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PREFACE.

I HAVE received many inquiries from persons in Sydney, Melbourne,
and other parts, as to whether I purposed publishing the course of
lectures— some twelve or thirteen—that I am delivering at short inter-
vals, on the Bible. I am thankful for the interest thus manifested in the
subject dealt with, and have replied, that I trust I shall be able to
comply with such a general wish after a while. In the meantime, [
have t _ hwtﬂln:ethhdﬁlﬁ:nﬂ, inthehopcmmrdn
some , in opening people to see one o greatest
and most mischievous d:luznz: that ever misled mankind—namely,
that the book called the Bible is the inspired and infallible word of
God. It is not against the Bible asa that T am contending, but
against what I regard as erroneous views of its origin, character, and
IﬂthU, which have so long been palmed upon world as Divine
trul

When 1 state that the two lectures on the Contradictions of the
Bible occupied over an hour each in delivery, it will be seen that the
following reports only give an outline of what I said on the subject ;
but ensed, and im , @s the sketches are, I trust they will be the
iy Jaiee gkl b ‘smcef (he tomet cutadicnere, afl cansemnl
t ize se hi one most contradictory, y
unrdm. uctions in the Enﬁlish language. 1 have only produced
a few of the many irreconcilable discrepancies that mar the ony of
the Bible ; and yet quite sufficient to satisfy any impartial reader that,
apart from the number of other objections can be urged it,
this one feature completely illdlimlnbcll:knﬂﬂ:m"n:
Divine and unerring guide for mankind.



I »ppeal to our Spiritualistic and Freethought friends in these
colonies, *o help to give this little Tract as wide a circulation as possible,
espetial.y am nrofessing Christians. When such sham defenders of
the popalar f:'i‘tlil as the Revs. Dr. Barry and James Greenwood, yield
50 mu&. on behalfl of the Bible, that Freethinkers of different schools
have so long been fighting for, and yet pretend to believe that Christi-
anity r '‘mains unaffected by their admissions, and refuse to credit our
side with the concessions they are compelled to inake, it surely hecomes
al ‘rwe Liber.is to vestir themselves to expose the sophistical and dis-
honest cc ..se of such men ; and to show that if the inspiration, and
cons¢,.ent hivine authority, of some parts of the Scrintures is given
u-:, the whnie system of orthodoxy is virtually surrendered ; seeing
tha: n. tnbunal is acknowledged that can determine which parts of
those record. ar< of God, and which are of man. It is a melancholy
prostitu.ion of talent and of the ministerial office, to try to lull the

le into the delusion that the superstructure of Christianity is per-
ﬁ y safe, while you make admissions which tend as directly to sap its
very foundations as the efforts of avowed opponents.  And yet, incon-
sistent and reprehensible as such conduct is, it shews how difficult it has
become to defend the orthodox views ot the Hible against the assaults
of modern criticism ; and strengthens our beliefl that the time will come
when that book will be compelled to take its place on the plane of
purely hunan productions, and when the doctrines and institutions that
rest on the mnml:tiun of its Divine authority, will be swept away.
And witl: these will pass away that unctuous cant, pharisaical exclusive-
ness, an | sectarian intolerance, of which the popular beliel in the Bible
is such i+ prolific source. Let all our friends do their best to bring about
that de ired result.

Ir closing these remarks, I would direct the reader’s attention to a
comm«m orthodox trick which I ex in the second of the following
lectures. I refer to the practice of chaYging most of those who reject
the Eible, with doing so in order to get rid of its moral restraints, and
thus mitiﬁm unjust prejudice against them. Of the four lecturers
who have lately ap in the Masonic Hall, under the auspices of
the ¥ Men's Christian Association, three of them—the Revs. Dr.
Barry, W. Curnow, and J. Greenwood—indulged in that dignified

ne of clerical dirt throwing. The honourable exception was the
v, Principal Kinross. My remarks on that contempti were
made before the first lecture on the other side was given, and the con-
duct of those three Rev. gentlemen proves that were much needed.

. TYERMAN,
147 Woolloomoeloo-street, Woolloomooloo,
Sydney, November 27, 1875.
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CONTRADICTIONS OF THE BIBLE.

MR. TYERMAN delivered the fifth of his course of lectures om the
nestion, *“ Is the Bible the Word of God ? " in the Queen’s Theatre, on
glﬂlﬂﬂj". Oct. 17. There was a very large attendance. He wished, be-
fore entering on the subject announced, to make a remark or two on the
conduct of two or three persons in the dress circle—apparently professing
Christians—on the occasion of his last lecture on the Bible, to which his
attention had been called. They annoyed those around them who
wished to attend to the whole lecture, by such expressions as that he
(Mr. T ) *“ ought to be kicked out of the place,” ** horsewhipped,”
and * g:mt." He was not surprised at such an evidence of orthodox
ety, but he decidely took exception to the manner and place of its
manifestation.  Any one who chose, as he did, to reject the creeds of
Christendom, to expose the hollowness of most of the religion of
maodemn society, and to inculeate unpopular truths, must expect to have
his character assailed, his motives impunged, and, il circumstances
allowed, his liberty, if not is life, endangered. Kicking, horsewhi
ping, and burning were formerly favourite its of believers in t
Bible ; and, no doubt, many modern Christians deeply regretted the
loss of those good old times, and often sighed for their return.
proved their divine charity by harshly condemning all who could not
ronounce their Shibboleth, and illustrated the ncble precept of their
aster to love their enemies, bﬁ cordially hating him and others who
dared to think for themselves. ow, if the religion of those persons
had not taught them go d manners, and made them tlemen, educa-
tion and social intercourse ought to have done so. 'hen he attended
an orthodox church, he invariably heard a great deal from the pulpit
that he could not accept as truth, but he did not distract the attention
of the faithful by interjecting unseemly remarks, He then only men-
tally condemned what appeared to him as error, and afterwards took
what course he deemed necessary for its refutation. And, in deference to
those whe had come to hear what he had to say against the Bible, he
requested those who could not hear their views questioned, without in-
terruption, to leave the theatre. The Church was their place.

n his last lecture he had proved that the Bible taught the most false
and blasphemous views of God, and hence could not be his word. On the
resent occasion he would show that it gave glaringly contradictor
escriptions of God, and therefore could not have been inspired by in-
fallible wisdom. [He would not attempt to make good his position by
mere dogmatic assertions, still less by drawing upon his imagination for
his facts and arguments; but would simply rely upen the clear and

inted statements of the book itsell. If it could be proved that the
ible contradicted itself, its authority would be destroyed. A single
itive contradiction would be fatal to the orthodox doctrine of its infal-
ibility. But he would show that it literally abounded in contradict' ons.
He was quite aware of the stereotyped answer of Christians, that its
alleged contradictiong, were only apperens, and not real; but in the ap-
plication of that principle to certain passages they farnished another
example of that reprehensible, shuffling, and arbitrary twisting of words
to support a foregone conclusion, which he had so often condemned.

Take the case of the numbering ol lsrael, mentioned in the last lecturc.
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One 2 Samuel, xxiv., 1, distincily stated that it was the “‘Lord"
who moved David to number them, while another passage, 1 Chron.,
xxi., 1, as distinctly stated that ‘‘ Satan" caused him to do it. Could
there be a more clear and positive contradiction than that? Who could
make it 1o be only apparent, l.n:]. not real, without being guil ~of un-
worthy quibbling, umgrun abuse of terms? If a modemn historian
asserted in one part of his work that a certain man performed a given
act; and in another part that a totally different person did it, he would
not be able to clear himsell from the charge of error by maintaining that
the contradiction was only apparent, and not real. Nor ceuld the
credibility of the Bible be ﬂnSiﬂ.tnlhymchm:hmnlndqnmhlc
principle of interpretation. In support of the proposition laid down as
to the contradictory character of Scripture lﬂl:hllgf about God, it was
l.huarnthltinmch}unquuﬂmxm,.l and Matt., xix., 26, he was
declared to be ** A/m and that *‘all things were ;mnhle" with
him ; but in udgu.l., Ig.uwuluudththemldnmdnumuh:
inhabitants of a certain valley *‘because they had chariots of iron."”
Hence words declared his omnipotence, while events proved his impo-
tence. And so it had often been since. Christian armies, in their work
of pious butchery, believed that their God was all-powerful, and could
easily scatter their foes ; but it was generally found that if he had any-
thing to do with those wholesale murders, he gave the victory to
I:Izcn bﬂlaqmpped,lndmlkﬂfullruﬁmdnmm. In Acts, i., 24,
he was said to be omniscient ; but in Gen., xxii., 12,
D:ul.m,:,lnd m,;,:tmclurlrmplmdthﬂhem
utnwhﬂh:rhi:pupklumdmdfuudhm and it was said
ldnptedmhmmmluuhepmnt,juuumdldtnmhe
so doubtful matter. The experiment elicited the desired information,
and he declared—** Now 7 dnosw that thou fearest God.” In Job,
xxxiv., 21, Psalm exxxix., :m.a.nde.n.;.hemaududmlh
umarmw but in Gen., xi., §, and Gen., xviii., 21, it was t
that he was a limited and local whose residence was above
clouds. A report had reached him that in the first case some c
were building a tower whose summit would reach heaven, and in the
other that a certain city was so wicked as to be ripe for destruction.
He did not know whether the report was true or ; and hence, in
t‘.h: last case, he said—*‘I will go dowwn and see whether they have
md:qmth: of it which is come unto me; and
J#Iﬂﬂhm" Hutwhunudhldlﬁod said to be everywhere
mmdmfmmhﬂmtnuu:frhmuﬂfhylspeuﬂlnul
peclbn. whether certain reported things on earth were true? If
the text did not mean what it said, who had sufficient authority to
decide what it did mean? If these terms were not to bear their
ordinary interpretation, seeing that no qualifying clause was inserted,
there was surely no occasion to use them in a misleading sense, in accom-
modation to human weakness, as was often alleged. If the Bible was
God's word, and he had taken human weakness and ignorance into
account in inditing it, as Christians believed, was not that an additional
reason why he :;-;Iuhlf have dhnuni];ymd by the most lhu;:.eqnhou.’l
statements, instead ef tan them by using language was
able of such varieus and cunﬂl?giﬂng constructions ? il
Again, Numbers xxiii. 19, Mal. iii. 6, and James i 17, ascribed
I'HTMJ:'&& to G:&l ':I:llc Genesis h‘.: l? Exodus xxxii. 14, “:iilm
10, rld.lct that by stating that he repeatedly changed pur-
dec:redth:tﬁodmnﬂ“thmul’mlht
E Mld W“Mnmﬁummﬂlm “ God repentead of
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the evil that he had said he would do wnteo them,” and il that
was not admitted to be a positive contradiction, he would ask in
the wame of common sense, what did language mean? God was
saicd 10 have created man, and yet. when the creature did not turn out
according 1o the Creator's expeciations, it is said that * it r«pemien the
Lord that he had made man on earth, and it grieved ham at his
heart."  But il he was omniscient, as supposed, he must have foreseen
that his creature would go astray ; why, therclore, repent and grieve
over it 7 Would it not have been more God-like 1o have prevented the
cause of his repei=arce and sorrow, rather than have to remove it by
destroying all the inhabitants of the earth, save eight persons?  Those
passages, then, impungzed the omniscience and omnipotence, as well as
the immutability of God. In Isaiah xl. 28, it was taught that God
** fainterth not, neither is weary ; V' but Exodus xxxi. 17, stated that he
“ rested "' after his week's work of creation, and ** was refreshed " by
his rest, just as man was by his Sunday rest after his six day’s labour,
Exodus xxxiii. 20, and John 1. 18, taught that God was mzenidle to
human sight ; aml yet Genesis xxxii. 20, Exodus xatv. g-11, and
Exodus xxxiii. 11, as positively stated that he had been seen by man.
Could anything be plamer than the wonls—** No man hath seen God at
any time?’  And yet Jacob affirmed—** For I have seen God face to
Juce.” That was another instance of its beautiful agreement with itself
throughout, which was said to be such a distinguishing glory of the
Bible. It was a curious logic that proved that an ocbject buth had and had
not been seen ; but then the logic of theology rose triumphantly above
the ordinary laws of rea<oning. In 1 Tim., vi,, 16, it was stated that
God dwelt in Zght ; but in 1 Kings, viii,, 12, Psalm xviii., 11, and Psalm
xcvil., 2, it was said that he dwelt in “dardness.”  OF course, on the
principle that there was no difference between light and darkness, that
cday and night meant the same thing, there was nocontradiction in these
passages.  Apain, in James, i., 13, it was declared that the Lord never
“lempled any man ;" but Genesis, xxii, 1, flatly contradicted that by
stating **that God did fempr Abraham.” It might be accepted asa
gevneral rule of eonduct with the God of the Bible, that if he de-
clared he would not do a certain thing, he would sooner or later do that
veiry thing. Further, in Deut, xxxii., 4, and Heb. vi., 18, it was as-
serted that he was **a God of frath,” aml that **it was impossible for
God to fre;” but in 1 Kings, xxii., 23. and Ezek., xiv., g, they were
told that he had ** put a fyisg spirit into the mouth™ of certain prophets,
and had ** deceived”” them. Was not deception lying ? and was not lying
by B:uxy as bad as lying in person? In the next place, such passages
as Deut., xxxii , 4, and Rom,, ii, 11, attributed yustice and impartiality
to God ; but Ex., xx., 5., and Rom., ix., 11-13. represented him as one
of the most umjust and partial beings imaginable. His ** justice” was
shewn by punishing innocent children, even to the fourth generation, for
the misconduct of their fathers ; not by the operation of natural laws
and causes, but by arbitrary and direct inflictions.  His **no respect
for persons” was illustrated by his making adistinction between two chil-
dren before they had * done any good or evil,"” and by *‘ hating” the
one, and **loving”’ the other, when they arrived at maturity., And what
made his conduct the more reprehensible, was the fact that he loved the
worst man, Jacob, and hated the best, Esau. L!nFn:gt was inadequate
to express his (the lecturer’s) abhorrence of Jacob’s meanness in taking
advantage of his brother’s hunger to get possession of his birthright,
Again, such NT as James, v., 11., and 1 John, iv., 16, exhibited
Cod as a Being full of Jove, mercy, and goedness ;" hut Beut., vii., 16,



I Sam., xv., 2, 3. and scores of nther piscages. described him as 2 most
ernzl, v :ml'rrl‘tw pililess mons'er. His prople were conman le t to show
“no pity ;' they were to **slay b :lh mm and woman, infant and suck-
linz, ox anl sheep, camel and ass.”  HBur Saul was a little more merci-
fal 1han his God, and spare!] the hfe of King Agag, an’l the best ol the
cartle of the Amalekites ; and hecanse of thut hamane act—hecause he
had not ** performed” the fercious “ command” lite rallv and fully, God
“repentel” that he had ** set up Sanl to be king 3" whllc Samm ), »0
often hell up by Christians as a fine example of a pious God-fearing
man, “ hewed Agag to pieces hefore the Lord in Gilgal.”  Finally, in
2 Peter, iil., 9, he was said to have willerd the salvation of men ; and
yet. in Prov., xvi, 4, it was declared that he had made “uvrn the
wicked for the day of evil” When a person saill he willed a certain
thing, and yet «didd not give effect to his will, it was reasomable to con-
clule ciher that he had did not mean what he sanl, or that he lacked
the power to accomplish his purpose.  So they must reason in regard
to iod.  If he was “*noat willing thar awy <hould perish, but that alf
should come to renentance,” then those who have perished must have
done so arainst the will of an alleged all-mighty and an all-loving God,
Which were they to helieve—that Goil really willed the salvation of ail
men, anl yet could not carrv out his will ; or that thouch he sail he
willed their salvalion, he did not mean it: but, m the contrary,
created ** the wicked for the day of evil”—* redestinated"” them hefore
they were born, to eternal damnation? Such were a few of the unmis.
takab’y comtralictory teachings respecting Gexl, of their so-calle! infal-
litle and harmonious Bible. He comld ea<ily have mulupled them ; and
would give 2 number on other subjects quite as plain and startling, in
another leture,  1le had furnished c¢ha sterand verse for all he had said,
Lamnmage eould not well be more delinire anid elear than that of the
passages he had quoted. No one could denvy thai they contradicted
errh uther in the most posilive amd persistent manner, unless he were
either pitiably imbecile, wilfully dishonest, or lamentshly perverted and
warped by the influence of a false theology. He re peated once more,
that he had nothing to do with the far-fetched and arbitrary interpreta-
tions of Christians, by which it was sought to lorce a reconciliation of
thiose npprmmg‘ passages.  Such glaring contralictions as the Bible
ehnunded in would lor ever destroy the credibility ol any ather hook 3
and no one wonld attempt to preserve its credibility by adonting such
methods of reconciling its positive discrepancies a< were anplied to the
Bible. Tried by the same rules of criticism and interpretation as wers
anplied to other books, the Bible was fouad 1o be hopelessly at variance
with itself on very many prints, and therefore eoulill not be the wond of
an omniscient and infallible God.

MORE CONTRADICTIONS.

ME. Tyerman delivered the sicth of his course nf lectures non the Bihle,
in the Queen's The tre, on Sinlav evenins 31 ult, ty a large and apnres
ciative audience.  In the early part »f his lecture, he animadverted on
certain unworthy tricks which many orthalx teagiers resorted t in
their defence of the Bible aguinst the attacks of Freeth.ught. for the
purpose of throwing dust in the eyes of their hearers, and rousing an
unjust and mischievous prejudice against Free hinkers.  He did not say
that all who did this were deliberately dishonest and untruthful, but he
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helieved that some were.  Such was the effect of a certain hind™ef train-
- irg, of heiieving a given set of dogmas, of viewing an objeit frma
sinele and narrow :cirt of view, of individual ard denominational
inteiests, andd other rimrn:'lm e:, on some pe'sn s that they got intoa
habit of uncunscivus lying. and pricised a spces of uninter tional
deception in connection with relizious and theologi al ma:t r«. which
they would bhe among the first to detect aml reprobate if pracri-ed by
others in dealing with any scient'fic, pol'tical, o7 s <ial ion. But
while that might be admi ted on behall 0 a go « many ol the orthadox,
he had #v ry reason to b-lieve that sone of them were knowingly and
dcliberately unjist an! misleading, when speaking of their oppinenis,
One common trick was to assert that there was nothing new in the oh-
Lr;:!ium ol modern Infidelity to the Bible—that they had all been u
unbelievers of former generztions, and trinmphantly answered thou-
sande of times, The simple-minded heliever was satisfied with such
dust-throwing. 1i: minister was supprsed 10 know all about such
things ; and as he assured him that he Bible was not in danger, that it
haul survived even fiercer attacks in the past than those of the present,
he was not alarmed for its safety.  No donlt many of thuse oljections
had been raiserd in former times. The principal contradictions, and
other ¢ 1ectionable features of the Bible, were patent to Il?' carcful
realer of the ook © amd those who traversed the same field of contro-
versy must necessarily use many of the same materials, and might difier
but lintle from some of their predecessors, except in their made of treat-
ing the suhject. their deduction of inferences, amd their application of
principles.  All the sceptics, from Spinoza to Bradlavgh, were inevi-
tably lel to use many weapons pretty much alike in their battles with a
popular anl powerfal foe ; though sune of the m <t fatal evidences
aoainst the Bible were solely the resalt of modern criticism.  Buu it
must be remcinbered that every generatiun priduced hosts of fresh
believers in the Bihle, and to them even the old abjections were new,
The most important question, however, was not whether the objec
tions to the Scriptures were new, but whether they were true?
Had they been, or could they be, fairly met? Some few might
have heen removed or weakened, but he maintained that all
the principal ones, whether drawn from the contents of the
Rible, or furnished by science. had not been, and could
not be, successfullv answerel, Besides, the taunt of want of
freshness and originality in the weapons userd by modern scepticism, and
irs modes of attack, came with had grace from the Chnstinn sile.
What new truths or originul arguments had they advanced? Orthodox
teachers had gone on from generation to generation repeating sub-
stantiallv the same things—grinding out the same doleful gospel tunes,
with only the variation of an odd note now and then. They had kept on
talking ahout the same, original fall, which had never taken place ;
lamenting the same scepticism, which they were powerles< to erush$
pointing out the same internal evidences in support of the Bible, which
many honest truthseckers utterly failed to discover ; insisting on the
same external prools, which needed proving themselves; indulging in
the sune sickening scenes of blood, with which most right-minded

persons were ming disgusted ; expatiating on the same stereotyped
moral influences, h were chiefly for their absence {lﬂ-
hibiting the same fatanic scarecrow, which children weie frightened wit
and sensible laughed at ; and threitering the same blazing

to intimidate the ieving, and mrﬂn&t same pralm-si
ige faithful.  He did



blame them for their monotonous repetition cf the same things.

only had a limited sphere to move in.  They were hound to one

as an authority, and could not preach a sermon without basiag it upan,
and supporting it by, that Look. But seeing that they kept harping on
the same strings from year to year, they should be the last to twit the
other side with repeating the oljections aml arguments of former times.
Another reprehensible trick was to assert that those who deniel the
divine authority of the Bible, did so that they might get rid of its moral
restraints, and be able 1o indulge in all manner ol sin without compunc-
tion of conscience. * Behold those Infidels ! exclaimed many reli-
gious teachers.—** They have rejected the laws of God, and would
traniple upon the laws of man if they could. Having no belief in e
punishment, they give full play to their evil passions. They are
dnngerous members of the community. If their princ ples prevailed,
they would stamp out libkrty, morality, and religion ; and would turn
our Christian society into a state of hopeless chaos and recking corrup-
tion. And their aboninations are the natural fruit of 1heir Infide ity ;
therefore touch not the loathsome thing.” Of course the trick answered
its purpose with many who were still in theological leading strings,
They shuddered at the very mention of Infidelity, were prejudiced
against unbelievers, pressed their Bible more clo<ely to their hearts, and
#tood firmly within the pale of the Church, where they were told they
were safe.  But he had no hesitation in chamcterising that trick as one
of the most gratuitous amd foul ot the many slanders which the orthodox
were guilty of. A belief of the Bible was no more a necessary preven-
tive of immorality, than a disbelief of it was a necessary incentive to it.
The obligations of mora ity did not rest on the authority of any hook ur
Church, but were plnnlet( by Geudl in the natural constitution of things,
He did not say there were no bad men in the Liberal ranks ; but he did
affirm that there was nothing in their principles to make them had, but
everything that was necessary to make them good.  Nay, he went
further and maintained that, judging the tree by its fruit, what was called
Infidelity would compare mest favourably with Christianity, in its
moral influence on its professors. He had found the av
Freethinker every whit as truthful, honest, and moral, as lEe
average Christian, and n deal more charitable and humane. A
number of believers in the Bible—some of them pillars of the Church,
who gave liberally (of other people’s mﬂnefv] for its support—
had fgured conspicuously in the insolvent and other courts since he
came to Sydney ; how many avowed Spiritualists and Freethinkers had
appeared there during that period ? It was surely time that Christians,
and especially the clergy, ceased from resorting to such petty- Iﬁ{n
tricks and vile slanders in dealing with their opponents, whuse di Ii:q'
of the Bible was at lcast as honest and well-grounded as their belief in
it, and whose general conduct was quite as honourable as their own,
though not gilded with the same professions ol sanctity.

Having made these remarks, which circumstances called for, he
would proceed to point out other contradictions in the Bible. Of course,
Christians denied that any real discrepancies existed ; and as for the
apparent ones, they could easily be reconciled.  The stump orators of
Hyde Park could quickly remove all the difficulties he had raised, or
might raise, and could make the profoundest mysterics of the Bible as
clear as mud. Those learned and eloguent illuminarers of little mobs
€uld prove, by the sundest logic, that black was whi e tha' g e=n was
blue, and that yellow was no co'our a: a'l.  Even grerter men thanth
altempted to to do that, when treatiog of the contradictions and absurd-
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ities of the Bible. No doubt many of the opposing statements of the
Bible could be harmonised, by the forcing principle of interpretation ;
but what would be the result? The attempt to straighten a piece of
crooked iron often broke it ; and to harmonise the Bible by forcing un-
warrantable constructions on difficult passages, was to destroy its boasted
inspiration ; for that which could only be made believable by such
means was manifestly the production of finite and erring man. A few
of the authorities on the orthodox side, howeser, were houest enough to
admit that some of those contradictions were absolutely irreconcilable.
Mr. Tyerman here read an exiract from the Rev. I)r. Adam Clarke, the
learned commentator, in which he admitted that *‘to atiempt to recon-
cile them in every part is lost labour.” But he was si'rprised that the
Doctor did not see that to claim infallible inspiration for the original
writers of the Bible, and deny it te copiers, translators, and interpreters
was to virtually deny inspiration altogether, or at all events to render it
practically worthless. he idea of an infallible revclation, left to be
transmitted through fallible and corrupt channels, wa: an absurdity, If
the original books were infallible, there could be no guarantee that the
different copies were infallible, nor that any given interpretation was
correct. The Catholic Church, with all its errois nnd abominations,
took up the most intelligible and logical position .n that point. Given
an infallible book, and an infallible custodian and 'nterpreter. was an
absolute necessity ; or the so-called infallible authoiity would oe made
by different parties to teach the most contra lictory things : a the Bil.s
was made to do by the various Protestant sects. Uhe folluwing were
among the Biblical contradictions that Mr. Tyerman pointed out and
commented upon. When Israel and Judah were numbered, in obedi-
ence either to a Divine or Satanic command, he did not know v. nich,
for one passage stated the former and another the latter, it was found,
according to 1 Chronicles, xxi., §, that *‘they of Israel were a
thousand thousand and an hundred thousand men that drew
the sword; and Judah was four huudred three score and
ten thousand men that drew sword ;" but 2 Samuel, xxiv.,
9, stated that ‘‘there were in Israel eight hundred thousand
valiant men that drew the sword ; and the men of Judah were five
hundred thousand men." That made a dJifference of three hundred
thousand in Israel, and thirty thousand in Judah— total, three hundred
and thirty thousand. Could anyone make those figures square? The

rice which David gave to Ornan, king of the Jebusites, for a threshing

oor, was stated differently in the two accounts. 1 Chron., xxi., 25,
said the price was ‘‘six hundred shekels of gold,” while 2 Samuel,
xxiv., 24, said it was only *‘ fifty shekels of silver.” The latier price
was only about a hundred and twentieth part of the value of the former,
and was silver instead of gold. Was that, or was it not, a real contra-
diction ? He had nothing to do at present with the purposes for which
David wanted the ing floor, or he would point out that building
an altar, and offering sacrifice, *‘ that the plague might be stayed,” was
about as sensible as modern Christians relying on prayer to check the
ravages of cholera, instead of attending to sanitary regulations and the
laws of physical health. That truthful book also contradicted itself in

repo number of ‘‘horsemen” that David took from Hadadezer,
king of b. In 2 Samuel, viii., 4, ** seven hundred” were said to
have hund?;pmud; but 1 Chron., xviii. 4, made it only ‘‘seven thou-
sand”—a difference of six thousand three hundred. A Christian might

not think much of a little discrepancy like that ; but he would find it
have considerable weight if he fancied he only owed seven hundred
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nds, and found out that it was seven thousand ; or was expecting a

y of the latter amount, and it turned out to be only the former.
2 Kings, xxiv., 8§, made *‘Jehoiachin™ to be * eighteen years old
when he began toreign;” but 2 Chron., xxxvi., 9, made him.only *“‘eight
years old” when he ascended the throne—a difference of ten years.
That was only a slight error, some would say ; but an infallible record
would contain no errors, large or small. A single error, however small,
destroyed the claim of infallibility. In 2 Chron., xxii., 2, ** Ahaziah”
was said to be “‘forty and two years old"” when he began to reign ; but
2 Kings, viii., 26—written under the same unerring inspimtiun—g:clnrecl
that he was only ‘‘twoe and twenty"” when he donned the purple ; which
made him twenty years younger than the other passage did. 2 Chron,
xxi., 20, stated that ** Jehoram™ was *‘ thirty and two years old” when he
began to reign, and that *‘he reigned in Jerusalem eight years;” which
would make him forty years old at the time of his death. He was im-
mediately succeeded to the throne by his son, Ahaziah, who, in 2 Chron.,
xxii., 2, just quoted, wassaid to be **forty and two years old when he be-
gantoreign ;" which actually made the son two years olderthan his father !
Christians often praised the Bible as a wonderful boek ; and truly
it was a wonderful book te accomplish such a feat as that. Such were
only a few of the contradictions found in the Old Testament. The
number could have been much increased, but he must pass on to the
New Testament.

It was exceedingly fortunate for the interests of truth that they
had a many of what professed to be independent accounts of the
same things in the Bible, for that enabled them to check one narrative
by another. And as those supposed independent and infallible reports
so frequently flatly contradicted each other, it might reasonably be in-
ferred that those accounts which there were no duplicates of, and hence
no means of checking, were equally unreliable. Matthew ii, 14, 15,
stated that the parents of Jesus took him into Egypt, to remain there till
the death of Herod ; while Luke ii, 22, 39, recorded that they took him
“to their own city Nazareth ;"' which was about as correct as to say
that a man had gone to Brisbane. who had gone to Melbourne. - John
x, 30, and Philippians ii, 6, taught that Christ was one with and equal
to God ; but Jnhn, xiv. 28, and Matthew, xxiv. 36, assigned him a
subordinate ition, and denied him omniscience, which was one of the
attributes of Deity. Matthew, xxviii. 18, and John, iii. 35, credited
Christ with almighty power ; whereas Matthew, xiii. 58, and Mark, vi.
5, proved that he did not possess it, and that the unbelief of the people
batfled his purposes.  Matthew, xxvii. 44, and Mark, xv. 32, related
that both the thieves who were crucified with Jesus reviled him on the
cross ; while Luke, xxiii. 39, 40, said that only one of .them did that,
and was rebuked by the other for so-doing. Which statement
were they to believe? They could not both be correct. The Gospels
also contradicted each other in speaking of the women who first visited
Christ's sepulchre. Johm, xx. 1, said that only one went ; Matthew,
xxviii. 1, said that two went ; and Mark, xvi. 1, said that three went.
Did the Holy Ghost inspire those three different statements? Mark,
xvi. 5, said that one angel was seen in the sepulchre ; but John, xx. 11,
12, said that two were seen. In relating Paul’s conversion, Acts ix. 7,
declared that those who were with him heard the supernatural voice that
spoke to him; while Acts xxii. 9, as positively affirmed that * they
heard not the voice "—another beautiful instance of unbroken harmony.
Romans iii. 20, iv. 4 ; and Ephesians ii. 8, 9, ‘taught that man was
justified by faith and not by works ; but James, ii. 21, 24, contradicted
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his hmthcrﬁfdml, and mnf]ITd th:sl more num ;ln:hin: that mn:‘_
can be jush by works. John, x. taught perseverance
the Euilj!l's ; but Hebrews vi. 4-6, as ;ﬂinctij taught that it was
possible for them not only to fall from grace, but to everlastingly perish.
1 Corinthians, xv. §2, declared that * the dead shall be raised "' at somc
future time ; while ﬂuh. vii., 9, positively asserted that those who **
down to the grave shall come up no more.” Was Job or Paul inspired ?
or had an omniscient Deity, wha inspired both, forgotten what he had
made one say when he moved the other to write? Psalm, civ., 5, and
Ecclesiastes, 1., 4, assured us that the earth would abide for ever ; but
2z Peter, iii., 10, and Revelation, xx., 11, dispelled the pleasing belief
by predicting its utter annihilation. Those were a few of the coatradic-
tions in which a so-called infallible book abounded. IHe would ask the
Christians before him to say candidly whether they could still maintain,
in the face of those glaring discrepancies, that the Bible was in every
respect a trustwn-ntlt{ guide ? Could they harmonise those differences by
any fair means? He wanted no shuffling evasion, no arbitrary twisting
and stretching ; no perhaps this or probably that ; no human improve-
ment upon a supposed Divine and perfect work. If they could not
reconcile those contradiclions in a clear and salisfactory manner, as he
was convinced they could not, let them abandon at once art | forever the
groundless belief respecting the character and claims of the Bible, by
which they had so long been misled. He knew they would have a hard
mental struggle to conquer religious habits, to erradicate early impres-
sions, and to h:ﬁ their minds to believe that what had given them so
much comfort, upon which they had built so many cherished hopes,
was only a mixture of truth and error, of good and evil ; and was no
more the word of God than thousands of other books. But let them be
honest to themselves, to their highest sense of truth and right, and fear
not the consequences. The object to be obtained was worth the
cffort required. The overthrow, in their minds, of the orthodox belief
in the Bible would, involve the ruin of manyother equally false and per-
nicious doctrines ; and t wmﬂdh:nhl:tnhaﬂu?ihiuytheﬂewﬁt

ion that had dawned upon the world, and to accept truth wherever
it might be found, and whithersoever it might lead.
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