the Christian Revelation and the life of Christ), *“ perfectly
reflected as it is in the Christ, with the Author of the law of the Universe
without him? The answer is, by miracle. Miracle is an innovation upon
phiysical law—or at least a suspension of some lower physical law by the inter-
vention ﬂf_ a higher one—in the interests of moral law. The historical fact that
Jesus Christ rose from the dead identifies the Lord of physical life and death with \
the Legislator of the Sermon on the Mount. Miracle is the certificate of
identity between the Lord of Nature and the Lord of Conscience—the proof
that He is really a moral being who subordinates physical to moral interests.
Miracle is the meeting-point between intellect and the moral sense, because it
announces the answer to the efforts and }'earnings alike of the moral sense and
the intellect ; because it announces revelation ’ (Some Elements of Religion,

Lent L‘ECtHI‘EfS, 1370; H. P Lidd{}n, 2.1 T f St. Paul’ 8 £
* Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 145. , Lanon of St, Paul’s, 1872, p. 74 {.)
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Taking the largest class of miracles, bodily cures, the corre-
spondence between a simple command or prophetic notification
and the cure i1s the chief characteristic of miracles, and dis-
 tinguishes them from mere marvels. No violation of any law of
nature takes place in either the cure or the prophetic announce-
ment taken separately, but the two taken together are the proof of
superhuman agency. He concludes that no physical hypothesis
can be framed accounting for the superhuman knowledge and
power involved in this class of miracles, supposing the miracles to
stand as they are recorded in Scripture.’

The nquiry is then shifted to the other and different question :
whether miracles may not be instances of laws which are as yet
wholly unknown.? This is generally called a question of * higher
law "—that 1s to say, a law which comprehends under itself two or
more lower or less wide laws. And the principle would be
applicable to miracles by supposing the existence of an unknown
law, hereafter to be discovered, under which miracles would come,
and then considering whether this new law of miracles and the
old law of common facts might not both be reducible to a still
more general law, which comprehended them both ; but Dr, Mozley,
of course, recognises that the discovery of such a law of miracles
would necessarily involve the discovery of fresh miracles, for to
talk of a law of miracles without miracles would be an absurdity,3
The supposition of the discovery of such a law of miracles, how-
ever, would be tantamount to the supposition of a future new
order of nature, fram which it immediately follows that the whole
supposition is irrelevant and futile as regards the present question,+
For no new order of things could make the present order different,
and a miracle, could we suppose it becoming the ordinary fact of
another different order of nature, would not be less a violation of
the laws of nature in the present one.5 This explanation is also
rejected. i 3

We pause here to remark that throughout the whole inquiry
into the question of miracles we meet with nothing from
theologians but mere assumptions. The facts of the narrative of
the miracle are first assumed, and so are the theories by which it
is explained. Now, with regard to every theory which sqeks to
explain miracles by assumption, we may quote words applied by
one of the ablest defenders of miracles to some conclusion of
straw, which he placed in the mouth of an imaginary antagonist in
order that he might refute it. “But the question 1s,” said
Dr. Mansel, “not whether such a conclusion has been asserted, as
many other absurdities have been asserted, by the advocates of a

* Bampton Lectures, 1865, pp. 145-153. : Jb., pp. 153-159.
3 Jb., p. 154 1. $ 7b., p. 156. > 1b., p. 157-
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‘heorv. but whether it has been established on such scientific

grouﬁds as to be entitled to the assent of all duly-cultivated minds,

whatever their own consciences may say to the contrary.
Immediately after his indignant demand for scientific accuracy

of demonstration, Dr. Mansel proceeds to argue as follows: In the
will of man we have the solitary instance of an efficient cause, in |

the highest sense of the term, acting among tHe physical causes
of the material world, and producing results which could not
have been brought about by any mere sequence of physical
causes. If a man of his own will throw a stone into the air, its
motion, as soon as it has left his hand, is determined by a
combination of purely material laws ; but by what Zaze came it

to be thrown at all? The law of gravitation, no doubt, remains

constant and unbroken, whether the stone 1s lying on the ground
or moving through the air; but all the laws of matter could not
have brought about the particular result, without the interposition

of the free will of the man who throws the stone. Substitute the |
will of God for the will of man, and the argument becomes
applicable to the whole extent of creation and to all the phenomena

which it embraces.?

It 1s evident that this argument merely tends to prove that every
effect must have a cause—a proposition too obvious to require any
argument at all. If a man had not thrown the stone, the stone
would have remained lying on the ground. No one doubts this.
We have here, however, this “solitary instance of an efficient
cause acting among the physical causes of the material world,”
producing results which are wholly determined by natural laws,3
and incapable of producing any opposed to them. If, therefore,
we substitute, as Dr. Mansel desires, “the will of God ” for “ the
will of man,” we arrive at no results which are not in harmony

with the order of nature. We have no ground whatever for .-

assumiag any efficient cause acting in any other way than in
accordance with the laws of nature. It is, however, one of the
gross fallacies of this argument, as applied to miracles, to pass
from the efficient cause producing results which are strictly in
accordance with natural laws, and determined by them, to an
assumed efficient cause producing effects which are opposed to
natural law. The restoration to life of a decomposed human
body, and the miraculous multiplication of loaves and fishes, are

" Mansel, dids to Faith, p. 19. * 1., P B0

3 Throughout this argument we use the term *‘ law ” in its popular sense as
representing the series of phenomena to which reference is made. We do not
think it necessary to discuss the assumption that the will of man is an ‘‘efficient
cause ' it i1s sufficient to show that even admitting the premiss, for the sake of
argument, the supposed consequences do not follow '
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opposed to natural laws, and no assumed efficient cause conceiy-
able, to which they may be referred, can harmonise them.
~ Dr. Mozley continues his argument in a similar way. He
inquires : “ Is the suspension of physical and material laws by a
- spiritual  being inconceivable? We reply that, however incon-
cetvable this kind of suspension of physical law is, it is a fact.
Physical laws are suspended any time an animate being moves
any part of its body; the laws of matter are suspended by the
laws of life.” He goes on to maintain that, although it is true
that his spirit is united with the matter in which it moves in a
way 1in which the Great Spirit who acts on matter in the miracle
iIs not, yet the action of God’s Spirit in the miracle of walking on
the water 1s no more inconceivable than the action of his own
spirit in holding up his own hand. “Antecedently, one step on
the ground and an ascent to heaven are alike incredible. But
this appearance of incredibility 1s answered in one case literally
ambulando. How can I place any reliance upon it in the other ?”2
From this 1llustration, with a haste very unlike his previous careful
procedure, he jumps to the following conclusions: *The consti-
tution of nature, then, disproves the incredibility of the Divine
suspension of physical law ; but, more than this, it creates a
presumption forit.”3 The laws of life of which we have experience,
he argues, are themselves in an ascending scale. First come the
laws which regulate unorganised matter ; next the laws of vegeta-
tion ; then the laws of animal life, with its voluntary motion ; and,
above these, again, the laws of moral being. A supposed intelligent
being whose experience was limited to one or more classes in this
ascending scale of laws would be totally incapable of conceiving
'the action of the higher classes. The progressive succession of
laws 1s perfectly conceivable backward, but an absolute mystery
forward. ‘ Analogy,” therefore, he contends, when 1n this ascend-
ing series we arrive at man, leads us to expect that there is a
higher sphere of law as much above % as he 1s above the lower
natures in the scale, and * supplies a presumption in favour of
such a belief.”# And so we arrive at the question whether there
is or is not a God, a Personal Head in Nature, whose free will
penetrates the universal frame invisibly to us, and is an omnipresent
agent. If there be, Dr. Mozley concludes, then every miracle
in Scripture is as natural an event in the universe as any chemical
experiment in the physical world.s _

This is precisely the argument of Dr. Mansel regarding the
““ Efficient Cause,” somewhat elaborated ; but, however ingeniously
devised, it is equally based upon assumption and defective n

L]

“¥ Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 164. 2 1b., p. 104.
3 7., p. 164. 4+ 76., p. 165. 5 7b., p. 165.
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analogy. The “olasses of law ’j to which the Bamp_ton lecturer
refers are really in no ascending scale. Unorganised matter,
vegetation, and animal life may each have special conditions
modifying phenomena, but they are all equally subject to natural
laws. Man is as much under the influence of gravitation as a
stone is. The special operation of physical laws i1s not a modifi-
cation of law, but law acting under different conditions. The
law of gravitation suffers no alteration, whether 1t cause the fall of
an apple or shape the orbit of a planet. The reproduction of the
plant and of the animal is regulated by the same fundamental
principle, acting through different organisms. The mere superiority
of man over lower forms of organic and inorganic matter does not
lift him above physical laws, and the analogy of every grade n
nature forbids the presumption that higher forms may exist which
are exempt from their control.

If in animated beings, as is affirmed, we have the solitary
instance of an “efficient cause ” acting among the forces of nature,
and possessing the power of initiation, this “efficient cause”
produces no disturbance of physical law. Its action 1s a recog-
nised part of the infinite variety of form within the order of nature ;
and although the character of the force exercised by it may not be
clearly understood, its effects are regulated by the same laws as
govern all other forces in nature. If “the laws of matter are
suspended by the laws of life” each time an animated being
moves any part of its body, one physical law is counteracted in
precisely the same manner, and to an equivalent degree, each

time another physical law 1s called into action. The law of gravi-
tation, forinstance, is equally neutralised by the law of magnetism

each time a magnet suspends a weight in the air, In each case
a law is successfully resisted precisely to the extent of the force
employed. The arm that is raised by the animated being falls
again, in obedience to law, as soon as the force which raised 1t 1s
exhausted, quite as certainly as the weight descends when the mag-
netic current fails. This, however, is not the suspension of law
in the sense of a miracle, but, on the contrary, is simply the
natural operation upon each other of co-existent laws. It isa
recognised part of the order of nature,” and instead of rendering

' Dr. Mozley says, in the preface to the second edition of his Bampton
Lﬁ:“fﬂ?"{f : ““It is quite true that we see laws of nature any day and any hour
neutrahseq and counteracted in particular cases and do not look upon such
counteractions as ﬂl]:l&l‘ than the most natural events; but it must be remem-
bered that, when this is the case, the counteracting agency is as ordinary and
constant an antecedent in nature as the agency which it counteracts. The

agency of the muscles and the agency of the magnet are as ordinary as the
agency of gravitation which they both neutralise...... The elevation of a body in

the air by the force of an arm Is a counteraction indeed of the law of gravita-
tion, but it is a counteraction of it by another law as natural as that of gravity.
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credible any supernatural suspension of laws, the analogy of
animated beings distinctly excludes it. The introduction of life in
no way changes the relation between cause and effect, which con-
stitutes the order of nature.  Life favours no presumption for the
suspension of law, but, on the contrary, whilst acting in nature,
universally exhibits the prevalence and invariability of law.

The supposed ‘ Efficient Cause ” is wholly circumscribed by
law. It 1s brought into existence by the operation of physical
laws, and from the cradle to the grave it is subject to those laws.
The whole process of life is dependent on obedience to natural
laws, and so powerless 1s this efficient cause to resist their jurisdic-
tion that, in spite of its highest efforts, it pines or ceases to exist
in consequence of the mere natural operation of law upon the
matter with which it is united, and without which it 1s impotent.
It cannot receive an impression from without that i1s not conveyed
in accordance with law, and perceived by an exquisitely ordered
organism, in every part of which law reigns supreme; nor can it
communicate from within except through channels equally ordered
by law. The “laws of life” act amongst the laws of matter, but
are not independent of them, and the action of both classes of law
is regulated by precisely the same principles.

Dr. Mozley’s affirmation, that anfecedently one step on the
ground and an ascent to heaven are alike incredible, does not help

- 'him. In that sense it follows that there is nothing that is not

antecedently incredible, nothing credible until it has happened.
This argument, however, while it limits us to actual experience,
prohibits presumptions with regard to that which i1s beyond expe-
rience. To argue that, because a step on the ground and an
ascent to heaven are antecedently alike incredible, yet, as we
subsequently make that step, therefore the ascent to heaven, which

The fact, therefore, is in conformity with the laws of nature. But if the same
body is raised in the air without any application of a known force, it is not a
fact in conformity with natural law. In all these cases the question is not
whether a law of nature has been counteracted, for that does not constitute a
fact contradictory to the laws of nature ; but whether it has been counteracted
by another natural law.  If it has been, the conditions of science are fulfilled. -
But if a law of nature has been counteracted by a law out of nature, it is of no
purpose, with a view to naturalise scientifically that counteraction of a law of
nature, to say that the law of nature has been going on all the time, and only
been neutralised, not suspended or violated. These are mere refinements of
language, which do not affect the fact itself, that a new conjunction of ante-
cedent and consequent, wholly unlike the conjunctions in nature, has taken
place. The laws of nature have in that instance not worked, and an effect
contrary to what would have issued from those laws has been produced. This
is ordinarily called a violation or suspension of the laws of nature; and it seems
an unnecessary refinement not to call it such. But whatever name we give 0

it, the fact is the same ; and the fact 1s not according to the laws of nature 1n
the scientific sense” (p. xii. £.).
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we cannot make, from incredible becomes credible, 1s a contradic-
son in terms. If the ascent be antecedently incredible, 1t cannot
ot the same time be antecedently credible.  That which 1s
incredible cannot become credible because something else quite
different becomes credible. Experience comes with its sober
wisdom to check such reasoning. We believe in our power to
walk because we habitually exercise it ; we disbelieve in bodily
ascensions because all experience excludes them, and if we leap |
into the air on the brink of a precipice, belief in an ascent to |,
heaven is shattered to pieces at the bottom, to which the law of -
gravitation infallibly drags us.

There is absolutely nothing in the constitution of nature, we
may say, reversing Dr. Mozley’s assertion, which does not prove
the incredibility of a Divine suspension of physical laws, and does
not create a presumption against it. A distinction between the
laws of nature and the “laws of the universe,”* by which he
endeavours to make a miracle credible, is one which 1s purely
imaginary. We know of no laws of the universe differing from the
laws of nature. So far as human observation can range, these laws
alone prevail. The occasional intervention of an unknown
“ efficient cause,” producing the effects called * miracles "—effects
which are not referrible to any known law—is totally opposed to
experience, and such a hypothesis to explain alleged occurrences
of a miraculous character cannot find a legitimate place within
the order of nature.

The proposition with which Dr. Mozley commences these
Bampton Lectures, and for which he contends to their close, 1is
this: “ That miracles, or visible suspensions of the order of
nature for a providential purpose, are not in contradiction to
reason.”? He shows that the purpose of miracles 1s to attest a
supernatural revelation, which, without them, we could not
be justified in believing. * Christianity,” he distinctly states,
““cannot be maintained as a revelation undiscoverable by human
reason—a revelation of a supernatural scheme for man’s salvation
without the evidence of miracles.”? Out of this very admission
he attempts to construct an argument in support of miracles.

*“ Hence 1t follows,” he continues, “ that, upon the supposition of
the Divine design of a revelation, a miracle is not an anomaly or
iregulanty, but part of the system of the universe; because, |
Fhough an irregularity and an anomaly in relation to either part, | !
it has a complete adaptation to the whole. There being two |
worlds, a visible and invisible, and a communication between the

T dBampton Lectures, 1865, p. 163,
2 -{f’l'l p- 6_ 3 1&, P- 23.
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two being wanted, a miracle is the instrument of that communi-
cation.,”

This argument is based upon mere assumption. The sup-
position of the Divine design of a revelation, by which a miracle
1s sald to become “part of the system of the universe” and,
therefore, neither an “anomaly ” nor “irregularity,” is the result
of a foregone conclusion in its favour, and is not suggested by
antecedent probability. It is, in fact, derived solely from the
contents of the revelation itself. Divines assume that a com-
munication of this nature is in accordance with reason, and was
necessary for the salvation of the human race, simply because
they believe that it took place. No attempt is seriously made,
independently, to prove the reality of the supposed “ Divine
design of a revelation.” A revelation having, it is supposed, been
made, that revelation is consequently supposed to have been con-
‘templated, and to have necessitated and justified suspensions of
the order of nature to effect it. The proposition for which the
evidence of miracles is demanded 1s viciously employed as
evidence for miracles.

The circumstances upon which the assumption of the necessity
and reasonableness of a revelation is based, however, are in-
credible, and contrary to reason. We are asked to believe that
God made man in his own image, pure and sinless, and intended
him to continue so, but that scarcely had this, his noblest work,
left the hands of the Creator than man was tempted into sin by
Satan, an all-powerful and persistent enemy of God, whose’
existence and antagonism to a Being in whose eyes sin is abomina-
tion are not accounted for, and are incredible.? Adam’s fall
brought a curse upon the earth, and incurred the penalty
of death for himself and for the whole of his posterity. The
human race, although created perfect and without sin, thus
disappointed the expectations of the Creator, and became daily
more wicked, the Evil Spirit having succeeded in frustrating
the designs of the Almighty, so that God repented that he had
made man, and at length destroyed by a deluge all the inhabitants
of the earth, with the exception of eight persons who feared him.
This sweeping purification, however, was as futile as the ornginal
design, and the race of men soon became more wicked than ever.
The final and only adequate remedy devised by God for the salvation
of his creatures, become so desperately and hopelessly evil, was
the incarnation of himself in the person of ‘“the Son,” the second

¥ Bampton Lectures, p. 23, .
2 The history of the gradual development of the idea of the existence and

personality of the Devil is full of instruction, and throws no small light
upon the question of revelation.
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person in a mysterious Trinity, of which the Godhead is said to
be composed (who was conceived by the Holy Ghost, and born of
the Virgin Mary), and his death upon the cross as a vicarious
expiation of the sins of the wo_rld, without which supporsed satis-
faction of the justice of God his mercy could not possibly have
been extended to the frail and sinful work of his own hands.
The crucifixion of the incarnate God was the crowning guilt of a
nation whom God himself had selected as his own peculiar people,
and whom he had condescended to guide by constant direct revela-
tions of his will, but who, from the first, had displayed the most
persistent and remarkable proclivity to sin against him, and, in
spite of the wonderful miracles wrought on their behalf, to forsake
~ his service for the worship of other gods. We are asked to beheve,
therefore, in the frustration of the Divine design of creation, and
in the fall of man into a state of wickedness hateful to God,
requiring and justifying the Divine design of a revelation, and
such a revelation as this, as a preliminary to the further proposi-
tion that, on the supposition of such a design, miracles would not
be contrary to reason.

The whole theory of this abortive design of creation, with such
impotent efforts to amend it, is emphatically contradicted by all
- that experience has taught us of the order of nature. It 1s
difficult to say whether the details of the scheme or the circum-
stances which are supposed to have led to its adoption are more
shocking to reason or to moral sense. The imperfection ascribed
to the Divine work is scarcely more derogatory to the power and
wisdom of a Creator than the supposed satisfaction of his justice
in the death of himself incarnate, the innocent for the guilty, is
degrading to the idea of his moral perfection. The supposed
necessity for repeated interference to correct the imperfection of
the original creation, the nature of the means employed, and the
triumphant opposition of Satan are anthropomorphic conceptions
totally incompatible with the idea of an infinitely wise and
Almighty Being. The constitution of nature, so far from favouring |
any hypothesis of original perfection and subsequent deterioration,
bears everywhere the record of systematic upward progression.
Not only is the assumption that any revelation of the nature of
ecclesiastical Chnstianity was necessary excluded upon philo-
sophical grounds, but it is contradicted by the whole operation
of natural laws, which contain in themselves inexorable penalties
agamnst retrogression, or even unprogressiveness, and furnish the
only requisite stimulus to improvement. The survival only of
the fittest is the stern decree of nature. The invariable action
of law of itself eliminates the unfit. Progress is necessary to
existence ; extinction 1s the doom of retrogression. The highest
cfiect contemplated by the supposed revelation is to bring man
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into perfect harmony with law ; but this is ensured by law itself
acting upon intelligence. Civilisation is nothing but the know-
ledge and observance of natural laws. The savage must leamn
these laws or be extinguished ; the cultivated must observe them
or die. The balance of moral and physical development cannot
be deranged with impunity. In the spiritual as well as the
physical sense, only the fittest eventually can survive in the
struggle for existence. There is, in fact, an absolute upward
impulse to the whole human race supplied by the invariable
operation of the laws of nature, acting upon the common instinct
~of self-preservation. As, on the one hand, the highest human
conception of infinite wisdom and power is derived from the
universality and invariability of law; so that universality and

———

invariability, on the other hand, exclude the idea of interruption |

or occasional suspension of law for any purpose whatever, and
more especially for the correction of supposed original errors of
design which cannot have existed, or for the attainment of objects
already provided for in the order of nature,

Upon the first groundless assumption of a Divine design of
such a revelation follows the hypothetical inference that, for the
purpose of making the communication from the unseen world, a
miracle or visible suspension of the order of nature is no irregu-
larity, but part of the system of the universe. This, however, is
a mere assertion, and no argument. An avowed assumption

e S R
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which is contrary to reason is followedﬂ?ﬁﬁ}he; which 1s
contrary to experience. It 1s not permissible to speak of a visible
suspension of the order of nature being part of the system of the
universe. Such a statement has no meaning whatever within the
range of human conception. Moreover, it must be remembered
that miracles—or “visible suspensions of the order of nature ”—
are ascribed indifferently to Divine and to Satanic agency. If
miracles are not an anomaly or irregularity on the supposition of
the Divine design of a revelation, upon what supposition do
Satanic miracles cease to be irregularities ? Is the order of nature,
which it 1s asserted 1s under the personal control of God, at the
same time at the mercy of the Devil ?

Archbishop Trench has, as usual, a singular way of overcoming
the difficulty. He says: “So long as we abide in the region of
nature, miraculous and improbable, miraculous and incredible, may
be admitted as convertible terms. But once lift up the whole dis-
cussion into a higher region, once acknowledge something higher
than nature, a kingdom of God, and men the intended denizens of
it, and the whole argument loses its strength and the force of its
conclusions....... He who already counts it hkely that God will
interfere for the higher welfare of men, who believes that there is
a nobler world-order than that in which we live and move, and
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that it would be the blessing of blessings for that nobler to intrude
into and to make itself felt in the region of this lower, who has
found that here in this world we are bound by heavy laws of
nature, of sin, of death, which no powers that we now possess can
break, yet which must be broken if we are truly to live—he will
not find it hard to believe the great miracle, the coming of the
Son of God in the flesh, &c....... And as he believes that greatest
miracle, so will he believe all other miracles, etc.”* In other
words, if we already believe the premisses we shall not find it
difficult to adopt the conclusions—if we already believe the
greatest miracle we shall not hesitate to believe the less—if we
already believe the dogmas we shall not find it hard to believe
the evidence by which they are supposed to be authenticated.
As we necessarily do abide in the region of nature, in which
Dr. Trench admits that miraculous and incredible are convertible
terms, it would seem rather difficult to lift the discussion into the
higher region here described without having already abandoned
it altogether.

t Notes on Miracles, p. 71 f.  Archbishop Trench believes that exemption
from the control of the law of gravitation, etc., is a *‘lost prerogative” of our
race, which we may one day recover. It would be difficult to produce a
parallel to his reasoning in modern times. He says: ‘“ It has been already

observed that the miracle, according to its true idea, is not a violation nor yet

suspension of law, but the incoming of a higher law, as of a spiritual in the
midst of natural laws, and the momentary assertion, for that higll:
predominance which it was intended to have, and but for man’s fall it would
always have had, over the lower ; and with this a prophetic anticipation of the
abiding prevalence which it shall one day recover. Exactly thus was there =
here” (in the miracle of the Walking on the Sea) ‘“ a sign of the lordship of
man’s will, when that will is in absolute harmony with God’s will, over
external nature. In regard to this very law of gravitation, a feeble, and for
the most part unconsciously possessed, remnant of his power survives to man
in the well-attested fact that his body is lighter when he is awake than sleeping ;
a fact which every nurse who has carried a child can attest. From this we
conclude that the human consciousness, as an inner centre, works as an
opposing force to the attraction of the earth and the centripetal force of gravity,
however unable now to overbear it” (!) /b.; p. 392.

er law, of the



CHAPTER 11I.
REASON IN RELATION TO THE ORDER OF NATURE

THE argument of those who assert the possibility and reality of
miracles generally takes the shape of an attack, more or less direct,
~upon our knowledge of the order of nature. To establish an
- exception they contest the rule. “ Whatever difficulty there is in
behieving in miracles in general,” he says, ‘“arises from the circum-
stance that they are in contradiction to or unlike the order of
nature. To estimate the force of this difficulty, then, we must
first understand what kind of belief it is which we have in the
order of nature ; for the weight of the objection to the miraculous
must depend on the nature of the belief to which the miraculous
is opposed.”  Dr. Mozley defines the meaning of the phrase,
“order of nature,” as the connection of that part of the order of
nature of which we are ignorant with that part of which we know,
the former being expected to be such and such, decause the latter
is. But how do we justify this expectation of Zkeness?> We
cannot do so, he affirms, and all our arguments are mere state-
ments of the belief itself, and not reasons to account for it. It
may be said, e.g., that when a fact of nature has gone on repeating
itself a certain time, such repetition shows that there is a per-
manent cause at work, and that a permanent cause produces
permanently recurring effects. But what is there, he inquires, to
show the existence of a permanent cause? Nothing. The effects
which have taken place show a cause at work to the extent of
these effects, but not further. That this cause is of a more
permanent nature we have no evidence. Why, then, do we expect
the further continuance of these effects? We can only say :
because we believe the future will be like the past. After a
physical phenomenon has even occurred every day for years we
have nothing but the past repetition to justify our certain ex-
pectation of its future repetition. Do we think it giving a reason
for our confidence in the future to say that, though no man has
had experience of what 7s future, every man has had experience of
what was future? It is true, he admits, that what #s future
becomes at every step of our advance what wwas future, but that

* Bamplon Lectures, 1865, p. 33. 2 1b., p. 34.
3 1b., p. 36. ¢ 0Ib.; p. %)
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which is now s#// future 1s not the least altered by that circum-
stance : it is as invisible, as unknown, and as ul_lexplored as 1if 1t
were the very beginning and the very starting-point of nature. At
this starting-point of nature what would a man know of its future
course ? Nothing. At this moment he Anows no more.” What
ground of reason, then, can we assign for our expectation that any
part of the course of nature will the zex? moment be like what 1t
has been up to #4is moment—z.e., for our belief in the uniformity
of nature? None. It is without a reason. It rests upon no
rational ground, and can be traced to no rational principle.? The
belief in the order of nature being thus an unintelligent 1m-
pulse ” of which we cannot give any rational account, Dr. Mozley
concludes, the ground is gone upon which 1t could be maintained
that miracles, as opposed to the order of nature, were opposed to

reason. A miracle, then, in being opposed to our experience 1
not only not opposed to necessary reasoning, but to any reasoning.>
We need not further follow the Bampton Lecturer, as, with clear-
ness and ability, he applies this reasoning to the argument of
« Experience,” until he pauses triumphantly to exclaim : “Thus,
step by step, has philosophy loosened the connection of the order
of nature with the ground of reason, befriending in exact pro-
portion, as it has done this, the principle of miracles.™
We need not here enter upon any abstract argument regarding
the permanence of cause : it will be sufficient to deal with these
objections in a simpler and more direct way. Dr. Mozley, of
course, acknowledges that the principle of the argument from
experience is that ““ which makes human life practicable ; which
utilises all our knowledge ; which makes the past anything
more than an irrelevant picture to us; for of what use 1s the
experience of the past to us unless we believe the future will be
like it 7”5 Our knowledge in all things is relative, and there are
sharp and narrow limits to human thought. It is, therefore, evident
that, in the absence of absolute knowledge, our belief must be
accorded to that of which we have more full cognizance, rather
than to that which is contradicted by all that we do know. It
may be “irrational” to feel entire confidence that the sun will
“rise ” to-morrow, or that the moon will continue to wax and wane
as 1n the past, but we shall without doubt retain this belief, and
reject any assertion, however positive, that the earth will stand still
to-morrow, or that it did so some thousands of years ago. Evidence: |
must take its relative place in the finite scale of knowledge and = -
thought, and if we do not absolutely know anything, so long as one-
thing is more fully established than another, we must hold to that 1

' Bampton Lectures, p. 38. 2 Ib:, p. 39. 3 .Jb., p- 48.
¢ 1b., p. 49. 5 1b., pe 58.
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which rests upon the more certain basis. Our belief in the in-
vanability of the order of nature, therefore, being based upon
more certain grounds than any other human opinion, we must of
necessity refuse credence to a statement supported by infinitely
less complete testimony, and contradicted by universal experience,
that phenomena subversive of that order occurred many years
'ago, or we must cease to believe anything at all. If belief based
upon unvarying experience be irrational, how much more irrational
must belief be which is opposed to that experience. According to
Dr. Mozley, 1t 1s quite irrational to believe that a stone dropped
from the hand, for instance, will fall to the ground. It is true that
all the stones we ourselves have ever dropped, or seen dropped,
have so fallen, and equally true that all stones so dropped as far
back as historic records, and those still more authentic and ancient
records of earth’s crust itself, go, have done the same; but that,
he contends, does not justify our belief, upon any grounds of
reason, that the next stone we drop will do so. If we be told,
however, that upon one occasion a stone so dropped, instead of
falling to the ground, rose up into the air and continued there,
we have only two courses open to us: either to disbelieve the
fact, and attribute the statement to error of observation, or to
reduce the past to a mere irrelevant picture, and the mind to a
blank page equally devoid of all belief and of all intelligent
reasoning. ,
Dr. Mozley’s argument, however, is fatal to his own cause. It
is admitted that miracles, * or visible suspensions of the order of
nature,”* cannot have any evidential force unless they be super-
f natural, and out of the natural sequence of ordinary phenomena.
' Now, unless there be an actual order of nature, how can there be
' any exception to 1t? If our belief in it be not based upon any
ground of reason—as he maintains, in order to assert that
miracles or visible suspensions of that order are not contrary to
reason—how can it be asserted that miracles are supernatural ?
If we have no rational ground for believing that the future will be
like the past, what rational ground can we have for thinking that
anything which happens 1s exceptional, and out of the common
course of nature ? Because it has not happened before? That
1s no reason whatever ; because, according to his contention, the
fact that a thing has happened ten millions of times is no rational
justification of our expectation that it will happen again. If the
reverse of that which had happened previously took place on the
ten million and first tume, we should, therefore, have no rational
ground for surpnse, and no reason for affirming that it did not
occur in the most natural manner. Because we cannot explain its

" Bamoton Lectures, 1865, p. 6,
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cause? We cannot explain the cause of anything. Our belief
+hat there is any permanent cause IS, according to him, a mere
unintelhgent impulse ; we can only say that there 1s a cause sufh-
cient to produce an isolated effect, but we do not know the nature
of that cause, and it is a mere irrational instinct to suppose that

any cause produces continuous effects, or i§ more than momentary.
A miracle, consequently, becomes a mere isolated effect from an :
unknown cause, in the midst of other merely isolated phenomena |
from unknown causes, and 1t 1s as irrational to wonder at the |
oceurrence of what is new as to expect the recurrence of what 1s
old. In fact, an order of nature is at once necessary, and fatal, -

to miracles. If there be no order of nature, miraclés cannot be
. considered supernatural occurrences, and have no evidential
. value ; if there be an order of nature, the evidence for its 1mmu-
" tability must consequently exceed the evidence for these isolated
deviations from it. If we are unable rationally to form expecta-
tions of the future from unvarying experience In the past, it 1s
«till more irrational to call that supernatural which is merely
different from our past experience. Take, for instance, the case
of supposed exemption from the action of the law of gravitation,
which Archbishop Trench calls “a lost prerogative of our race "
we cannot, according to Dr. Mozley, rationally affirm that next
week we may not be able to walk on the sea, or ascend bodily
into the air. To deny this because we have not hitherto been
“ble to do so is unreasonable; for, he maintains, it 1s a mere
irrational impulse which expects that which has hitherto happened,
when we have made such attempts, to happen agamn next week.
If we cannot rationally deny the possibility, however, that we may
be able at some future time to walk on the sea or ascend into the
air, the statement that these phenomena have already occurred
loses all its force, and such occurrences cease to be mn any way
supernatural. If, on the other hand, it would be irrational to
affirm that we may next week become exempt from the operation
of the law of gravitation, it can only be so by the admission that
unvarying experience forbids the entertainment of such a
hypothesis, and in that case it equally forbids belief in the state-
ment that such acts ever actually took place. If we deny the
future possibility on any ground of reason, we admit that we have
srounds of reason for expecting the future to be like the past,
and therefore contradict Dr. Mozley’s conclusion; and if we
cannot deny it upon any ground of reason, we extinguish the
~claim of such occurrences m the past to any supernatural
character. Any argument which could destroy faith in the order

of nature would be equally destructive to miracles. If we have

* Notes on Miracles, p. 32 1., p. 201 f,
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no right to believe in a rule, there can be no right to speak of
exceptions. The result in any case is this, that whether the
principle of the order of nature be established or refuted, the
supernatural pretensions of miracles are disallowed.

Throughout the whole of his argument against the rationality
of behef in the order of nature, the rigorous precision which Dr.
Mozley unrelentingly demands from his antagonists is remarkable.
‘They are not permitted to deviate by a hair’s breadth from the
line of strict logic, and the most absolute exactness of demonstra-
tion 1s required. Anything like an assumption or argument from
analogy 1s excluded ; induction is allowed to add no reason to
bare and isolated facts; and the belief that the sun will rise
to-morrow morning 1s, with pitiless severity, written down as
mere unintelligent impulse. Belief in the return of day, based
upon the unvarying experience of all past time, 1s declared to be
without any ground of reason. We find anything but fault with
strictness of argument; but it is fair that equal precision should
be observed by those who assert miracles, and that assumption
and 1naccuracy should be excluded. Hitherto, as we have
frequently pointed out, we have met with very little, or nothing,
but assumption in support of miracles ; but, encouraged by the
inflexible spirit of Dr. Mozley’s attack upon the argument from
experience, we may look for similar precision from himself.

Proceeding, however, from his argument against the rationalty
of belief in the order of nature to his more direct argument for
miracles, we are astonished to find a total abandonment of the
rigorous exactness imposed upon his antagonists, and a complete
relapse into assumptions. Dr. Mozley does not conceal the fact.
“The peculiarity of the argument of miracles,” he frankly admits,
““is that it begins and ends with an assumption ; I mean relatively
to that argurhent.”* Such an argument is no argument at all; it
IS a mere petitio princpii, incapable of proving anything. The
nature of the assumptions obviously does not in the slightest
degree affect this conclusion. It is true that the statement of the
particular assumptions may constitute an appeal to belief other-
wise derived, and evolve feelings which may render the calm
exercise of judgment more difficult ; but the fact remains absolute,
that an argument which “begins and ends with an assumption”
is totally impotent. It remains an assumption, and i1s not an
argument at all.

Notwithstanding this unfortunate and disqualifying * pecuharity,”
we may examine the argument. It is as follows: “We assume
the existence of a Personal Deity prior to the proof of miracles

' Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 04.
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i the religious sense ; but with this assumption the question of

miracles is at an end, because such a Being has necessarily the

power to suspend those laws of nature which He has Himself

enacted.” The *“ question of miracles,” which Dr. Mozley here

asserts to be at an end on the assumption of a “Personal Deity,”
is, of course, merely that of the possibility of miracles ; but 1t 1S |
obvious that, even with the precise definition of Deity which 1s
assumed, instead of the real “question” being at an end, 1t only

commences. The power to suspend the laws of nature being

assumed, the will to suspend them has to be demonstrated as

also the actual occurrence of any such assumed suspension,
which is contrary to reason. The subject is, moreover, com-

plicated by the occurrence of Satanic as well as Divine sus-

pensions of the order of nature, and by the necessity of assuming

o Personal Devil as well as a Personal Deity, and his power to

usurp that control over the laws of nature which is assumed as

the prerogative of the Deity, and to suspend them in direct

opposition to God. Even Newman has recognised this, and, in

a passage already quoted, he says: “For the cogency of the

argument from miracles depends on the assumption that inter-

ruptions in the course of nature must ultimately proceed from

God ; which is not true if they may be effected by other beings
without His sanction.”> The first assumption, in fact, leads to

nothing but assumptions connected with the unseen, unknown,
and supernatural, which are beyond the limits of reason.

Dr. Mozley is well aware that his assumption of a * Personal ”
Deity is not susceptible of proof ;3 indeed, this is admitted in the
<tatement that the definition is an “assumption.” He quotes the
obvious reply which may be made regarding this assumption :
“ Everybody must collect from the harmony of the physical |
universe the existence of a God, but in acknowledging a God we | |
do not thereby acknowledge this peculiar doctrinal conception ofa
God. We see in the structure of nature a mind—a universal
mind—but still 2 mind which only operates and expresses itself by
law. Nature only does and only can inform us of mind 7z nature,
the partner and correlative of organised matter. Nature, therefore,
can speak to the existence of a God in this sense, and can speak
to the omnipotence of God in a sense coinciding with the actual

-

* Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 94. 2 TJwo Essays, etc., p. 50.

i Dr. Westcott frankly admits this. ** Christianity, therefore,” he says, *‘as
the absolute religion of man, assumes as its foundation the existence of an
Infinite Personal GOD and a finite human will. This antithesis is assumed, and
not proved. No arguments can establish it. It is a primary intuition, and not
a deduction. It is capable of illustration from what we observe around us ; but
if either term is denied no reasoning can establish its truth ” (Z7%e Gospel of the

Resurvection, 31d ed., 1874, p. 19 f.).
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facts of nature ; but in no other sense does nature witness to the

existence of an Omnipotent Supreme Being. Of a universal mind
out of nature, nature says nothing, and of an Omnipotence which
does not possess an inherent hmit in nature, she says nothing
either. And, therefore, that conception of a Supreme Being which
represents him as a Spirit independent of the physical universe,
and able from a standing-place external to nature to interrupt its
order, 1s a conception of God for which we must go elsewhere.
That conception 1s obtained from revelation, which i1s asserted to
be proved by miracles. But that being the case, this doctrine of
Theism rests itself upon miracles, and, therefore, miracles cannot
rest upon this doctrine of Theism.” With his usual faimess, Dr.
Mozley, while questioning the correctness of the premiss of this
argument, admits that, if established, the consequence stated would
follow, “and more, for miracles, being thrown back upon the same
ground on which Theism 1s, the whole evidence of revelation
becomes a vicious circle, and the fabric is left suspénded in
space, revelation resting on miracles, and miracles resting on
revelation.”? He not only recognises, however, that the concep-

‘tion of a “Personal” Deity cannot be proved, but he distinctly

confesses that it was obtained from revelation,3 and from nowhere

‘else, and these necessary admissions obviously establish the

correctness of the premiss, and involve the consequence pointed out,-
that the evidence of revelation is a mere vicious circle. Dr. Mozley
attempts to argue that, although the idea was first obtained through
this channel, “the truth once possessed 1s seen to rest upon grounds
of natural reason.”# The argument by which he seeks to show that
the conception is seen to rest upon grounds of natural reason is :
“ We naturally attribute to the design of a Personal Being a contri-
vance which is directed to the existence of a Personal Being......
From personality at one end I infer personality at the other.” Dr.
Mozley’s own sense of the weakness of his argument, however, and
his natural honesty of mind oblige him continually to confess the
absence of evidence. A few paragraphs further on he admits:
“ Not, however, that the existence of a God 1s so clearly seen by
reason as to dispense with faith ” ;5 but he endeavours to convince
us that faith is reason, only reason acting under peculiar

circumstances : when reason draws conclusions .which are not
' backed by experience, reason is then called faith.® The issue of

the argument, he contends, 1s so amazing that if we do not
tremble for its safety it must be on account of a practical
principle, which makes us confide and trust n reasons,

v Bampton Lectures, 1865, p. 95 f.
* 1., p. 96. 3 1b., p. 97 1. + 7b., p. 99.
§ Jb., p. 100, ¢ 7b., p. 101.
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and that principle is faith. We are not aware that conviction can
be arrived at regarding any matter otherwise than by confidence in
the correctness of the reasons, and what Dr. Mozley really means |
by faith here 1s confidence and trust in a conclusion for which |
there are no reasons.

It is almost incredible that the same person who had just been
denying grounds of reason to conclusions from unvarying ex-
perience, and excluding from them the results of inductive
reasoning—who had denounced as unintelligent impulse and
‘rrational instinct the faith that the sun, which has risen without
fail every morning since time began, will rise again to-morrow,
could thus argue. In fact, from the very commencement of the
direct plea for miracles calm logical reasoning is abandoned, and
the argument becomes entirely ad Zominem. Mere feeling 1s sub-’
stituted for thought and, in the inability to be precise and logical,
the lecturer appeals to the generally prevailing inaccuracy of
thought.*  “ Faith, then,” he concludes, “is wnverified reason ;
reason which has not yet received the verification of the final test,
but is still expectant.” In science this, at the best, would be
called mere “ hypothesis,” but accuracy can scarcely be expected
where the argument continues : “ Indeed, does not our heart bear
witness to the fact that to believe in a God "—t.e., a Personal God
—*1is an exercise of faith?” etc.?

' The deduction which is drawn from the assumption of a

' Personal ” Deity is, as we have seen, merely the possibility of

'miracles. “ Paley’s criticism,” said the late Dean of St. Paul’s, “ 1S,
after all, the true one—‘once believe that there is a God, and
miracles are not incredible.” 3 The assumption, therefore, although
of vital importance in the event of its rejection, does not very
materially advance the cause of miracles if established. We have
already seen that the assumption is avowedly incapable of proof,
but it may be well to examine it a little more closely in connection
with the inferences supposed to be derivable from it.

In his Bampton Lectures on “The Limit of Religious Thought,”
delivered in 1858, Dr. Mansel, the very able editor and disciple of
Sir William Hamilton, discussed this subject with great minuteness,
and although we cannot pretend here to follow him through the
whole of his singular argument—a theological application of Sir
William Hamilton’s philosophy—we must sufficiently represent it.
Dr. Mansel argues : We are absolutely incapable of conceiving or
proving the existence of God as he is; and so far is human
reason from being able to construct a theology independent of

: CE. Bampton Lectures, 1863, p. 101 fi.
* 1b., p. 104.
3 L\'Ii'-lﬁ?i-r_‘;, Auds 1o /"'rJ?‘fr‘i'? . 30.
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revelation that it cannot even read the alphabet out of which that
' theology must be formed.” We are compelled by the constitution
of our minds to believe in the existence of an Absolute and
Infinite Being ; but the instant we attempt to analyse we are in-
'volved in inextricable confusion. Our moral consciousness
demands that we should conceive him as a Personality, but person-
ality, as we conceive it, i1s essentially a limitation ; to speak of an
Absolute and Infinite Person is simply to use language to which
no mode of human thought can possibly attach itself.? This
amounts simply to an admission that our knowledge of God does
not satisfy the conditions of speculative philosophy, and is in-
capable of reduction to an ultimate and absolute truth.3 It is,
therefore, reasonable that we should expect to find that the
revealed manifestation of the Divine nature and attributes should
likewise carry the marks of subordination to some higher truth, of
which it indicates the existence, but does not make known the
substance ; and that our apprehension of the revealed Deity should
involve mysteries inscrutable, and doubts insoluble by our present
faculties, while at the same time it inculcates the true spirit in
which doubt should be dealt with, by warning us that our
knowledge of God, though revealed by himself, is revealed n
relation to human faculties, and subject to the limitations and im-
perfections inseparable from the constitution of the human mind.+
We need not, of course, point out that the reality of revelation is

here assumed. Elsewhere, Dr. Mansel maintains that philosophy,

by its own incongruities, has no claim to be accepted as a com-
petent witness ; and, on the other hand, human personality cannot
be assumed as an exact copy of the Divine, but only as that which
is most nearly analogous to_it among finite things.> As we are,
therefore, incapable on the one hand of a clear conception of the
Divine Being, and have only analogy to guide us in conceiving his

attributes, we have no criterion of religious truth or falsehood,

: Mansel, Bampton Lectures, 1858 (Murray, 4th ed., 1859), p- 40.

1 2 Jb., p. 56. Dr. Westcott says upon this point : ‘* But though we appeal to
the individual consciousness for the recognition of the truth of the assumptions
which have been made, the language in which one term of the antithesis 1s ex-
- pressed requires explanation. We speak of God as Infinite and Personal. The
- epithets involve a contradiction, and yet they are both necessary. In fact, the

only approximately adequate conception which we can form of a Divine Being

‘« under the form of a contradiction.  For us, personality is only the name for
~ special limitation exerting itself through will ; and will itself implies the idea of
resistance. But as applied to Gon, the notions of limitation and resistance
are excluded by the antithetic term infinite = (7%¢ Gospel of the Resurrection,

1874, p. 21).
3 /b., p. 94 1.
4+ /6., p. 95. ;
s Mansel, Z%e Philosophy of the Conditioned (Strahan, 1860), p. 143 L.
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enabling us to judge of the ways of God, represented by revelation,
and have no right to judge of his justice, or mercy, or goodness,

by the standard of human morality. o
It is impossible to conceive an argument more viclous, Or more

obviously warped to favour already accepted conclusions of
revelation :—As finite beings, we are not only incapable of proving
the existence of God, but even of conceiving him as he is ; there-
fore we may conceive him as he is not. To attribute personality
to him is a limitation totally incompatible with the idea of an
Absolute and Infinite Being, in which “we are compelled by the
constitution of our minds to believe ”; and to speak of him as a
personality is ‘“to use language to which no mode of human
thought can possibly attach itself”; but, nevertheless, to satisfy
supposed demands of our moral consciousness, we are to conceive
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him as a personality. Although we must define the Supreme Being
as a personality, to satisfy our moral consciousness, we must not,
we are told, make the same moral consciousness the criterion of the
attributes of that personality. We must not suppose him to be
endowed, for instance, with the perfection of morality according
to our ideas of it; but, on the contrary, we must hold that his
moral perfections are at best only analogous, and often contra-
dictory, to our standard of morality.? As soon as we conceive a
Personal Deity to satisfy our moral consciousness, we have to
abandon the personality which satisfies that consciousness, in
order to accept the characteristics of a supposed revelation, to
reconcile certain statements of which we must admit that we
have no criterion of truth or falsehood enabling us to judge of the
ways of God.

Now, in reference to the assumption of a Personal Deity as a
preliminary to the proof of miracles, it must be clearly remembered
that the contents of the revelation which miracles are to authenticate
cannot have any weight. Antecedently, then, it 1s admitted that

personality is a limitation which is absolutely excluded by the

* Mansel, 7he Philosophy of the Conditioned, (Strahan, 1866), p. 144 f.
In another place Dean Mansel says: ‘“Ideas and images which do |
not represent God as He is may nevertheless represent Him as it 1s our
duty to regard Him. They are not in themselves true; but we must
nevertheless believe and act as if they were true. A finite mind can form no
conception of an Ipﬁnitf: Being which shall be speculatively true, for it must
represent the Infinite under finite forms ; nevertheless, a conception which is
_c{ﬂm.-m’atzwfy untrue may be regulatively true. A regulative truth 1s thus de-
slgnefl not to satisfy our reason, but to guide our practice ; not to tell us what
God is, but how He wills that we should think of Him ” (Man’s Conception of
Erf.rrm{:r ! An exammnation of Mr. Maurice's Theory of a Fixed State out of
TII;?]IH a letter to the Rev. L. T. Bernays, by Rev. H. L. Mansel, B.D.,
p.9f.).

* Ib., p. 143 1.3 Bampton Lectures, 1858, pp. 131-175, pPp. 94-130.



ANTHROPOMORPHIC DIVINITY 43

-
—

e

—

id?as of the Deity which, it is asserted, the constitution of our
minds compels us to form. It cannot, therefore, be rationally
assumed. To admit that such a conception is false, and then to
base conclusions upon it as though it were true, is inadmissible.
It is child’s play to satisfy our feeling and imagination by the
conscious sacrifice of our reason. Moreover, Dr. Mansel admits
that the conception of a Personal Deity is really denved from
the revelation, which has to be rendered credible by miracles ;
therefore the consequence already pointed out ensues, that the
assumption cannot be used to prove miracles. “It must be
allowed that it is not through reasoning that men obtain the
first intimation of their relation to the Deity; and that, had they
been left to the guidance of their intellectual faculties alone, it
is possible that no such intimation might have taken place; or,
at best, that it would have been but as one guess, out of many
equally plausible and equally natural.”* The vicious circle of the
argument is here again apparent, and the singular reasoning by
which Dr. Mansel seeks to drive us into acceptance of revelation
is really the strongest argument against it. The impossibility of
conceiving God as he is,> which is insisted upon, instead of being
a reason for assuming his personality, or for accepting Jewish
conceptions of him, totally excludes such an assumption. = %

This “great religious assumption” is not suggested by any
antecedent considerations, but is required to account for miracles,
and is derived from the very revelation which miracles are to
attest. “In nature and from nature,” to quote words of Pro-
fessor Baden Powell, “by science and by reason, we neither have,
nor can possibly have, any evidence of a Deity working miracles ;
for that we must go out of nature and beyond science. If we
could have any such evidence from nature, it could only prove
extraordinary natural effects, which would not be miracls n the
old theological sense, as isolated, unrelated, and uncaused ;
whereas no physical fact can be conceived as unique, Or without
analogy and relation to others, and to the whole system of natural
causes.”3

Dr. Mansel “does not hesitate ” to affirm with Sir Wilham
Hamilton, “ that the class of phenomena which requires that kind

1 Bampton Lectures, 1858, p. 68. _

2 Gir William Hamilton says: ‘True therefore are the declarations of a
pious philosophy. ‘A God understood would be no God at all.”  To think
that God is as we can think Him to be is blasphemy.” The Divinity, in &
certain sense, is revealed ; in a certain sense is concealed : He 1s at once
known and unknown. But the last and highest consecration of all true I‘Ellgl?:’:
must be an altar— Ayrdore Oew—* 7o the unknown and unknowable God
(Discussions on Philosophy, 3rd ed., Blackwood & Sons, 1866, p. 15, nute].ed

3 ““Study of the Evidences of Christianity,” ZEssays and Keviews, gth ed.,

p. 141 f.
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of cause we denominate a Deity 1s exclusively given in the pheno-
that the phenomena of matter, taken by them-

mena of mind ; _ _ ”
selves, do not warrant any inference to the existence of a God.”*

After declaring a Supreme Being, from every point of view, incon-
ceivable by our finite minds, it 1s singular to ﬁpd hlm_L thrusting
upon us, in consequence, a conception of that Being which almost
makes us exclaim with Bacon : “It were better to have no opinion
of God at all than such an opinion as is unworthy of him ; for the
one is unbelief, the other is contumely.”? Dr. Mansel asks : “Is
matter or mind the truer image of God ?”3 But both matter and
mind unite in repudiating so unworthy a conception of a God,
and in rejecting the idea of suspensions of law. In the words of

 Spinoza: “From miracles we can neither nfer the nature, the

existence, nor the providence of God, but, on the contrary, these
may be much better comprehended from the fixed and immutable
order of nature.”t* Indeed, as he adds, miracles, as contrary to
the order of nature, would rather lead us to doubt the existence
of God.5

Six centuries before our era a noble thinker, Xenophanes of

Colophon, whose pure mind soared far above the base anthropo-

morphic mythologies of Homer and Hesiod, and anticipated some

of the highest results of the Platonic philosophy, finely said :—

““ There is one God supreme over all gods, diviner than mortals,
Whose form is not like unto man’s, and as unlike his nature ;

But vain mortals imagine that gods, like themselves, are begotten
With human sensations, and voice, and corporeal members ;°

So if oxen or lions had hands, and could work in man’s fashion,
And trace out with chisel or brush their conception of Godhead,
Then would horses depict gods like horses, and oxen like oxen,
Each kind the Divine with its own form and nature endowing.”

He illustrates this profound observation by pointing out that
the Ethiopians represent their deities as black, with flat noses,
while the Thracians make them blue-eyed, with ruddy com-
plexions ; and, similarly, the Medes and the Persians and
Egyptians portray their gods like themselves. The Jewish idea
of God was equally anthropomorphic; but their highest concep-
tion was certainly that which the least resembled themselves, and !

: /6., p. 25. CL Hamilton, Lectures on Metaphysics, vol. i., p. 26.

* Bacon's Essays, xvii. ed. Whately, p. 183. 3 Aids to Faith, p. 25.

* Zract, Theolog. Polit., c. vi., § 16, ed. Tauchnitz. 5 1b., vr., § 10.
© Clement of Alexandria, who quotes the whole of this passage from
fgetn;.;;:hancﬁ, Iﬁllﬂkfff:i a separation here from the succeeding lines, by xal wd\w ;
(f‘l;‘, C{f-;fri?th ;:r:‘ ;n:.l:t.:im;u;r;tg, and the fragments are generally united.
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. which described the Almighty as * without variableness or shadow
' of tuming,” and as giving a law to the universe which shall not be
' broken.

None of the arguments with which we have yet met have
succeeded 1n making miracles in the least degree antecedently
credible. On the contrary, they have been based upon mere
assumptions incapable of proof and devoid of probability. On
the other hand, there are the strongest reasons for affirming that
such phenomena are antecedently incredible.  Dr. Mozley’s attack,
which we discussed in the first part of this chapter, and which, of
course, was chiefly based upon Hume’s celebrated argument, never
seriously grappled with the doctrine at all. The principle which
opposes itself to belief in miracles is very simple. Our beliefin the
invariability of that sequence of phenomena which we call the
order of nature is based upon universal experience, and it would,
therefore, require an extraordinary amount of evidence to prove
the truth of any allegation of miracles, or violations of that order.
Where a preponderance of evidence mn support of such allega-
tions cannot be produced, reason and experience concur in attri-
buting the ascription of miraculous character to any OCCUTTENCES
caid to have been witnessed, to imperfect observation, mistaken
inference, or some other of the numerous sources of error. Any
allegation of the interference of a new and supernatural agent, upon
such an occasion, to account for results 1n contradiction of the known
sequence of cause and effect is excluded by the very same prin-
ciple, for, invariable experience being as opposed to the assertion
that such interference ever takes place as it is to the occurrence
of miraculous phenomena, the allegation is necessarily dis-
believed.

Apologists find it much more convenient to evade the simple
but effective arguments of Hume than to answer them, and where
it is possible they dismiss them with a sneer, and hasten on to
less dangerous ground. For instance, Dr. Farrar, arguing the
antecedent credibility of the miraculous, makes the following
remarks : “ Now, as regards the inadequacy of testimony to
establish a miracle, modern scepticism has not advanced one
single step beyond the blank assertion. And it is astonishing that
this assertion should still be considered cogent, when its logical
consistency has been shattered to pieces by a host of wrters, as
well sceptical as Christian (Mill’s Logic, ii., 157-160). For,as the

greatest of our living logicians has remarked, the supposed recondite

and dangerous formula of Hume—that it is more probable that

testimony should be mistaken than that miracles should be true—
reduces itself to the very harmless proposition that anything 1S
. credible which is contrary to a complete induction. It 1s, 1
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fact, a flagrant petitio principit, used to support a wholly unphilo-
sophical assertion.” It is much more astonishing that so able a
man as Dr. Farrar could so misunderstand Hume’s argument, and
so misinterpret and misstate Mill’s remarks upon it. So far from
shattering to pieces the logical consistency of Hume’s reasoning,
Mill substantially confirms it, and pertinently remarks that ‘it
speaks ill for the state of philosophical speculation on such
subjects ” that so simple and evident a doctrine should have been
accounted a dangerous heresy. It 1s, in fact, a statement of a
truth which should . have been universally recognised, and would
have been so but for its unwelcome and destructive bearing upon
popular theology.

Mill states the evident principle: “If an alleged fact be in
contradiction, not to any number of approximate generalisations,
but to a completed generalisation grounded on a rigorous
induction, it 1s said to be impossible, and 1s to be disbelieved
totally.” Mill continues: ‘This last principle, simple and
evident as it appears, 1s the doctrine which, on the occasion of an
attempt to apply it to the question of the credibility of miracles,
excited so violent a controversy. Hume’s celebrated doctrine,
that nothing 1s credible which 1s contradictory to experience or at
variance with laws of nature, i1s merely this very plain and
harmless proposition, that whatever 1s contradictory to a complete
induction 1s incredible.”? He then proceeds to meet possible
objections : ““ But does not (it may be asked) the very statement
of the proposition immply a contradiction? An alleged fact,
according to this theory, 1s not to be believed if it contradict a
complete induction. But it i1s essential to the completeness of an
induction that it should not contradict any known fact. Is it not,
then, a petitio principii to say that the fact ought to be dis-
believed because the induction to it i1s complete ? How can we
have a nght to declare the induction complete, while facts,
supported by credible evidence, present themselves in opposition
to1t? I answer, we have that right whenever the scientific canons
of induction give it to us; that is, whenever the induction can be
complete. We have it, for example, in a case of causation in
which there has been an experimentum crucis.” It will be
remarked that Dr. Farrar adopts Mill’s phraseology in one of the
above questions to affirm the reverse of his opinion. Mill
decides that the proposition is not a pefitio principii ; Dr Farrar
Says, In continuation of his reference to Mill, that it isa flagrant

* The Witness of History to Christ, Hulséan Lectures. 1870. b the Rev
F. W. Famrar, M.A., F.R.S., etc., etc., 2nd ed., 1872, p. 26 f? e

* A System of Logic, by Jobn Stuart Mill, 8th ed., 1872, ii., p. 165,
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petitio principii. Mill proceeds to prove his statement, and he
naturally argues that, if observations or experiments have been
repeated so often, and by so many persons, as to exclude all supposi-
tion of error in the observer,a law of natureisestablished ; and so long
as this law is received as such, the assertion that on any particular
occasion the cause A took place, and yet the effect B did not
follow, without any counteracting cause, must be disbelieved. In
fact, as he winds up this part of the argument by saying: “We
cannot admit a proposition as a law of nature, and yet believe a
fact in real contradiction to it. We must disbelieve the alleged
fact, or believe that we were mistaken in admitting the supposed
law.”* Mill points out, however, that, in order that any alleged
fact should be contradictory to a law of causation, the allegation
must be not simply that the cause existed without being followed
by the effect, but that this happened in the absence of any
adequate counteracting cause. “ Now, in the case of an alleged
miracle, the assertion is the exact opposite of this. It is, that the
effect was defeated, not in the absence, but in consequence of a
counteracting cause—namely, a direct interposition of an act of
the will of some being who has power over nature; and i par-
ticular of a Being whose will, being assumed to have endowed all
the causes with the powers by which they produce their effects,
may well be supposed able to counteract them.™ A miracle,
then, is no contradiction to the law of cause and effect; it 1s
merely a new effect supposed to be introduced by the introduction
of a new cause: “of the adequacy of that cause, if present,3
there can be no doubt: and the only antecedent improbability
which can be ascribed to the miracle is the improbability that
any such cause existed.” Mill then continues, resuming his
criticism on Hume’s argument : “ All, therefore, which Hume has
made out, and this he must be considered to have made out, 1s
that (at least in the imperfect state of our knowledge of natural
agencies, which leaves it always possible that some of the physical
antecedents may have been hidden from us) no evidence can
prove a miracle to any one who did not previously believe the
existence of a being or beings with supernatural power; or who
believes himself to have full proof that the character of the Being
whom he recognises is inconsistent with his having seen fit to
:nterfere on the occasion in question.” Mill proceeds to enlarge
on this conclusion. “If we do not already believe in super-
natural agencies, no miracle can prove to us their existence. The
miracle itself, considered merely as an extraordinary fact, may be
satisfactorily certified by our senses or by testimony ; but nothing

1 Mill, Logic, 1., p- 166 f. 2 7., ii., p. 1674
3 The italics are ours.
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can ever prove that it is a miracle. There is still another possible
hypothesis, that of 1ts being the result of some unknown natural
cause ; and this possibility cannot be so completely shut out as to
leave no alternative but that of admitting the existence and mter-
vention of a being superior to nature. ‘Those, however, who
already believe in such a being have two hypotheses to choose
from, a supernatural and an unknown natural agency ; and they
have to judge which of the two 1s the most probable in the
particular case. In forming this judgment, an important element
of the question will be the conformity of the result to the laws of
the supposed agent ; that 1s, to the character of the Deity as they
conceive it. But, with the knowledge which we now possess of
the general uniformity of the course of nature, religion, following
in the wake of science, has been compelled to acknowledge the
government of the universe as being on the whole carried on by
general laws, and not by special interpositions. To whoever holds
this belief, there is a general presumption against any supposition
of divine agency not operating through general laws, or, in other
words, there is an antecedent improbability in every miracle
which, in order to outweigh it, requires an extraordinary strength
of antecedent probability derived from the special circumstances
of the ease.”* Mill rightly considers that it is not more difficult
to estimate this than in the case of other probabilities. “ We
are seldom, therefore, without the means (when the circumstances
of the case are at all known to us) of judging how far it 1s likely
that such a cause should have existed at that time and place
without manifesting its presence by some other marks, and (in the
case of an unknown cause) without having hitherto manifested its
existence in any other instance. According as this circumstance,
or the falsity of the testimony, appears more improbable, that is
conflicts with an approximate generalisation of a higher order,
we believe the testimony, or disbelieve 1t: with a stronger or
weaker degree of conviction, according to the preponderance : at
least until we have sifted the matter further.”? This 1s precisely
Hume’s argument weakened by the introduction of reservations
which have no cogency.

We have wished to avoid interrupting Mill’s train of reasoning
by any remarks of our own, and have, therefore, deferred till now
the following observations regarding his criticism on Hume’s
argument,

In reducing Hume’s celebrated doctrine to the very plain pro-
position, that whatever is contradictory to a complete induction is
incredible, Mill in no way diminishes its potency against miracles ;
and he does not call that proposition “ harmless ” in reference to

* Mill, Logic, ii., p. 168 1. 2 7b., ii., p. 169.
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its bearing on miracles, as Dr. Farrar evidently supposes, but
merely in  opposition to the character of a recondite and
““dangerous heresy ” assigned by dismayed theologians to so
obvious and simple a principle. The proposition, however, whilst
it reduces Hume’s doctrine in the abstract to more technical terms,
does not altogether represent his argument. Without asserting
that experience is an absolutely infalli%lguide, Hume maintains
that—* A wise man proportions his belief to the evidence. In
such conelusions as are founded on an infallible experience, he
expects the event with the last degree of assurance, and regards
his past experience as a full proof of the future existence of that
event. In other cases he proceeds with more caution ; he weighs
the opposite experiments ; he considers whieh side 1s supported by
the greater number of experiments ; to that side he inclines with
doubt and hesitation ; and when at last he fixes his judgment, the
evidence ex@teds not what we properly call probability. All pro-
bability, then, supposes an opposition of experiments and observa-
tions, where the one side is found to overbalance the other, and to
produce a degree of evidence propomoned to the superionty.”*
After elaborating this proposition, Hume continues: “A miracle
is a violation of the laws of nature ; and as a firm and unalterable
_experience has established these ]aws, the proof against a miracle,
from the very nature of the fact, 1s as entire as any argument from
experience can possibly be imagined. Why 1s it more than pro-
bable that all men must die; that lead cannot, of itself, remain
suspended in the air ; that fire consumes wood, and is extinguished
by water ; unless 1t be that these events are found agreeable to the
laws of nature, and there 1s required a wviolation of these laws, or,
in other words, a miracle, to prevent them? Nothing is esteemed
a miracle if it ever happened in the common course of nature. It
is no miracle that a man seemingly in good health should die ona
sudden ; because such a kind of death, though more unusual than
any othcr, has yet been frequently observed to happen. But 1t is
a miracle that a dead man should come to hfe, because that has
never been observed in any age or country. There must, there-
fore, be an uniform experience against every miraculous event,
otherwise the event would not merit that appellation. And as an
uniform experience amounts to a proof, there 1s here a direct and
full proof, from the nature of the fact, against the existence of any
miracle ; nor can such a proof be destroyed, or the miracle
rendered credible, but by aﬂ oppesite proof which is superior.
The plain consequence is ( it 1s a general maxim worthy of our
attention) : ‘ That no testimony is sufficient to establish a miracle

¢ David Hume, Philosophical Works ; Boston and Edinburgh, 1854, 1v., p.
126.
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unless the testimony be of such a kind that its falsehood would be
more miraculous than the fact which it endeavours to establish ;
and even in that case there i1s a mutual destruction of arguments,
and the superior only gives us an assurance suitable to that degree
of force which remains after deducting the inferior” When any
one tells me that he saw a dead man restored to life, I immediately
consider with myself whether it be more probable that this person
should either deceive or be deceived, or that the fact which he
relates should really have happened. I weigh the one miracle
against the other; and, according to the superiority which I
discover, I pronounce my decision, and always reject the greater
miracle. If the falsehood of his testimony would be more
miraculous than the event which he relates, then, and not till then,
can he pretend to command my belief or opinion.™

The ground upon which Mill admits that a miracle may not be

contradictory to complete induction is that it is not an assertion
that a certain cause was not followed by a certain effect, but an
allegation of the interference of an adequate counteracting cause.
. This does not, however, by his own showing, remove a miracle
from the action of Hume’s principle, but simply modifies the
nature of the antecedent improbability. Mill qualifies his
admission regarding the effect of the alleged counteracting cause
by the all-important words, “ if present ” ; for, in order to be vald,
the reality of the alleged counteracting cause must be established,
which is 1impossible, therefore the allegations fall to the ground.

In admitting that Hume has made out that no evidence can

prove a miracle to any one who does not previously believe in a
being of supernatural power willing to work miracles, Mill
concedes everything to Hume, for his only limitation 1s based
upon a supposition of mere personal belief in something which 1s
not capable of proof, and which belief, therefore, is not more vahd
than any other purely imaginary hypothesis. The belief may
seem substantial to the individual entertaining it, but, not being
capable of proof, it cannot have weight with others, or m any way
affect the value of evidence in the abstract.

The assumption of a Personal Deity working miracles 1s excluded
by Hume's argument, and, although Mill apparently overlooks the
fact, Hume has not only anticipated but refuted the reasoning
which 1s based upon it. In the succeeding chapter ona Particular
Providence and a Future State he directly disposes of such an
assumption, but he does so with equal effect also in the essay
which we are discussing. Taking an imaginary miracle as an
!lluﬂtrgtlrm. ht:_argu:t-a' : “Though the Being to whom the miracle
15 ascnbed be in this case Almighty, it does not upon that account

* Hume, Philos. Works, wv., p. 130 ff.
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become a whit more probable ; since it 1s impossible for us to
know the attributes or actions of such a Being otherwise than
from the experience which we have of his productions m the
usual course of nature, This still reduces us to past observation,
and obliges us to compare the instances of the violation of truth
in the testimony of men with those of the violation of the laws
of nature by miracles, in order to judge which of them is most
likely and probable. As the violations of truth are more common in
the testimony concerning religious miracles than in that concerning
any other matter of fact, this must diminish very much the authority
of the former testimony, and make us form a general resolution never
to lend any attention to it, with whatever specious pretence it may be
covered.” A person who believes anything contradictory to a
complete induction merely on the strength of an assumption which
1s incapable of proof is simply credulous ; but such an assumption
cannot affect the real evidence for that thing.

The argument of Paley against Hume 1s an illustration of the
reasoning suggested by Mill. Paley alleges the interposition of a
Personal Deity in explanation of miracles, but he protests that he
does not assume the attributes of the Deity or the existence of a
future state in order to preve their reality. * That reality,” he
admits, “ always must be proved by evidence. We assert only
that in miracles adduced in support of revelation there 1s not such
antecedent improbability as no testimony can surmount.” His
argument culminates in the short statement: “In a word, once
believe that there is a God [7.e., a Personal God, working miracles |,
and miracles are not incredible.”™ We have already quoted
Hume’s refutation of this reasoning, and we may at once proceed
to the final argument by which Paley endeavours to overthrow
Hume’s doctrine, and upon which he mainly rests his case.

“ But the short consideration,” he says, “ which, independently
of every other, convinces me that there 1s no solid foundation n
Mr. Hume’s conclusion is the following: When a theorem 1s
proposed to a mathematician, the first thing he does with it 1s to
try it upon a simple case, and if it produces a false result he 1s
sure that there must be some mistake in the demonstration.
Now, to proceed in this way with what may be called Mr. Hume’s
theorem. If twelve men, whose probity and good sense I had
long known, should seriously and circumstantially relate to me an
account of a miracle wrought before their eyes, and in which 1t
was impossible that they should be deceived : if the governor of
the country, hearing a rumour of this account, should call these

* Hume, Philos. Works, iv., p. 148. ‘
* Paley, A View of the Evidences of Christianily, *‘ Preparatory Con-
siderations.”
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men into his presence, and oﬂ'f:r them a short prop9sal, eit_her to
confess the imposture or submit to be tied up to a gibbet ; if they
<hould refuse with one voice to acknowledge that there existed
any falsehood or 1mposture 1n the case ; if this threat was com-
municated to them separately, yet with no different effect ; 1f 1t
was at last executed ; if I myself saw them, one after another,
consenting to be racked, burned, or strangled, rather than give up
the truth of their account—still, if Mr. Hume’s rule be my guide,
I am not to believe them. Now, I undertake to say that there
exists not a sceptic in the world who would not believe them, or
who would defend such incredulity.””

It is obvious that this reasoning, besides being purely hypo-
thetical, is utterly without cogency against Hume’s doctrine. The
evidence of the twelve men simply amounts to a statement that
they saw, or fancied that they saw, a certain occurrence in contra-
diction to the law ; but that which they actually saw was an
external phenomenon, the real nature of which is a mere mference,
and an inference which, from the necessarily isolated position of
the miraculous phenomenon, is neither supported by other
instances capable of forming a complete counter induction, nor
by analogies within the order of nature. The bare inference
from an occurrence supposed to have been witnessed by twelve
men is all that is opposed to the law of nature, which is based
upon a complete induction, and 1t is, therefore, incredible.

If we examine Paley’s “simple case” a little more closely,
however, we find that not only is it utterly inadmissible as a
hypothesis, but that as an illustration of the case of Gospel
miracles it is completely devoid of relevancy and argumentative
force. The only point which gives a momentary value to the
supposed instance 1s the condition attached to the account of the
miracle related by the twelve men, that not only was it wrought
before their eyes, but that it was one ‘“in which it was impossible
that they should be deceived.” Now, this qualification of infalli-
bility on the part of the twelve witnesses is as incredible as the
miracle which they are supposed to attest. The existence of
twelve men incapable of error or mistake is as opposed to experi-
ence as the hypothesis of a miracle in which it is impossible for
the twelve men to be deceived is contradictory to reason. The
exclusion of all error in the observation of the actual occurrence
and its antecedents and consequences, whose united sum con-
stitutes the miracle, 1s an assumption which deprives the argu-
ment fJf all potency. On the other hand, the moment the
possibility of error is admitted the reasoning breaks down,
for the probability of error on the part of the observers, either as

* Paley, 1. c. * Cf. Mill, System of Logic, ii., p. 166 f.




