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¢ PREFACE.

1. Christianity, directly or indirectly, comes home to, and has a strong influ~
ence upon, every educated thinking man of this age. It is a subject which the
great majority of thinking men are compelled to study more or less, and which
for the convenience of students should be set forth as clearly and completely as
possible, within a reasonable space. The religious doctrine which deserves con-
sideration at all, should be considered on both sides, and the tenets of the
Christian can urge no good claim to be exempt from the general rule. The
“ Evidences of [for] Christianity’” have been written and published by nearly, if
not quite, & hundred authors, many of them men of recognized literary ability;
but the Evidences against Christianity had, previous to the composition of this
work, never been written in a connected shape, and the arguments of skeptics
were never fairly represented by orthodox writers. So far are the rigidly
righteous from desiring to give a fair bearing to the other side, that it is well
understood among the book writing advocates of Christianity, and has been
openly expressed by the North British Review, * a lgh authority among them,
that it is a great evil of books written in defense of the Bible, one-sided as they
all are, that “they repeat and give currency to the fallacious arguments which
they wish to expose!” Every person of education learns that Hobbes, Tindal,
Toland, Shaftesbury, Bolingbroke, Hume, Gibboun, Paine, Burns, Byron, Shel-
ley, Tennyson, Lyell, Gliddon, Carlyle, Emerson, Franklin, Jefferson, Madison,
Bentham, Brougham, Romilly, Bowring, Greg, Parker, Hennell, Montaigne,
Bayle, Voltaire, Rousseau, Diderot, D’Alembert, La Place, Arago, Mirabeau,
Napoleon, D’Holbach, Volney, Buffon, Beranger, Cousin, Comte, Lessing, Wie-
Iand, Goethe, Zschokke, Frederick the Great, Humboldt, Agassiz, Fichte, Schel-
. ling, Hegel, De Wette, and Strauss,t are or were more or less inclined to doubt,
and to express their doubts, of the truth of Christianity. Theseare great names,
and the religious opinions of such men are surely worthy of notice. But it is
no slight task to learn those opinions, scattered as they are through hundreds

* May, 1854.  t Sec Appendix, note 1.
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of volumes, mauy of which are with difficulty to be found, and require a great
expense of time and money for their examination. Besides, the writings of
some of these autbors are not easily to be understood, even by the thorough-
bred student, and are quite nnintelligible to the masses, who depend for their
support upon their physical labor. From the skeptical writings of these and
kindred men, I have tried to compile a book for the million,—to give within a
small space, a clear view of the principal evidences against Christianity. A few
of the ideas advanced will perhaps be recognized as original, but it 18 not neces-
sary that they should be specially designated here. The work is now published
and herewith offered to the public. A large class of my countrymen—a very
respectable class—a class to whose opinions [ am in no wise insensible, will
consider the composition and publication of this work as conclusive proof that
the writer is a very unwise, even a bad man, and an enemy to God, to religion,
and to society : but I cannot in these matters follow the dictation of others.
He who wishes to do credit to humanity, must seek for his rule of action within
and not without. The book is published in the belief that it will do good, and
in the strongest confidence that it can do no evil. It is written carefully and
conscientiously, and does not, to the author’'s knowledge, contain one untrue
statement or unfair argument, or objection to Christiamty, which can be satis-
factorily controverted. It is true that little is said on the affirmative side of the
question, but it was useless in such a work to repeat the substance of those
able, clear and complete essays, on the Evidences of Christianity, which are to
be had of every bookseller. I seek to rob no man of his faith ; if anybody desire
to shut his eyes to the light, I shall not tear them open by force. But, on the
other hand, if any one should wish to learn what may be said against Christi-
anity, I will endeavor to teach within a few hours, what he could not elsewhere
learn without months of study. If the attempt to save labor in the acquisition
of such knowledge,—if the diffusion of such knowledge be wrong, let the sin be
on my own head.

Before undertaking the labor, I satisfied myself that if the Bible be the word
of God, no attack which I could make upon it by an appeal to reason, would do
the least injury or discredit to it. But rather I may hope, that if my book should
find readers, it may aid to dispel various crude, superstitious and debasing no-
tions prevalent among Christians and taught by the Church. Such are the
belief in the miracles of the ancient and modern priests, in ghosts, in the
possession ot the hu nan body by devils, in an anthropomorphic God, in specia.l
providences, in the duty of the people to submit unresistingly to their rulers, in
the virtue of persecuting heretics, in the sinfulness of unbelief and many other
kindred tenets. The skeptical writings of the last century had a great influence
to purify the Christian faith on these and similar points of doctrine, and I know
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no reason why good should not be done in the same way now. But my expec-
tations and incentives were not to purify Christianity, but to aid in breaking it
down entirely. I have satisfied myself by an cxamination, neither hasty nor
superficial, of the whole subject, that the letter of Christianity and its spirit—
in so far as that differs from natural religion and morality—are false and pro-
ductive of evil; that they form the first and greatest barrier now obstruc-
ting the social, political, and moral progress of the human race; that they
cannot exist much longer in general acceptation among civilized nations; and
that the sooner they be stricken down, the better it will be for all. I do not
offend the moral sense of a large portion of my fellow citizens and friends with-
out a feeling of sadness, but believing as I do in regard to the influence of the
Bible—believing with all the sincerity of which I am capable—I' would be
untrue to my conceptions of the dignity of human nature, if I should be deterred
from giving expression to these opinions by the disapproval of others, Full of
faith in the intelligence and morality of the mass of the American people, and
satisfied that for them, at least, light on both sides of such a question as Chris-
tianity, cannot be evil; and fearing (except for the ill-performance of my task)
no literal or figurative cross or stake, * which have been threatened from time
immemorial against all religious teachers, who should proclaim the esoteric
doctrines long tanght to the initiated only, I shall not stop short at the exoteric,
but will freely speak the whole truth, as I understand it, and as it may be appli-
cable in this place. “I persuadet myself that the life and faculties of man, at
the best but short and limited, cannot be employed more rationally or laudably
than in the search of knowledge, and especially of that sort which relates to our
duty and to our happiness. In theseinquiries, therefore, wherever I perceive any
glimmering of truth before me, I readily pursue and endeavor to trace it to its
source, without any reserve or caution of pushing the discovery too far, or
opening too great a glare of it to the public. Ilook upon the discovery of any-
thing which is true as a valuable acquisition to society, which cannot possibly
hurt or obstruct the good effect of any other truth whatsoever.”

This book, as now presented to the public, has been prepared for publication
in California, and is quite different from what it might bave been, if prepared
to be issued in New York; where the expenses of publication are much less,
and where the persons, disposed to read a book upon a religious subject, are
more numerous. Many portions of the argument will no doubt be found very
unsatisfactory on account of brevity, but it was not possible to make the book
larger, with any hope of escaping pecuniary loss in the publication.

* See Appendix,note .  t The Rev, Dr. Middleton’s Free Inquiry. Preface.



INTRODUCTION.

II. It is probable that every one, into whose hands this book will fall, knows
and will recall to mind the denunciations pronounced by the Christian Church
against all persons who doubt the truth of the Bible, against all who express
such doubts, and against all who read books intended to question or overthrow
the Christian faith. ¥ The reader may say, ‘I have been taught to believe that
all persons who do not accept the Bible will be punished with infinite pains in
everlasting Hell; this book is written to lead me to reject the Bible: is it right
for me to read such a work? And if 1 do read it, shall I give a fair hearing to
what the author has to say—shall I begin by considering the question at issue
(the truth and immediate divine origin of the Bible,) to be open and undecided—
shall I doubt, and question, and investigate both sides and every unclear point,
and demand conclusive evidence previous to settling into firm belief, as I would
in questions of science or of political philosophy ?” The Church replies, “ Do
not read the book; listen to nothing that may imperil your eternal salvation;
and if you do read, keep before your mind the fact that the Bible is the word of
God, and is necessarily of higher authority than your reason; remember that
the Bible contains the teachings of divine and infinite wisdom ; remember that
your mind is finite and fallible, and cannot comprehend the infinite; and
remember that the truths beyond reason appear contrary to it. Let these facts
be fully impressed upon your mind, and listen to the words of the Holy
Scripture as a little child would listen—with implicit faith and obedience—to
the words of a wise and good parent.” The reader asks, “ How do you know
that the Bible is the word of God ?”

Yes, that is the question: How do we know that the Bible is the word of God ¢
In reply to the demands of the Church I shall make four points:

1. The prohibition of free inquiry bears fraud upon its face.

2. The only proper test for truth in religion is reason.

* fee Appendix, note 3,
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3. It is the right and duty of every man to examine both sides of religion
before believing.

4. Belief in untruth after free inquiry is better than the adberence to truth
without free inquiry.

The prohibition of free inquiry bears fraud upon its face. It is justsucha
trick as might reasonably be resorted to, to protect a false religion. What a
glorious plan—to bring up a whole nation in an undoubting faith in, and
& boundless fear of, a confederated set of priests, whom it supports in luxury
and power, and whose authority dare never be questioned! The prohibition ot
free inquiry bas been used to protect many fraudulent creeds. Every nation
of men has its priests, who live by their creed, live well by it, are supported in
luxury and high consideration by it, and who consequently are highly interested
in its support. Their profession gives them a peculiar influence over the people,
and in many States they have been almost omnipotent, politically. Their words
were received with superstitious awe, and they could entertain a hope of success

" that a prohibition of free inquiry would be suceesstul. There were such bodies
of professional priests in ancient Egypt, in Babylon, in Persia, in Gaul, in
Pheenicia, in Judes, in Etruria, and in Greece. There are such priests now in
Japan, in Hindostan, in Thibet, in Arabia, in Russia, in France, in England,
and in Utah, and also among many other civilized and barbarous nations. The
priests in no two of the lands specially mentioned above, taught or teach the
same creed. There have been at least two hundred different religious creeds
taught and extensively received among men, different from, and inconsistent
with, each other, and all necessarily false, except one. These creeds were not
only faise, but their priests knew them to be false. Cicero said he did not know
how two Roman augurs (priests) could meet without laughing at each other.
Many of the Buddhist priests in China have confessed to Protestant missionaries
that their creed was false, but they could not say so publicly, for if they did
they would lose their means of support. The Catholic priests in Spain laughed
at Blanco White, when he confessed to them with great seriousness that he
doubted the inspiration of the Bible. 7T%ey had got beyond that long before.
A large number of the Catholic clergy in France publicly declared during the
great Revolution that their creed was a fraud. It is no secret that there is
much skepticism among the Protestant clergy of the United States. And yet
all these separate sets of pricsts make the same claim, that their creed is the
word of God, and is exempt from examination by reason. They not only
declare doubt to be a heinous sin, but wherever they have sufficient influence
they make it a crime, punishable severely by the civil law. Moses said the
man who would not follow the Levites should die: in Egypt, death was the
penalty for rebellion against the priests, or for the killing—even if accidental—
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of one of the sacred animals, such as a cat or an ibis: in Greece,Socrates had te
die because he was suspected of encouraging doubt ot the prevalent creed ; and
Anaxagoras—the teacher and friend of Pericles—had to fly from Athens because
he said that rain was caused not by the immediate will of God—the orthodox
doctrine—-but by the condensation of vapor in the air according to general
laws. The same prohibition of doubt aud free irquiry prevails now among the
Bramins, the Buddhists, and the Mohammedaus; and that prohibition which
is thus made to scrve as a protection for the four principal creeds on the
earth, each accepted by more than a hundred millions of men, and each incon-
sistent with all the others—that prohibition bears fraud upon its face. Truth
wears no defensive armor, shuns no enemy, and fears no fight: her only aud
constant prayer is for light and for a chance at the foe.

The only proper test for truth in religion is reason. Reason is the word of
God, given to man for his guidunce. Without it he has no guide, and the
revelation which does not appeal to his reason and agree to its demands is no
revelation. That reason is the only proper test for truth in matters of ‘science,
or political, moral and social philosophy, has never been denied; and there is
no good reason why a distinction should be made in this regard between those
branches and religious philosophy. If the Bible was first adopted without
reason, then it should be cxamined by reason now, to prevent the continuance
of error; if it was investigated by reason in the beginning, then we should
have the same privilege which our forefathers had. There is no probability
that truth will lose ground by free discussion; and he who expresses fears that
it will, betrays at once his belief that his cause is bad.

It is not only the right but it is the duty of every man to examine the evidences
on both sides of & question before adopting a firm belief on éither side. On any
other principle there will never be any progress in arriving at truth. Doubt is
the beginning of philosophy—its mother and constant companion. He who
believes what is told him on the mere say-so of others is always reckoned a fool.
It may be very well for a child, entirely lacking in judgment, to reecive as true
everything told to it, but something different is expected from men of mature
years. They should not only accept no doctrines without investigation, and
reject all proved to be untrue, but they should slso reject all not proved to be
true. But in matters of religion it is peculiarly the duty of every man of intel-
ligence to investigate, and demand conclusive evidence before believing. The
subject is every day before him; it is frequently under public discussion ;
information upon it may be obtained with comparative ease; and the matter
may be said to be within the comprehension of every one—at least, every one
maust form some opinion upon it. 'Phe decision is one of high importance; for
upon it may depend much of a man’s mode of thought, theory of duty, and
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course of life. We know that religious opinions at this day render a large
majority of the human race subject to debasing superstitions, to illiberal preju-
diccs, and to mental darkness generally. It is not only so to-day, but it always
has been so. It was so in ancient Egypt, Babylon, and Gaul ; it is so in modern
Hindostan, in Ceylon, in Spain, in Turkey, and in many other countries which
it is not necessary to mame. A large proportion of the wars, the despotic
governments, the illiberal laws, the inquisitory persecutions of good and wise
men, and the opposition to bencficent reforms is chargeable to the self-styled
ministers of God. We not only know that the creeds have been false, and that
they have been productive of almost unparalleled evils, but we know that they
were conceived in fraud, and are still maintained by the grossest deception over
a large portion of the earth’s surface. We not only know the fraud, but we
comprehend the entire baseness of the motives at the bottom of it. This know-
{edge should be a warning to every man to avoid the pit into which so many
others have fallen. Every manly feeling, every sentiment of honor, the devo-
tion to truth, the love of fair play, the hatred of superstition and tyranny,
indignation at eoclesiastical deceptions, opposition to intolerance, love of peace
and good-will to man—all combine to determine every man to use every
reasonable exertion to avoid being duped into slavery to a false creed, with all
its concurrent errors—all combine to induce him to distrust tradition as a guide
to religious truth—all eombine to induce him to place the fullest contfidence in
his reason as the only reliable guide in the search for truth—all combine to
induce him to examine both sides before believing either. It does not follow
because most creeds are false that all are; it does not follosv bacause the great
majority of priests are deliberate deceivers, that ali are. Let not the Christian
faith and the Christian pricsts be eondemned beforehand; give them a fair
hearing. The sins of pricsts in general have becn here particularly referred to,
not to prejudice the mind of the reader agaiust the Christian clergy, but to
awaken him to the importance of making a particular investigation.

Belief in untruth after free inquiry is better than adkerence to truth, without
JSree inquiry. Human reason is fallible, and liable to error. No man can have
any satistactory assurance of possessing the perfect truth: many men have felt
confident of such possession, but have been in error, as we know of a certainty;
and knowing the mistakes of other men in this matter we should be careful not
to imitate them. That whieh we accept as truth, but which will in ail proba-
bility be proved within fifty years to be untrue, cannot be of any great value
in itself. But even if we could attain to pure truth, and make ourselves certain
of the attainment, it would be of no value if it were not appreciated as valuable
and sacred. An idiot may believe sincerely that Jesus was the son of God, but
surely that mers belief is no merit. A child may believe that the earth moves
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rouad the sun, but the mere repetition of such an opinion brings little blessing
to his mind. Itis the how and why which does the good. The highest end
of all philosophy i8 not the possession of truth, but rather the puritying and
elevating influences of the devotion to truth, and the mental light,—the correct
habits of thought attained in its search. e who is trymg to get hold of reli-
gious truth merely for the purpose of buying sugar candy with it, in this
world or another, does not deserve the namec of a philosopher, and does no
haonor to that of a man.

THE BIBLE THE WORD OF GOD.

HI. The fundamental dogma of Christianity, as the latter presents itself in
this age, is that the Bible is the word of God—a divinely inspired revelation of
the nature of man’s moral and religious duties, and of the realities ot the spi-
ritual world. With that dogma the Christian religion must stand or fall. The
Bible asserts that all men are descended from one human father, that he trans-
gressed the divine command, and thereby caused all his posterity to be born in
sin, subject to the divine wrath; that the Almighty chose Abraham and his
offspring to be a favorite nation : and that God is one, but composed of three
persons, of whom one, Jesus Christ, came down to earth, lived thirty years on
earth in the buman form and was crucified, thus atoning for the sin of Adam.
I propose to eonsider the truth of Christianity, by examining whether its
foundation (the Bible) be true. In the course of this examination it will be
necessary to consider the contents of the book, and the prineipal points of doc-
trine therein taught. These points must stand or full with the alleged book—
revelation.

In examining whether the Bible be the word of Gcd, it is proper that we
should consider some preliminary questions, such as whether there is an ante-
cedent probability that a book-revelation would be given to man,—what that
book-revelation, if given, might be expected to contain, and whether there are
any peculiar difficulties in the examination of the subject? Such questions are
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perfectly proper. ‘“We * must suppose that if the Creator wonld communi-
cate trath to his creatures, he gave them minds originally capable of sympa-
thizing with it. In a word, the first revelation of God tc maun must have been
an inward revelation.” ¢ When this revelationt [of philosophic reason] is clear
and certain by intuition or necessary 1nduction, no subsequent revelation sup-
ported by prophecies or miracles can supersedeit.” If a book-revelation should
appeal to reason, and correspond to it, then we may properly ask the prelimi-
nary questions above referred to.

Paley contends that there ““is an antecedent probability that God would grant
a direct revelation to tcach man his duties and the moral nature of the universe,
which are not clear by the light of natural religion; and that it is consistent
with the nature of a good deity that he should give some sanction to truth and
justice among men, further than that discoverable to the uvassisted human
reason.” There is undoubtedly such a probability tothe man who believes
with Paley in a personal God, who formed man the chiefobject in creation, and -
who sees the great majority of the human race living in accordance with the
teachings and impulses of their natural minds, in the decpest ignorance, super-
stition, brutishness and misery. Perhaps it would be beltter to say, that a man
with Paley’s views of the divine government of the universe, should believe
that there ought to be a revelation, but whether external, in a book, or internal,
by increasing man’s intelligence, might admit ot a doubt. But to the man who
does not accept the Christian conception of the deity, the probability might be
just on the other side.

But admitting the autecedent probability that a book-revelation of the will of
God has been given to man, is there an antecedent probability that the Bible is
that book-revelation? No: there the probabilities are not in favor of the Bible.
There have been, at least, fifteen or twenty diffvrent books inconsistent with
each other, and each said by its friends to be #.e word of God, and the only
word of God. The chances antecedent to the examination are then, at least,
fourteen to one against any particular book. The Jews have their Mosaic Law,
the Christians have their New Testameunt, the Mohammedans have their Koran,
the Mormons have the “ The Book of Mormon,” the Hindoos have their Vedas,
the Parsees have their Zend-Avesta, the ancient Egyptians had their books
of Thoth, the Romans the Sibylline books, and the Buddhists have their gospels.
By no possibility can all these hooks be divine revelations.

Arc there any peeuliar reasons why we should look with distrust upon all
these books, represented to be divine revclations? Yes, there are—all these
books, exeept one, must necessarily be fraudulent; and by these fraudulent

* Morell—Philosophy of Religion.
t John Adams’s Letter to Thomas Jefferson, Dec. 25, 1513,
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revelations a very large proportion, if not a very large majority, of the human
race, for three or four thousand years past—back, indeed, as far as history
extends, bave been deluded. The knowledge of these great delusions should
make us peculiarly careful, that we may not be deceived in the same manner;
and we can exercise our care the more willingly since we may be sure that the
more thorough our examination of a subject, the more likely itis that the exact
truth will be attained. We not only know that such frauds were committed,
but we also understand the motives to which they owed their origin. History
tells us that in ancient times the people were very ignorant and superstitious,
and easily imposed upon : the priests were numerous, and so influential that
they could induce the people to belicve or do almost anything. It was the
common belief among the political rulers that government could not be firmly
established, or morality preserved without the aid of superstition, the terror of
the gods, and an implicit faith that the laws were of divine origin. Strabo
expresses a common opinion among Greek and Roman magistrates when he says:
1t is impossible to conduct women and the gross multitude, and to render
them holy, pious, and upright by the precepts of reason and philosophy : super-
stition, or the fear of the gods must be called in aid, the influence of which is
founded on fictions and prodigies. For the thunder of Jupiter, the sgis of Mi-
nerva, the trident of Neptune, the torches and snakes of the furies, the -ivy-
adorned spears of the gods, and the whole ancient mythology, are all fables,
which the lawgivers who formed the political constitutions of States, employed
as bugbears to overawe the credulous and simple.” Robertson, after quoting
the above in his history of India, adds—* These idens of the philosophers of
Europe were preciscly the same which the Bramins had adopted in India,
and according to which they regulated their conduct with respeet to the great
body of the people. As their order had an exclusive right to read the sacred
books, to cultivate and teach science, they could more effectually prevent all
who were not members of it, from acquiring any portion of information beyond
what they were pleased to impart.” Neither did such views expire with ancient
times. They are still common even in the most enlightened countries, and
men are to be met on all sides, who assert positively that whenever their res-
pective forms of faith shall die, there will no longer be any security for peace,
order, morality and human happiness.

‘What should be the chavacteristics of the antecedently probable book-reve-
Intion, judging from other antecedent probabilities? Alexander, in his “Evi-
dences of {for] Christianity” gives notice that if any such question is to be
asked and answered in advance, he will confess judgment at once. “If reason
be permitted proudly to assume the seat of judgment, and to decide what
a revelation ought to contain in particular; in what manner and with what de-
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gree of light it should be communicated : whether it should be made perfectly
at once, or gradually unfolded ; and whether from the beginning it should be
universal ; no doubt the result of our examination of the contents of the Bible,
conducted on such principles, will prove unsatisfactory, and insuperable objec-
tions will occur at every step of the progress.” Mr. Alexauder appears to
acknowledge that reason is against him : but we know nothing of his “insu-
perable objections;” we are here to find the truth; and whatever the result of
our examination, provided that it be conclusive, it cannot be unsatisfactory.

Reason, “ proudly assuming the seat of judgment,” would probably demand
that a book-revelation, before being aceepted by man and made the guide of his
conduct, should be proved to be of divine origin by conelusive affirmative evi-
dence on each of the following points:

1. That the revelation was written by an author known to us by name and
character.

2. That the book was published by its author.

8. That it was then received and extensively circulated as a divine revelation.

4. That it has been preserved in purity as written.

5. That the doctrines taught were original.

6. That the doctrines arc true.

7. That they were undiscoverable by human reason.

8. That the doctrines are more powerful for good than any mere human
teaching.

9. That the revelation is written with superhuman ability, and contains all
the information in regard to religion and morality, undiscoverable by human
reason and Proper for man to know.

Various able and celebrated advoeates of Christianity have cotnmented at
length on all these points, as connected with the Bible, and in each have pre-
tended to find strong evidence of the truth of their faith; and therefore it can
hardly be considered unfair to consider them here as essential points. It has
been said that conclusive evidenee on each of these points should be necessary
to prove that the Bible is a divine revelation. The burden of proof rests pro-
perly upon Christianity: for it is a dictate of the plainest common sense that in
religion, as in science and intellectual philosophy, every system should depend
on the strength of the evidences in its favor rather than upon the weakness of
the testimony against it. The fact that the Bible is in common acceptation, and
that its enemies are and have long been the assailants, does not give its advo-
cates the right to shift the burden of proofupon the other side ; for Christianity,
though it may be the established form of faith as regards society in general,
is not established in reference to the man who is about to examine whether it
be true or not; and such is the position of every man who takes up this
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book, with intent to give it a fuir hearing. Iowever, these remarks about the
burden of proof are ouly intended to fasten the attention of the reader more
closely upon the nature of the question. Iclaim to be able to furnish conclu-
sive proof that Christianity is not of superhuman origin, and to obtuin strong if
nat unanswerable evidence for the negative upon each of the cited points.

AUTHENTICITY.

IV. Do we know the human authors of the several books of the Bible, und
were the books published while their authors were living, and then reccived as
inspired? An aflirmative reply to this question or to these questions is neces-
sary to support the claim of Christianity to a divine origin. The theory in
regard to all the alleged divine book revelutions, is that they were written by
men, acting under the influence of direct divine inspiration. Now, it is not
probable that an omnipotent deity would choose to reveal his will for the
guidance of all future generations of men, through men of no character or repu-
tation, who sfould be forgotten so soon as lite should leave their bodies. Much
Iess is it probable that a blood-thirsty tyrant, a hypocrite, a coward, or a profes-
sional thief, would be chosen as the medium of communicating truth to man from
heaven. Tt is not enough to be ignorant whether the medium was bad; we
wish to know that he was good ; and a strong clond must remain upon a book
claiming to be a divine revelation, until all doubt upon that subject be removed.

The books of the Bible in regard to the authenticity of which there is the
most dispute, are the Pentateueh, Joshua, Isaiah, Jeremiah, Daniel, Matthew,
Mark, Second Peter, and Second and Third John. The authors of Judges,
Ruth, Samuel, Kings, Chronicles, and Esther, are not mentioned in these books
or in any authoritative tradition.



THE PENTATEUCH.

V. The Pentateuch, as the first five books of the Bible are called, claims
Moses for its author, (Deut. XXXI. 9, 24,) and was repeatedly accredited by
Jesus. Itisargued by Christian writers that the Pentateuch must have been
authentic because it contained a complete and minute code of laws, and it is
absolutely incredible that the Jews should have received such laws from a man
whom they did not know, or that they should have accepted such a code with
the assurance that it had long been in use in their nation ; the books of Moses
describe the manner in which a number of the peculiar observances of the
Hebrews began, such as the Sabbath, the feast of the passover, circumeision,
&ec.; and there is always a natural and strong probability that the person
reputed among his own nation to be the author of a book, did really write it.
Now the Pentateuch, &s the constitution and almost the only written law of
Judes, must necessarily have always been before the eyes of the people, and in
all ages Moses was held to be its author.

The arguments to prove that Moses was not the author, or at lcast was not
the sole author of the Pentateuch, are numerous. The presumption in favor of
the authenticity of the book, because of its acceptation among the Jews, is very
weak. That people was frequently conquered apd subjected to the bitterest
captivity—and once even removed to a distant land—after the ostensible era of
Moses. Duaring their captivities it is not probable they could preserve their few
manuscripts. Soon after the Babylonish captivity, in the year 624 B. C., the
Pentateuch, then an unknown book among the Jews, was found by Hilkiah, a
priest, which fact is certified by two bovks of the Bible, (2 K., XXI1. 8—2 Ch.,
XXXIV. 14). When the King of Judea heard of the discovery of the ancient
manuscript, of its claims to be a divine revelation, and of its inconsistency with
the state of affuirs in Judea at that time, “ he rent his clothes,” “saying, go and
inquire of the Lord for me and for them that are left in Israel and in Judah,
concerning the words of the hook that is found.” This fact of Hilkiah’s
discovery, stated by an authority which cannot be denied by Chrstians, com-
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pletely destroys the presumpuions 1n tavor of the authenticity of the Pentateuch
drawn from the supposed publication of the laws during the lifetime of the
author, the description of the manuner in which certain ancient customs origi-
nated, and the congmon belicf umong the Jews that Moses was the author of the
Pentateuch.

There is also much evidence to show that the book was not written till after
the time of Moses.

In Deut. XXIX. 28, the writer, speaking nominally as a prophet, and foretelling
what Jehovah will do to Israel if the latter shall not obey the law and the
priests, says that “ then men shall say” “the Lord rooted them out of their
lund . anger, and in wrath, and in great indignation, and cast them into
another land, ¢s it 45 ¢ ¢kis day.”” This is evidently a prophecy written after
the Babylonish captivity, with the addition >f a clause which betrays the fraud.
Aaain Deut. XXXIV. G, the writer says, “ And he [the Lord] buried him
[ Mosz2:! 1 a valley in the land of Moab, over against Bethpeor; but no man
kaoweth of his sepulchre wnto this duy.”” So the writer of that portion of the
Penteteuch, end of hew much more is not known, lived so long after the death
of Moses that even the site of *he tomb of the great prophet and lawgiver was
forgotten. That same phrase “unto this day,” used in similar manner, and
furnishing equaily strong evidence against the theory that Moses was the author
of the Pentateuch, miy be found in the following verses: Deut. III. 14, X. 8,
XXIX. 4.

[ sevaral pasaages there are cvidently explanations written after the time of
Moses; asin Ex. XV 36, Deut. ITL 5, XI. 30, XXXII. 48, 49, Num. XXI. 16. A
baok entitled “ The Wars of the Lord” 18 spoken of, (Num. XXI. 14,) whereas
there eould scarcely have been such a book written during the life of Moses, or,
if writtes, he would never have referred to it.

The writer of the Pentateuch evidently did not dwell upon the same side of
the Jordan with Moses. See Gen. 1.10, Num. XXIL 1, XXXV. 14, Deut. 11,5,
111, 8, 20, 25, IV. 41, XI. 30.

T'he commandments are mentioned, (Ex. XV1. 28, Gen. XXVI. 5,) whereas they
were not given till afterwards, (Ex. XX.9). Priests are spoken of in Gen. XIV. 18,
20, and Ex. XXI. 22, whereas priests were not chosen by Jehovabh till later, (Ex.
XXIII., XXIX). The tabernacle ia referred to in Ex. XXXIV. 84, 85, and was
not buit until afterwards, (Ex. XXXV, XL). InLev.XXV. 32, 34, the Levites
are supposed to possess landed estates, which they did not acquire till long
afterwards, (Num. XXXV. 1-5). Unclean beasts are spoken of when Noah was
going into his ark, though the distinction between the clean and unclean was
not made till many hundred years later, after the Israclites left Egypt. Tithes
are mentioned (Gen. XXVIIL 22,) long before the giving of the law. The Gen-
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tiles are spoken of (Gen. X. 5,) before the promise to Abraham made a distine-
tion between Jew and Gentile. The writer of Genesis (XII. 6, XIII 7,) says,
“the Canaanite was then in the land,” a remark which would not be made till
after they were out; and they were expelled after the time of Joshua. In Lev.
XVIII. 28, the expression is used “ that the land do not vomit you out as it did
the nations before you,” but the nations remained in the land during the life of
Moses. The names of “the kings that reigned in the land of Edom, before
there reigned any king over the children of Israel,” are given in Gen. XXXVI.
81, but there were no kings in Israel till 450 years after the death of Moses.
The author of Exodus (X VI. 34,) represents the Jews as eating manna till they
arrived at the land of Canaan ; but Moses did not live to get there. The Penta-
teuch mentions & number of places not known to Moses; such as Hebron,
(compare Gen. XIII. 18, with Josh. XIV. 15, XV. 13,) Dan, (Gen. XIV. 14,
Deut. XXXIV.1, Jud. XVIII 29,) Haroth-jair, (Num. XX XII. 41, Deut. IIL 14,
Jud. X. 34,) and Ophir, (Gen. X. 29, 1 K. IX. 28). In these verses thcre are
numerous anachronisms of which a writer in the alleged position of Moses
could not possibly have been guilty, but which were very natural in a later writer,
who ante-dated his book. The early Hebrew prophets never mention Moses or
refer to the ten commandments; and in the books of Judges and Samuel the
writers betray an ignorance of the Mosaic code which can only be explained on
the supposition that it was unknown or not received as the supreme law of the
land.

These passages cited, and numerous similar passages which it is not worth
while to cite particularly, show beyond a reasonable doubt that Moses did not
write the Pentateuch in its present shape. But there is also proof that a large
portion of the book could not possibly have been written by him. Genesis ap-
pears, on close examination, to be a compilation from two older documents,
containing similar accounts of the creation, the deluge, the generations of men,
and the history of the Jews. This fact is admitted by most of the great biblieal
and philological scholars who have written at any length upon the books of
Moses within the last twenty-five years. These two aneient documents are
styled the «“ Jehovistic” and “Elohistic,” from the different names of “Jeho-
vah” and “Elohim,” which they respectively apply to the Deity. The “Elo-
him " of the original Hebrew is translated “ God”” in the English version, and
“Jehovah” is rendered as “the Lord.” The Elohistic story begins with the
first verse of Genesis and continues to the fourth verse of the second chapter;
in which thirty-four verses the Deity is mentioncd thirty-three times, and inva-
riably as “God” in English, and “Elohim ” in Hebrew. These verses give a
complete history of the creation of the universe, with the works of each of the
six days, and the rest of Elohim upon the seventh “from all his works which he

et 3 7 ., it
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had made.” Oa the fifth day the water at the divine command produced all
fish and fowls; and on the sixth day land animals were called into life—man
and women being the last, and created together. At the fourth verse of the
second chapter the Jehovistic document beging, and relates another story of
creation—a story complete in itself, and having no reference whatever to the
Elohistic narrative. The creation is represented as having been completed in
one day. The fowls were formed out of the ground. Adam was made before the
beasts, and Eve last of all. These two narratives canuot by any possibility be
made to harmonize. The two documents can be traced throughout the
Pentateuch, and cause much confusion, and many contradictions, repetitions
and inconsistencies. Both documents were evidently compilations of old
Jewish traditions, but the authors had not received the traditions in the
same shape. Thus, the Jehovistic tradition (Gen. IV., 16-24) says, that
the decendants of Cain, Adam’s eldest son, were Enoch, Irad, Mehujael, Methu-
sael and Lamech; while, the Klohistic compiler, speaking as though he had
never heard that Adam had such a son as Cain, says (Gen. V., 3-26) that Seth’s
descendants were Enos, Cainaan, Mahaladel, Jared, Enoch, Methusaleh and La-
mech. It is evident that the same traditional persons were referred to, but
credited to different sons of Adam. Noah is directed by Elohim to take two of
every species of animal into the ark (Gen. VI, 19, 20); but Jehovah directs him
to take pairs of unclean beasts and sevens of clean beasts (Gen. VIII., 2). The
story of the deluge is twice told. One of the most remarkable repetitions is in
regard to the appropriation of the wife of one of the patriarchs by a foreign
monarch. When Abram was seventy-five years old (Gen. XII., 4),and Sarai his
wife was sixty-five, (Gen. XVIL., 17), they were about to enter Egypt; and the
father of the faithful secing that his spouse, notwithstanding her years, was yet
a very beautiful woman, and knowing the amorous nature of the Pharaohs, be-
thought him that it would be well to pretend that Sarai was his sister. They
entered the valley of the Nile, and Pharaoh fell in love with the old lady and
took her into his harem without opposition; but “ the Lord plagued Pharaoh
and his house with great plagues,” till that monarch discovered that he was
trespassing upon Abram’s preserves, (Gen: XIL, 10-19). Tweuty-five years
later, when Sarah, then only ninety vears old, was apparently still beautiful,
though “it had ceased to be with her after the manner of women,” (Gen. XVIIIL,,
11), Abimelech siezed her at Gerar, after Abraham had told the same story as in
Egvpt about her being his sister. Twenty or thirty years later still, another
similar event happened to Rebekah among the uncircumcised Philistines, who
took her on Isanc’s representation that she was only bis sister, (Gen. XXVI).
There is a contradiction about Abimelich’s interview with Abraham and Isaac,
between Genesis XXI., 22-34, and Genesis XXVI., 26-88, and there was evi-
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dently only one interview. The manner in which Esau disposed of his birth-
right is differently represented in Genesis XXV., 27-35—XXV1II., 1-40.

The following columns give the most important divisions of the Elohistic and
Jehovistic papers; and upon comparison of the passages many contradictions
and awkward repetitions will be found, to which we have not space here to call
attention in detail:

Evomisric. Jenovisric.
Genesis I, 1—IL, 8............ Genesis II., 4; IIL, 24
“ V,1-82...0.0uen. . IV, 1-26
« VI, 9-22............ “ VI,1-8; VIL, 1-5
“ VIL11-16......c..... « VI, 17, 23
“ IX, 1-17.00iennens “  VIIL, 20-22
¢ IX,28 0 aieeieeeen. « IX, 20-27
Genealogies. ....... “  XI,10-26............ S X.
Abraham’sCovenant ¢« XVIL « XV.
Sodom............. «  XIX., 29 «  XIX., 1-28, 30-88
Siezure of wife..... « XX, ¢“XI1.10-19,XXVI. 1-11
Isaac and Ishmael.. ¢  XXI, 1-21 el XVI.
Abimelech......... “ XXI,22-84............ « XXVI., 26-33
Abraham tempted.. ¢ XXII, I-18............ «  XXIIL, 14-18
Abraham tempted.. ¢ XXIII.
Abrabam tempted.. ¢ XXV, 1-18
Isaac’s marriage.... ¢ XXV, 19-21,24-926....... “ XXIV., XV, 22, 23
Esau.............. “ XXV, 27-85......uuen.. “  XXVIIL, 1-40
Esau.............. “ XXVIIL, 46; XXVIIL,9.. ¢« XXVII, 41-45
Quails.............. Exodus XVI. Exodus XI.
* Commandments.... “ XX, 1-18 Deut. V., 6-21
Lordand Moses.... “ VI, 30; VIL.12......... Exodus IV., 10-16
Horeb ............ Num. XX, 1-18 . ......... “  XVIL, 1-7

Leviticus is principally Elohistic: the fragmentary character of Numbers
may be easily discovered; and Deuteronomy is mostly Jehovistic. De Wette
and many other very able biblical critics think that the Elohistic document was .
written about 1000 B. C., and the Jehovistic paper somewhat later.

The evidence that the editor of the Pentatcuch made his book by patching to-
gether two old documents, is so strong that no author of reputation has made
a serious attempt to refute it. Most of the advocates of the divine origin of
Christianity dodge the question entirely, as Bishop Watson did in his reply
to Paine’s Age of Reason. Among the great scholars who have recognized the
patchwork, are Eichhorn, Bauer, Astruc, Moeller, Iligen, Vater, Gramburg,
Stachelin, Hartman, Ewald, Von Bohlen, Tuch, Kenrick, Palfrey and De Wette.
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Archbishop Whately* confesses that the account given in Genesis of the Creation
and of some other of the carliest events, is probably a tradition of an “ancient
revelation, [reported to have been given before the time of Moscs, but ignored
by him,] and was very likely committed to writing long before the time of
Moses.”

Palfrey, one of the most learned, able, candid and upright of the Christian
authors, acknowledges that Genesis is formed by the union of fragments; but
he contends that Moses was the editor, and intended Genesis merely as an io-
troduction to the four inspired books of the luw. In giving this law to the He-
brews, Moses thought it proper to explain the history of Abraham, Isaac and
Jacob, “what communications they had received from the Deity,” what title
they had to Canaan, from which they were about to expel other nations, and to
show the origin of the religious observances of the Jewish patriarchs. All the
information necessary on these points he found in old traditions, which he
accepted and published as he found them. Palfrey says: “If we assume Moses
to have been divinely instructed in what he recorded in Genesis, we do it alto-
gether without authority from him. Communications received from the Deity,
and recorded in the later books of the Pentateuch, he announces as such, saying
repeatedly, ¢ The Lord spake unto Moses,” and ¢ The Lord said unto me.” But
neither this language, nor any equivalent, anywhere occurs in Genesis. The
reasons of the case would not justify the supposition. The introduction of a
pure religious system 1nto an idolatrous world is proper matter for direct reve-
lation, nor without such revelation could Moses or any other man become pos-
sessed of it. Not so with historical materials. On the one hand, the need of
them is not so urgent; and on the other, it is the common course of things for
them to be collected and handed down in & more or less pure and trustworthy
state. Each age instructs its successor; nor is it to be doubted that notices,
such as they were, of earlier times existed in the time of Moses, as in every other
period since there was anything to record or report. The actual existence of
such notices before Moses’ time, is referred to on the face of the record. Differ-
ent parts of the composition are marked by varieties of style and language,
effectually distinguishing them from onc another, and indicating that they had
several sources. The contents of such parts are sometimes of a nature to show
hat they not only had not & common origin, but that they were not claborated
by Moses, when they had come into his hands, so as to make one consccutive
and consistent narrative. I think we shall have occasion to own that different
portions, distinguished by diversities of style referred to, sometimes repeat, and
sometimes—which is of yet more consequence—contradict one another.” Morell

*« The Rise, Progress and Corruptions of Christianity."
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makes an equally candid confession. Let it be remarked in regard to Palfrey’s
theory, that—

1. It is the only standing point left at all for educated men pretending to
believe in the divine inspiration of the Bible. '

2. The theory was not advanced till it became impossible to defend the asser-
tion that Moses was the sole author of Genesis.

3. It convicts Moses of having incorporated falsehood in the Holy Seriptures,
and of having done his task as editor badly.

4. It reduces the accounts of the creation, the fall of man, the great age of the
antediluvians, the marriage of the sons of God with the daughters of men, the
deluge, the confusion of tongues, the destruction of Sodom, the choice of Abra-
ham and the institution of circumcision, to mere fables.

5. The truth of Genesis and its inspired authorship is frequently asserted in
other portions of the Bible.

6. If the fall of man be a fable, there is no foundation for the scheme of
redemption, which is the corner-stone of Christian doctrine.

Crities say that the style of the Pentateuch is too polished for so rude an age
as that of Moscs, and bears a close resemblance to works written in the time of
David. De Wette observes: “The opinion that Moses composed these books is
not only opposed by all the signs of a later date, which occur in the bouk itself,
but also by the entire analogy of the history ot Hebrew literature and languaze.
But even admitting it was probable, on account of the influencs th Pentateuch
had on the language of the Hebrews, and on account of the anaiogy o v vrac
and Arabic languages, that during a period of nearly a thousana years ine
Hebrew language had changed as little as it would appear ¢ 1 ilus hypoinesis,
from the slight difference between the style of the Pentateuca and cther books
of the Old Testament, even the latest of them—siill, even {hen 11 wo..a be
absurd to suppose that one man could have created beivrelnd the epico-
historical, the rhetorical and poetic styles in all their extent and comnass, and
have perfected these three departments of Hebrew literature, both 1 torm und
substance, so far that all subscquent writers found nothing left for them but to
follow in his steps.”

Thus much for the question whether Moses wrote the Pentateuch ; and even
if the proof were conclusive that he did write it, there is yet no evidence that
the book was published aid reccived as inspired during the lifetime of the
author, as it ought to have been, if of divine origin.



JOSHUA.

VI. The book known as the book of Joshua claims to have been written by
that chieftian (XXIV, 26), but the claim is not sustained by any satisfactory
evidence, while there is a large amount of testimony to show that Joshua could
not have been the author. The book remarks (VI. 27,) that Joshua’s fame was
noised throughout all the country : a mode of expression in regard to self in very
bad taste for a mere human writer, but much worse if it pretended to have been
written by divine inspiration. In XVTI, 2, Luz is mentioned, but Luz was not
bult till after the death of Joshua; (Jud. I, 26). The children of Dan are said
to have taken Leshem (XIX, 47), but that place (Laish), is said in Jud. XVIII,
27, 29, to have been tuken long after. Joshua is, on two different occasions,
reported to have taken Hebron end destroyed the place with its people (X, 86, 37,
XI, 21), and yet the place appears afterwards (XIV, 12, 13) as not conquered
after all.  Debir was twice conquered and destroyed, according to Joshua (X,
88, 39, and XV, 17): and, much later, it was again subjected to the same ope-
ration, (Jud. I, 11, 13). Theodore Parker thinks that the author of Joshua
had access to the documents at present contained in the book of Judges.

.Compare Joshua XV, I, 10 with  Judges I, 20.
“ « XVIII 12 with “ 1, 27.
‘“ ¢« XIX, 47 with ¢ XVIIL
“ “  XXIV, 28,31 with «“ II,6,9.

The Jebusites and children of Judah are represented in Joshua XV, 63, as
dwelling together in Jerusalem to tkis day, whereas it is a well known fact that
Jerusalem was not conquered till the time of Darid, (2. 8. V. 5. 1. Cb. XL 4.).
We are not informed that the children of Judah dwelt any cousiderable time
in Jerusalemn before the conquest; and they could not possibly have dwelt there
in the time of Jushua, as the phrase “ to this day” would lead us to believe. A
similar anachronisin appears in Jud. 1, 7, 51.  The book of Jasher is mentioned
(Josh. X, 31) as authority for the miraculous arrest of the Sun, but according
to 2. 8. 1. 18, the book of Jasher could not have been written till after the
time of David.



JUDGES.

VII. The book of Judges bears the mark of having been written by different
persons, but the date of its composition is not clear. Chapters XVII, X1X, XX,
and XXI refer to a time earlier by twenty-eight years than XVI, two hundred
and sixty-six years earlier than XV, two hundred and forty-five years earlier than
X111, one hundred and ninety-five years earlier than IX, ninety years earlier
than IV, and fifteen years earlier thean chapter I. The following passages bear
the appearance of having been written after the alleged date of the book—I. 7,
21. VI, 24, X. 4. XV.19. XVIL 16. XVIII30. XXI, 25.

SAMUEL.

VIII. The books of Samuel, originally but one book, sometimes called the
“Firstand Second Book of Kings,” do not profess, and are not claimed to have
been written by the prophet Samuel, but appear to be named after him, because
the record is mainly occupied with his acts, and the history of the Jews during
his life. The numerous contradictions appear to show that the book is a
compilation or collection of old papers. Compare

Saul’s knowledge of David, 1. S. XVI, 14, 23. XVII, 81, 40. XVII, 55.
XVIII, 5. :

Direction of Hachilah, 1. 8. XXIII, 19. XXVI, 1.

Where David spared Saul, 1. 8. XXIV,10. XXVI, 5.

8aul chosen King, 1. 8. IX,1. VI X,16. X,17,27.



26 AUTHENTICITY OF KINGS. lRlC. Ix

Saul’s Death, 1. S. XXXI, 2-6, 8-13. 2. 8. 1, 2-12.

A number, 1. 8. XVIII, 27. 2. 8. 1], 14.

Anointment of David, 1. 8. XVI, 1-13. 2.8. V, 1-3.

Samuel’s seeing Saul, 1. 8. XV, 35. 1. 8. XIX, 24.

Archzeological expressions going to show that the book was revamped, if not,
written after the date of the events recorded are found in 1. 8. IX, 18. XIII.
18. XXVIL 6. XXX, 25. 2.8.1V,3. VI, 8. The book comes down osten-
sibly to 1015 B. C., when David died; but in I. 8. XXVIII, 6, the phrase is
used that “ Ziklag pertaineth unto the kings of Judah unto this day:” an ex-
pression which could hardly have been written till long after the separation of
Judah and Israel,and that separation did not occur till after the death of David.
The mistake in representing David s bringing the head of Goliah to Jerusalem,
(1.8. XVII, 54,) as if' that city had then belonged to the Jews, and been their
national capital, while it was really in the hands of the Jebusites, could not
possibly have been made till long after the time of David. It is not known,
even by tradition, who was the author of the books of Samuel. :

KINGS.

IX. The books of Kings, sometimes called the “ Third and Fourth books of
Kings,” were originally one. They contain the history of the Jews from the
accession of Solomon, 1015, B. C., until the revolt of Jeroboam and the ten
tribes in 975, B. C., and the history of Judah from that time till 624, B. C.
There is likewise a partial history of the rebel kingdom of Israel for 241 years
from Jeroboam to Hosea. The phrase “wunto this day,” uscd frequently, shows
that the narrative was written long after the occurrence of the events: See—
1.K. VIII, 8. IX,13,21. X,12. XIIL,19. 2. K. VIII, 22, X, 27. XIV, 7.
XVI, 6. XVII, 23, 34, 41. It is supposed that the same author wrote or com-
piled Samuel and Kings.



CHRONICLES.

X. The Chronicles are but one book in the Hebrew, and are styled ¢ The
Annals.” Taey begin by giving the genealogy of David from Adam downward,
and then commencing with David’s clevation to power, they give the history of
the Jews and the kingdom of Judah till the return from the Babylonish cap-
tivity in 535, B. C. The writer of the Chronicles sought to glorify the kingdom
and throne of Judah, and David particularly. He does not mention David’s
concubines, or his cruelty to the Moabites and to the men of Rabbah, or his mur-
der of Uriah for the purpose of getting exclusive and indisputed possession of
Uriah’s wife, or his murder of Saul’s seven sons, or the penalty threatened for
the idolatry of his posterity, or the fact that he had seven hundred wives and
three hundred concubines. All these things are mentioned in Samuel and
Kings, of which the author or authors appear to have been impartial. The
writer of the Chronicles was not only partial to Judah but hostile to Israel, as
may be seen by comparing 2. Ch. XX, 85-37, with the 1. K. 48, 49. The pro-
ceedings on the occasion of the discovery of the laws of Moses in 624, B. C. are
related very differently in 2. K. XXIII, 4-19, and 2. Ch. XXXIV, 37, 33. The
author of Kings says, that the idolatrous priests of Judah had vessels for the
worship of Baal in the temple, that the Sodomites had houses by the temple,
that the cities of Judah had defiled the high places, that the kings of Judah
had given horses to the Sun, and that Solomon had built high places for idola-
trous worship. All these interesting items the Chronicles discreetly omit to
mention. The history of Juduh is brought down to 535 B. C. But the third
chapter of the First Book gives the descendants of Jehoiakim, brother of king
Zedekiah, for twelve generations later, reaching, at thirty years for each gene-
ration, down to 360 B. C.



EZRA AND NEHEMIAH.

XI. The book of Ezra gives the history of Judah from 538 to 515 B. C. Ne-
hemiah commences his story at 444 and comes down to 404 B. C. The book
of Ezra is evidently a compilation, and not the work of one author. The second
chapter is occupied with a genealogy which Nehemiah (VII, 5.) says he found ;
and that expression means of course that he did not find it among the writings
of an earlier prophet. That portion of Ezra between IV, 8 and VI, 18 is in the
Jewish Bible written in Chaldaic and not in Hebrew. In Nebemiah XII,
1-26, there is a list of priests down to Juddua, who, as Josephus says, lived in
the time of Alexander the Great.

ISATAH.

XII. Isaiah began his vocation as a prophet in 759 B. C., and continued to
follow his trade during the reigns of Jotham, Ahaz, and Hezekiah, (I. I. VI, 1.)
The first part of the book known by his name may have been written by him,
but the latter part (XL. LXVI.) was certainly not. There isa strong difference
of style between the two parts. The latter portion was written after the cap-
tivity, at least one hundred years after Isaiah’s death. Cyrus is mentioned by
name, and he did not become known to the Jews till 540 B. C.; and Jerusalem
and the cities of Judah are spoken of as laid waste, as they were during the
captivity, (XLII, 2¢4. XLIV, 26,28. XLV, 1,13. LI, 3,17. LIIL 4, 9. LVIII,
12. LXIV,9,11.). The passages XIII, 1, XIV, 23, were not written by Isaiah.
Chapter XXXIX ends in the midst of the history of Hezekiah, and chapter XI.
begins with something else. The rest of the book appears to be an exhortation
to support the Jewish nationality after the return from captivity, which return
did not occur till two hundred years after the time of Isaiah.



JEREMIAH.

XII. Jeremiah was a prophet from 629 to 588 B. C. (L 28 XL-XLV.).
Many of the later biblical critics are agreed in regarding the book of Jeremiah
as a collection of older writings, though the greater portion of it may have been
composed by one author. In LI, 64, it is said—* thus far the words of Jere-
miah,” and we must of course conclude that the remainder, at least, is spurious.
Chapter LII was not written by the author of XXXVII, XXXVIII, and XXXIX,
the first named chapter being a mere repetition of the last three.

DANIEL.

XIV. Daniel, says the Scripture, (Pan. I. 1, 6.) was taken by order of Ne-
buchadnezzar, in the third year of king Jehoiakim, 607 B. C , to be educated at
Babylon for a councillor: but Jeremiah says, (XXV, 1. XLVI, 2.) that Ne-
buchadnezzar did not come to the throne till the fourth year of Jehoiakim. The
author of Daniel says, that “ Nebuchadnezzar made an image or statue of gold,
ninety feet high, and nine feet through, to be worshipped :”” a rather valuable
image—a more valuable one than any nation of the present day could erect.

. Daniel is frequently mentioned, in the book named after him, with praise,
(I.17,19, 20. IL12. VL4 IX, 23. X.11.) Portions of the original are in

Hebrew, and portions in Chaldee. The book is supposed to be of a compara-
tively late origin,



J O B.

XV. Nothing is known of the authorship of Job, but Christian authors are
gencrally agreed that the book would be better out of the Bible than in it. The
description in the beginning of Job, of the levee day in Heaven, when God and
Satan met on the most friendly terms, and agreed to join to tempt and afilict
the good man, is very poetic, but not at all consistent with the Mosaic or
Christian theology. A writer in the Westminster Review (Oct. 1833.) says:—
“The book of Job is evidently not orthodox Jewish in its character, The more
it is studied, the more the conclusion forces itself upon us, that let the writer
have lived when he would, in his struggle with the central falschood of his
people’s creed, he must have divorced himself from them outwardly as well as
inwardly: that he traveled away into the world, and lived long, perhaps
all his natural life in exile. Everything about the book speaks of a person
who had broken free from the narrow littleness of the ¢peculiar people.” The
language, we said, is full of strange words. The bero of the poem is ofa strange
land, a gentile certainly, not a Jew. The life, the maunuers, the customs are of
all varieties and places—Egypt with its rivers and pyramids is there; the des-
cription of mining points to Pheenicia; the settled life in cities; the nomad
Arabs, the wandering caravans, the heat of the tropics, and the ice of the north,
all are foreign to Canaan, speaking of foreign things and foreign people.

«No mention, or hint of mention, is there throughout the poem, of Jewish
traditions or Jewish certainties. We look to find the three fricnds vindicate
themselves, as they so well might have done, by appeals to the fertile annals of
Israel—to the Flood, to the cities of the plain, to the plagucs of Egypt, or to the
thunders of Sinai. But of all this there is not a word ; they are passed by as if
they had no existence; and instead of them, when witnesses are required for
the power of God, we have strange un-Hebrew stories of the Eastern astronomic
mythology, the old wars of the giants, the imprisoned Orion, the wounded
dragon, ‘the sweet influence of the seven stars,’ and the glittering fragments of
the sea-anake Rahab, trailing across the northern sky. Again: God is not the
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God of Israel, but the Father of mankind. We hear nothing of a ¢hosen people,
nothing of a special revelation, nothing of peculiar privileges; and in the court
of Heaven there is Satan, not the prince of this world and the enemy of God,
but the angel of judgment, the accusing spirit, whose mission was to walk to
and fro over the earth, and carry up to Heaven an account of the sins ot
mankind.”

MATTHEW.

XVI. All that is known of the authorship of the first book of the New Tes-
tament is that it was ascribed by the early Christians to Matthew, one of the
apostles. The first mention made of it in any book, which has come down to
us, is by Papias, Bishop of Hierapolis, who said in 116 A. D.,—* Matthew wrote
the divine oracles in the Hebrew tongue.” Tradition says that it is the same
book. Grey says: “Itis the general tradition [mentioned by Papias, Irenzus,
Origen, Epiphanius, Jerome and Chrysostom] of the early church, that Matthew
wrote in Hebrew, which tradition is our only reason for supposing that Matthew
wrote at all.” Milman, a very high authority among the Christians says: (Affiix
to note 153, Ch. XV, Milman’s edition of Gibbon’s Rome.) “ The general opinion
of learned hiblical writers is that the genuine gospel of Matthew was written in
Hebrew. This gospel was addressed to the Jews, whom the author appears to

" have cousidered the only people entitled to salvation (Matth. X. 5. XV. 24);
and of course a gospel for their benefit, written by one of their own race, ought
to have been written in their own language. The original ancient gospel now
exists only in the Greek : and the name of the translator, the faithfulness and
date of the translation and the date of the loss of the original are alike unknown.

The date of the composition of Matthew’s gospel is a matter of dispute. The
orthodox say that it was written and published within five or six years after
the crucifixion of Jesns, but vheir only evidence is their belief that the faithful
would not be left a longer time without a gospel. Hennell contends that the
contents of the book show that it was written between 66 and 70 A. D.—83 or
87 years after the death of Christ. Chapter XXIV written in the prophetic
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style, agrees with events up to that time, and disagrees with them thereafter.
The events prophesied [the prophecy being made after the event had occurred]
in XXIV. 4. 5, happened about 55 A. D. (Josephus, War. II. 13.). InXXIV, 6,
wars are foretold which happened in 66 A. D. (Josephus, War. II. 16). The
seventh verse foretels famines, pestilences, and wars, which are mentioned by
Josephus ( War IV. 8, 9.), and Tacitus (Ann. XVI. 13.), as having happened
about 63, 66, and 70 A. D. Verse minth foretels the persecutions, which began
64 A.D. In versetenth it is said that a false prophet would come, and one came
about 68 A. D. (Jos. War, VI. 5.). The preaching of the gospel to all nations
is promised in the fourteenth verse, and the churches planted by Paul did not
flourish extensively till about 60 A. D. The abomination of desolation men-
tioned in verse fifteenth refers probably to the entrance of Cestius into Jerusalem,
and his attack on the temple A. D. 66. In verse sixteenth the Christians are
advised to leave the city, and many of them fled about 56 A. D. In verse
twenty-second, the term “elect” is used; a word frequent in the late day of the
Epistles, but not natural in the time of Jesus. Here the successful prophecy
ends. In verses twenty-ninth and thirty-fourth the writer foretells the near
approaching darkening of the Sun, the falling of the stars from Heaven, the
mourning of all the tribes of men, and the gathering of the elect from all the
four winds, which events were to come to pass in that generation.

MARK.

XVII. The seeond book of the New Testament is said by the tradition of the
Church to have been written by Mark, a companion of Peter.  Papias, Irenzeus,
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Eusebius, Epiphanius, Jerome, and Chrysostoms
Christian fathers living between 116 and 398 A. D. mention this tradition. The
tradition further says that Peter approved of the gospel after it was written.
Mark evidently copied from Matthew : compare,

Matthew IV. 18, with Mark 1. 16.

“  VIILg « 1. 40.
L“ Ix, “« ) II. 1 £




8EC. XVIIL] AUTHENTICITY OF LUKE. 33

Matthew XIIL 1, with Mark IV. 1.
“  XIV.22, « « VI 45
« XL 83, ¢« « 1V.83
The last twelve verses of Mark’s gospel, as we now have it, were not contained
in many of the early copies, as we learn from several of the fathers of the Church ;
and we have no positive information that those verses were in any eopies till
several hundred years after Christ.

LUKE.

XVIII. The authorsaip of the gospel of Luke, and of the Acts, is ascribed
to Silas, sometimes called Luke, 2 companion of Paul. He is mentioned in Acts
XV.40. XVI.3,4,6. Col. IV.14. 2 Tim. IV.11. Philem. 24. The first
mention by tradition of Luke, as the author of these books, is by Ireneeus 178
A. D. and Origen 230 A. D, and Jerome 392 A. D., have the same tradition.
Luke is said to have written in Greece; and he is supposed to have written soon
after Mark, (about 70 A. D.) and to have copied freely from him as well as Mat-

thew. Compare—
Luke IV.1-12  with  Matthew IV. 1-11,

«  IV.3844 ¢ « VI 14 with Mark L. 40-45.
“  V.18-88 “ « IX.28 “ « 1L 8-22.
“«  VI1-11 “ “ “ ¢ 1I.23. IIL 6.

To account for the similarity of the first three gospels, Eichhorn supposes
that they must all have been derived from one original Aramaic document.
Mill says:—* Nothing is plainer to me than that Luke borrowed the very
phrases and expressions of Matthew and Mark, nay whole paragraphs, word for
word.” Wetstein says:—“That Luke took many things from Matthew, and
more from Mark, appears on collating them.” Michaelis remarks:—“It is
wholly impossible that three historians, who have no connection, either
mediate or immediate with each other, should harmonize as Matthew, Mark,

and Luk; do.”



JOHN.

XIX. The fourth book of the New Testament claims (XXI. 24. XIX. 26.)
the disciple whom Jesus loved for its author: and tradition, of which the ear-
liest record is found in Irenaeus, A. D. 178, says it was written at Ephesus by
the Apostle John, after Matthew, Mark, and Luke had written. Fabricius, Le
Clerc, and Hennell think it was written about 97 A. D.  According to Hennell
‘“ this gospel appears to be the attempt of a half educated but zealous follower
of Jesus, to engraft his conceptions of the Platonic philosophy upon the original
faith of the disciples.” Elsewhere the same critic says:—* The first three
gospels agree very well in the style of the discourses attributed to Christ, which
were chiefly parables and short pithy sayiogs. They represent him as begin-
ning his public preaching in Galilee, proceeding after some time to Jerusalem,
and suffering there. The chief topic dwelt upon is the approach of the Kingdom
of Heaven: and they contain much concerning the fall of Jerusalem- But the
gospel of John is of a very different character. The discourses of Christ are
here long controversial orations, without any parables. He is made to journey
- from Galilee to Jerusalem and back again many times: the kingdom of Heaven
is nearly lost sight of, the fall of Jerusalem never alluded to, and we have
iustead of these several new subjects, viz:—the incarnation of the word or log,g
in the person of Christ; his coming down from Heaven, his relationship to the
Father; and the promise of the comforter or Holy Spirit. Also, with a few
exceptions, a new sct of miracles is attributed to Cbrist.”




REFLECTIONS ON THE AUTHENTICITY.

XX. We have thus cursorily examined the authenticity of the principal
books of the Bible, and we have seen that it is highly probable that some of
them were not written in their present shape by their reputed authors. There
is little more than a weak presumption in favor of the authenticity of any of the
books, while there are numerous and weighty evidences to the contrary in
regard to most of them. Whether the books were published during the authors’
lives, and then received as inspired, and extensively published, is also very
doubtful. Itshould be remembered that this question of the authenticity of
the books of the Bible is an important one, and very different from the question
whether the works ascribed to Thucydides or Homer were really written by such
persons as Thucydides and Homer are represented in our books to have been.
The poetry of the Iliad is equally pleasing to us, whether we know the author’s
name or not. The discovery that he wrote to gratify a tyrant, to flatter a friend,
to slander an enemy, or to falsify history would not destroy the value of his
poem, which depends for its rank upon its merit as a work of art. Tn regard to
Thucydides, the knowledge that he had written his history falsely would detract
from its value; but provided it be true, we eare little how base his motives, or
what the name of the writer, or his place of residence. The history and the
epic do not furnish gules for our conduct: we are not inclined to believe the
historian and poet act from base motives: they are, as classes, great and high-
minded men, and when one of their number stooped to baseness, he was always
properly denounced by his brethren. A bad poem has never heen palmed off
as good, nor was an able and elaborate, but entirely false historical work ever
palmed off upon the public as true. The historian has few motives to write
falsehoods, and many motives to induce him to tell the truth. It is eutirely

_ different with the priest. Large numbers of priests have existed and do exist
in nearly all countries on earth; they teach many creeds, most of which are
inconsistent with each other and must necessarily be false; the priests know
the falsity, but are base enough to make every effort to increase their power by
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driving the people deeper into superstition,and for this purpose they wse the
basest frauds.  That such has been the history of the priesthood in all ages an&
eountries every one will acknowledge, exeept o far as it eoncerns his own faith.
Now one of the frauds most common and mass profitable has been the forgery
of books claiming to be inspired by God, and to have been written by the band
of some man of former times, repited to have been a great saint: for the
success of one such fraud may cast the greater portion of the political power,
and the wealth of a nation into the hands of a tew men.

The knowledge that such forgeries have heen frequently eommitted, and that
every such forgery, if successful, may be considered as increasing and eonfirm -
ing the power of the priests, does not necessarily prove that every book cluiming
to be a divine revelation must be frandulent ; but it should muke us sean the
testimony very elosely and neeept nothing as iuspised withowt conelusive proofs

PRESERVATION.

XXI. Has the Bible been preserved in purity as writien? If it were givem
as a revelation of truths most important to man, otherwise unattainable by him,
and necessary to be believed in their purity to save the human race from ever-
lasting torments—if it were given, as alleged, by a special inspiration, contrary
to the ordinary course of nature—and if were intended for the instruetion and
salvation of all men subsequent to the time when it was first published on
earth, it is but reasonable to believe that the divine goodness and omnipotence,
80 much praised in the book, would have provided that the revelation should
be prescrved in perfection as originally communicated. If we consider the
condition of society, when the bouks of the Bible were first published, and for
many centuries afterwards, the want of printing type, the great labor—even
extending throughout a whole year—of making a manuscript copy of the
Scriptures, the paucity of all kinds of books, the liability of books to be des-
troyed, the ignorance of copyists, the strong probability that they would make
some errors in copying a long work—all these things considered, it would be a
miracle if the Bible had come down to us word for word as written : and if such
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should appear to be the case on examination, that fact alone will furnish very
strong evidence in favor of the theory that the book is a divine revelation.
But if on the other hand, it has been allowed to take its chance with ordinary
human works, and like them has suffered losses of important portions, and has
had numerous passages corrupted, we shall be justified in entertaining very
strong doubts, whether it be a divine revelation.

The ancient Jews and the early Christians asserted most positively that the
Scriptures accounted holy among thens, had been preserved in the most perfect
purity, the copyists and translators being under the supervision of the Holy
Spirit, so that a mistake oz error was impossible: and similar views continued
to be upheld by a great many, even until a very late period. Justin Martyr

- said nothing more than what appeared entirely probable to the early Christian
Chburch, iu asserting that when the Septuagint translation of the Hebrew Serip-
tures into Greek was made at Alexandria, the seventy learned translators were
shut up separately in small cells, without the poasibility of the slightest com-
munication with each other, and when all had concluded, each his translation,
their works were found to agree throughout, not only in word but in letter ; and
tor the truth of this story, the veracious Justin does not hesitate to vouch.

Bat the faith in the perfect preservation of the gospels has been disappearing
rapidly of late. No learaed Christian writer pretends to uphold now the chro-
nology of the Hebrew version of the Bible ; numerous errors ere charged to the
transcribers. It is a well-known fact that in the twelve hundred manuscript
copies of the New Testament, which are now in existence, and have come down
from ancient times, there are one hundred and fitty thousand different read-
ings; * and it is probable that there are at least as many variations in the
ancient copies of the Jewish books. The Samaritan and Greek translations
from the Hebrew differ very materially from the original in many places. The
great majority of these variations are evidently mere trifles, affecting only the
letter and not the spirit of the book, but other of the variations cause important
differences of meaning. Besides, there is no method of knowing which copy is
correct, or indeed whether any one of them is preserved exactly as it was in
the first century of the Christian era. Not only are the books, which we have,
diminished in value by numerous corruptions, but many books spoken of in
the Bible as inspired—by implication if not direct assertion—have been entirely
lost. The following Lst gives the names of twenty lost books, with the passages
in the Old Testament where they are mentioned.

1. Book of the wars of Jehovah. Num. XXI. 14.
2. Book of Jasher or Righteous. Josh. X.13. 2. 8. I 18.
8. Book of the Constitution of the Kingdom. 1. 8. X. 25.

* Palfrey’s Evidences of Christianity, Lect. V.

N —~
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. Sslomon’s Three Thousand Proverbs. 1, K. IV.32. V.12,

. Solomon’s Thousand and Five Songs. 1. K. IV. 32, V.12,

. Sol.mon’s Book on Natural History. 1. K. IV. 33.

. Book of the Acts +f Solomon. 1. K. XI. 41.

. Cnronicles of the Kings of Israel. 1. K. XIV. 19. XVIL 5, 20, 27.

XXIL 389.

9. Chronicles of the Kings of Judah. 1. K. XV. 7.

10. Chronicles of King David 1. Ch. XXVII. 24.

I1. Book of Samucl the Scer, (perhaps part of the present Book of Samuel).
1. Ch. XXIX. 29. 2. Ch. IX. 29,

12. Book of Nathan the phrophet. 1. Ch. XXIX. 29. 2. Ch. IX. 29.

13. Book of Gad, the Seer. 1. Ch. XXIX. 29. 2. Ch. IX. 29.

14. Prophecy of Abijah. 2, Ch. IX. 29.

15. Visions ot 1ddo. 2. Ch. IX. 29.

16. Book of Shemaiah. 2. Ch. XII.15.

17. Bouk of Jehu. 2. Ch. XXIX. 2.

18. Historical book of Isaiah, the prophet. 2. Ch. XXVI. 22,

19. Sayings of Hoses. 2. Ch. XXXIIL 19.

20. Lamentatiois. 2. Ch. XXXV. 25. This could not be the Lamentations
of Jeremiah, because the missing book contained an Elegy on King Jo-
siah, not contained in Jeremiah.

In addition to these positive evidences, there are many strong presumptions
going to show that the Bible has not been preserved in perfect purity. The
first of these presumptions is founded upon the probability that transcribers
would make mistakes, even while endeavoring to copy carefully and conscien-
tiously. The second presumption is founded upon the probability that the
early manuscripts were altered from base motives, to support the doctrines or
advance the interests of the forger. The esiablishment of the early Christian
churches was immediately followed by the rise of numerous sects among them,
who engaged in the bitterest disputes with each other. They differed as to
whether circumcision, sacrifice, the passover, pilgrimages to Jerusalem, and
the Sabbath should be observed: whether any but Jews were entitled to sal-
vation; whetber matter was eternal; whe‘her Christ was a man or a god, or a
union of both ; whether Mary was a virgiu after giving birth to Jesus; whether
God was three or one; whether salvation was obtained by faith, or works, or
grace; whether Satan would live forever; whether the world would be burned
up in that generation: and a great many similar questions, equally foolish, and
equally beyond the possibility of proof; but all raised to a great importance by
the popular belief that the rejection of the truth, even in small points of reli-
gion, would be punished by everlasting torments in hell. The advocates of the

@ I dD o
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different sects did not hesitate to change the Scriptures to manufacture author-
ities in their own favor. The extent of the changes no one knows: but it is
certain that a great many religious sects, differiag widely in their tenets, pre-
tend to prove their doctrines from different portions of the same book.

The evidences and instances of the early forgeries are too numerous to be
given in full, but a short space will suffice to make a strong point. Celsus, who
lived about 230 A. D., the earliest writer against Christianity of whose writings
we know anything, complained that the Christians were continually changing
and correcting their gospels. Origen replied to Celsus, and said that he knew
of none who altered the gospels, except the Marcionites, the Valentinians, and
perbaps the Lucanas. Eusebius said that the followers of Artemon presumed
to alter the Scriptures. What evidence Origen and Eusebius had for believing
that sects, to which they did not belong, and which they were bound to oppose,
had altered the Scriptures, does not appear. It is pretty plain that the gospels
differed, and had been made to differ by fraudulent means, but where the fraud
was, whether on one or both sides, must remain a matter of conjecture. Ori-
gen, the most learned Christian of his time, doubted the authenticity of
Hebrews, James, 2 Peter, 2 John, 8 John, and Jude. Of course by express-
ing & doubt of their authenticity he meant to say that they were probably
forged ; and he had much information in regard to the ‘matter, such as no
person in this age possibly can have. Eusebius received as genuine only
the evangels of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and St. John, ihe epistles known as 1
John, 1 Peter, and Revelation. Mosheim says, “ the greatest and most learned
doctors of the fourth century were without exception disposed to deceive and
lie, whenever the interests of religion required it.” Hallam remarks in his
History of the Middle Ages, (Ch. VIL) that “ many of the peculiar and promi-
nent characteristics in the [Catholic] faith and discipline of those ages, [from
the fifth to the tenth century] nppear to have been introduced or sedulously
promoted for the purposes of sordid fraud.” Neander writes, in his history of
the early Christian church, “the next ecclesiastical writers who come after the
apostles are the so-called apostolical fathers, who came from the apostolical age,
and most wers the disciples of the apostles. * * * The writings of the so-
called apostolic fathers are, alas! come down to us for the most part in a very
uncertain condition, partly because, in early times, writings were counterfeited
under the names of these venerable men of the church, in order to propagate
certain opinions or principles, partly because those writings, which they had
really published, were adulterated, and especially so to serve a Judzo-hierar-
chical party which would fain crush the free evangelical spirit. We should
here in the first place name Barnabas, but it is impossible to believe the
epistle ascribed to him to be authentic. * * * After Barnabas we come to
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Clement, perhaps the same whom Paul mentions, (Phil.IV.8.) He wasa
bishop of Rome at the end of the first century. Under his name we have one
epistle to the church of Corinth, and the fragment of another. The first is
genuine but is not free from important interpolations. * #* * Under the
name of this Clement two letters have been preserved in the Syrian churches.
# # % Thege epistles altogether bear the character of having been counter-
feited in the latter years of the second or third century, partly in order to
enhance the value of celibacy, partly in order to counteract the abuses which
rose up under a life of celibacy.”

If there was such a disposition to forgery among the early Christians, and if
80 many forgeries were committed in religious books, as is represented, it is no
more than reasonable to believe that attempts would be made to tamper with
the gospels. I have already remarked that the last twelve verses of Mark were
not contained in some of the early copies of that gospel, and were considered
by many as a forgery. Gibbon* remarks that *“the word ‘which’ in 1 Tim.
III. 16, was altered to ¢ God’ at Constantinople in the beginning of the sixth
century, and this fraud with that of the three witnesses is admirably detected
by Sir Isaac Newton.”

A third presumption against the theory that the Bible has been preserved in
perfect purity is in a tradition contained in the Apocrypha, a work of no little
authority in such matters. Esdras (XIV. 21 of his second book) says, “Thy
law is burned ; therefore no man knoweth the things which thou hast done or
the works that are to begin. But if I have found grace before thee, send down
the holy spirit into me and I shall write all that hath been done in the world,
since the beginning, which were written in thy law, that men may find thy
path, and that they which will live in the latter day, may live.” And in verse
45 he says, “ And it came to pass that when the forty days were fulfilled, that
the highest spake, saying, ¢the first, that thou hast written, publish openly that
the foolish and unworthy may read it: but keep the seventy last, that thou
mayest deliver them only to such as be wise among the people.”” Whether
this be true or false, it must necessarily raise doubts in regard to the purity of
our present gospels. Irenzus said it was the prevalent belief among the Chris-
tian fathers in the second century that Ezra had republished the lost and
corrupted books of the old Jewish law. It is stated in 2 Mac. II. 13, that Nehe-
miah found and gathered the books.

Not only was there a strong disposition to corrupt the gospels, but there
were excellent opportunities, since all the copies were made by hand with the
pen; and, worst of all, the frauds once committed were almost out of the reach
of detection. There were few learned men among the Christians, their copies

* Note 17 to Oh. XLVIL, of the Decline and Fall.
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of the gospel were few, some of the books were not received as inspired for
several centuries after their composition, and were not carefully preserved, and
when accepted as inspired were received with a reverence that did not stop to
doubt at the most wonderful or unreasonable doctrines or statements contained
in & “gospel.”” Home, Bengel, Kennicott, Houbigant, Adam Clarke, and
Markland, who have all written comments upvn the Bible much esteemed by
various Christian churches, are sgreed that the copyists of the Scriptures have
accidentally or intentionally erred in copying different passages. Eichhorn
says, * Our four gospels in their present shape were not in use and were not
known till the end of the second century; previous to that time it is supposed
that other gospels were in circulation, allied to those which we now have, but
not the same.” Morell gives it as his opinion that ‘“ with few exceptions there
is not an entire book in the whole of the Old Testament, with respect to which
we can determine, with complete accuracy who was the author—when it was
written—at whatgime received into the canon of the Scripture—and on what
especial grounds. The sum and substance of our certain knowledge (leaving
out mere Jewish tradition) is that the different books were collected together
sometime after the Babylonish captivity, accepted by the Jews as divine writ-
ings, and read accordingly in the synagogue. Now under such circumstances
as these, how are we to stand forth and maintain the inspiration of the Jewish
writings on the hypothesis, either that they were all dictated by the spirit of
God or written by express commission from Heaven? Only let it be affirmed
that either of these notions is necessary to complete the conditions of a truly
inspired book, and what chance have we of being successful in proving the
. inspiration of the Old Testament against the aggressions of the skeptic ?”

Besides all this the books now included in the Bible were only a few of those
published and at one time received as inspired; and the selection of our
inspired gospel for us, and the rejection of the uninspired, all having been
previously of equal authority, was made by rules, and for reasons, unknown to
us, in a dark age, by men whom we know to have been filled with debasing
superstitions, and to have been parties to numerous and gross frauds. The
selections were made about 800 A. D., in the very atmosphere of priestly fraud.
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XXII. Were the doctrines of the Bible original with the authors of that
book? If they were, there is a strong presumption that it is of a higher than
human origin. The doctrines taught in the book under consideration may be
classified under three beads: 1. Rules of religious action. 2. Rules of moral
action. 8. Rules of political action. The Bible was not written till men had
lived many centuries upon the earth, nor till many studious and great men had
thought deeply and written wisely of religion, morality, and civil government.
These are subjects upon which original ideas are scarce, and he who would in
this day compose an entirely new set of practicable rules for the action of men
under any circumstances in which they might be placed, would be almost
entitled to recognition as an inspired prophet. If on the other hand it appear
that the ideas advanced in the Bible are not original, we shall be justified in
presuming that the book is n mere fraudulent human compilation. Where
would be the necessity or propriety of revealing from heaven something that
was previously known among men? It has been said that to induce men to
observe the laws of morality, it was necessary that they should believe that
these laws were directly sanctioned by the Almighty God, that their violation
would be visited by his wrath and eternal vengcance, and that, to give this
sanction, a revelation was required. This argument may be worthy of conside-
ration, though it might be used as well in favor of a counterfeit as of a genuine
revelation. At least no one will deny that it would be far more satisfactory to
believers to have an entirely original revelation than to have a mere rehash of
long-recognized truths. Unfortunately for the claims of the Bible to be a God-
given revelation, it does not contain one important doctrine of a general charac-
ter which can be proved to be original, while there is conclusive proof in regard
to most of the ideas, and strong evidence as to the remainder, to show that they
were learned by the Hebrew prophets and Christian apostles from the priests
and philvsopbers of the Heathen nations, or from that general sense of right
and propriety which is common to all naturally intelligent peoples.

There was a wonderful similarity between the religious doctrines and ceremo-
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nies of the Jews and Egyptians—a similarity too great by far to permit any
reasonable man to believe that those nations derived their creeds and forms
from different sources. This similarity will reduce us to a dilemma—we must
believe either that the Egyptians copied from Moses, or that the latter copied
from the former ; and if the Hebrew law-giver be proved to have obtained his
ideas from the Egyptians, we can hardly be expected to believe that he got them
from Jehovah. Now for the question whether the Jews copied from the Egypt-
ians or the Egyptians from the Jews. It was the common belief among the
most intelligent of the ancient Greeks that the kingdom of Egypt, with its civil
and religious forms, reached back into the most remote antiquity, far earlier
than any other nation near the Mediterranean. Such was the opinion of Solon,
one of the most learned men of his time, and he formed his opinion after con-
versing with the priests of Memphis. Herodotus says that when he visited
Egypt, the priests took him into a large consecrated chamber, and there showed
him the wooden statues of ail the high priests of the kingdom, three hundred
and forty-one in number, going back consecutively from his time to the founda-
tion of the monarchy ; and these statues had been made in the life-time of the
respective originals, “ who were all men and the sons of men.” The Egyptian
priests said the Greeks in their religion were children,—a remark indicative
of high civilization and long culture—a remark such as the philosophers of this
day make of the ancient Greeks—and a remark which our furefathers four or
five hundred years ago were not sufficiently cultivated to make.

The Egyptians had an elaborate religious crecd and a complex ceremonial.
Kenrick says: “Superstitiously attached to their sacred institutions, and pro-
fessing a religion which admitted much outward show, the Egyptians clothed
their ceremonies with all the grandeur of solemn pomp; and the celebration of
their religious rites was remarkable for all that human ingenuity could devise
to render them splendid and imposing. They prided themselves on being the
nation in which originated most of the sacred institutions afterwards common
to other people.” If the history of Abraham and his descendants, as given in
Genesis, be true, the Jews when they entered Egypt were a few score of rude
shepherds, who' had never dwelt in houses, or had a permanent place of resi-
dence, who were unskilled in all the higher arts of civilized life, ignorant of
letters, aud destitute of enlightened, clear or positive ideas of religion or govern-
ment. At this time (1700 B. C.) Egypt was already a kingdom of long standing,
containing a dense and prosperous agricultural population, long accustomed to
dwell in houses, skilled in the arts of peace and war, tamiliar with the use of
hieroglyphical letters, and living under social, political and religious systems
among the most complex ever devised by man. These facts are not denied and
cannot be controverted; and they are in substance asserted by all the great
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and celebrated men who have investigated the antiquities of Egypt. Wilkin-
son observes, “It is indced a remarkable fact that the first glimpse we
obtain of the history and manners of the Egyptians, show us a nation
already far advanced in all the arts of civilized life; and the same cus-
toms and inventions that prevailed in the Augustan age of the peopler
after the accession of the eighteenth dynasty are found in the remote age
of Osirtasen, the cotemporary of Joseph, nor can there be any doubt thad
they were in the same civilized state when Abraham visited the country.”
In the midst of this polished nation the Hebrews lived, poor, rude, engaged
in an occupation particularly degrading in the eyes of the Egyptians, and
finally reduced to unconditional slavery. Moses was born on the bank of
the Nile, he was bred in the family of the Pharaohs, and he could not have
avoided learning much of the politics and religion of the Egyptian king-
dom. The author of the Acts, writing ostensibly by divine inspiration, says,
“ Moses was learned in all the wisdom of the Egyptians.” Under the leader-
ship of Moses, the Jews escaped from Egypt, and after they entered Arabia,
their chief gave them a code of laws, which are found to bear a wonderful re-
semblance to the laws of the land they had left. Under these circumstances,
what reasonable man can believe that the Egyptians copied from the Jews? The
former, a long-established and prosperous nation before the Jews existed, pow-
erful, civilized, particularly priding themselves on the antiquity of their religious
institutions,—could they in the height of their prosperity, while the children of
Israel were still always at war or in captivity with the Philistines, have
copied the institutions of a hostile and despised and enslaved race, which
had no laws until after it escaped from the brick-yards of the Nile. If
there were any room for doubt, it would be removed by an examination
of the existing monuments of the ancient Egyptians. The paintings and
sculptures on the temples, obelisks and pyramids preserved for nearly, if
not quite, four thousand years, confirm in the most explicit language
the assertion of Wilkinson, thut the customs of the country were the same long
before the time of Moses as they were when Solon and Herodotus visited Mem-
phis to learn wisdom, and returned to their native land with the opinion that
the Egyptians were ot only the most ancient but also the wisest of nations.
Let us now examine whether, and in how far the religious institutions, ceremo-
nies and ideas of the Hebrews and Christians resembled the institutions, cere-
monies and ideas of the Egyptians and of other peoples. '
Moses gave to his followers a sacred book, but before Abraham was born, the
Egyptian priests had had their sacred books. The holy Vedas of the Bramins
were Wwritten, as Sir William Jones thinks, about 1500 B. C., near the time of
Moses. There were also sacred books in China and Persia in ancient times,
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and there is 80 evidence that they did not exist as early as the Pentateuch.
The books of Moses eontained an account of the oreation of the universe, the
early Ristory of the heman race, the otigin of the Jewish people, the genealogy
of the principal families, a<ode of politieal, social and religious laws and pro-
phecies of Tuture events. The sacred books of the Egyptians and other nations
contained similar matter. Diodorus Siculus tellsws that many of the ancient
Sawgivers, for the purpose of securing the supremacy and permanence of their
laws, pretended that the latter were of divine origin.

The Jewish legislator established a priesthood with great wealth and political
power, and made the priestly office Liereditary in one farmly or tribe, as had
heen done reany eentavies catdier in the vatleys of the Nile, ¢he Euphrates and
the Gaoges.

Solomon erected a temple o the Lord one thousand years before Christ, but

* temples to the gods were common in Egypt, Chaldea, Pheenicia and Hindostan,
many sges previows to that time. Ruins of religious edifiees built while the
Jews were a8 yet unknown, are still standing on the sites of Memphis and
Thebes. In 18.V. 2, it is said that the Philistines had atemple to Dagon
before the time of Bolomon. Bishop Kitic gives it asthis opinion, Trom the de-
scription of the hely of holies, that that place “ was an adytum [a seeret apart-
anem] witkowt windows.” Aecording to 1 K., VIII. 12, “ The Lond said die
would dwell in a thiek darkness.” The Fgyptian temples had an adytum
without windows, for the accommodation of their divinities.

Among the Israciites, and in aeeordance with the Mosaiclaws, there were
smen whe were prophets By profession; there were also prophets smong
‘heathen natiens—the Egyptians, Greeks, Pheericians, Persians and Chal-
deans. Herodotus, who lived 460 years before Chuist, wrote: “The art of
predicting future events ia the Gredk temiplos.came also from the Egvptians
and it is <ertain that they were the fivat peopie who established festivities,
publie assemblies, proeessious, and the proper mode of communing avith the
Beity.” Yet we learn from Homer that some of the Grecian oracles were
already eelévrated at the time of the Trojan war (1100 B.-C.)

The Jews had an Ark af the Covenand, (Josh. 1IL, 13; 2 8., XV.24; 1 Ch.,
XV., 2, 15,) a box ia whish the Lord was supposed to make kis bame; and se
8acred was if, that azeording to Moses, its mere touoh was deatn to aH but the
priests. This ark wae copieé from the Exypiian ark, sacred boat or great shrina,
svhick was.carried in procession by the pricsts, as the Mosaic ark was borne by
the Levites. The gods of the ancients were suppoced to travel considerably,
and to ke entitled to the most konorable conveyance known. In the hiils and
plains of Greeec, a ehariot was the most Ronerable mode of eonveyance, and ia
ike Greeian pictures, the gods are represented i their.chaciots. Jut the settied
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portion of Egypt was confined to the bottom land of its great valley, subject to
overflow every year, and intersected with large and numerous canals. There
chariots were little used, and boats were the more ancient and honorable means
of conveyance ; and, accordingly, the gods of Egypt were painted as sitting in
boats and carried about in procession in boats. Moses did not sce why his
divinity could not travel in a boat as well in Judea as in Egypt, and therefore
he just adopted the boat shrine. The Ark of the Covenant had at the ends two
‘““cherubim,” little figures composed of a chubby child’s face with a pair of
wings. There were similar guardians on the Egyptian arks ;* but it is supposed
by sume that these figures were intended originally to represent a sacred beetle,
the scarabaeus.

The religious ceremonies of the Hebrews bore a remarkable resemblance to
those of the Egyptians. The Jews considered Jerusalem a holy city, (Is. 11., 2;
Ps. LXVIIL, 15,) and attributed great religious merit to pilgrimages thither.
In the valley of the Nile there were holy places also. The great temple of Ar-

emis, at Bubastis, is said to have been visited by 700,000 pilgrims annually.

The Egyptians offered sacrifices of vegetables and animals to the gods, and so
did the Jews.t The priest of both nations slew the sacrificial animals in the
same manner, by cutting the throat. The Egyptians preferred red oxen, without
spot, for sacrifice; and Moses directed the selection of a red heifer, (Num. XIX.,
2.) The custom of the scapegoat (Lev. XIV. 21.) was common to both nativns.
A saered fire was kept continuelly burning in the temples of Thebes as well as
in Judea., (Lev. V1., 12,13.) The Egyptian priests tock off their shoes in the
temples, and Joshua took off his shoes ina holy place, (Josh. V. 16.) The
Egyptian priests danced before their altars, and' the same custom prevailed in
Jerusalem, (Ps. CXLIX., 8). The practice of circumcision, claimed by Moses
as a divine ordinance, communicated to Abraham, is proved by the monuments
of Egypt, according to Wilkinson, to have been fully established there, at a
time long antecedent to the arrival of Joseph. The Egyptians had their un-
clean meats, including pork, as well as the Jews. The Egyptians annointed
their kings and priests long before there were any kings or priests in Israel.
The Urim sod Thummin (Ex. XXXIX,, 8, 10; Lev. VIIL,8,) which play a
stupid part in the books of Moses and Jo. Smith, were once not inappropriate

* Kenrick says: on the model of an Egyptian shrine, ‘the ark of the covenant of
the Hebrews appears to have been constructzd, which contained the tables of the law,
the pot of manna, and the rod of Aaron. The mixed figure of the cherubim, which
were placed at either end and overshadowed it with their wings, has a parallelin some
o{] t;,e E’gypﬂan representations, in which kneeling figures spread their wings over the
shrine.

tSee Appendix, note 4.
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figures of Re, the god of light, and Thmeit the god of justice, worn on the
breasts of Egyptian judges.

Moses taught the existence of only one God, or at least the Jews of a late
period believed in and worshipped only one God. The Fgyptian people wor-
shipped many gods, but the priests of Egypt as well as of ancient India were
monotheists. There was one doctrine for the initiated, another for the vulgar.
The deity was called “I am” in Hebraw ; and the same term is applied to the
deity in the ancient Hindoo “Menu,” and was applied by the Pheeniciauns
to their great god. The Jews held the name Jehovah in great reverence, and
the common people were prohibited to speak it. except on very rare occasions ;
and the Egyptians held the name “Osiris” in similar reverence. Even Hero-
dotus, after having been at Memphis, when writing about that divinity, would
not use his name. Moses represented Jehovah as having a human shape,
coming down {to earth, visiting and conversing with men, causing all the occur-
rences of nature by immediate efforts of his will, frequently performng miracles,
and empowering men to do miracles, and to foretell the future, choosing indi-
vidual men and a particular nation to be his fuvorites, and establishing certain
familics to be kings and priests of his “ peculiar people” for ever. Such ideas
were familiar to all the ancient nations about the eastern shore of the Mediter-
ranean. Jehovah led the armi®s of Israel to battle: and the gods of the Greeks,
Pheenicians, and Egyptians were also reputed to be terrible in warring for their
worshippers. The Hebrew Scriptures, in some passages, exhibit a high con-
ception of the divine attributes. Accordinx to Robertson, the following was
the idea of God, as expressed by the ancient Bramins:—‘ As God 1s immaterial,
he is above all conception; as heis invisible, he can have no form: but from
what we behold of his works, we may conclude that he is eternal, omnipotent,
knowing all things, and present everywhere.” Moses represents many of the
most important events of the early history of the world to have happened in or
near Judea : and almost every ancient nation held the same views in regard to
its own soil. An orator in the Island of Crete, on a publie occasion, once spoke
thus: t “ Upon this Isle all the arts were discovered. Saturn gave you the
love of justice and your peculiar simplicity of heart. Vesta taught you to erect
houses. Neptunc taught you to build ships. You owe to Ceres the culture of
grain, to Bacchus that of the vine, and to Minerva that of the olive. Jupiter
destroyed the giants which threatened you. Hercules delivered youa from the
serpents, wolves, and other noxious animals. The authors of 30 many benefits,
admitted by you to divine honors, were born on this soil and are now occupied
in laboring for your happiness.” Cory, in the preface to his ‘ Ancient Frag-

#*1n Greek Themis, the goddess of justice.
4 8o given In Barthelemy’s Anacharsis.
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ments,” says: “In ancient times it was the prevailing custom of all the
nations, including Egypt, India, Phoenicia, aud Grecce, to appropriate to them-
selves, and assign within their own territorial limits, the localities of the grand
events of primeval history, with the birtb and achievements of the gods and
heroes, the deluge, the origin of the arts, anad the civilization of mankind.”

The history of Creation, as given in Genesis, is a mere compilation of ancient
traditions prevalent in the East, and similar traditions are given by Sanchonia~
than, an old Phonician author. Moses informs us that Abrabham was the
chosen fuvorite of Jehovah, and was to be the father of the chosen people.
This name Abraham is probably derived from the Hindoo Brahm, # the great
spirit, the origin of all things, the ereator of all other existences. Abraham
was called Abram until late in life, according to Gen. XVIL. 5, and he is said
to have come from Ur of the Chaldecs, s point cast of Canaan, either on the
Euphrates or farther cast—possibly Hisdostan itself, the home of Braminism.
His name, his birth place, and his position as father of the chosen people, alf
suggest a derivaton trom the Hindoo Brahm. Tn Ex. V1. 3, it is said, that “ God
was not known to Abrauam, Isaac, and Jacob by the name of Jehovah.” This
is probably true, for Jehovah was & Pheenician word, and the Jews did not
learn the Pheenieran, or as we now call it the Hebrew tongue, till they returned
from Egypt, and settled in Canaan among the Pheenicians,

Thus we have gone over the mos$ prominent points wherein the ideas ad-
vanced in the Old Testament resemble the ideas accepted among many nations
existing during the time of the Jows. Ahhough Moses evidently derived his
principal doctrines from the Egyptiaus, yet the latter nation had many usages
and principles of religion and politics, v?hich the Jews @id not see fit to adopt.
The Egyptians believed in the immortality of the sow, in future rewards and
punishments, in the adoration of numerous animals, and in the worship of
jdols. Tt is a matter of wonder that Moses rejected the doc‘rine of a future
}ife; but his creed was certainly purer- and bigher on most points. than the
ereeds of the heatbens of western Asia..

Next in order comes the consideration of the question whether the doctrines *
isught in the New Testament were original with Christ and the Apostles?—
Phe immortality of the sow, and future rewards and punishments were not
iaught in any portion: of the Old Testament, and not even hinted at in the-
books of Moses, but were ineulcated by Jesus, after they had Ibng been accepted
among the Bindoos, Egyptians, aud Greeks.. We bave to shis day the works
of Flato and Ciesro, in which those great philosophers discussed the guestion
of a future life- before the beginning of the Christian era.

* Brahm, derived from.the same root as the Latin word primus, (first), the Ceitic:

word prioml, (chief), and the Gothic werd frem (origin, beginning). From this st
word our « h'ofm’" ilr)&.eriud\ Corig
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Phe dogma that God is threefold in his nature, or three in one, was fumiliar
to the Egyptians, but was rejected by the Jews, and was adopted by the Chris-
tians, who made Jesus the second verson of the Godhead. The doctrine of the
Trin ty, the triune nature of the deity, was familiar to the Hindoos. Teune-
manp, in his “ Bistory of Philosophy,” sp aks thus of the ancient Braminical
doctrine in regard to God. “ The supreme being of the Hindoos is Brabhm,—
incompreheunsible by any buman understanding: pervading and comprehend-
ing all things. Originally he reposed in the contemplation of himself ; subse-
quenuly his creative word has caused all things to proceed from him, by a sue-
cession of continued emanations. As creator he is named Brahma; as the
preserving power, Vishnou ; as the destroyer and retovator of the forms of
matter, Siva. These three relations of the divine being costitute the trinity of
the Hi 1doos.” Braminism was older than Buddhism, and the latter was esta-
blished at least six hundred years before Christ. * That the Egyptian creed was
older than the faith of t:e apostles is not to be denied. Wilkinson mentions
the Igyptian trinity thus: “The great gods of Egvpt were Neph, Amun, Pthah,
Khem, Sate, Maut, Bubastus, and Neith, one of whom generally formed, in con-
nection with other two, a triad, [Trinity ] which was worshipped by a particular
city or district, with a peculiar veneration. In these triads, the third memter
proceeded from the other two; that is, from the first by the sccond-—thus, the
intellect of the Deity, having operated on matter, produced the result of these
two under he torin and name of the world, and on a similar principle appear
to have been formed most of their speculative combinations. . The third mem-
ber of a triad, as might be supposed, was not of equal rank with the two from
whum it proceeded ; and we therefore find that Khonso, the third person in
the Th :ban triad, was not one of the great gods, as were the other two, Amun
and Maut: Horus, in the triad of “hils, was inferior to Osiris and Isis; and
Anouke to Neph and Sate, in the tri.d of Elephantine and the Cataracts.”

The New Testament teaches that Jezus was the second person of the God-
head, a God, and that he was born of a virgin, impregnated only by the Holy
Ghost, or third person of the Godhead, that he lived in the shape of a man for
thirty-three years on earth, was crucified on a charge of crime by the officers
of Rome, and by his death and suffering atoned for the sins of mankind. The
idea of such a redecemer is nowhere advanced in the Old Testament, bu it
was famili r to many heathen natious of antiquity. Accordiug to Ritter,
“ the doetrine of Buddhism [established 600 B. C., in Hindostan] contains
nothing but the main idea of tie heroic poems of the Bramins, fully understood
and oonsequentially carried out—that is, that & man freeing himself by holiness
of co. duct from the obstacles of nature, may deliver his fellow men from the cor-

* Dr, Ritter in his History of Ancient Philosophy, chap. II,
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ruption of their times, and become a benefactor, redeemer of his race, and also
become a supreme God—a Buddha.”  Wilkinson says: “At Philwe, where Osiris
[an Egyptian Divinity, who came down to earth to battle with Typho, the evil
spirit] was particularly worshipped, and which was one of the places where
they supposed him to have been buried, his mysterious history is curiously
illustrated in the sculptures [made 3,500 years ago] of a small retired chamber
lying nearly over the western Adytum of the temple. His death and removal
from this world are there described ; the number of twenty-eight lotus plants
points out the period of years he was thought to have lived on earth; and his
passage from this life to a tuture stat: is indicated by the usual attendance of
the Deities and Genii, who presided over the funeral rites of ordinary mortals.
He is there represented with t e teathered cap, which he wore in his capacity
of Judge of Amenti, and this attribute shows t.e final office he held after his
resurrection, and continued to exercise toward the dead at their last ordeal in &
future state.” Again: “OQsiris was called ¢ the opener of truth,’ and was said
to be ‘full of grace and truth.” He appecared on earth to benefit mankind, and
after having performed the duties he had come to fulfill, and fallen a sacrifice
to Typho, the evil principle, (which was at length overcome by his influence,
after leaving the world,) he arose again to a new life, and became the judge of
mankind in a future state.” * Herodotus saw the tomb of Osiris at Sais, nearly -
five centuries before Christ. Similar redeemers were worshipped in other
lands, aud like Jesus many of them were born of virgins. Grote, speaking of
the early legends of Greece, remarks that ‘the furtive pregnancy ot young
women—often by a god—is one of the most frequently recurring inc dents in
the legendary narrative.” St. John speaks of Christ as the “Logns,” the
word. Millman + admits that the term “logos” was a term in frequent use
in Greece and Egypt before it was used by St. John. The meaning of the
“logos” and of the trinity which makes three gods of one god, and one god of
three gods is exceedingly dark, but there is a ray of light in Abel Remusat’s
description of a Hindoo trinity of a god, his law or word, and the union of
both.

The Christians abandoned the ceremonial law of Moses, and adopted baptism
and prayer as important portions of their new system; but in these matters
they only foll iwed the Essenes of Judea, and the Therapeutm of Egypt; sects
described by Josephus and Philo. The Essenes exalted the merit of humility
and religious contemplavion, and the contempt of worldly goods; they often
lived with their property in common, and in these points they were imitated by

b l:?lccording to the New Testament Christ is to be the judge of men in the next
world.

t Note to Gibbon’s Rome.
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the Christians. The Essenes were a sect of Judaistic Buddhists, having evi-
dently derived many of their ideas from India ; and they gave tone to the new
Christian Church. The Christians soon needed a ceremonial for their worship,
and they found it among the Buddhists. * Huc was astonished to find that
the ceremonies of the Buddhist priests in Mongolia and Thibet were scarcely
to be distinguished from those of the Catholic Church. In the ceutre of Asia,
he found heathen monks, nuns, and priests, with gowns and surplices, and
shaven crowns, with beads and bells, lighted candles and smoking incense,
genuflections, chants and prayers, and masses for the dead, and all t..e tedious
trickery of Rome. Since Buddhism is much older than Christianity, we must
believe that the Catholics have stolen their ceremonies, until there be some evi-
dence to the contrary, and we know of none as yet.

But it is claimed that the great merit of the New Testament is in its
moral teachings, which are not only perfectly pure, but are also entirely
original. These moral teachings are contained in such expressions as “ Love
thy neighbor as thyself,”” ¢ Love is the fulfilment of the law,” ¢ Return good for
evil;”” and “all that ye would that men should do uato you, do ye even so unto
them, for this is the law and the prophets.” The fact that such phrases are
made the foundation to claims of originality or peculiar merit, shows the iguo-
rance of the people, and the unscrupulous policy of the clergy. The doctrine
that love is the fulfilment of the law, taught in the New Testament with much
emphasis, and the chief merit of the book in the eyes of many, is as old as hu-
man society. It was taught by Plato in almost the identical words ascribed to
Jesus. We still have the writings of the great teacher of the Academy, wherein
he says ¢ Love 1 is peace and good will among men, calm upon the waters,
repose and stillness in the storm, the balm of sleep in sadness. Before him all
harsh passions flee away, he is the author of soft affections, destroyer of un-
gentle thoughts, mereiful and mild, the admiration of the wise, the delight of
the gods. Love divests us of alienation from each other, and fills our vacant
hearts with overflowing sympathy : he is the valued treasure of the unfortu-
nate, and desired by the unhappy, (therefore unhappy because they possess
him not,) the parent of grace, of gentleness, of delicacy : a cherisher of all that
is good, but guileless as to evil; in labor and in fear, in longings of the affec-
tions, or in soarings of the reason, our best pilot, confederate, supporter and
savior.” Tt so happens that St.John, who only of the Evangelists, lays a pecu-
liar stress upon ‘the all-sufficiency of love, had an opportunity of becoming
thoroughly indoctrinated in Platonism, by his long residence among the Greeks
at Ephesus. St. John was the only one of the Evangelists who taught that

* Huc’s Travels in Tartary, Vol. 1, Ch. V. Vol. 2, Ch. II, III,
+ See Mackay’s Progress of the Intellect, V. 21,
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Christ was the logos of which Pluto had said so much, Christianity is only &
corrupted Platonism grafted upon the Mosaic Law.

Men were always possessed with a mental coustitution similar to our own:
the rudest savages have the same uffections and passions which actuate citizens
of enlightened nations. In ali ages women have been found to love their chil-
dren; friends have been ready to aid each other at great cost to themselves;
soldiers have been willing to sacrifice themselves for their country. The dis-
position to act kindly and justly to others is born with all men, and he who
claims originality for expressing it is a shamecless impostor. Long before
Christ, philosophers had taught that men should give to others the treatment
they desired for themselves. Confucius expresses the sentiment in alimost the
very words used by Jesus five hundred years later. Thales ¥ (600 B. C,)
taught that we must “ do nothing which we would blame in another.” Iso-
crates + (400 B. C.) says: “Treat your parents as you would wish your parents
to treat you.” “Let your most secret acts be as though you had all the world
for witnesses. Do not expect that reprehensible words will be forgotten ; you
may hide them from others, but never from yourself. Devote your leisure
hours to hearing counsel from the wise; alleviute the sufferings of the virtuous
poor; the ree dlection of charity well applied is one of the most precious forms
ot wealth. If you should be clothed with a high office, let your subordinates
be upright men, and when yon leave your posi ion, let it be with honor rather
than with wealth.” There is nothing more elevated in all the New Testament
than the following from the Enchiridion of Epictetus: Remember that you must
behave at life as at au entertainment. Is anything brough. around to you, put out
your hand, and take yoiir share with moderation. Doth it pass by you, do not
stop it. Is it not yet come, do not stretch forth your desire towards it, but wait
till it reaches you. Thys do with regard to children, to a wife, to a publie
office, to riches, and you will some day be a worthy partner of the Feast of the
Gods. And if you do not 8o much a8 take things which are sect before you, but
are even able to despise them, then you will not only be a partner of the Feast
of the Gods, but a sharer in their Empire also.”

The doctrines of Socrates, Plato, Aristotle and Cicero, in regard to the conduct
of men toward each other, will suffer nothing by a comparison with the teach-
ings of Jesus. Herder says that the morality of the ancient Bramins was pure
and elevated.  Sir Wm, Jones has expressed his admiration of the spirit of the
ipstitutes of Menu; and Dr. Arnold speaks in high praise of the greatness of
soul exhibited by the Stoies. No chastity can ever surpass that of Lucretia;

X;\")Iilolgen“ Laertius, Lib. I. see. 83, 88, quoted in Barthelemy’s Anacharsis, Ch,

¥ Guoted in Barthelemy's Anacharsis, Chap. XX VIIL
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no honesty that of Aristides; Washington’s disinterestedness was not purer
than that of Timoleon; and on a comparison of the conduct of Socrates and
Jesus, during trial and execution, the latter can certainly claim no pre-
eminence. And yet we are asked to believe that Christ was the author of the
teaching—* Do to others as you would have them do to you.” The demand is
preposterous. It would be equivalent to asking us to believe that in the ages
before Christ, and in the lands where his teachings are unknown, there was and
is no honesty, no truth, no fricndship, no peace, no human society ; that all men
were then and are there liars, thieves and murderers; that, in fact, man is
entirely wanting in the knowledge of what is right, or the disposition to do it, or
both, until he has heard and believed the words of Jesus. The influence of the
priestly lies in regard to the originality of Christ’s teaching of the all-sufficiency
of love, is so great that many, knowing their falsity, dare not declare it. The
Rev. Mr. Milne, in the preface to his translation of the Chinese ¢ Sacred Edict,”
expresses a fear that he shall be condemned for furnishing proof that before Jesus
was born, a_morality as pure as his was inculcated in the Celestial Empire.
Milman is one of the few Christian authors who have had the manliness and
honesty to acknowledge that the New Testament morality was not new.
Indeed, many of the moral precepts in that book, upon .which so much stress is
laid, were contained in the Old Testament. Moses said: “Love thy neighbor
as thyself,” (Lev. XIX,, 18, 89); and Micah asked, (VI. 8,) “ What doth the
Lord require of thee, but to do justly and to love mercy, and to walk humbly
with thy God.” A comparison of the following passages will show how the
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Jesus may be entitled to all the honor of having been the first teacher of the
doctrine of passive submission to all wrong and oppression ; and a proper view
of the circumstances in which he was placed will leave no doubt that this doc-
trine, 8o singular and slavish to us, was natural and even absolutely necessary
to him. He was determined to claim to be the Messiah foretold by the Hebrew
prophets and long awaited with anxiety by the Jewish nation—the Messiah, the
descendant of David, who should be their king, break the yoke of the Gentiles,
and restore Judea to her former wealth and power. The Messiah of popular
expectation was to be necessarily the enemy ot the Romans; but Jesus svon
found that it was uscless to think of revolting against Rome. The Jews were
80 restless under the Roman yoke, so ready to revolt, and the Romans were so
quick to punish any one suspected of sedition, that Jesus was compelled for
the purpose of saving his own neck to inform both Hebrews and Romans by a
public declaration of his doctrine, that his kingdom was not of this world, and
that it was a sin to resist the powers that be, since they all are ordained of
God ; and to make his doctrine consistent, he forbade his followers to resist evil.

The teaching that belief in Jesus as the Son of God is the highest virtue or
merit before the Almighty is not original. Crishna, a Hindoo divinity, says:
““ Works affect me not, nor have I any expectations from the fruit of works.
KHe, who believeth me to be even so, is not bound by works.” *

Thus I have considered the claim of the writers of the Bible to the origi-
nality of the principal ideas advanced in that book; I~ l‘mve endeavored to
prove the negative, and the reader must form his own opinion whether I have
succeeded. If he agree with mo that the doctrines of the l?lble are not original,
perhaps he will ask, (as Strauss asks about ﬂ.le later Jewish notions in regard
-to the angels and their names) were these ideas false so long as they existed
among the Gentiles? And have they become true by adoption in the Jewish
hology ? Or bave they been true through all time? And

and Christian] mytholog
l[mve idolatrous people discovered truths of such an elevated character sooner

than the people of God ?
19 Progress of the Intellect, V. 6,

* Mackay



TRUTH OF DOCTRINES.

XXIII. Are the doctrines advanced in the Bible true? If not, the claims
that that book is divinely inspired must be abandoned. It is not sufficient that
some of the doctrines should be true, or that there should be that defective
approximation to truth which characterizes many human compositions. No
book can deserve to be considered a revelation from heaven, unless every doe-
trine in it be not only true but accompanied by evidence of its truth carying
conviction to all intelligent minds. The Bible claims to be inspired by God,
and it must be strictly examined in proportion to the extravagance of its pre-
tensions. Christ affirmed the divine authority of the Old Testament, (Mat. V,
17, 18, XV. 4-7, XXII 81, XXIV. 15, &c.) Some of the New Testament
writers affirmed their own inspiration, (1 Cor. VII. 89, 40; 1 Thes. 1V. ¢-8, V.
23, 28; 2 Pet. III. 1-4, 14-16; 1 John, IV. 4-6). The inspiration claimed for
the Bible is a superhuman wisdom, or rather a divine wisdom, given by God
himself to his prophets for the instruction of men. Dr. Knapp defined it to be
“an extraordinary divine agency upon teachers, while giving iastruction,
whether oral or written, by which they were taught what and how they should
write or speak.” Christians dispute among themselves whether the inspiration
of the Bible be plenary or partial; whether Jehovah dictated the very words,
or whether he inspired the writer with the idea and left the latter to find their
own language, and that perhaps faulty. Plenary inspiration was the received
doctrine of the whole Christian church until of comparatively late years, and
was not abandoned until the assaults of skepticism made it untenable. The
same change of opinion in regard to the nature of inspiration occurred with the
Grecian oracles. * When superstitious people,” says Neander, “thought that
the God himself inhabited the priestess of the Delphic oracle, and spoke through
her mouth, so that everything literally came from Pheebus himself, and when,
on the contrary, the infidels tried to turn this representation into ridicule, and
quoting the bad verses of the Pythian prophetess, laughed at the notion of this
comiug from Apollo, Plutarch thus replied—* The language, the expression, the



56 TRUTH OF DOCTRINES. |sECc. xx1I1-

words, and the metre, come not from God bat from the woman. The God only
presents the image to her mind and lights up in her goul the lamp which
illumes the future. The God uses the soul as an instrument, and the activity
of the instrument consists in the property of representing as purely as possible
what is communuicated to it. It is impossible that it should be repeated per-
fectly pure,—nay, without even a large admixture of foreign matter.””

The apostles held that the very words of the Old Testament were dictated by
Jehovah, as appears from the following passages :

“God, who at sundry times and in divers manners, spoke in times past unto
the fathers by the prophets.” Heb. I. 1.

Paul speaks of ¢ the word of God.” Heb. 1V. 12,

“God spake by the mouth of David.” Acts IV. 25,

The Holy Ghost spake by Esaias the prophet. Acts XXVIII. 25,

The first testimony usually adduced by the advocates of the Bible to prove
the truth of its doctrine, is that furnished by the miracles and prophecies of the
Ilebrew prophets and of Christ and his apostles. These miracles and prophe-
cies will deserve a little consideration.

MIRACLES.

XXIV. In regard to the miraculous evidence adduced to prove the truth
and divine origin of the Bible, I shall make the following points :—1. Miracles
are an impossibility. 2. If miracles were wrought, man could never distinguish
them from the works of human skill. 3. The miracles related in the Bible were
never wrought. 4. If the Bible miracles were wrought they would not suffice
to prove the doctrines of the Bible to be true.

And first, What is a miracle ?# Hume defines it to be ““a transgression of the
laws of Nature by a particular volition of the Deity, or by interposition of some
agent.” It is such a transgression as necessarily exhibits superhuman power,
If an nct appear to be a transgression of known laws, but be really in conformity
with laws unknown, then it is no miracle, any more than many acts which
learned and skilful men do every day, appear to the ignorant to be miracles.
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The ability to foretell eclipses, and to describe, a moment after their occurrence,
events happening in far distant countries, would appear to the savage to be in
violation of the laws of Nature and therefore miraculous, but we know that
they are in accordance with patural laws,

Secondly, What evidence w Il sujfice to prove u miracle? Noue. There is no
record in history that any man ever had sufficient evidence to believe any act to
be a miracle. It is impossible to know whether the laws of Nature be violated,
because man can never be certain that be knows all the laws of Nature. The
savage is laughed at who believes a civil:ized man to be possessed of miraculous
power when he throws a dead body into convulsions with a galvanic battery, or
when be, by means of a telescope or a magnetic telegraph, discovers what is
going on at a great distance; yet we bear the same relation to Christ which
the savage bears to civilized man. If Jesus were to appear in California and
perform all the miraculous acts ascribed to him in the New Testament, he would
acquire little credit for the possession of supernatural power. If he turned
water into wine, he would be called a good juggler; if he cured the blind and
lame, and raised the dead, he would be esteemed as an unequalled physician ;
if he caused the heavens to grow dark, he would be accounted & great meteoro-
logist ; if he rose up to heaven, he would have the credit of baving invented a
flying machine. But as for any pretension of ability to violate the laws of
Nature—why the thing is ridiculous. Ifa man were to order the sun to ccase
forthwith to shine in clear noonday, and if the sun should so forthwith cease to
shine, that man would not be entitled to any more credit than the man who can
foretell an eclipse. Their powers would be equally miraculous to a man who
knows nothing of astronomy. If, however, it be insisted that the restoration of
& dead man to life suffice to prove miraculous power, then ought not a good
Jjuggler’s trick, well performed, prove as much? To breathe fire is as inexpli-
cable by natural Jaws (as they are generally understood by educated men) as to
cure the blind and lame by a word.

But let it be grauted that certain acts, inexplicable by natural laws as usually
understood, shall be considered as miracles, what evidence shall suffice to prove
these miraculous events? The evidence should be either that of the senses or
the best secondary evidence possible. It has been said that “a miracle is no
miracle at second-hand;” and it truly would be a difficult matter to satisfy a
man by hearsay-testimony that his neighbor had eaten two hundred pounds of
tenpenny nails for breakfast with a beneficial effect upon his system. But if
such an event could be proved by secondary evidence, that evidence ought to
show that the alleged miracle was performed in the presence of many sensible
and unprejudiced witnesses, that those witnesses recorded the circumstances of
the miracle and published the records at the place and near the time of the per-
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formance of the miracle, that those records agreed with each other in the essen-
tial points, and that the records were received with respect if aot with credit.
That the evidence should prove this much, at least, will be clear to all who are
familiar with history, and who know thuat several instances have occurred where
the evidence went quite as fur as demanded, and yet nobody believes in the pre-
tended miracles, or even thinks scriously on the subject.*

In considering the reports of miracles in ancient times—for no sensible man
believes that any are performed now-a-days—it should be remembered that the
ancients were not acquainted with the natural sciences, and were incompetent
to form clear ideas of the weight of testimony. If a man solemnly asscrted that
. he had seen a priest raise a dead mau to life, his assertion was considered suffi-
cient proof of the event, because every body at that time believed in the power
of working miracles and in the daily occurrence of special providences. It is
only by education that a man learns to judge of probabilities. A child can be
induced to believe almost anything, and the men of ancient times—many even
of the most intelligent—were but children as compared with the men of this
age. The Emperor Julian, one of the earliest writers against Christianity, did
not deny the miracles of Christ, because he did not doubt them. He supposed
that miracles were performed every day. The books of Moses gravely tell us
that the Egyptian priests changed their rods by a word into serpents; and
another biblical writer says that the Witch of Endor raised the dead Samuel
from his grave and caused him to speak to Saul.

Some of Dr. Middleton’s remarks on the pretended miracles of the early
Christian Church, will apply quite as well to those of the prophets and apostles :
“«Whatever be the uncertainty of ancient history, there is one thing at least
which we may certainly learn from it—that human nature has been always the
same; agitated by the same appetites and passions, and liable to the same
excesses and abuses of them in all ages and countries of the world : so that our
experience of what passes in the present age will be the best comment on what
is delivered to us as concerning the past. To apply it, then, to the case before
us: there is hardly a single fact [fraudulent miracle] which 1 have charged
upon the primitive times, but what we still see performed in one or other of the
sects of Christians of even our own times. Among some, we see diseases cured,
devils cast out, and all the other miracles which are said to have been wrought
in the primitive Church ; among others, we see the boasted gifts of Tertullians’
and Cyprian’s days, pretended revelations, prophetic visions and divine impres-
sions. Now, all these modern pretensions we readily ascribe to their true
cause, to the artifices and craft of a few, playing upon the credulity, the super-
stition and the enthusiasm of the many, for the sake of some private interest.

* See Appendix, note 5,
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When we read, therefore, that the same things were performed by the ancients,
and for the same ends of acquiring a superiority of credit, or wealth or power,
over their fellow creatures, how can we possibly hesitate to impute them to the
same cause of fraud or imposture ?

“In a word, to submit our belief implicitly and indifferently to the mere force
of authority in all cases, whether miraculous or natural, without any rule ot dis-
cerning the credible from the incredible, might support indeed the faith as it is
called, but would certainly destroy the use of all history, by leading us into
perpetual errors, and possessing our minds with invincible prejudices and false
notions both of men and things. But to distinguish between things totally
different from each other, between miracle and nature, the extraordinary acts of
God and the ordinary transactions of man, to suspend our belief of the one,
while, on the same testimony, we grant it freely to the other, and to require a
different degree of evidence for each in proportion to the different degrees of
their credulity, is so far from hurting the credit of history, or of anything else
which we ought to believe, that it is the only way to purge history from its
dross, and to render it beneficial to us, and by a right use of our reason and
judgment, to raise our minds above the low prejudices and childish superstitions
of the credulous vulgar.”

Were the miracles reported in the Bible actually performed? The Christian
will answer in the affirmative, and in support of them say that the testimony of
the word of God is sufficient. But we are now considering whether the Bible
is the word of God, and whether the miracles prove it to be so. If the
miracles are to prove the inspiration, it will not do to make the inspiration
prove them. They must be examined precisely on the same principles as we
would examine similar stories in profane books. Let us examine the record of
the miracles.

The confusion of tongues is reported by a person who confesses that he
knew nothing of the event from his own knowledge, and hearsay testimony will
not do for a miracle. We must have at least as good evidence to gain a seat in
Heaven as to gain a case in law. Philologists are agreed that the varieties in
the languages of the people of Western Asia and Europe were brought about by
slow corruptions, proceeding from natural causes only.

The report of the plagues of Egypt (Ex. VII., VIII.,) was not written or pub-
lished till long after the alleged date of the events.

The report of the arrest of the sun at Joshua's command to permit him to kill
the Amorites, (Josh. X.,12-14,) has no title to credence. Such an event could
not have happened without a record being made of it in China, Persia, India,
and Egypt—countries where astronomy was studied, where observations were
taken, and where records were preserved, but where no record is to-be found of
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this miracle. The Chinese books make a genuine report of an eclipse which
occurred five hundred years before the time of Joshua.

Joshua stopped the sun; but Isaiah compelled that luminary to turn round
and travel backward for more than half an hour in time, and ten degrees in
distance, (Is. XXXVIIL, 7. 8; 2 K., XX. 8-11). This miracle 1s reported to
have happened only 700 years before Christ; but it wants the econfirmation
which it would have had, if true, in the records of China, Hindostan, Egypt and
Greece.

Matthew (IV. 18, 19) and Mark (I. 16-20) say that Jesus selected Peter as an
apostle while the latter was fishing in the sea of Galilee. Luke (V. 1-11) tells
of the calling, and adds a miraculous draught of fishes. John makes another
addition of a miraculous fire to cook the fish, and he also changes the date of
the event, and makes it happen after the resurection. John wrote after Luke,
and Luke after Mark and Matthew. Hennell remarks: “In such instances the
gradual enhancement is very different from wilful falsehood, since the additional
porticulars doubtless seemed no less probable in themselves than edifying to
the Church.” It has been by some writers supposed that the Evangelists refer-
red to different miracles, but that supposition is contradicted by similarity of
the circumstances as related by the different authors. The scene was at the
Sea of Galilee: Peter, James and John were present; they were fishing ; Jesus
promised that Peter should fish for men; the fishermen forsook all to follow
him ; when Jesus came they had caught nothing; and Jesus commanded the

casting of the net. . .
Matthew (IIL 16,) and Mark (1. 10,) say that when John baptized Jesus, he

saw the spirit descending like a dove. Luke (ILL 22) says that the spirit de-
scended in a bodily shape like a dove. John (L. 32) adds, that this had been
foretold by John the Baptist.

The miracle of turning water into wine, at the marriage in Cana, is reported
only by John, (1L 1), though “it did manifest forth the glory” of Jesus. John
says:  When they wanted wine, the mother of Jesus saith unto him—¢ They
have no wine.'” On this, Hennell observes: *There is no reason why Jesus
should be applied to for wine, which it was the duty of the host to furnish ; but
however unnatural the application in reality, it was quite natural on the part of
the writer who was to prepare the way for the event.” Yet even after this
miracle, Jesus’ relatives, who were present, did not believe on him.

Matthew says (VIII. 15) that Christ healed Peter’s wife’s mother, and “ the
fever left her, and she arose and miuistered unto them.” Mark says, (I. 31),
“immediately the fever left her, and she ministered unto them.” Luke (IV.
88, 89) says: “it was a great fever,” and “immediately she arose and minis-
tered unto them.” ¢ Now, the variations,” as Hennell remarks, “theugh per-
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bhaps made innocently, are important; for the reality of the miracle depends
upon the greatness of the fever and upon the patient’s exhibiting immediately
some visible sign of recovery, such as rising.”

The miracle of the casting out of the demons loses nothing in its progress.
Matthew (VIIL 16) says “ They brought unto him many that were possessed
with demons; and he cast out the spirits with s word, and cured all that were
sick.” Mark says, (I. 82): “They brought wato him’a/l that were diseased,
and them that were possessed with demons, and all the city was gathered tc-
getter at the door, and he healed many that were sick of divers diseases, and
cast out many demons, and suffered nof the demons to speak, because they
knew him.” Now hear Luke (IV. 40): “ 4/l they that had any sick with divers
diseases brought them unto him, and he laid bands on every one of them, and
healed them, and demons also came out of many, crying out and saying: ‘ Thou
art Christ, the Son of God ;* and he rebuking themn, suffered them not to speak,
for they knew that he was Christ.” Luke’s story is clearly marked by the
characteristics of priestly fraud.

In Matthew IX., 2-8, a miraculous cure of palsy is related. Christ said to
the afflicted man: “‘Arise, take up thy bed and go unto thy house;’ and he
arose and departed to his house.” Mark says (II. 12): “ And immediately he
arose, took up the bed and went forth, b¢fore them «ll.” Luke (V. 25) says:
¢ And immediately he arose up before them, and took up that whereon he lay,
and departed to his own house, glorifying God.”

The miraculous cure of the issue of blood, as related by Matthew, (I1X. 20) is
counsiderably stretcbed by Mark, (V. 25). )

Matthew (XIV. 15-22), Luke (IX. 12), and John (V1. 11) tell of a miraculous
feeding of five thousand persons; and in Matthew XV. 88, and Mark VIII. 9, it
is said that four thousand persons were miraculously ted. These accounts are
evidently confused reports of the same tradition or event. That the same event
is referred to is clear, because the narratives agree with each other in the order
of the speeches and events, and nearly of words; because, according to the
latter story, the actors do not remember the first miracle, but ask—* Whence
have we bread in the wilderness to satisfy so great a multitude ?” and Jesus, in
his answer, shows a like unconsciousness of any similar occurrence, because the
event occurred near the sea of Galilee in each case; and because, after each
miracle, Jesus sends the multitude away, and passes over the sea. Matthew
evidently thought that there were two separate miracles, (XVI. 9, 10); while,
according to John, (VI. 26, 30-82), both Jesus and the people speak as though
there had been no miracle.

Matthew (VIII. 5), and Luke (VIL 1-10), relate the circumstances of &
miraculons cure of a Centurion’s servant. John relates a similar cure of the
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son of a nobleman or ruler. All say the event huppened at Capernaum soon
after the sermon on the mount, and relate the miracle in similar terms, and
ascribe nearly the same words to Jesus. Everything goes to show that the
Evangelists referred to the same event or report.  Matthew describes the sick
person in Greek as a pais or boy.  Luke supposed the boy to be a servant, and
called him doulos, a servant: and John supposed the boy to be a son, and called
bim rios, & son.

Mark (X. 46-52) relates the miraculous and immediate cure of a blind man by
Jesus, while the latter was going from Jericho. Luke (XVIIL 85) tells of a
cure of a blind man while Jesus was going 0 Jericho. John (IX. 6-11) adds,
that the miracle was not immediate, and that the man did not see till he had
gone to the pool of Siloam. Matthew has two miraculous cures of two blind
men, (IX. 27, XX, 80), in the place of Mark’s one cure of one blind man. The
expressions and incidents are so similar that they must have been confused
accounts of the same affair.

Matthew tells (XVIL. 18) of the miraculous and immcdiate cure of  lunatic;
but Mark (IX. 25) says the cure was not immediate.

The barren fig tree, carsed by Christ, withered immediately according to
Matthew, (XXI. 19), but Mark says it was fonnd withered the next day.

Luke (XXII. 51) says that Malchus’ car, cut off by Peter, was healed forthwith;
but Matthew, (XXVI. 51), Mark (XIV. 47) and Jobn (XVIII. 10) make no men-
tion of the healing. .

The assertion mfade by Luke, (XXIL. 43), that an angel up.p.ea.red In the gar-
den to strengthen Jesus (the God) in preparation for the crucifixion, is not cor-
roborated by Matthew, (XXVL. 86), Mark (XIV. 36), or John (XVIIL 1).

John says there was a voice from Heaven (XII. 28, 29), but some thought it
was thunder.

Matthew (IX. 18), Mark (V. 22), and Luke (VIIL 41), record the recall of
Jairus’ daughter to life. These three authors admit that they were not present, .
but say that John was there. He, however, says nothing about it in his

evangel. )
The raising of the widow’s son at Nain, told by Luke (VIL 11-I5), is not

mentioned by the other evangelists.

The miracle of recalling the dead Lazarus to life, as narrated by John XI. 43,
was the most splendid of all the miracles. The writer does not profess to have
been present on the occasion, and the narrative is indirectly contradicted by
Matthew (XX. 29-XXI. 1), and Mark (X. 46-XI. 1), and Luke (XIX. 1-37).
Hennell says: “Neither Matthew, Mark nor Luke appear to have had any
knowledge of the affair; for they are not only silent concerning it, but their
accounts do not easily admit of its introduction. John puts the supper at
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which Lazarus sat after his resurrection, one day before the public entry into
Jerusalem. But Matthew, as well as Mark and Luke, makes it appear that
Jesus made his entry into Jerusalem on coming direct from Jericho, a distance
of about twenty miles; and that after this he took up his abode at Bethany.
John’s story of Lazarus requires, therefore, another previous abode at Bethany,
which breaks in violently upon the order of events in Matthew, whose narrative
seems to exclude the possibility of Jesus having already resided for some time
80 near to Jerusalem as fifteen furlongs. (See Mat. XIX.1; XX. 18, 29; XXI. 1).
The supper at Bethany also is related by Matthew long after the entrance,
although he is not precise as to the date, (XXVI. 6). This supper is proved to
be the same one at which John says Lazarus was present, by the alabaster box
of ointment, and the speech of Judas for the poor. Yet Matthew and Mark
seem quite ignorant of that which John says attracted the Jews—the presence
of the revived Lazarus. The story of Lazarus seems again to be forced upon
the attention of the first three Evangelists, when they relate the entrance of
Jesus into Jerusalem, and the conduct of the multitude ; for John says that the
people bare record of his baving raised Lazarus. But here, also, they make not
the slightest allusion to it. It is impossible to conceive any plansible reason
for this concealment, when the same three Evangelists appear so willing to re-
late all the miracles they were acquainted with, and actually relate some that
were said to be done in secret. That they had all forgotten this miracle so
completely, that it did not once occur to them whilst relating the connected
circumstances, cannot be imagined ; and if any miracle deserved a preference
in the eyes of narrators disposed to do honor to Christ, or even to give a faithful
account of him,. it was this. The Acts and the Epistles no where allude to this
story, although it would have afforded Paul a very good instance of the resur-
rection of the body, (1 Cor. XV. 85). The first mention, therefore, of the most
public and decisive of the miracles, appears in & writing published at Epesus,
sixty years afterwards—a distance both of time and place, which rendered it
easy to publish fictitious statements without fear of contradict:on.”

The transfiguration of Christ is mentioned by Matthew (XVII. 2.), Mark
(IX. 2.), and Luke (IX. 28.), but neither one of these was present, while John,
who is repor