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THE REV. DR HUGH MNEILE

ON THE

RESURRECTION.

To THE EDITOR OF THE “ TIMES.”

Sir,—There is one passage in the “ Bennett Judg-
ment” on which I desire, with your permission, to
publish a few observations. It is this—After dis-
cussing the terms “corporal,” “natural,” “true,” as
applied to the body of Christ, their Lordships say :

“The matters to which they relate are confessedly not
comprehensible, or very imperfectly comprehensible by the
human understanding ; the province of reason as applied to
them is, therefore, very limited, and the terms employed
have not, and cannot have, that precision of meaning which
the character of the argument demands.”

The subject-matter referred to is the risen body
of Christ, and I wish to call attention to the nature
of the proof we have of the resurrection of His
body. 1t is needless to comment on its importance.
Without the historical fact of the resurrection of
Christ’s body, Christianity crumbles into a myth.

We learn from St Luke that Christ showed him-
self alive after his Passion by many infallible proofs
(rexpmpias). These are recorded by the Evangelists.

A




6 The Rev. Dr Hugh M’ Neile

He said, “Behold my hands and my feet that it is I
myself. Handle me and see, for a spirit hath not
flesh and bones as ye see me have” “Sic he
actiones, loqui, ambulare, edere, bibere rexufipia
sunt.”—Beza. All such proofs were addressed to
the senses of the Apostlesp and the result was a
process of clear and conclusive reasoning. The
human mind is not capable of clearer proof on
any practical subject than that which is derived
from the testimony of the senses, and the conse-
quent deductions of the reason. Such was the proof,
satisfactory, and, as far as human consciousness is
concerned, infallible, which was given of the Resur-
rection of Christ. Before his death, his flesh was
similar to ours. “TForasmuch as the children are
partakers of flesh and blood, He also Himself
likewise took part of the same” (abrds wapaminoiws
peréaye r@v abrav). His flesh, then, was an object of
sense, concerning which men might fairly reason—
concerning which reasonable men could not bub
reason.

If, after his resurrection, his flesh had been some-
thing altogether different—if it had been something
not comprehensible, or very imperfectly comprehen-
sible by the human understanding—if the province
of reasoning as applied to it had been, therefore,
very limited—if the terms employed to describe it
had not, and could not have, that precision of
meaning which a proof of his resurrection demanded
—had this been so, how could his resurrection have
been proved, and if his résurrection be not proved,
reasonably and conclusively proved, where is Chris-
tianity itself?

But his flesh after his resurrection was appealed
to as matter of sense and argument and proof, and,
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therefore, it was quite comprehensible by the human
understanding, and, therefore, the province of
reason as applied to it was perfect, and therefore
the terms employed to describe it had, and could
not but have, the precision of meaning indispensable
for establishing the fact that he was indeed risen
from the dead.

Deny the clear and conclusive province of reason
as applied to the risen flesh of Christ, and you
cannot prove the resurrection of his body.

Admit the clear and conclusive province of reason
as applied to the risen flesh of Christ,and you cannot
prove any presence whatever of his flesh in the Lord’s
Supper. Nay, you can prove its absence, for human
reason is altogether competent to the conclusion
that what cannot be seen, or felt, or tasted cannot
be flesh, whatever else it may be, and the question
here is not about something else but about flesh.

All this is made clearer still by contrast. Let the
subject under consideration be “ The Trinity.” Here
we can have no infallible proofs. We may have,
indeed, and we have, clear revelation, reasonably
attested to be revelation, and therefore entitled to
acceptance on authority, as little children accept on
authority ; but the subject-matter is confessedly not
comprehensible, or very imperfectly comprehensible,
by the human understanding. The province of
reasoning as applied to it is, therefore, very limited,
and the terms employed in revealing it have not
and cannot have that precision of meaning which
an argument between man and man demands.

Acute controversialists of the Church of Rome
have propagated much deception by treating as
analogous the mystery of the Trinity, and what
they call the mystery of the Sacrament. Under
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cover of this assumed analogy, strange bewildering
phrases have been introduced and applied to flesh
and blood — “spiritual,” “supernatural,” “sacra-
mental,” “mystical,” “ineffable,” “supralocal.”

But there is no ground for this. The mode of
the Divine existence is, indeed, a mystery, far
beyond the province of human reason; but flesh
and blood are not so, and bread and wine are not
s0; and there is not the slightest intimation in
Holy Scripture of any mystery connected with the
Lord’s Supper. But ecclesiastical tradition? T
willingly leave to others the task of exploring that
troubled sea, which does indeed “ cast up mire and
dirt,” but I may cordially and devoutly embrace
the definition of mysteries as applied to the Lord’s
Supper in our Book of Common Prayer— pledges
of His love and for a continual remembrance of His
death, to our great and endless comfort.”

I am, Sir,
Your obliged and obedient servant,
HUGH MWNEILE.

The Deanery, Ripon, June 25.




DR M’NEILE ON THE RESURRECTION.

IN the number of the T%mes for Thursday, June

27, of the present year (1872), there appeared
the preceding letter on the Bennett Judgment,
addressed to the Editor by Dr Hugh M’Neile, Dean
of Ripon. To this letter I desire to call the special
attention of those who may wish that our religion,
whatever it may be, shall rest on the basis of solid
fact or ascertained truth. It would be scarcely pos-
sible to exaggerate the importance of the issue which
the Dean of Ripon has most pertinently raised, or to
lay too much stress on the propositions by which he
believes, or appears to believe, that he has solved the
problem satisfactorily. Like many other clergymen
of the Church of England, and more especially
like many others of the party to which Dr M'Neile
is supposed to belong, he has been disturbed by
that Judgment of the Judicial Committee of Privy
Council which, acquitting Mr Bennett of formal
heresy, seems in his opinion to undermine the
very foundations of the faith of a large majority of
English churchmen. It is well to know what these
foundations are, and Dr M'Neile has exhibited them
in the clearest possible light. For the Judgment
itself, it is enough to say that it regards the whole
subject which furnished the ground of prose-
cution for Mr Bennett’s assailants, as wrapped in
dense, if not in impenetrable, mists. Mr Bennett,
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believing with them that Jesus Christ has ascended
into heaven (seemingly a local heaven above Mount
Olivet,) with that body which was nailed to the
cross and laid in the grave, believes also that he is
sensibly present in the Sacrament of the Altar, and
that being thus present, he is there to be adored
under the symbols of the bread and wine which have
been converted into his flesh and blood by the con-
secration of the priest. Christ, therefore, who is’
sensibly in heaven (for in the words of the Fourth
Article he has ascended into heaven with flesh,
bones, and all things appertaining to the perfection
of man’s nature) is also present sensibly at the same
time upon a thousand altars. The proposition, if
not actually heretical, looks much like a contradic-
tion in terms: but as it does not formally controvert
or contradict any positive statement of the Thirty-
nine Articles, the defendant is entitled to an ae-
quittal. Had this sentence of acquittal been pro-
nounced without further comment, Dr M'Neile and
they who go with him would have suffered much less
distress, or perhaps would not have been distressed
at all. But the Judicial Committee was probably
not sorry to avail itself of the opportunity of en-
larging the basis for the clergy by admitting as
much vagueness as possible in their engagements ;
and the means which it adopted for this purpose
was the assertion that the subject was one which
can never be really comprehended by anybody, and
that, therefore, a precise definition of the terms em-
ployed in the treatment of it is an impossibility.
“ The matters to which they relate,” the Judicial
Committee insists, “ are confessedly not comprehen-
sible, or very imperfectly comprehensible, by the
human understanding. The province of reason as
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applied to them is, therefore, very limited, and
the terms employed have not, and cannot
have, that precision of meaning which the charac-
ter of the argument demands.”

The plain inference of all indifferent persons must
be that the Judicial Committee of Privy Council
regards the subject as one which it is better not to
speak about, and therefore also not to think about,
or, at the least, as one on which no churchman
should censure or tease another. To argue upon
it requires that the terms used should carry with
them a precise meaning: but, as the Judicial
Committee holds, from the nature of the subject
they cannot be thus accurately used, and con-
sequently the time spent in thinking or speaking
about it must be time wasted. It is, of course,
significant that the highest tribunal of the Church
of England should thus mark as useless or unpro-
fitable the doctrine of the nature of the presence
of Christ in the Eucharist. But the declaration
of this tribunal is of greater importance in its
bearings on the traditional theology of the Chris-
tian Church and of particular sects or parties in it.
It is not to be supposed that the large and powerful
section in the English Establishment, known popu-
larly as Evangelicals or Low Churchmen, should fail
to see the danger into which some of the most im-
portant articles of their creed are drawn; and we
can understand the eagerness with which Dr M’Neile
comes forward to repel this assault on what he
regards as the very foundations of the Christian
Faith.

For myself, and for the cause I strive to serve, I
am rejoiced that the Dean of Ripon has, in such
clear and unequivocal language, summoned his
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brethren, and, indeed, all Christendom to the fight.
There is now some prospect that ages of talking
and disputing may be followed by a grave and
calm discussion of the point at issue, and, as that
point is alleged to be an historical fact, by a final
determination whether it be indeed a fact or not. To
those who are simply anxious to ascertain the truth
of facts, it is a matter of supreme indifference how
the issue comes to be raised. The Apostle of the
Gentiles was thoroughly aware that some preached
Christ from motives which were anything but
creditable; but, so long as Christ was preached, he
was content and glad ; and I confess a- satisfaction
not less complete on learning that the Judicial
Committee of Privy Council have been enabled by
a few passing remarks to accomplish that which
the most outspoken of liberal thinkers thus far,
it would seem, have failed, with all their efforts,
to achieve. Whether the trepidation excited by
these remarks is due in any measure to the position
occupied by the highest ecclesiastical tribunal of
the land, I do not care to ascertain. It is enough
that, by some means or other, the great question
between the traditionalists and their opponents
should be put in a fair way towards final settle-
ment. I readily avail myself, therefore, of the
opportunity furnished by the letter of Dr M'Neile
to the Times, and, as it is of paramount importance
that his general argument should not be misrepre-
sented, I shall take Lis statements seriatim, so that
my readers may at once see all that is involved in
them.

But at starting it may be said, without any fear
of wronging the Dean of Ripon, that all his state-
ments resolve themselves into the one proposition




on the Resurrection. 13

that the foundation of his religion is a certain fact
on which the human reason can be fully exercised,
and which must be ascertained and accepted on
similar grounds to those on which we accept any
historical facts whatsoever. With this proposition
there can be no tampering; its value is gone if it
has to undergo any modification. We are not to
take the fact as meaning at one time one thing and
at another time another thing; if a term which we
employ denotes a thing which, so far as all history
tells us, is subject to certain conditions, we are not
to take it as denoting something which exhibits
very different conditions. If we do, our conclusions
cannot possibly rest on evidence, and, if they do not
rest on evidence, they are worthless. Now Mr Ben-
nett, following a large, indeed by far the largest, por-
tion of that which is called Christendom, asserts that
the risen body of Christ (his flesh and his blood) is
present in the sacrifice of the Eucharist; and the
Dean of Ripon maintains that this proposition
strikes at the very root of Christianity as he under-
stands the term. If it may be maintained that the
actual body of Christ, that body with which he was
crucified and was laid in the grave, and with which
he rose again, is present in a hundred or a thousand
places at the same time, what proofs, he asks, have
we that he was ever raised at all? It must here be
remarked that Dr M’Neile summarily casts aside
all those more or less ingenious methods by which
some interpreters and commentators have endea-
voured to accommodate their positions to the
character of the evidence which they have at their
command. He will have nothing to do with the
theories which tell us that we do not really know
what flesh and blood are, and which imply or
B
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affirm that our knowledge cannot possibly deter-
mine whether or not a body of flesh and blood
may become visible and invisible at will, may
pass through rocks or closed doors, may be free
of the law of gravitation, and may or may not be
present in many places at the same time. Thus
much certainly may be said for the commentators
who frame such theories, that, if they are justified
in forging the first links of their chain, there is no
reason why they should not add the last. If a body
of flesh and blood can live without food or drink,
and without the discharge of any of those bodily
functions which we are disposed to regard as essen-
tial to life, there seems to be no sufficient warrant
for denying that it may be present at the same
time in more places than one, or even that it may
be ubiquitous. But, if this be so, it also follows
that we know nothing whatever of flesh and blood
and body, and that we are using terms with an
elastic meaning, which may be stretched and
modified at our will. DBut the nature of the
argument, if it is ever to satisfy the human mind,
requires that the terms should be used with pre-
cision; and, if this cannot be done, then it is
obvious that no reasonable belief can possibly issue
from it. !

Against the methods of such commentators Dr
M’Neile enters, therefore, an emphatic protest. With
him terms are not to be modified and altered to suit
the needs of theological arguments. We know what
flesh is and what blood 1s, and we know what is
meant by a body of flesh and blood ; and when we
speak of any of these bodies, we are not to predi-
cate of them conditions of which human experience
can furnish no example, for it is obvious that the
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human mind cannot possibly have proof of these
conditions except from experience. If there may
be a hundred or a thousand conditions of bodily ex-
istence of which human experience gives us no in-
formation, it is self-evident that the whole subject
is removed beyond the province of human reason.
_Thus far experience seems to show that a human
body cannot be in more places than cne, cannot pass
through solid matter, cannot live .without food, and
without the waste which is implied in the need and
the assimilation of food ; but if, nevertheless, such a
body can be ubiquitous, or live without food, or
walk on the sea, or float in the air, there is abso-
lutely no warrant of reason why it should not be
present at the same moment on all the altars of
Christendom. If this is what is meant by terms
- which seem to speak of the risen body of Christ, it
is clear that we have and can have no evidence of
his resurrection. We may receive the assertion on
faith, but it will be to us an assertion with regard
to which human reason can have no function, and
with reference to which there can therefore be no
conviction. Such an assertion Dr M'Neile rejects
with abhorrence. His mind, his human reason, must
be thoroughly satisfied. He is certain that the
Divine Being never meant that it should not be
satisfled. That which God needed was the free
assent of the human mind, and this assent cannot
be given to statements which that mind is obviously
unable to test.

Dr M'Neile is speaking, of course, of historical
facts, not of dogmas which may possibly refer to
eternal truths, which are confessedly incomprehen-
sible. He is careful to contrast the one with the
other. “Let the subject under consideration,” he

B 2
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says, “be ‘The Trinity” Here we can have no in-
fallible proofs. We may have, indeed, and we have
clear revelation, reasonably attested to be revelation,
and therefore entitled to acceptance on authority ;
but the subject-matter is confessedly not comprehen-
sible, or very imperfectly comprehensible, by the
human understanding. The province of reasoning
as applied to it is therefore very limited, and the
terms employed in revealing it have not and cannot
have that precision of meaning which an argument
between man and man demands.”

If I were criticising the Dean of Ripon’s letter as
a whole, I might point to the strange conclusions
involved in these words. His own opinion is clear
enough, but it is scarcely in accordance with some
facts which are certainly historical. One of these
facts is that a large majority of Christendom has
for an indefinite length of time held that the subject
of the Trinity in Unity may undergo the most minute
dissection and be mapped out in terms employed
with a scientific accuracy of meaning. Each of the
three Divine Persons may in himself be incompre-
hensible : but it is nowhere said that the doctrine
propounded concerning them is incomprehensible
also. On the contrary, no document can be pointed
out which is in form more severely technical than
the Athanasian Creed. There is no sort of intima-
tion that the térms employed in it have not and
cannot have that precision of meaning which an
argument between man and man demands. It
may not be easy to see what attestation there can
possibly be for this revelation beyond the authority
of those who drew up and imposed this symbol on
Christendom ; but it is something to know that in
spite of this rigid outlining of the whole of this
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subject, which can come only from the most perfect
familiarity, the Dean of Ripon confesses that, while
in some way or other he believes the dogma, he
cannot comprehend it at all, or that at best he com-
prehends it very imperfectly ; and, moreover, that in
spite of the seeming precision of the several terms
used in the Athanasian Creed he cannot ascribe to
them any such character. In short, he admits that
his own notions on the subject are altogether misty,
and that from the natyre of the subject it is im-
possible that they can be anything else but misty.
It follows that the dogmas of the Incarnation, of
Atonement, Mediation, and Justification must all be
placed in the same class. For none of these can we
have any infallible proofs. The very gist of the
arguments urged by Dr M'Neile and the theologians
of his school or party generally is that the unaided
human reason could never have worked its way to
those doctrines: that their subject-matter is not
comprehensible, or very imperfectly comprehensible,
by the human understanding; and, therefore, of
those dogmas also our notions must remain misty.
In other words, the whole system of doctrines which
are popularly regarded as the essential character-
isties of Christianity, relates to subjects on which it
is impossible to use terms with any such precision
of meaning as is absolutely demanded by arguments
between man and man, and about which, therefore,
by the confession of the Dean of Ripon there is not
much use in thinking or in speaking.

But clearly it would never do to admit that the
doctrines of Christianity are inaccurate or incomplete
statements of matters in themselves unintelligible,
and to leave it at the same time tc be supposed that
Christianity is represented by a misty fabric resting
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on no solid foundations. It is the special complaint
of Dr M’Neile against the theologians of the Roman
Church that they really cut away such founda-
tions “by treating as analogous the mystery of
the Trinity and what they call the mystery of the
Sacrament.” In the latter he holds that there is
really no mystery at all. In the Eucharist there
is no presence of any flesh or any blood, and he pro-
tests therefore against the process by which “under
cover of this assumed analogy, strange bewildering
phrases have been introduced and applied to flesh
and blood, ¢spiritual,” ‘supernatural’ ‘sacramental,’
‘mystical,’ ¢ ineffable,’” ‘ supralocal” ” We come, there-
fore, very near to the point of supreme importance
in these words of Dr M’Neile. The mode of the
Divine existence may be a mystery far beyond the
province of human reason: but he insists empha-
tically that flesh and blood are not so, and that
bread arnd wine are not so. In other words, flesh
and blood, bread and wine, are things about which
we can use terms with a precision of meaning which
leaves no room for the fancy that flesh is bread,
and blood wine, or vice versd. When we speak of flesh
and blood, we speak of things whose nature has been
ascertained by the whole experience of mankind,
and about which that experience has never varied ;
for if it has varied, then unless the extent of that
variation has been ascertained, precision of meaning
is gone. 1If) in spite of our supposed experience
to the contrary, water may sometimes assume the
qualities of fire or wine, it is clear that we cannot
apply with any scientific accuracy the terms used in
defining water. Tence with regard to flesh and
blood, bread and wine, we can trust to no assertions
except such as are attested by human experience ;
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and hence, finally, the general experience of man-
kind that flesh cannot be ubiquitous, and must,
in fact, be strictly local, furnishes an insuperable
objection to the dogma which represents the flesh
of Christ as present on a thousand altars at once.
On this point Dr M‘Neile has not the faintest
shadow of a doubt. He stakes everything on the
issue with the most unhesitating confidence. The
flesh of Christ after as before his resurrection was
and is flesh, subject to precisely the same definitions
as those which we apply to all other flesh; and he
insists that if this be not so, “ Christianity crumbles
into a myth,” for, apart from this, we can have no
evidence whatever of the fact of the physical or
material resurrection of his body from the grave.
But I am concerned for the present not so much
with the results of his arguments as with the argu-
ments themselves ; and I certainly have no tempta-
tion to weaken the stress which Dr M'Neile in
his intense earnestness lays upon them. Far
from attempting to disguise the fact that, unless the
" physical or material or bodily resurrection of
Jesus is as well attested as the battle of Hastings
or the surrender of Paris to the German armies, he
is left without any real foundation for his faith, he
asserts again and again that this must be so, not
only for himself, but for all who call themselves
Christians, and that the statement is, in fact, a self-
evident proposition. He holds it as incontrovert-
ible that a rational demonstration of the bodily
resurrection of Jesus is essential to a reasonable
faith in Christianity. It is impossible that a
more momentous issue can be raised for the tradi-
tional theology of Christendom ; and it is happily a
tangible one. Unless we have adequate historical

o e L
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evidence for the resurrection of Christ’s body, Chris-
tianity, Dr M’Neile insists, crumbles into a myth.
No room, I must here remark, is left for any misun-
derstanding. In that significant, yet, for the tradi- ‘
tionalists not very satisfactory, book by which But-
ler sought to establish the analogy between re-
vealed religion and nature, no stress whatever is
laid on the physical reanimation of the body of
Christ ; and the whole argument for human immor-
tality with which the work begins seems altogether
to exclude the idea of any such reanimation. Butler’s
one point is that no living power is liable to
destruction; his argument (strange as it may
appear,) is that the body is a living power, and
therefore that it cannot be destroyed. Butler
is careful to distinguish most clearly this living
power from the material particles which we are in
the habit of speaking of as the body. The man who
has lost his arm or his leg makes use of a wooden or
a metal substitute; these limbs, therefore, have no
indispensable econnexion with the living power ; but
not only this,—the material particles which make up
the outward and tangible form are in a state of per-
petual flux, and no particle remains in this sensible
frame for more than six or seven years. Hence the
particles which compose a man’s brain or stomach
have been assimilated by the living power, and been
rejected by it many times over in the space of sixty
or seventy years. That event which we call death
is, therefore, in one main feature, only a sudden
accomplishment of that which is being done by
slow process during that which is called life ; and
as the living power which assimilated these
material particles was in no way affected by the
gradual loss of them, so there is no reason to sup-
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pose that it is affected by the sudden deposition of
the whole. The living power by the very necessity
of the case lives on; and as it has made use of an
infinite series of particles, and as the resumption
of all these particles is a manifest absurdity and
impossibility, it follows that the particles which
are thrown off from or by the body are thrown
off once and for all. It follows further, and as a
self-evident inference, that if the human entity be
a living power, and if no living power can be de-
stroyed, then there is no such thing as the death of
the body, and therefore that there is no such thing
as a resurrection of the body in the sense of a re-
animation of that which has been for a time inani-
mate. Butler’s argument 1is, therefore, absolutely
opposed to the notion of a vesurrection of the flesh,
except in a sense which they who believe in the re-
surrection of the flesh would regard, and justly
regard, as explaining it away. Before it can be
brought within Butler’s system, flesh must be made
synonymous with body, and body must be defined
as the living power which can make use of mate-

rial particles for a special purpose, but which

is quite independent of them, being itself alto-
gether impalpable, invisible, inapprehensible by
the senses. It has been absolutely necessary for
me to bring out this clearly in order to show
that Dr M'Neile is not maintaining the same system.
In truth, he could not do so, for, although Butler
nowhere denies in terms the physical resurrection or
reanimation of the body of Jesus,all that his argument
can do is to prove that the reanimation of the flesh
was and is confined to the one instance of the resur-
rection of Jesus, and that therefore his resurrection
is wholly unlike the resurrection which alone can

as v
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be predicated of ordinary men whose material forms,
not being speedily revivified, decay. Butler has,
indeed, an Anastasis; but it is a rising up, not a
rising again ; and, as his argument gains nothing by
proving historically that in one instance a dead body
was, after a short time, reanimated, so he makes no
attempt to prove it. It must, however, be remarked
that, scientifically, his argument does tend to prove
that the so-called resurrection of Jesus, if it occurred,
was the revival of a man who has been in a swoon.
According to Butler, a material particle which has
been rejected by or has passed from the body, has
been rejected or has passed from it for ever. At
the moment which we call death, it deposits all
material particles, and does this for ever; it follows
then that, as this may not be said of the body of
Jesus, the event called death had not, in this
instance, taken place, and that it was, therefore,
simply a case of suspended animation in the form
of coma or swoon. I am not concerned here with
the truth or the falsehood of Butler’s argument,
which philosophically acquires great strength from
the fact that it makes body, mind, soul, and spirit
to be one and the same thing, and thus, exhibiting
in the fullest light the absolute indivisibility of
man, makes his immortality depend on this indi-
visibility, inasmuch as living power cannot be
destroyed. This may be true or not true; but it is
of the utmost consequence, in dealing with the
letter of the Dean of Ripon, to show that not all
Christians can be regarded as upholding his position
that, “ without the historical fact of the resurrec-
tion of Christ’s body, Christianity crumbles into a
myth.” As a matter of fact, a book which is
approved and taken up for university and ordina-




on the Resurrection. 23

tion examinations is found to uphold the thesis that
the reanimation of the body of Christ is not in the
least necessary for the existence of Christianity,
and to imply further, that such a reanimation
cannot throw the least light on the mature of
human life and so-called human death, or on the
rising upwards to a higher and better state of that
living power which, for a time, has been content to
manifest its existence by means of an assemblage of

material particles, which, by a constant process, it

assimilated and has thrown off.

This process manifestly cannot be stated as an
historical fact occurring at a definite moment; and
Dr M’'Neile would doubtless regard this mode of
looking at the resurrection of Jesus as not less
abominable than a blank denial of it. His termi-
nology and the terminology of Bishop Butler have
both alike the same merit of being perfectly clear ;
and the latter excludes the idea of a physical reani-
mation of so-called dead bodies as much as the
former asserts the reanimation of the body of Christ
to be the sole and indispensable foundation of
Christianity. If I may seem to state the same

proposition more than once, it is because Dr M'Neile.

himself exhibits his own convictions from as many
points of view as he can, in order to shut out all
possible misconceptions. Hence he fastens with
especial earnestness on the phrase used in the
Acts in speaking of the several Christophanies
after the resurrection. “ We learn from St Luke,”
he says, “ that Christ showed himself alive after his
Passion by many infallible proofs (rexunpios).”
It is well known that the word rexpufioior denotes
absolute demonstrative evidence, or at least the very
strongest kind of proof of which any given thing is
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susceptible ; and it is precisely such evidence as
this which he thinks that the Evangelists have left
to us of the Resurrection. Hence without the least
misgiving that a link or links in the chain of rea-
soning may be wanting, he cites the words which
Jesus is said to have uttered, “ Behold my hands
and my feet that it is I myself. Handle me and see,
for a spirit hath not flesh and bones as ye see me
have,” and with these he quotes the words of Beza :
“Sic hae actiones, loqui, ambulare, edere, bibere
recpipia sunt,” winding up with some sentences of
such extreme importance that I give them here in
full.

“ All such proofs were addressed to the senses of
the Apostles, and the result was a process of clear
and conclusive reasoning. The human mind is not
capable of clearer proof on any practical subject
than that which is derived from the testimony of
the senses and the consequent deductions of the
reason. Such was the proof, satisfactory, and, as far
as human consciousness is concerned, infallible, which
was given of the resurrection of Christ. Before his
death his flesh was similar to ours. “For as much
as the children are partakers of flesh and blood,
he wlso himself likewise took part of the same,
atros waparAnoiws peréoye rav avrov, His flesh, then,
was an object of sense, concerning which men
might fairly reason, concerning which reasonable
men could not but reason.”

If these words mean anything, they mean that
we may predicate of the risen or reanimated body
of Jesus everything that may be predicated of human
bodies generally, or, in other words, of all flesh and
blood, and by parity of reasoning that we may not
predicate of it anything which cannot be predicated
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of flesh and blood generally ; for, if this be allowed,
the matter is at once removed beyond the province
of reason and the senses, within which the Dean of
Ripon insists that it is to be retained. Now, there
are certain things which must be predicated of the
bodies of all men. If we speak of them as eating
and drinking, we presuppose the processes and phe-
nomena of digestion and excretion ; if we speak of
them as walking or moving, we presuppose not merely
exertion and consequent weariness, but exertion
and motion under certain definite and invariable
conditions. If any one comes and tells us that
a man, like the cow in the nursery rhyme, jumped
over the moon, or that he walked through a six-feet
thick wall, or that he could show himself and vanish
at will, we should say at once that his statements
might possibly be true so far as his report of what
he thought he had seen was concerned, but that if

"it was true, then the creature who did these things

was not made of flesh and blood, but had an organi-
sation so entirely different from man, that no points
of likeness could be traced between the one and the
other. If we were told that Mr Disraeli had on
a given day spent many hours in walking round
and round Landseer’s lions in Trafalgar-square, we
might think it strange ; if we were told that he had
done this without hat, coat or boots, we might think
it still more strange, but we need not resort to any
further supposition by way of explaining the occur-
rence than that he had lost his senses. But if we
were told that he had leaped up from the back of
one of these lions to the top of the Nelson column
and had repeated this exploit ad Lbitum, we should
have no hesitation in either dismissing the story as

an impudent lie or saying that the person who did
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this was neither Mr Disraeli nor any human being ;
and that, as no such being had ever yet come within
the range of human experience, we must not only
disbelieve the tale, but even disbelieve our own
senses if we fancied that we saw any such thing as
this. It is altogether more likely that we should
be mistaken or that by some means or other we
should be made the victims of an optical delusion,
than that a creature who had a man’s body could
perform acts which all the results of human ex-
perience would forbid us to predicate of any man.
In short, if we speak of a man, we speak of a being
who eats and drinks in order to renew the waste of
the bodily tissues and whose eating and drinking is
invariably followed by the process of digestion and
by its results; who cannot go through solid sub-
stances or walk on water or float in the air; who
cannot make himself invisible or visible by any
act of the will, but who must come and go, and in
either case must remain visible until he passes
beyond the range of vision or unless some object
cuts him off from the view of the spectator.
So long as our predication follows these laws or
results of human experience, we can treat it as
a strictly reasoning process which appeals directly
and absolutely to our senses. But, according to Dr
M’Neile, there can be no reasoning process, and con-
sequently no reasonable conviction, where these
laws or conditions are not observed; and thus he
adds with emphatic earnestness :

« If, after Christ’s resurrection, his flesh had been
something altogether different,—if it had been
something not comprehensible, or very imperfectly
comprehensible by the human understanding,—if
the province of reasoning as applied to it had been,
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therefore, very limited,—if the terms employed to
describe it had not, and could not have, that pre-
cision of meaning which a proof of his resurrection
demanded,—had this been so, how could his resur-
rection have been proved, and, if his resurrection
be not proved, reasonably and conclusively proved,
where is Christianity itself?”

I am not here concerned with the answer to this
question ; but the extreme importance of the argu-
ment compels me to repeat that, in Dr M’'Neile’s
Jjudgment, the province of reasoning with regard to
the risen body of Jesus is not very limited, that the
subject is not imperfectly comprehensible by the
human mind, and that we may, therefore, demand
such reasonable and conclusive proof of the fact as
is in harmony with the whole course and character
of experience,—nay, that, in the absence of such
proofs, we are mere fools if we give credit to it.

To avoid all possibility of misconception or
injustice, I give the rest of Dr M’Neile’s argument
in his own words, and without breaking in upon
them with any comments :

“But his flesh after his resurrection was appealed
to as matter of sense and argument and proof, and,
therefore, it was quite comprehensible by the human
understanding, and, therefore, the province of reason
as applied to it was perfect, and therefore the terms
employed to describe it had, and could not but
have, the precison of meaning indispensable for
establishing the fact that he was indeed risen from
the dead.

“Deny the clear and conclusive province of reason
as applied to the risen flesh of Christ, and you
cannot prove the resurrection of his body.
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“Admit the clear and conclusive province of
reason as applied to the risen flesh of Christ, and
you cannot prove any presence whatever of his
flesh in the Lord’s Supper. Nay, you can prove
its absence, for human reason is altogether com-
petent to the conclusion that what cannot be seen,
or felt, or tasted, cannot be flesh, whatever else it
may be, and the question here is not about some-
thing else, but about flesh.”

With this theological issue as between Dr M’Neile
and the Sacerdotalists I have nothing to do. My
business is with the propositions involved in his
words; and among these are (1) that the risen flesh
of Christ is quite comprehensible by the human
mind ; (2) that the provinee of reason as applied to
1t is perfect; (8) that unless we can predicate of
that risen flesh all that we can predicate of any
other flesh, and nothing more, the human reason
cannot be exercised upon it at all, and therefore
that on this subject there can be no clear and rea-
sonable proof, and therefore no solid and reasonable
conviction, inasmuch as by the change of definition
we have substituted something else (whatever that
may be) for the thing defined,—and thus we should
tind ourselves in the present instance professing to
speak about flesh while in reality we are speaking
about that which (whatever it may be) is not flesh
at all.

Now nothing can be clearer, and to the human
mind and reason more satisfactory and conclusive,
than this. Certainly, if it be necessary to the defi-
nition of flesh that it should be capable of being
seen, felt, and tasted, then the Sacerdotalists cannot
without absurdity and falsehood maintain that the
flesh of Christ is present whenever the sacrifice of
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the Eucharist is offered, that is, in hundreds or in
thousands of places at once. But here we make one
more step in advance. Dr M'Neile’s argument is
here the same as that of the notification given to
weak brothers at the end of the Communion Office
in the Book of Common Prayer, that although the
elements are to be received by communicants kneel-
ing, yet no adoration is thereby intended to be done
to them on the score of any corporeal presence of
Christ in the Sacrament, inasmuch as it is against
the truth of his natural body that it should be pre-
sent in more places than one, and his body, being in
heaven, cannot also be upon the earth. Hence
we are to conclude that the compilers of the Prayer
Book shared the conviction of Dr M'Neile, that the
risen body of Christ is subject to the laws and con-
ditions to which other fleshly bodies are subject, and
that if we predicate of it that which may not be
predicated of other fleshly bodies, we either deny
its existence or convert it into something else, and
thus put it beyond the province of reason,—which is
not to be done without cutting away at the same
time the very foundations of Christianity.

Without entering into the question of historical
fact, we may here ask whether this position, emi-
nently satisfactory though it be to the human rea-
son, is altogether in accordance with the statements
in the Gospels and the Acts of the Apostles. Nei-
ther from Dr M’Neile nor from the compilers of the
Prayer Book have we received any technical defini-
tion of flesh and body ; but we have already seen
that there are sundry things which cannot be predi-
cated of human bodies, or of any flesh and blood
with which we are acquainted. Thus, for instance,
so far as human experience has gone, it is as much
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a contradiction of fact to say that they can fly, or
go through a solid mountain, as it is to say that
they can be in more than one place at a time. So,
again, we should be bound to say that a being who
could subsist without food, or who could receive
food without being further subject to the processes
of digestion, could not possibly be a man, and that
the substance of which his body or form was com-
posed, whatever else it might be, could not possibly
be flesh. But without going further than the Prayer
Book, we have not merely the statement already
cited that it is contrary to the truth of Christ’s natu-
ral body that it should be present in more than one
place, but the assertion in the fourth Article that
he ascended into heaven with the same body which
was crucified and raised again from the grave,
and that this body consisted of flesh, bones, and all
things appertaining to the perfection of man’s
nature* We cannot even conceive of living flesh
apart from blood; indeed, to use Dr M'Neile’s
formula, living flesh without blood, whatever it
may be, is certainly not that which we understand
by the term, and is a something or other utterly
incomprehensible by the human mind, and therefore
altogether removed beyond the province of reason.
Further, if any physiologist were asked to name
the various things appertaining to the perfec-
tion of man’s nature, he would give to blood a
place quite as prominent as that of flesh and bones,

* Tt has been urged by some, that the word blood has been
omitted in this article by a somewhat disingenuous evasion, in
order to avoid a formal contradiction of the expression of Paul,
that “flesh and blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God.” All
that I have to do is to insist that blood is necessarily included
under the phrase < all things appertaining to the perfection of
man’s nature.”
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and, as of equal importance with these, he would
reckon perfect action of all the organs,—a perfect
action of the brain for the exercise of the highest
thought, and a perfect condition of the digestive
functions for the conversion of food into blood.
Other things may be not less necessary; but with-
out these he would say that human nature cannot
exist, and that together with these there must be
certain conditions within which man must by his
very organisation be fettered. Thus he is formed for
walking or running on his feet, not for flying; he
may swim in the water, but he cannot walk upon
it; he may leap for a few feet in the air, but he
cannot rise through it except in a balloon. Now
when in the fourth Gospel we are told that after
Mary and two of the disciples had taken up their
position at the door of the sepulchre, she saw two
angels in white whom she had not seen on entering,
it may be imagined that the angels had come through
the solid rock or earth; for no one has contended
that the bodies of angels consist of flesh, bones,
and other things appertaining to the perfection of
man’s nature. But the body of Jesus after his re-
surrection can appear and vanish at will. This is
so far common to all the Christophanies, that it is
unnecessary to specify instances. It can also go
through closed doors, for it is an evasion, from which
Dr M'Neile would doubtless shrink with horror, to
say that anything else can be meant when in the
Johannine narrative we read that “ when the doors
were shut, where the disciples were assembled, Jesus
came and stood in the midst.” It is ridiculous, if
not profane, to suppose that one who had just burst
the barriers of the grave should have to knock at
the door to ask for admission, and if the doors were
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open, it cannot be said that they were shut. Again,
his risen body, which moves by mere volition,
may be seen and handled; but human experience
certainly knows nothing of any man capable of
walking about while through his hands and his
feet might be seen the perforations caused by
the nails used in crucifixion, and with a wound
in his side so large that a human hand might be
thrust through it. Further, unless he ascended into
heaven with these perforations and this wound, it
must be supposed either (1) that he had the power
of putting on the appearances of these wounds at
will, so that they would thus be pretences rather
than realities; or (2) that these wounds were
gradually healed in the interval between the
resurrection and the ascension, if according to
the Acts we are to assume that forty days passed
between the two events. Yet more, the body of
Jesus can eat and drink; but the narratives
which speak of his doing so manifestly ascribe
the acts not to any need of the sustenance, but
simply to the desire of showing to the disciples
that he can eat and drink,—to prove, in short, that
he is not a ghost (whatever this may be)—a fact
which at other times he bids them to test by handling
him. Here already we have a number of acts
predicated of the risen Jesus which could not
possibly be predicated, according to all human
experience, of any man whatsoever. Any one
of them would be held universally to interfere
with the very definition of man, of flesh and of
blood. Lastly, the body of which these acts, utterly
impossible according to human experience and the
conclusions of reason, are predicated, and which
before the crucifixion has walked on the water,
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leaves the earth from the top of a hill, and rises
into the air, until at last a cloud veils him from the
sight of his disciples, who are told by the two
men in white apparel who then appear, that he
has gone away into heaven.

Thus, far from having in the risen body of Jesus
a subject perfectly comprehensible by the human
mind and reason, the province of reason as applied
to it being perfect, we have something which utterly
bafiles the human mind, and with regard to which
the province of reasoning is so limited as to pre-
clude altogether that precision in the use of terms
which an argument between man and man demands.
I perfectly agree with Dr M'Neile that the question
is about flesh and not about something else ; nor have
I the slightest doubt that, “the human reason is alto-
gether competent to the conclusion that what cannot
be seen, or felt, or tasted cannot be flesh, whatever
else it may be.” But, if I am to trust my reason at
all, T am equally sure that a being who can live
without food, or who can receive food without
digesting it, who can come and vanish and go
through closed doors at will, who can so modify his
form and features that those who have known him
best fail to recognise him, who can walk on water
and float through the air to a local heaven, is cer-
tainly not a man with a body of flesh organised
with everything appertaining to the perfection of
man’s nature, whatever else he may be. He is
thus a person with vegard to whom the province of
reason 18 very limited, and, indeed, cannot be said
to exist at all; and as, where the reason cannot be
exercised there cannot be reasonable proof and
reasonable conviction of a bodily resurrection, it
follows, according to the Dean of Ripon, that Chris-
tianity bas crumbled into a myth.
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Thus, without entering on the question whether
the Gospels or the Acts are historically trustworthy,
my task is accomplished. The Dean of Ripon insists
that all arguments between man and man require
complete precision of meaning in the terms em-
ployed ; and we have seen that every one of the
terms employed in speaking of the risen body of
Christ is used in the Gospels and the Acts
with as little precision of meaning as any of
those which, when used by Sacerdotalists who
maintain the doctrine of transubstantiation or
any kindred dogma, Dr M’Neile rejects as inaccu-
rate and worthless. ~We have also seen that
there is no ground or warrant in the New Testa-
ment for the assertion of Beza that the actions
of speaking, walking, eating, and drinking are
physical and sensible proofs that the risen body
of Christ was the body of a man, a body of flesh and
blood. Were we, 1 repeat, to see before us now a
being who could eat and drink, but who needed not
to do either and in whom these acts would not, or
need not, be followed by any process of digestion,
who could walk as men walk, but who could do so
on water and in the air as well as on land, and who
could pass through solid substances, we should say
that, whatever else he might be, he could not be a
man, and that his body could not possibly be com-
posed of flesh, blood, and bones like our own. We
should say this, even if we saw such a being with
our own eyes ; but how much time would it take
before we could convince ourselves that we were
not under a delusion, or cheated, or duped, and how
much longer would it be before we accepted any such
descriptions and gave credit to them as facts on the
testimony of others 2 If we heard any persons bear
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witness to the existence of such a being, how would
this differ from the evidence of those Homeric persons
who saw Venus and Mars mingling in the battles of
men, and saw not the blood but the ichor stream-
ing from their wounds? We have no need, there-
fore to examine the testimony, if any such there be,
unless we abandon the position which Dr M’Neile
insists that we are bound to maintain. We are
dealing, he says, with things which come strictly
within the province of reason; and we have seen
that the various actions attributed in the Gospels
to Jesus after the resurrection, and indeed before
it, show that, whatever his body may have been.
it was a body which was essentially not that of a
human being.

But Dr M'Neile pleads that his flesh after his re-
surrection was appealed to as matter of sense and
argument and proof. We have seen that if it was
appealed to, the appeal was made to something not
more really identical with human flesh than the
“ corpus Christi” after the bread has in the Eucharist
undergone consecration. But what knowledge have
we that any such appeal was made ? It is singularly
significant that, although in the apostolic discourses
in the Acts the fact of the resurrection of Jesus is
asserted, no reference is made to any of the incidents
which in the Gospels and in the first chapter @f the
Acts are said to have accompanied the crucifixion,
the resurrection, and the subsequent Christophanies.
Of only one man have we at first hand the state-
ment that he had “seen the Lord.” That man is
Paul, the Apostle of the Gentiles; but we know that
the instance to which he refers was a vision, and
we might be justified therefore in inferring that the
other Christophanies of which he speaks belong to
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events of the same class. But of what use in any
case is his testimony to Dr M’'Neile, seeing that Paul
is the one who emphatically asserts that flesh and
blood cannot inherit the kingdom of God, and that,
therefore, we shall all be changed, in other words,
that we shall pass into conditions with regard to
which the terms employed cannot have the precision
which arguments between man and man demand ?
But how will it be, if for a moment we suppose that
Paul meant to refer to historical events? The narra-
tive of the Acts states that at some period soon after
the ascension the whole number of disciples was
120 ; it also says that the Apostles as they gazed
upwards from Mount Olivet learnt from the two men
in white apparel that the Jesus whom they had seen
ascending should descend again in like manner for the
final judgment, the inference indubitably being that
in the interval no earthly eye should ever see him,
except possibly in trance or vision. In fact, the
coming of the Comforter, which was declared indis-
pensable to their spiritual life and growth, was made
dependent on his absence. But Paul, while men-
tioning certain Christophanies, some of which may
possibly be among the instances mentioned in the
Gospels, says that in one case he was seen by above
500 brethren at once, thus implying that the whole
number of the disciples considerably exceeded 500,
and adds that he was after this seen of James, then
of all the Apostles. In other words, these mani-
festations took place after the ascension, i. e, after
an event subsequent to which the Apostles were
told that there would be none until the final
manifestation for judgment; or else they were
merc visions. Hence, as I have been obliged
to maintain in my ‘English Life of Jesus/’
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“either Paul’s statement in an undoubtedly genuine
epistle is delusive, or the narrative in Acts 1isa
credulous imagination, and from this dilemma there
is no escape.” (P. 334.)

But the book of the Acts is the only one from
which we obtain any information about the so-called
witnesses to the resurrection.* T need not here go
over the proof, which I have fully given in the
‘Fnglish Life of Jesus,” that we have not the evidence
of any of them. All that we have is a number of
traditions or narratives, written by whom we know
not, and the composition of which even Dr Tischen-
dorf cannot carry back nearer than fifty or sixty
years to the period of the crucitixion. But, as I have
been compelled to show, it would make no difference
if he could take them further. The narratives
are themselves inconsistent, contradictory, and
in many instances (and these the most important of
all) mutually exclusive, and therefore unhistorical.
We are therefore, by the canons laid down by Dr

* Of one sentence in Dr M'Neile’s letter to the Times I have,
thus far, taken no notice. It is that in which he says, that ‘“we
learn from St Luke that Christ shewed himself alive after his
Passion,” &e. The meaning of this phrase is, that the book of the
Acts was written by the author of the third gospel. On any show-
ing, however, Luke, if he wrote the third gospel, was not one of
the Twelve, and there is nothing but a mere popular tradition
which speaks of him as one of the seventy. The statement seeks
to arrogate for the third gospel and for the Acts an authority
which they do not possess. There is no evidence that Luke wrote
either: nor is it necessary for me to do more than to cite the pas-
sage relating to this alleged fact in my ¢ English Life of Jesus:’
“To assume identity of authorship from the similarity of two pre-
faces in an age when pseudonymous writings were as numerous as
falling leaves in autumn, is an excess of credulity. The gospel
of Luke bears no resemblance, in point of style, to the preface to
that gospel, and the preface to the Acts is not much in harmony
with the language of the book which follows it. A conclusion
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M’Neile, driven to the conclusion that for the phy-
sical resurrection of Jesus we have absolutely no
evidence whatever.

That this conclusion is the death-blow of Chris-
tianity, I am really not at all concerned by the argu-
ment to say. It may be fatal to Christianity as
conceived by Dr M'Neile; but the term is unfor-
tunately, or fortunately, an elastic one, and, as in the
case of flesh, body, blood, &c., we need an accurate
definition of the term. It is possible that in a sense
which to others, and perhaps hereafter to himself,
may be very real, Christianity may continue to
exist apart from a foundation which is seen to be
one of imagination, not of fact. Certain it is that the
Christianity of Butler’s Analogy does not need it;
and by the side of the English Bishop of Durham

just as plausible (if not more reasonable) would be that some
writer quite distinct from the author of Luke and Acts, has pre-
fixed some verses of his own before two books which, up to that
time, exhibited no signs of identity of authorship. However this
may be, when two alleged histories are proved to be not histories,
it matters nothing whether they are said to come from one or from
two authors.”—Pp. 328, 329. I can but repeat here that the line of
argument which Dr M’Neile has chosen to follow, in his letter to the
editor of the Times, has made it altogether unnecessary for me to
enter into the historical investigation of the authorship and
the trustworthiness of the gospel narratives. But in that
department, until my conclusions are refuted, and the evi-
dence on which they rest is shown to be inconclusive or
erroneous, I may legitimately regard my task as already accom-
plished. This evidence and these conclusions I have set forth
with the utmost care in my ‘English Life of Jesus,’ and it only
remains for me to challenge the attention of Dr M’Neile, and of
all who in any measure share his convictions, to a work treating
of matters which Dr M'Neile regards, or professes to regard, as
indispensably necessary to the existence of Christianity itself.
Above all other men, he is bound by the terms of his letter to
the Times to give to the pages of that work the most patient and
serious consideration. I trust that I may not have cause to ascribe
to him, as to the Christian Evidence Society, a disingenuous and
cowardly evasion of a plain and an imperious duty.

S
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I may place the Swedish Bishop Tegner, who puts
into the mouth of the priest of Balder in his poem
of ‘Frithiof’ the following words :

A Balder dwelt once in the South, a virgin’s son,

Sent by Allfather to expound the mystic runes

‘Writ on the Nornas’ sable shields, unknown before.

Peace was his war-cry, love to men his shining
sword,

And Tnnocence sat dove-like on his silver helm.

Pious he lived and taught, until at last he died,

And ’neath far-distant palms his grave in glory
shines,.

The heathen priest goes on to say that his doe-
trine- may one day come to Norway; but the
Christian bishop clearly thinks that a man may
have a fair and true idea of Christianity, even
though he regards Jesus as one who never rose
physically from the grave, and who, moreover, died
a natural death.

Such a conception of Christianity certainly in-
volves none of the difficulties with which Dr
M'Neile struggles in vain, and which the so-called
Christian Evidence Society deliberately and per-
sistently ignores.

Am I to conclude that this conception is at once
the doctrine of the Church of England, and the
belief of English Churchmen in general ?

THOS. SCOTT,
11 The Terrace, Farquhar Road, Upper Norwood,
London, S.E.
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CrurcE CURSING AND ATHEISM. By the Rev. Tmomas P. Kirryuawn, M.A., F.R.S, &e.,
Rector of Croft, Warrington. DPrice 1s.

PRACTICAL REMARKS ON “THE LORD’S PRAYER.” By a LAYMAN., With Anno-
tations by a Dignitary of the Church of England. Price 6d.

THE ANALOGY OF NATURE AND RELIGION—GO00D AND EviL. By a CLERGYMAN
OF THE CHURCH OF ENGLAND. Price 6d.

COMMENTATORS AND HIEROPUANTS; or, The Honesty of Christian Commentators.
In Two Parts. Price 6d. each Part.

FrEE DiscussioN ofF Rerigious Torics. By Samvuer Hinps, D.D., late Lord
Bishop of Norwich. Part L., price 1s. Part IL, price 1s. 6d.

THE EVANGELIST AND THE DIVINE. By a BENEFICED CLERGYMAN OF THE CHURCI
OF ENGLAND. Price 1s.

THE THirTY-NINE ARTICLES AND THE CREEDS,—Their Sense and their Non-Sense
By a COUNTRY PARson. Parts L, IL, III. Price 6d. each Part.
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List of Publications—continued.
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A REPLY TO THE QUESTION, “ WHAT HAVE WE GOT TO RELY ON, IF WE CANNOT

RELY oN THE BIBLE?” By Professor F. W. NEWMAN,

ANOTHER REPLY TO THE QUESTION, “ WHAT HAVE WE GOT TO RELY OV, IF WE

CANNOT RELY ON THE B1BLE?” By SaMuEeL Hinps, D.D., late Lord Bishop of

Norwich. Price 6d.

THE UTILISATION OF THE CHURCH ESTABLISHMENT, By the Author of ‘“The
Pilgrim and the Shrine,” * The Meaning of the Age,”” &c. Price 6d.

THE DEANdOF CANTERBURY ON SCIENCE AND REVELATION. A Letter, by M.P.
Price 6d.

THEPTRUEdTEMPTATION OF JESUS. By Professor ¥. W. NEWMAN. With Portrait.

rice 6d.

ON PusBrLic WoRsHIP. Price 3d.

MODERN PROTESTANTISM. By the Author of ¢ The Philosophy of Necessity.” 6d.

A REPLY TO THE QUESTION, *“ APART FROM SUPERNATURAL REVELATION, WHAT
IS _THE PROSPECT OF MAN’S LIVING AFTER DEATH?"” By SaMUEL HINDS,
D.D., late Lord Bishop of Norwich. Price 6d.

TREE AND SERPENT WORSHIP. Price 6d.

A REVIEW of a Pamphlet, entitled, ¢ The Present Dangers of the Church of England.”
By W. G. CLARK, M. A,, Vice-Master of Trinity College, Cambridge. Price 6d.

Tne TWELVE APOSTLES. Price 6d.

THE BIBLE FOR MAN, NOT MAN FOR THE BIBLE, By a COUNTRY VICAR. Price 6d.

Is DPEATHdTHE END OF ALL THINGS FOR MAN? By a PARENT AND A TEACHER.

rice 6d.

ON THE INFIDELITY OF ORTHODOXY. By the Rev. THOMAS KIRKMAN, M.A.,
F.R.S. In Three Parts. Price 6d. each Part.

THE FINDING OF THE BooOK. By JoHN ROBERTSON, Coupar-Angus. Price 2s.

ON MorAL EviL. By Rev. CEAS. VOYSEY. Price 6d.
THE CLAIMS OF CHRISTIANITY TO THE CHARACTER OF A DIVINE REVELATION,
CONSIDERED. By W. JEVONs. Price 6d.
THE UNITY OF THE FAITH AMONG ALL NATIONS. By a PADRE OF THE ESTA-
BLISHED CHURCH. Price 6d.
SACRED HISTORY AS A BRANCH OF ELEMENTARY EDUCATION. Part I.—Its
Influence on the Intellect. Price 6d. Part II.—Its Influence on the Development
. of the Conscience. Price 6d.
ON RELIGION. By a Former ELDER IN A ScorcH CHURCH. Price 6d.
THE NATURE AND ORIGIN OF EviL. A Letter to a Friend, by SAMuEL HiNDs,
D.D., late Lord Bishop of Norwich. Price 6d.
A.I. CONVERSATIONS. - Recorded by a Woman, for Women. Parts I., II., and ITI
Price 6d. each Part.
THE PASSION FOR INTELLECTUAL FREEDOM. By EDWARD MAITLAND. Price 6d.
REASON versus AUTHORITY. By W. O. CARR BROOK. Price 3d.
AN APPEAL TO THE PREACHERS OF ALL THE CREEDS. By GAMALIEL BrowxN. 3d.
THE VovysEYy CASE. By MoNCURE D. CoNwAY. Price 6d.
REALITIES. By P. A, TAYLOR, M.P.
ON THE CAUSES oF ATHEISM. By F. W, NEwMAN. With Portrait. Price 6d.
THE BiBLE; IsIT “ THE WORD OF Gop?’’ By T. L.STRANGE, late Judge of the High
Court of Madras, Price 6d.
A WomaN's LETTER. Price 3d.
AN EP1soDE 1IN THE HisTOorY OF RELIGIOUS LIBERTY. By Rev. CHAS. VOYSEY.
‘With Portrait. Price 6d.
THIRTY-NINE QUESTIONS ON THE THIRTY-NINE ARTICLES. By Rev. J. PAGE
Horps. With Portrait. Price 3d.
INTELLECTUAL LIBERTY. By JoHN ROBERTSON., Price 6d.
THE SPIRITUAL SERFDOM OF THE LAITY. By MoNCURE D, CoNwaY. With
Portrait. Price 6d.
THEOLOGY OF THE PAST AND THE Furure. By M. KariscH, Ph.D. Reprinted
from Part I. of his Commmentary on Leviticus. With Portrait. Price Is.
THE DIVERIg:l;:Masdor CALVINISM FROM PAULINE DOCTRINES, By Prof. I, W, NEw-
MAN. Price 3d.
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List of Publications— continued.

THE DOCTRINE OF IMMORTALITY IN I1TS BEARING oN EDUCATION. By ‘“PRES-
BYTER ANGLICANUS.” Price 6d.
THE JUDGMENT OF THE COMMITTEE OF COUNCIL IN THE CASE OF MR VOYSEY.
Some remarks by J. D. LA ToucHE, Vicar of Stokesay, Salop. Price 3d.
A CHALLENGE TO THE MEMBERS OF THE CHRISTIAN EVIDENCE SOCIETY. By
THOS. SCOTT.
THE TENDENCIEE OF MODERN RELIGIOUS THOUGHT. By the late Rev. JAS. CRAN-
BROOK. Price 3d.
O~ ’{)HF }ggRMATION OF RELIGIOUS OPINIONS. By the late Rev. JAs. CRANBROOK.,
T1CE b
Tae COLLAPSE OF THE FAITH; or, the Deity of Christ as now taught by the
grphoggx, By Rev. W. G. CArroLL, A.M., Rector of St Bride’s Dublin.
T1ce "
PrLEAS FOrR FREE INQUIRY. By M.A., Trinity College, Cambridge. Parts I. and IL
Price 6d. each Part. |
ON TaE HINDRANCES TO PROGRESS IN THEOLOGY. By the late Rev JAS. CRAN~
BROOK Price 3d.
A REPLY TO THE QUESTION, * Shall I seek Ordination in the Church of Epgland ?”

By SaMuEL Hinps, D.D., late Lord Bishop of Norwich. Price 6d. f
A LECTURE ON RATIONAL1SM. By the Rev CHAS. VOYSEY. Price 6d. %
A LECTURE ON THE BIBLE. By the Rev. CHAs. Vo¥sEY., Price 6d. E

ON CrurcH PEDIGREES. Parts I. and IL. By the Rev. T. P. KiIREMAN, M.A.,
F.R.S. With Portrait. Price 6d. each Part. ¢

JEWISH LITERATURE AND MODERN EDUCATION; or, the Use and Misuse of the b
Bible in the Schoolroom. By EDWARD MAITLAND. Price 1s. 6d. T

THE SPEAKER'S COMMENTARY REVIEWED. By T. L. STRANGE, late a Judge of
the High Court of Madras Price 2s. 6d.

THE Tactics AND DEFEAT OF THE CHRISTIAN EVIDENCE SOCIETY. By THOMASR
Scorr. Price 6a.

NoTES ON BisHOP MAGEE’S PLEADINGS FOR CHRIST. By a BARRISTER. Price 6d.

Hm{) TO C%MPLETE THE REFORMATION. By EDWARD MAITLAND. With Portrait.

rice 6d.

DoES MORALITY DEPEND ON LONGEVITY ? By EDW. VANSITTART NEALE. Price 6d.

A DIALOGUE BY WAY OF CATECHISM,—RELIGIOUS, MORAL, AND PHILOSOPHICAL.
By a PEYSICIAN. Parts I. and II. Price 6d each Part.

SUNDAY LYRICS BY GAMALIEL BROWN.

ON THE RELATIONS OF THEISM TO PANTHEISM; and ON THE GALLA RELIGION,
By Professor ¥. W. NEwMAN. Price 6d.

CHRISTIANITY AND EDUCATION IN INDIA. A Lecture delivered at St George’s Hall,
London, Nov. 12, 1871. By A. JYrRaMm Row, of Mysore. Price 6d.

AN EXAMINATION OF SOME RECENT WRITINGS ABOUT IMMORTALITY. By
W. E. B. Price 6d. )

THE IMPEACEMENT OF CHRISTIANITY. By FrANcIS E. ABBot, Editor of ‘Index,’
Toledo, Ohio, U.S.A. With Letters from Miss Frances P. Cobbe and Professor
g..WédNewman, giving their Reasons for not calling themselves Christians.
Price 3d.

- Ox FarrH. By A. D. GRAuAM and F. H. Price 3d.

SCEPTICISM AND SOCIAL JUSTICE. By THoMAS HORLOCK BASTARD. Price 3d.

RATIONAL THEOLOGY. A Lecture. By F. REGINALD STATHAM. Price 3d.

A CRITICAL CATEcHISM. Criticised by a DocTor oF DiviniTy, and Defended by
T. L. STRANGE. Price 6d.

THE ENcLISH LIFE oF JESUS. By THomas Scorr. A New Edition, Price 4s.
Postage 4d. extra.

THE BooK OF COMMON PRAYER EXAMINED IN THE LIGHT OF THE PRESENT AGE.
By WiLrLiam JEVONs. Price 6d.

THE PRAYER BOOK ADAPTED TO THE AGE. By WirLLiam JEVONS. Price 3d.

SPIRITUAL PANTHEISM. By F. H. I. Price 6d.

TEE LIVING GoD. By the Rev. Ii, M. GELDART. Price 3d.
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THE MYTHOS OF THE ARK. By J.W.LAKE, Price 6d.

THE NEw DOXOLOGY. By GAMALIEL BROWN. DPrice 3d.

CLERICAL INTEGRITY. By T. L. STRANGE. Price 3d.

THOUGHTS ON THE EXISTENCE OF EvIL. By Professor F. W. NEWMAN. Price 3d.

TruTHS FOR THE TiMES. By F. E. ABBoT, Toledo, Ohio, U.S.A. Price 3d.

THE BENNETT JUDGMENT. By T.I. STRANGE. Price 3d.

RELIGION VIEWED A8 DEVOUT OBEDIENCE TO THE LAWS OF THE UNIVERSE, By
MATT. MACFIE. Price 6d.

Tm:P MyYTHICAL ELEMENT IN CHRISTIANITY. By ED. VANSITTART NEALE, M:A.

rice 1s.

ORIGIN OF THE LEGENDS OF ABRAHAM, ISAAC, AND JACOB CRITICALLY
ExAMINED. By A. BERNSTEIN. Price1s.

THE DEAN OF RIPON ON THE PHYSICAL RESURRECTION OF JESUS, IN ITS BEARING
ON THE TRUTH oF CHRISTIANITY. By THoMAS ScorT. Price 6d.

Friends to the cause of “ ¥ree Inquiry and Free Expression " are earnestly requested
to give aid in the wide dissemination of these pamphlets,

PRINTED BY C. W. BEYNELL, LITTLR PULTENEY SIREET, HAYMARKET, W,
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