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PREFACE.

———r——

HE REighteenth Volume of the Journal of the Trans-
“actions of the Vicroria IN’STITUTE’ is now issued.
It contains papers by the following authors:— The Rev.
Ricaarp Corrins, M.A., on ‘ Buddhism in relation to .
Christianity,” giving the results of the deepest and most
careful researches as yet made into the history of the times
when Buddhism took its rise: the author comes to the con-
clusion that not only are .there no g'rounds for the theory
~ advanced by some home and foreign writers—that Christianity
_ was, to some extent, a development of Buddhism,—but that
the intelligent and painstaking student inevitably arrives at
the fact that, after the rise and spread of Christianity, Buddhist
writers appropriated some of its characteristics. Mr. CorLINg’s
position is supported by several authorities on the history of
Buddhism, including Principal Lerryer, Ph.D., Vice-Chan-'
cellor of the University of the Punjab (who, at the meeting at
which the paper was read, exhibited photographs of some of
the ancient Sculptures of India to bear out his statements) ;
Professor .T. W. Ravs Davips, Mr. HorMuzp Rassam, and

the Rev. S. Corgs, M.A. (late of Ceylon), whose remarks
b
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are appended to the paper, and are followed by a.short,
carefully-compiled essay on “Krishna.” Mr. W. Sr. CHap
Boscawen, on ““the Cuneiform Inscriptions and the Era of the
Jewish Captivity.”” Mr. Erxesr A. Bupce, M.A., of the
British Museum, on ‘ Nebuchadnezzar, King of Babylon,
based on recently-discovered inscriptions of this King.”
Sir J. Winniam Dawson, K.CM.G. F.R.S., on ¢ Prehis-
toric Man in Egypt and the Lebanon,” giving the results
of explorations carried out in those countries during the
winter and spring of 1884. The discussion thereon con-
tains remarks by Sir H. Bargry, G.C.M.G. K.C.B. F.R.S,,
Professors T. Rurerr Joxes, F.R.S., W. WarINeroN Smyra,
F.R.S., and T. WrirsHirg, F.L.S. F.R:A.S. F.G.S., Mr,
S. R. Parmson, F.G.S,, and Dr. Rag, F.R.S.; supple-
"mented by Professor W. Bovp Dawkms’, F.R.S., report
upon the teeth, bones, and flint implements discovered by
the anthor of the paper. Mr. W. P. JanEs, on ‘‘ Pessimism ”’;
the Rev. Canon SauvmMarez SwirH, D.D., adding a commu-
nication thereon. The Rev. J, Macens MeLro, M.A.
F.G.8., on ““the Prehistoric Factory of Flint Implements at
© Spiennes.” Mr. S. R. Parrisox, F.G.S., on “the Evolution
of the Pearly Nautilus,” contesting the hypothesis ¢ that
‘all the differences between life-forms, ancient and modern,
. have arisen from time to time by virtue of ¢inherent pro-
perties.”” " This volume also contains the last paper written
by the late Lord O’NgziLr, giving a clear description of
the objections. raised against Christianity by one whose
admirers claim for him the title of leader of Modern Philo-
soPhy. The Rev. J. L. Poxrtxg, DD LL.D., President of
Queen’s College, Belfast, a timely paper entitled ¢ The
Teaching of Science not opposed to the Fundamental Truths
of Revelation ”’: and, the Rev. H. G. Touxixs, on ‘‘ Recent
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Egyptological Research in its Biblical Relation,” upon which
Monsieur Navirie has kindly contributed some remarks: and
the communications appended describe the most important
results of recent research in Egypt. To these and to others
who have added to the value of the present volume the best
thanks of the Members and Associates are due.

FRANCIS W. H. PETRIE,
Hon. Sec. and Editor.

December, 1884,
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ANNUAL GENERAL MEETING,

HELD AT THE HOUSE OF THE SOCIETY OF ARTS,
Moxpay, Juxe 25, 1883.

Sz H. Bargry, G.C.M.G., K.C.B, F.R.S,, 1y THE CHAIR.

Sir H. BargLy, .C.M.G.—In consequence of our valued President,
Lord Shaftesbury, being detained by business of a very important character
at the House of Lerds, I have been asked to preside at our Annual Meeting.
I will not detain you by any remarks, but will ask the Honorary Secretary
to read the report.

Capt. F. PETRIE then read the following Report :—

Progress of the Institute.

1. In presenting the. SEVENTEENTE ANNUAL REPORT, the
Council desires to state that, in spite of those adverse
influences affecting all Societies, the Institute’s progress at
home and abroad continues to be very satisfactory. The
number of new. American members joining does not diminish,
although the Institute’s American offshoot (which is an inde-
pendent Society) is rapidly advancing. In Australia and
South Africa a system of corresponding local secretaries has
worked well, and will be extended.

As regards the Institute’s Philosophical and Scientific
Investigations, an increasing number of home and foreign
Members and friends now contribute to enhance their value,

VOL. XVIIL. ' B ‘
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and aid the Institute in filling that position which its aims de-
mand. It exchanges Transactions with many leading London
Societies, whose Members-—whether in its ranks or not—
willingly render aid when consulted.

The adhesion of such men as PasTeEUorR and WURTZ, and
many others at home and abroad, has tended to render
the Institute more useful “ at a time when principles which a
few years ago would have been taken for granted by ninety-
nine out of every hundred persons, are now all of a sudden
brought up for discussion, and doubt thrown upon them,’*
and when it is so important that accurate scientific research
should be encouraged and insisted upon.

2. The following is the new list of the Vice-Presidents and
Couneil :— ‘

President.~—The Right Hon, the EARL oF SHAFTESBURY, K.G.

Vice-Presidents,

Rev. Principal T. P. BouLTsEg, LL.D.
Sir Joseprn FaYrER, K.C.S.L, F.R.S,
J. E. Howagp, Esq., F.R.S.

J. ArLeN, Esq.

ParLip HeNrY GoSSE, Hsq., F.R.S,
Rev. RoBINSON THORNTON, D.D.
W. ForsYTH, Esq., Q.C,, LL.D.

Hon, Auditors,.—G. CRAWFURD HaRRISON, Esq.
Hon, Treasurer.—W. NowELL WEST, Esq.
Hon. See.—Capt. F. W. H, PeTrIE, F.R.8.L., &o,

Councetl,

RosERT BaxTER, Eaq. (Trustee). Rev. W. ARTHUER, D.D,

R.N. FowLER, Esq., M.A., M.P, (Tr.).

ALEXANDER M‘ARTHUR, Esq., M.P.

E. J. MorsHEAD, Esq., H.M.C.S. (7.C.)

ALFRED V. NEwWTON, Esq.

WILLIAM VANNER, Esq., F.R.M.S.

S. D. Wappy, Esq., Q.C.

ALyrED J. WooDHOUSE, Esq., M.R.L,,
F.R.M.S,

Rev. Principal R16@, D.D.

Rev. Prebendary C. A. Row, M.A.

J, A. FRASER, Eeq,, M.D., I.G.H.

H. CapmaN JonEs, Esq., MA.

Rev. G. W. WerLDON, M.A,, M.B,

Rev. Principal J. ANaeUs, M A,, D.D,
J. BAaTEMAN, Esq., F.R.S,, F.L.S.
The MASTER of the CHARTERHOUSE.
D. Howazp, Esq., F.C.8,

Professor H. A. NicHOLSON, M.D.
F. B. Hawkins, M.D,, F.R.S.

J. F. BATEMAN, Esq., F.R.S.

Sir H. BarkLy, K.C.B., F.R.S.

The BisgoP of BEDFORD.

Admiral H. D, Geaxt, C.B.

Rev. Dr. TREMLETT.

Surg.-Gen. Goroox, C.B., M.D.

R. H. GUNNING, Egq,, M.D,, F.R.8.E.

8. The increase of the Library, especially in regard to
new works of reference, is considered desirable.

4. The Council regrets to announce the decease of the
fOHOWing valued supporters of the Institute :—

* Sir Stafford Northeote, Bart., M.P,
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A. Dunlop Anderson, Esq., 4; Rev. C. Bannatyne, M.A., M s
H. M. Blair, Esq., 4; S. R. Bosanquet, Esq., M; Ven. Arch-
deacon §. P. Boutflower, M.A., M; Rev. J. S. Bradshaw, 4;
G. Brightwen, Esq., M; Rev. Preb. J. W. Brooks, M.A.,
H.I.S.; Captain J. B. Carey, 4; Rev. Professor J. L.
Challis, M.A., F.R.S,, F.R.A.8.,, &c., M; Rev. R. Daniel,
D.D., 4; Rev. F. Exton, 4; A. Haldane, Esq., M; Rev. J.
Harrison, D.D., 4; The Right Hon. Dudley Ryder, Earl of
Harrowby, K.G., P.C,, F.R.8., &c., who long acted as Vice-
President,with much advantage to the Institute’s interests;
Admiral W. Horton, R.N., C.B. (Foundation Member); Rev.
H. R. Huckin, D.D., M; W. H. Ince, Esq., F.L.S., a member of
the Council from the commencement, whose many talents and
high literary attainments were always at the Institute’s ser-
vice; Rev. Prebendary W. J. Irons, D.D., who took an active
part in the Imstitute’s foundation and in contributing to its
literature; The Right Rev. Bishop Ollivant, D.D., 4; G.
Maberley, Esq. (Foundatton Associate) ; The Very Rev. Dean
A. Moore, M.A.,; A; The Right Hon. and Rev. The Lord
O’Neill, who, taking special interest in the Institute’s work,
contributed many papers of high value, M; G. Shann, Esq.,
M.D., M; H. Shersby, Esq.,, M; His Grace Archbishop
Tait, D.D., M; The Rev. H. Taylor, M.A., M.

¥ % M. Member ; 4. Associate ; H.L.S. Hon. Local Secretary.

5. The following is a statement of the changes which have
occurred during the past twelve months :—

Life Annual
Members, Associates,. Members, Associates,
Numbers on 8th June, 1882 43 29 330 500
Deaths ..eveersues enesss 17 10
313 490
‘Withdrawn .... 14 9
Btruck off ..v.oiviveiiiiiienannnns 6 % 20 6 } 15
293 475
Changes..eevsosersvsnnsssesencss 2 —2
’ 473
Joined between June 8th,
1882, and June 21st, 1883 2 26 81
4_‘3 33 319 554
R e M
76 873
Total..ovetriiivenraenineenrenns 949

Hon, Foreign Correspondents and Local Secretaries, 71, Total ... 1029



Finance.

6. THE EARLY PAYMENT OF THE YEAR’S SUBSCRIPTIONS ALWAYS
CONTRIBUTES TOWARDS THE SUCCESS OF THE YEAR'S WORK ; the
Treasurer’s Balance Sheet for the year ending 81st December,
1882, audited as usual by two specially qualified unofficial
members, shows a balance in hand after the payment of every
liability. The amount invested in the New Three per Cent.
Annuities 18 £1,302. 18s. 9d.

7. The arrears of subscription are now as follows :—
1874. 1876, 1877. 1879. 1880, 1881, 1882.

Members ... 1 1 0 2 5 3 9
Associates ... 0 0 1 4 7 8 27
1 1 1 6 12 11 36

Meetings.
MoxpAY, DECEMBER 4.— On Assyrian Inscriptions.” Rev. O. D. MiLLER,
D.D. -

MoxpaY, JANUARY 1.—A Paper on “The Argument from Design in
Nature, with some Illustrations from Plants,” by W. P. JauMes, Hsq.,
M.A '

MoxpAY, JANUARY 15.—Paper by Professor G. G. Stokes, F.R.S., Luca-
sian Professor of Mathematics at Cambridge.

Monpay, FEBRUARY 5.—“Is it possible to know God, being Considera-
tions on the Unknown and Unknowable of Modern Thought ?” by
the Rev. J. Lias, M.A,, late Prof. of Hist. and Mod. Lit. at St,
David’s Coll.

Moxpay, FEBRUARY 19.—A Paper on “Life and its Manifestations in
Man and in the Lower Animals,” by Surg.-Gen. C. Gorpox, M.D.,
C.B., Hon. Phys. to the Queen,

Moxpay, Marca 5.—¢On Certain Definitions of Matter.” J. E. Howarp,
Esq., F.R.S.

MonNDAY, MarcH 19.— Evolution under Cantrol” (a lecture), by C.
SmirH, Esq., F.G.S. '

Moxpay, APRIL 2.—*The Arguments in regard to the Descent of Man.”
Archdeacon BARDSLEY.

MoxpaYy, APRIL 16.—Recent Babylonian Researches,” by Hormuzp
Rassam, Esq.

Moxpay, May 7.—“The Teaching of Science not opposed to the Funda-
mental Truths of Revelation,” by the Rev. J. L. PorTERr, D.D.,
LL.D., President of Queen’s College, Belfast.

Moxpay, May 21.—“ The Existence of God.” Rev.J. Lias. “Degeneration
and Evolution,” by Hastines C. DENT, Esq., C.E. (Lecture.)

Moxpay, June 25.— dnniversary (at the Society of Arts’ House). Special
Paper by the Right Hon. Lord O’NEiLL (the late), read by the Right
Rev. the Lord Bishop of DERrY.

8. The meetings during vthis gession have been held ag



5

usual, and the improvements in the Lecture Room have added
to the general comfort.

Publications.

9. The sixteenth volume of the Journal of Transactions has
been issued.

10. Her Majesty the Queen,in consequence of a communi-
cation from the President, has been graciously pleased to
accept the volumes of the Transactions of the Victoria Insti-
tute. It is hoped that ere long Her Majesty may become its
patron. (Se¢ Vol. I., p. 31.)

11. Members and others in many parts of the world have
written, expressing warm approval of the Institute, and their
sense of the value of the Jowrnal. (See Part 65, pages
9 et seq.) The papers and discussions are referred to by
many as especially useful by reason of their containing
careful examinations of those questions of Philosophy and
Science said (by its enemies) to militate against the truth of
Revelation.

12. A demand for the Journal has arisen on the part of
the large Colonial and American Libraries, several have
purchased complete sets.

13. Spain is now added to the list of countries in which
the Transactions are translated.

14. The Journal is much used by Members and others
lecturing at home, in India, and the Colonies.

The People’s Edition.

15. The People’s Edition of certain of the popularly-written
papers is highly valued by the general public in England,
India, and especially in the Colonies (where some bookseller
agents have now been established) ; but the ¢ Special Fund”
for this and organizing purposes needs large support, if the
Institute is to meet present requirements and take advantage
of present opportunities.

16. It has been urged that there is a pressing need for
the Institute, as a Philosophical body, taking up the fol-
lowing subjects in a manner suitable to the understanding
of the working and less educated classes, and dealing
with them in such a way as to meet the errors in modern
- thought now being propagated amongst these classes (See
Object V.) :—I. The existence of a God; II. The Argument
from Design; III. Man’s Responsibility.—Steps are now
being carefully taken to do this in the most effective way;
by securing the aid of authors of the greatest repute, and
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holding meetings of those who haye considered such subjects,
5o that the resulting papers should be of the highest attain-
able value. The ability of the Institute to carry out the plan,
however, rests on the support accorded to the People’s
Edition Fund,” upon which the extensive foreign and colonial
work of the Institute also much depends.

Remarks.

17. The immense exportation by the English Secularist
Societies of quasi-philosophical publications of an avowedly
Atheistic character to the Colonies and India is an increasing
evil. At Madras an important meeting of Europeans and
Natives having been held to devise means for meeting this
state of things; the Institute and its aims were specially
referred to.

18. Communications from foreign countries also reach the
Institute of the prejudicial influence of translations of the
above-mentioned literature, affecting, as it does, not only the
religious but the moral and even the intellectnal character of
Peoples. '

Conclusion.

19. In conclusion, all must feel thankful for the Institute’s
progress. It may be truly said that the steady support
accorded by both Members and Associates has been a special
means to its remarkable advance. All have appeared to
realise that the Instituto was really doing good service, and
that of the highest character, being, in the words of our motto,
Ad Majorem Dei Gloriam.

Signed on belalf of the Council,
. SHAFTESBURY,
President.
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The Right Hon. A. 8. AyrTon, P.C.—I have to move : “ That the Report
be received, and the thanks of the Members and Associates presented to the
Council, Honorary Officers, and Auditors for their efficient conduct of the
business of the Victoria Institute during the year” I am invited to move
this resolution because, like most of you, I take very deep interest in the
proceedings of this Society ; and I enjoy, as I have no doubt many of you
do also, the great pleasure of reading its proceedings from time to time. I
think that those proceedingsin an eminent degree grapple with the doubts and
difficulties that are met with in the study of nature, and tend to satisfy the
mind of any reasonable person that, instead of what are called modern dis-
coveries and researches tending to overthrow the generally-entertained con-
viction that the Author of all things is God, they lead, when justly and
rightly considered and reasonably examined, to the very opposite conclusion.
(Applause.) In my opinion every discovery that has been well established
and generally admitted has only afforded another proof of the wondrous
wisdom shown in all the works of creation. The Society’s publications, I
am glad to see, are being sought for and diffused in all parts of the intel-
lectual world. It is satisfactory to know that the efforts which are made
here afford in almost every part of the Queen’s dominions a new basis for
thought or action, and a new means for carrying on any controversy that
may have been raised by publications of a character which we have no right
to condemn—because everybody has a right to say or to print what he thinks
—but which we have an undoubted right to refute and to show that they are
not based on the facts which have been presented to us., Such is the view I
take of the efforts of the Society, and of the principal results of those efforts.
For some time past, however, I have entertained a rather decided opinion,
which I will take this opportunity of expressing—not with any authority,
but rather as a suggestion for the consideration of the Council which manages
onr affairs—in regard to the desirableness of extending our sphere of opera-
tions. There are amongst our members men who perfectly understand the
elaborate arguments which are necessarily used when we enter into controversy
with other men of great mental capacity, who have used that capacity in
writing works for the purpose of leading the public to conclusions which we
do not recognise or admit. There is being diffused all over the country
literature which has only one merit, namely, that it is extremely cheap—
although, if a thing is bad, that which would be a merit if it were good
becomes a very great element of evil. (Hear, hear.) The cheapness is not
an evil, but the rapid dissemination of the contents of a cheap bad book is
much to be deplored. If we are to combat this growing evil, we must do so
by operating in the same manner as those whose teachings we disapprove.
We must endeavour to diffuse everywhere cheap works of a kind that all
people can read who can read at all; and that all who read can understand—
works which can be followed without any difficulty or embarrassment, and
containing arguments which can be appreciated because they are set forth in
a form and style which comes home to their minds and feelings, and in a
language with which they themselves are perfectly familiar. These are the
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sort of works which are used in the dissemination of error ; and, if we wish
to overtake and circumvent error, we must use the same methods. Our
works must be as engaging and inviting—1I hope, indeed, a great deal more
engaging and inviting—than those which we condemn. I think this Society
will do well, now that it has arrived at a certain stage of maturity, to devote
its attention to the production of works of this kind. They ought to be
cheaper than any of those works of evil which we desire to combat, and in
this respect we ought to be able to win the battle. We start with very great
advantages on our side ; and, if the works of our opponents are sold for two-
pence, we ought to be able to sell ours for a penny, (Hear, hear.) We
ought to make use of the first attraction of all, namely, that every one can
afford to buy what we can afford to sell. 'We are bound to ask ourselves
what constitutes attraction in the minds of the many. I object to the use of
any class distinctions in putting forward literary productions, such as calling
them ¢ works for artisans,” &c. There are works which are intended
for scientific minds, for the use of persons engaged in the pursuit of
particular branches of learning; but outside these, and distinguished
from them, there are the books addressed to the general reader, who
wishes to approach a subject without preliminary learning and to un-
derstand what he reads. This is the only distinction which should be
observed. The publications I speak of ought to be prepared for the use of
the general reader. If this plan were adopted, you would invite the
attention of the working-man as a member of the general community, and
not as one outside the community, and one to be treated in a special
manner, and you would thus bring him within the brotherhood of know-
ledge. These works should, then, be written in the most simple and common
language. I do not wish to say anything depreciatory of whatis called
scientific language ; but every scientific man must admit that such language,
as addressed to the general reader, is little more than a jargon of two dead
languages mixed up in the most unsatisfactory manner, and conveying no
meaning whatever. You must, then, take a review of that which you wish
to do, and you may be quite certain that if you adopt {this course the work
will be accomplished in a manner which will fulfil the desire that'is enter-
tained. If you start at random upon this great and very grave task, the
result will be the same as it would be if you went into a shop, gave a very
ambiguous order, and expected to get what you wished for; it would, in
fact, generally be disappointment, I think, then, that-the Council should
first attempt to get a clear comprehension of the character of the work, and
that they should then obtain the services of those who, from their clearness
and force of expression, their knowledge and learning, would be capable of
producing a review of modern science, leading, step by step, up to the
conclusion we desire—that is to say, leading from nature to nature’s God.
(Applause.) If time permitted, I could give, not a perfect, but a slight
sketch of the sort of work I have in my mind; but I am warned that
the time at the disposal of any individual speaker is short, and if I
entered further into the subject I an afraid Ishould go beyond the period
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that is assigned to me. But in making these general observations I have a
very clear conception of the whole scope and character of such a work ; how
it should begin, how it should traverse the whole ground of science, showing,
step by step, the absolute impossibility of matter making the intelligence by
which the action of matter in the world is regulated ; how impossible it is
that vegetables can invent, if I may so say, the elaborate processes by which
they grow and propagate their species, by. which, when they die, they leave
their successors, and by which those successors do the same ; how absolutely
impossible it is, if you go into the animal kingdom, the same thing can
occur, that animals, beginning with those which are so minute that we
cannot discover them with our unaided powers, could have invented the
conditions under which they live, and the transformations into other forms
of life ; how absolutely impossible it is that all the transformations should
have gone on without any guide—because the idea is that they have
invented something above their own existence ; how absolutely contrary to
all reason and sense this is in all branches of life, and still more how impos-
sible it is in imanimate nature. (Applause.) If it is possible that any
living thing could perform such an operation, it is absolutely impossible to
suppose that an unliving could do so. We are brought to this one general
conclusion, having reference to all things with and without life—namely,
that the power of human observation is limited. If people go to Maskelyne
& Cook’s, they think that some of the things which are done there are
almost miraculous, because the observation is not commensurate with
what passes before the eyes, In the same way, in studying nature we
are brought to the limits of our power of observation. All materialists
admit that there is a point of minuteness which the human faculties
of observation cannot go beyond. If, therefore, the result of all modern
science and material effort is to leave you at a point beyond which material
effort cannot reach, beyond which you have to deal with inferential de-
ductions from that which you can see to that which you cannot see—if
that is the result of all modern science, as it is its great glory and triumph,
observe how you are brought in direct relation with that which man cannot
appreciate with his own senses, but only with his intellect, and therefore into
the realm which we say is the realm of the power and wisdom of God. Thus,
every step is a new proof of the impossibility of any theory of what may be
called material growth and development, and is, on the other hand, an absolute
proof of the necessity of adopting the belief that there is a Power above -
which alone has prescribed the whole law for that which is living ahd
unliving on the face of the earth—that law which mankind alone are capable
of appreciating by the use of faculties which they could not have invented
for themselves, but which they have received and are bound to cherish as the
greatest gift of God. Such, in general terms, would be the scope of the
work to be presented to the general reader of this country—a work which
should present to him not ierely subject for contemplation, but, at the
same time, arguments that will convince him of the truth of what fs
challenged, and also bring him to the point of union with the ideas which
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he receives from the source of revelation. It is thus the two are brought
into unison and harmony, and each supports the other, and brings the mind
of man to that highest point of revelation —namely, that he is the creature
and servant of Glod, that he is capable of appreciating the will of God, and
therefore of being accountable for all his actions here. This is the scope of
the work which I would suggest for the consideration of our Council. I
have not gone into it in any detail, on account of time, and I would say that
it cannot be donein a day—nay, I do not think it could be done in a year
with proper care and attention—but it may be done at no distant day,and I
hope that when that time arrives the funds may have been found for its
adequate dissemination. The question is one which ought not to be
approached in a narrow and little spirit. If such a work is worthy of being
published, it ought to be published in so many thousands, that the cost of
producing it would be little beyond the cost of the paper on which it is
printed. If you make a great effort, and print hundreds of thousands, the
work will not only reach all parts of this country, but will be spread abroad
in all places, and will sustain itself, although, in the first instance, the society
ought to be able to get together the funds necessary for sending forth pro-
ductions which shall be worthy of the labours which will have to be
bestowed upon them. (Applause.)

Mr. S. Smrra, M.P.—I am very glad to be here to-night, to second this
motion and to testify the strong feeling of interest which I have in this
society. This is the first occasion upon which it has been possible for me

o attend any of our neetings, but I have received our very valuable
Journal for several years, and, so far as I have been able, I have read the
papers therein. I think this society has been doing a very good work
in this country and in this age. No one who carefully observes the pro-
gress of opinion can doubt that there has been a great growth of wild,
infide!, and atheistic opinions in this country of late years. I often feel
somewkat depressed and alarmed in noticing the strong tide which is running
in favour of agnosticism, and the denial of all that we have hitherto con-
sidered most sacred. Perhaps these opinioms have not yet entered very
deeply into society, but we cannot ignore the fact that they are held by
many able, intellectual men, and by some men whom we have been in the
habit of looking up to as leaders in science, in letters, and in philosophy, and
that they are sinking down into what are called the lower classes, with very
pernicious- effects. It came to my knowledge not very long since that
doctrines which are destructive of the very foundations of morality and
civilisation are being advocated by certain bodies. They have probably
gained as yet the adhesion of comparatively but a few ; but, at the same
time, I am afraid that they will spread. - Whenever the ground has been pre-
pared for them by the destruction of man’s sense of reverence and responsi-
bility to God, the progress is very rapid towards anti-social doctrines. See
what is going on in another country.at this time, In the neighbouring
country of France, and especially in the City of Paris, the foundations of
morality are already to a large extent overthrown in the minds of the masses.
A friend of mine who has just returned from Paris tells me that he attended
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a meeting of Socialists while he was there, and the feeling which pervaded
that meeting was one of bitter hatred against all classes possessing property,
and that the idea of civil war was hailed with cheers. I am told also that the
employés in Paris will not now recognise their employers, or hold any inter-
course with them. They have received instructions from their societies that
the employers are to be kept at arms’ length, and that no intercourse is to
be held with them. The doctrine widely preached is that the only way to
treat the employer of labour and the capitalist is to put him out of the way
as soon as possible. This is a matter which is worthy the attention of all
thoughtful men, and I think that those who are dallying with these
doctrines are little aware of the state of things they are helping forward,
and of what would be the consequences if such doctrines were commonly
held by the people. This Society is one of the various means of combating
such views. Of course, I do not lose sight of the work accomplished by the
Christian Church, which is the great means of preserving in this world all
the elements of peace, prosperity, and true social welfare ; but it has various
auxiliaries, and I think this Society and other associations, are very valuable
aids to the more direct religious work of the Christian Church. I think also
we require to recognise more clearly the terrible condition in which a large por-
tion of the population exists. I am convinced that the extreme degradation in
which certain portions' of our large populations live is a seed-bed in which
these dreadful infidel anarchical doctrines will take root and bear the most
bitter fruit, and it becomes those who value the future of the country to con-
sider what they can do to improve the condition of these degraded masses.
Are we sufficiently alive to the fearful elements of danger that lie near our
doors ? These people have kept very quiet, all things considered. They have
not yet been much influenced by infidel lecturers and agitators ; but they
will be drawn more and more in this direction. Education is spreading.
The children of these degraded masses are being taught to read. The first
literature that will come into their hands is this infidel literature of which
Mr. Ayrton has been speaking, filled, as it is, with the most dangerous
doctrines; and when a few years have elapsed, we may expect a crop of
Atheism and Communism, with all its attendant evils, in this country, such
ag i8 now being produced in Paris. We see it in America, and I am sorry
to say that the same thing is spreading in India, where the educated natives
are to a great extent becoming adherents of the doctrines of Mr. Bradlaugh.*
All these things fill one with considerable dread of the future. I apprehend
that the great battle of the future will be with unbelief in all its most
daring forms, and it behoves all who love their country to do all they can
to counteract these dangerous agencies. This society is one of the means
well adapted for that purpose. I wish it all prosperity, and hope its publi-
cations will prove a great success. (Applause.)
The motion was carried unanimously.

* The natives of India welcome England’s effort to educate them ; Mr.
Bradlaugh and the Secularist societies have taken advantage of this teehng
to very largely introduce literature containing their doctrmes, which are the
more readily accepted as true, because they also come from England.—Ep.



14

Mr. James BaremaN, F.R.S.—In acknowledging this kind vote of
thanks, my words will be very few: and they will not be few, I am sorry to say,
from any embarrassment such as a person might feel from having himself
wrought any part of the meritorious work which has called forch such a
handsome acknowledgment in such an important meeting. Full justice, and,
I think, no more than justice, has been done to the Council ; honour to
whom honour is due ; and we must not forget the thirteen years’ labours of
my gallant friend the Hon. Secretary, who is entitled to a very large share
of this well-merited meed of praise. He must himself be astonished at the
success of his labours. To those labours, to his indomitable perseverance,
and to his unflinching faith in his mission, this Society owes what it has
attained. I remember the time when our adherents were reckoned by units,
while now they are to be counted by hundreds, for at this moment the
Society has a roll which extends to four figures. (Applause.) It would
have been still larger than it is but for a very heavy death-rate, which
includes some of our most important members, and men who were uni-
versally known, such as the Earl of Harrowby and Lord O'Neil. How
much the Society has lost by the death of Lord O’Neill. you will be better
able to appreciate when you have heard the paper which the Bishop of
Derry is about to read. I hope I shall not be accused of any breach of
confidence if I read a passage from a letter which T received yesterday from
Lord O’Neill's widow. She tells me that not only she, but her daughter
and all the family have their thoughts fixed on this meeting to-night. Her
words are these : “I do hope that you and all who value the dear and holy
words will be able to be present, and in doing so you will bring solace to a
heart as completely broken as there ever was on earth.,” This adds a new
interest to our meeting to-night, and I am sure it will be a great privilege to
me to be able, when the meeting is over, to communicate to Lady O'Neill,
not only how largely it was attended, but also how fully the value of Lord
O’Neill’s paper was appreciated by those who were privileged to be present.

[Tae following Address (entitled *“An TUnbelievers Description of
Christianity”) written shortly before his decease, by the late Rr. Hon.
Lorp O'NEILL, was then read by the RieaT REVEREND the Lorn
BisHOP OF DERRY.] .

I AM not aware that I have met with any more succinct

enumeration of the objections raised against Christianity,
or one more plausibly expressed, than that which occurs in
Mr. Herbert Spencer’s First Principles, p. 120. Speaking of
the spirit of toleration which “the catholic thinker ”’ should
display, he there says :—

“Doubtless, whoever feels the greatness of the error to
which his fellows cling, and the greatness of the truth which
they reject, will find it hard to show a due patience. It is
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hard for him to listen calmly to the futile arguments used in
support of irrational doctrines, and to the misrepresentation of
antagonist doctrines. It is hard for him to bear the manifesta-
tion of that pride of ignorance which so far exceeds the pride
of science. Naturally enough, such a one will be indignant
when charged with irreligion, because he declines to accept
the carpenter-theory of creation as the most worthy one. He
may think it needless, as it is difficult, to conceal his repugnance
to a creed which tacitly ascribes to the Unknowable a love of
adulation such as would be despised in a human being.
Convinced as he is that all punishment, as we see it wrought
out in the order of nature,is but a disguised beneficence, there
will perhaps escape from him an angry condemnation of the
belief that punishment is a divine vengeance, and that divine
vengeance is eternal. He may be tempted to show his
contempt when he is told that actions instigated by an
unselfish sympathy, or by a pure love of rectitude, are
intrinsically sinful ; and that conduct is truly good only when
it is due to a faith whose openly-professed motive is other-
worldliness. But he must restrain such feelings,”” &ec.

And the Christian must also restrain his feelings of
‘ indignation,”” *‘ repugnance,” * angry condemnation,” and
“ contempt,” when he meets with such a burlesque of Chris-
tianity as that set forth in the paragraph just quoted. Not
being able to read the hearts of his fellow men, he must
endeavour to give them credit for good intentions, even when
they are misrepresenting and vilifying the religion which he
believes in his heart to be true, and on which he leans for
deliverance from the wrath to come. He must not allow
himself to be surpassed by the unbeliever in patience and
forbearance, when he sees the creed which he is accustomed to
hold in veneration painted in false colours, and finds doctrines
which, so far as they are believed and acted on, are calculated
to regenerate the world, represented as irrational, degrading,
and injurious to morality. ,This charitable spirit I shall
endeavour, with God’s help, to maintain in dealing with Mr.
Spencer and others who assail the doctrines of Christianity.
I desire to believe that their study of the orderly and regular
processes of what we call nature, has caused them uncon-
sciously to see subjects of a different kind through a dis-
torting medium,*and that they are not instigated by any wrong
motives or intentions.

In all caricatures, a certain likeness to the original is
preserved. It is this, indeed, that gives them their piquancy.
And it is not difficult to see, in the above passage of Mr.
Spencer’s, a likeness to the creed which is burlesqued in it,
sufficient to leave us without any doubt that Christianity
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is the religion held up to scorn through it, It divides itself
into five heads :— :

1. The carpenter-theory of creation,

2. Love of adulation on the part of the Deity.

3. Eternal vengeance.

4. Good actions intrinsically sinful.

5. Other-worldliness the motive of faith.

Tirst, then, as to the carpenter-theory of creation.
- If by this expression be meant simply a belief that God
created the universe and all that it contains, what can be the
object of calling it the carpenter-theory? The only con-
ceivable object, in that case, is to make it sound absurd, by
giving it an anthropomorphic twang which does not in reality
belong to it. It is like the Puritans creating a prejudice
against church organs, by calling them * whistle-pipes,” or
“gkirl-pipes.” I am not aware of having ever seen the belief
in creation called a carpenter-theory by any Theist, whether
the form of his religion be Christianity or any other. It is,
in fact, a nickname, most unjustly conferred upon that belief
by those who reject it. It is true, we occasionally find the
Creator of the universe spoken of as ‘the great Artificer.””
But it is evident to all who choose to see, that this word is only
meant to be a synonym to the word ¢ Creator,” expressing (as
synonyms generally do) but a part of the whole idea, and
used with a view to avoid wearying the ear with the same
word often repeated, as well as to impart a pleasing variety to
the language. ““ Artificer’”” means, in its strictest sense,
“ maker,” a word which is also often applied to the Creator,
as witness its use in our creeds. And both these words
(artificer and msaker), when used in speaking of men, can only
include in their signification the idea of forming things out of
materials already existing. Transferred metaphorically to the
Deity, they connote to believers the additional idea of creating
those materials, Believers, therefore, in using such words,
are very far from implying that God only works as a carpenter
does, from materials ready to his hand. But it suits- the
object of unbelievers to ridicule them as holding this view,
and as associating the Deity in their imagination with a wooden
bench, in the midst of planes, saws,chisels, sawdust, shavings,&c.

If they should reply that by the carpenter-theory of creation’
they mean the belief in creation out of nothing, then the
word is a complete misnomer. Believers in creation no more
believe in the carpenter-theory of creation than does Mr.
Spencer himself. They believe that God called the world into
existence out of nothing, the very thing which a carpenter
cannot do. Mr. Spencer may, therefore, spare his indignation
at ‘““being charged with irreligion because he declines to
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accept the carpenter-theory of creation as the most worthy
one.” Those against whom he feels so indignant might,
perhaps, charge him with irreligion if he accepted that theory.
But certainly 1t is not for rejecting it that they do so. It is
for rejecting creation itself. It is for rejecting the doctrine
that there 1s a conscious, intelligent Creator of the universe,
or any (od, unless that name may be given to the Persistence
of Force which he seems to identify with the Unknowable
(First Principles, chap. vi.). '

But why should Mr. Spencer feel so indignant at being
charged with irreligion? Does he wish to be considered
religious ? Asa worshipper of the persistence of force, perhaps
he does. But he cannot expect that Christians will accept
that for religion. Or perhaps he only objects to the ground
on which the charge is brought. If so, however, I think it has
been sufficiently made to appear that he has entirely mistaken
that ground. The ground is that he rejects God as a Creator,
not as a carpenter.

Dr. Tyndall, in his well-known Belfast Address, supplies us
with a similar, yet somewhat different, view of this ¢‘ carpenter-
theory.” Speaking (in p. 86) of the different forms of life,
rising gradually from the simplest to the most complex, he
says : “In the presence of such facts it was not possible to
avoid the question—Have these forms, showing, though in
broken stages and with many irregularities, this unmistakable
general advance, been subjected to no continuous law of growth
or variation ? Had our education been purely scientific, or
had it been sufficiently detached from influences which,
however ennobling in another domain, have always proved
hindrances and delusions when introduced as factors into
the domain of physics, the scientific mind never could have
swerved from the search for a law of growth, or allowed itself
to accept the anthropomorphism which regarded each suc-
cessive stratum as a kind of mechanic’s bench for the manufac-
ture of new species out of all relation to the old.”

By those influences which have always proved hindrances
and delusions when introduced into the domain of physics, Dr.
Tyndall evidently means the Mosaic account of the Creation,
which, according at least to the ordinary interpretation,
assigns a distinet act of creation to each of the successive
forms of life. And this he calls anthropomorphism, which is as
unfair and false a term to apply toit asis the term ¢ carpenter-
theory.”” For what is anthropomorphism? 1t is taking our
idea of the Deity from what we see in man. It is, to use
another expression of Dr. Tyndall’s, looking upon God as
“a manlike artificer.” But what is there that is manlike in

VOL. XVIIL , c :
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creating the universe out of nothing ? Itis just, of all others,
the thing which no man ever did or could do. We may
justly enough ascribe anthropomorphism to the ancient
heathens, who described their gods and goddesses as swayed
by human passions, prejudices, and interests, and having
material bodies—a little more ethereal, perhaps, and more
easily transformed than those of men, but sustained by food
and - drink (which, to distinguish them from those used for
human wants, were called “ ambrosia’ and ‘ nectar”’), and
capable of being hurt, though not completely destroyed, seeing
that they were immortal. Thus, Homer represents Venus as
wounded in battle by Diomede, which caused a refined kind of
blood, called ichor, to flow from her hand (“Tliad,” v. 340).
Virgil* represents his gods and goddesses as changing their
form when occasion required, which is, no doubt, attributing
to them a power more than human; but even so, we may
accept Hume’s description of them, as quoted by Dr. Tyndall
in the first page of his Belfast address—namely, that they
“were nothing but a species of human creatures, perhaps
raised from among mankind, and retaining all human passions
and appetites.” That the invention of gods and goddesses
such as these may be ascribed to anthropomorphism, we can
readily admit. But the God in whom Christians believe is as
different from these as light is from darkness. These have
bodies and passions like ourselves, whereas our God is a pure
Spirit, ““ without body, parts, or passions” (Art. 1). Iam
not aware that any of the heathen gods were supposed to
have created the universe out of nothing. Jupiter 1s indeed
called “ pater omnipotens ” by Virgil in many places, but I
find no trace of the idea that his power extended beyond a
certain control over the atmosphere, whereby he was supposed
to wield the powers of thunder and lightning, or such a
control over matter as we ourselves have (only in a much
greater degree), whereby the mountain Olympus, which was
supposed to be his throne, could be shaken by his nod
(““Aneid,” ix.106). But however this be, the power to create
is a power utterly impossible to man, and to accuse us of
anthropomorphism for attributing this power to God, however
little intended by Mr. Spencer and Dr. Tyndall, is to utter a
most unfounded calumny against those who believe in the
Creator of heaven and earth. -

The belief in successive creations is made to sound more
improbable still by Dr. Tyndall, through the use of an

* ¢Hneid,” i, 315, and vii. 419,
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expression whose unfairness is indubitable. In p. 58 of the
Belfast Address he describes that belief as “a theory which
converts the Power whose garment is seen in the visible
universe into an artificer, fashioned after the human model (the
usual cavil again) and acting by broken efforts,* as man is seen
to act.” The effect of the word “efforts ”” on the mind of an
unthinking person would be that he should imagine the
efforts of the Creator, or at least some of them, to have been
unsuccessful. Flse why call them efforts? Why not say
they are acts, which word means successful efforts, and would
truly describe the work ascribed to the Deity by believers?
But he also calls them broken efforts, thereby intensifying the
idea of want of success, because the expression seems to imply
that they had to be broken off, some of them at least, in an
unfinished state. If this were not the object, ‘‘ successive,”
or some such word, would be the correct one touse. It might
be asked, How would Dr. Tyndall like to hear the words
“ broken efforts ” applied to a series of successful physical
experiments conducted by himself ?

It is really surprising that men of philosophical mind and
habits of thought should condescend to such quibbling. If it
were to promote any other object than the depreciation of
religion, I cannot think they would. But for such an object
as that, it seems all stratagems are allowable.

Mr. Spencer, in an earlier part of his book than that to
which I have been lately referring (First Principles, pp.88-4),
carefully calls attention to the inadequacy of the ““carpenter-
theory ”’ to serve as a simile for creation. But he does so
under the delusion that Theists have adopted that theory, the
fact being that it is falsely attributed to them by the men of
his school. Theists, especially those of them who are
Christians, have no theory whatever on the subject of creation.
By a theory is generally meant a hypothesis explanatory of
some fact. The fact of creation they acknowledge, but they
confess their inability to account for it by any theory. What-
ever else, therefore, may be said against us, let us no more be
charged with accepting, or requiring others to accept, the
carpenter-theory of creation.

The next objection we have to consider is that in which we
are accused of ascribing a love of adulation to the Deity.

If we take the word °“ adulation ” in its usual sense, it is
enough simply to deny the charge. That God is pleased with
His creatures for therr own sake, when they appreciate His
character, however inadequately, and when they have a

¥ The italics are mine,
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grateful sense of His goodness towards them, is a truth which
believers are not ashamed to confess. And for the outward
expression of such feelings on the part of men, they use the
word “ praise,” but not ‘‘adulation.” The word ‘‘praise,”
however, would not have answered Mr. Spencer’s object, and
therefore he prefers to call it ¢ adulation.” Now, adulation
means flattery, which is a very different thing from praise.
If T might venture to explain the difference, the word ¢ adula-
tion” 1ncludes in the idea expressed by it, the notions of
servility and insincerity on the part of the flatterer, together
with the supposition that the flattered person is so vain as to
swallow all that is said to him, and so weak as to be induced
to confer favours without reference to the question whether
the object of them be deserving or not. Praise includes none
of these elements. It is the outcome of admiration of the
divine attributes, among which are right and justice, and
freedom from all those weaknesses to which human beings
are liable. This word therefore would not have served Mr.
Spencer’s turn. “ Adulation’ suits him much better ; only
it has this disadvantage, that it is utterly inapplicable to the
Deity in whom Christians believe. I hope, therefore, we
may no more hear believers charged with worshipping a God
who loves adulation.

The next charge brought against the God whom Christians
acknowledge is, that they consider punishment to be a divine
vengeance, and that divine vengeance is eternal. Now it
may be fully admitted that the Scriptures often use such
words as ‘‘vengeance,” ‘ anger,” ¢ wrath,” &c., when
speaking of punishment inflicted by God. But inasmuch as
the God in whom Christians believe is described by them as a
Spirit, “without parts or passions,’”” as already observed, it
is evident that they do not understand the words in question
in the sense in which they are used when applied to human
beings. They are used to signify that God does what in a
man would be looked upon as the result of one of those
passions, but it is not meant that the Deity acts upon any
such impulse, or from any other motive than to do what is
right. When the Scriptures say that the eyes of the Lord are
over the righteous, and His ears open to their prayers, no one
imagines them to mean that the Deity has the bodily parts
there mentioned, inasmuch as they always represent Him
as pure Spirit. Similarly when they say His hand is stretched
out, or His arm uplifted, no one is so absurd as to think they
attribute to Him literally the possession of arms or hands.
Why, then, should they not be understood in a somewhat
similar manner when they speak of divine vengeance? The
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character of God is so little comprehensible to us, that we can
.only take in descriptions of it which are couched in human
language. We are quite unable to represent to ourselves the
~ state of mind (to use a very inadequate expression) which
corresponds in Him to the feeling which we call vengeance.
Beyond the fact that it terminates in acts something similar
to those which are the outward manifestation of vengeance in
us, we know nothing about it. 'We can only believe that God
punishes the wicked, because He sees it to be fitting and right
that He should do so. There are, no doubt, some who question
the fitness or righteousness of the acts of the Deity in this
matter. But I believe that such persons speak of a matter of
which they are no judges. If we were our own'judges, no
doubt we should punish ourselves lightly, if at all. And it
appears to me that we are only able to look upon the matter
from our own standpoint. I mean that we can only know
what judgment we should pronounce upon our own demerits,
but have no means of judging how they ought to appear in
the sight of God, or with what degree of punishment it is
right that they should be visited. Those of whom I have now
been speaking admit God’s justice in inflicting a certain
amount of punishment. They believe that His inflictions are
not vengeance, such as men would exercise, and here their
view of Christianity differs from that depicted by Mr. Spencer.
Whether the punishment be greater or smaller, shorter or
longer, he attributes it (in his representation of that view) to
a motive of revenge—for although he calls it vengeance,
which is a word of somewhat wider signification, the 1mplied
motive is revenge, otherwise the objection would amount to
nothing. Vengeance may, I think, be explained to be.the
infliction of punishment from & motive of revenge. And this,
all believers refuse to accept as the explanation of Divine
punishment. Surely if Mr. Spencer had considered the great
love for the world which Christians ascribe to God, and which
induced Him to give His only Son to save its inhabitants
from the punishment which justice would otherwise oblige
Him to inflict—he might have been saved from giving so
false and injurious a representation of the divine motives, as
forming a part of the Christian system.

‘What I have said about applying to God words ordinarily
used to express human feelings, may be taken as explanatory
. of the Christian view (mentioned under the last division of our
stibject), that God is pleased when His creatures express their
appreciation of His perfections in terms of praise. As we can
form no adequate conception of the feeling in Him to which
we give the name of vengeance, so neither can we form an
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adequate conception of the feeling in Him which we call
pleasure. All we can say is, that everything shows us that
God is good, and wills that His creatures should be good also
in their degree. Goodness in man is accompanied by the
appreciation of goodness in other beings,and therefore chiefly
in the Divine Being, in whom it is found in all perfection.
Therefore, they who appreciate the divine character as they
ought are good—are, to a certain extent, such as God would
have them be, and so we say that God is pleased with them,
and with the praises they offer Him.

The next objection, as stated by Mr. Spencer, is, ““that
actions instigated by an unselfish sympathy, or by a pure love
of rectitude, are intrinsically sinful.”

It seems probable that the allusion here is to the thirteenth
of the ““ Articles of Religion,” in which it is declared that
“ works done before justification,’” or, as further explained,
““ before the grace of Christ and the inspiration of His Spirit,
are not pleasant to God, forasmuch as they spring not of faith
in Jesus Christ,” and that not being done as God hath willed
and commanded them to be done, ““we doubt not but they
have the nature of sin ;”’ or it may be that Mr. Spencer had
in his mind some passages of Scripture to the same effect, as
““ without faith it is impossible to please Him”’ (Heb. xi. 6),
and ““they that are in the flesh cannot please God” (Rom.
viii. 8). Now, it cannot be necessary to observe here, except
for the information of some outsiders who may read the Trans-
actions of this Society, that the Christian doctrine is this—
that owing to the fallen nature which we all inherit from the
first human pair, no works that we can do, even when assisted
by grace, are free from much that is imperfect and sinful;
and that still more is this the case when we are not so assisted.
Thus, so far from saying that an act springing from a purely
good and unselfish motive is intrinsically sinful, the Chris-
tian teaching is that such an act is never done ; that, however
excellent a deed may appear in the eye of man, in the sight
of God it is so mixed up with sinful thoughts and motives
that it can only be made acceptable to Him when it is done
in faith, and that, for the sake of the atonement made by His
Son, whereby what is wrong in it is, as it were, washed out
and not had in remembrance before Him. In the Christian
system, faith is set forth as the root of all that is good in our
character, and as that which makes us to be accounted righ-
teous in God’s sight. Thus, works that are done in faith are
looked upon, notwithstanding all their imperfections, as good.
The goodness in which they are deficient is imputed to them.
But without faith they are not pleasing to God; and, as this
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is owing to their being so mixed up with worldly, selfish, or
sinful motives and feelings, works not done in faith are said
inthe Articles to “ have the nature of sin.”’

Now, Mr. Spencer’s way of representing this teaching would
make Christianity answerable for the absurd assertion that
works intrinsically good are to be looked upon as intrinsically
sinful ; whereas its true teaching is that 70 human works are
intrinsically good, but that such of them as are done in faith
have a goodness imputed to them which does not actually
belong to them, and so are rendered acceptable to God for the
merits of His Son.

We may observe the contrast between the mode of expres-
sion adopted in the Article and that made use of by Mr.
Spencer. The Article adopts as mild a form of words as could
well be thought of. It does not say that the works of which
it speaks (works done previously to justification) are actually
sinful, much less intrinsically so, but merely that ¢ they have
the nature of sin”’ (Latin, ““ peccati rationem habere *’). Mr.
Spencer, on the contrary, intensifies the assertion by the
addition of the adverb “intrinsically,” leaving no stone un-
turned whereby religion might be made to appear absurd in
the eyes of his readers.

The fifth and last of the misrepresentations (I do not say
intenttonal ones) comprised in the comprehensive paragraph
quoted mnear the commencement of this paper is, “that
conduct is truly good only when it is due to a faith whose
openly-professed motive is other-worldliness.”

The gist and force of this lies in the rather unusual word,
“ other-worldliness.” As worldliness—i.e., a regard to our
well-being in this world—is generally looked upon as a low
motive to action, the imputation of other-worldliness has the
appearance of implying that a regard to our well-being in the
world to come is a low motive also. Now, no Christian looks
upon a regard to our welfare, whether in this world or the
next, as the highest motive; but neither is it to be looked
upon as a wrong one. To excite a prejudice against Chris-
tianity, some unbelievers have called it selfishness, and pro-
nounced it ¥mmoral, while they at the same time erroneously
represent it as the only motive held out by the Christian -
system to those who believe in it. Thus they would have the
world to suppose that the whole of Christianity rests on an
immoral foundation. It might seem that a charge so absurd
‘a8 this might well be left to refute itself. But it is so often
urged in the present day, and that by writers whose eminence
in other departments thau that of religion imparts to them a
factitious influence over the minds of the unthinking, that it
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is incumbent on the Christian advocate to endeavour to take
it to pieces and point out its baselessness and unfairness.

I shall begin, then, by calling attention to the distinction
between selfishness and self-love. They are sometimes used in
the same sense, but there is a proper and praiseworthy self-
love, to which no blame whatever is to be attached. I should
prefer to avoid the use of the word, as being liable to be mis-
understood, were it not that it has been adopted by Bishop
Butler as a convenient expression for that regard to our own
interests and happiness which it is not only our privilege, but
our duty, to act upon. He calls it reasonable or cool self-love,
as leading us to consider and reflect upon the best means of
ensuring our happiness in the long run. But while he looks
upon this reasonable regard to our well-being as a right and
proper motive, he is very far from representing it either as
the highest, or the only one that ought to influence us.
Benevolence, or a regard for the good of others, should come
in at least in an equal degree (“ Thou shalt love thy neighbour
as thyself’’), but both of these principles are subordinate to
the moral sense, or conscience, by means of which we judge
whether an action is right or wrong, virtuous or vicious,
abstracted from its consequences to ourselves or others. This
is the moral test to which our actions should be submitted,
the principle which, as it were, reigns supreme over all the
other principles of our nature. If an action be prompted by
benevolence or by that reasonable self-love which I have
endeavoured to describe, yet if we see it to be wrong, we
ought at once to refrain from doing it.

That the Christian religion recognises and proceeds upon
the view of morality here set forth, cannot, I think, be reason-
ably disputed. No doubt it holds out other motives in addition
to those above mentioned, but its morality is founded upon
eternal principles of rectitude. The Deity Himself acts upon
such principles, as already observed, and the precepts given
in Scripture show that He would have men to act upon them
too.

Bishop Butler designates a reasonable self-love by the
name of prudence, observing that although subordinate to
moral considerations, it is very superior to acting merely on
such desires as happen for the moment to be uppermost. It
is not properly called worldliness ; for prudence is a good and
useful trait in the human character, whereas worldliness is not

‘looked upon as such, Worldliness as a term of reproach
appears to have little meaning, except when used by believers
in a future state of retribution. Christianity recognises pru-
dence, or a reasonable regard to one’s own interests, as a
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duty, when it does not lead to any violation of the principles
of rectitude ; only it ought not to be confined to the present
life, but should provide also for happiness in a life to come.
When it is confined to the present life, it is called worldliness,
which has thence become a term of reproach, as implying the
neglect of a man’s highest interests, while unduly caring for
his worldly welfare. But when used by an unbeliever in a
sworld to come, there can be no reproach implied in it, be-
cause then it simply means a prudent regard to prosperity
and comfort in the only world whose existence he acknow-
ledges. If this be a correct description of worldliness, as I
venture to think it is, there is really no intelligible meaning
in the term ““other-worldliness,” as implying that a regard to
happiness in a future state is a wrong motive. The very per-
sons who use it would be among the last to find fault with a
due regard to worldly welfare, and are therefore inconsistent
when they insinuate that there is anything faulty in the en-
deavour to secure lasting happiness in another world. A
desire for happiness, in short, is one of the strongest princi-
ples implanted in our nature, and nothing can be more absurd
than to expect that a religion which has any pretension to
exert an influence in the world, should ignore it, or fail to
contain a provision for working upon it; subordinate, of
course, to the higher motive of acting according to right.
This higher motive is that which the enemies of Christianity
endeavour to keep out of view.

That selfishness is not to be confounded with a reasonable
self-love is obvious. A selfish person is one who thinks only
of himself, and has no regard to the feelings, wishes, or com-
forts of others. But a reasonable self-love 1s quite compatible
with a regard to the happiness of others. There may, no
doubt, be particular cases in which we are compelled to choose
between the good of eurselves and that of our neighbours,
but these are comparatively rare: and it is evident that the
two principles of a desire for our own and for our neighbour’s
advantage are quite compatible, and in general conducive the
one to the other, when all the circumstances are taken into
account.

I have said that besides the duty of regulating our actions
by the rule of rectitude, Christianity supplies us with motives
which, if duly encouraged and cultivated, are of great assist-
ance towards enabling us to act up to what is right. The
chief and highest of these additional motives is love to God,
with the desire to please Him which such love is calculated to
engender. This, as well as that principle of rectitude which
lies at the root of all morality, is entirely left out by Mr.
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Spencer in the summary of Christianity (as he represents it)
which forms, as it were, the text of this paper, so as to make
it appear that the only motive to do what is right is a love of
self, and this love of self he characterizes by a term of re-
proach entirely inapplicable and undeserved, namely, other-
worldliness.

Upwards of three years ago a controversy appeared in the
Nineteenth Century, on a subject very much akin to that which
13 now before us, namely, the question whether atheism
destroys the foundations of morality. The advocate of atheism

was Miss Bevington, who maintained that morality, so far
from suffering any loss, would be rather a gainer by the
rejection of a belief in God. Her opponent was Mr. Mallock,
the author of Is Life Worth Living ? and of other works,
who maintained, on the other hand, that the rejection of a
belief in God necessarily involved the abolition of moral dis-
tinctions. To me it appears that both of these gifted writers
were mistaken, believing, as 1 do, in opposition to Miss
Bevington, that morality would lose very substantially if a
belief in God should perish from the world, and, in opposition
to Mr. Mallock, that morality has its root in the nature of
things, and need not absolutely perish if a belief in God were
rejected. There is, indeed, reason to fear that, practically,
great moral laxity would follow the extinction of theism; but
I believe that there would still remain the distinction between
virtue and vice, although the obligation to follow the one and
avoid the other would have a much looser hold on the gene-
rality of human beings. .When I speak of belief in God, I of
course mean the acknowledgment that there is not only a
god of some kind or other (such, perhaps, as the Persistence
of Force), but a Deity conscious, intelligent, powerful, and
who has a regard to the conduct of His creatures. Nothing
short of this would be a belief that could influence human
conduct. '

To consider, one by one, the arguments used by Mr. Mallock
and Miss Bevington respectively, would both occupy too much
time, and would be beyond the scope of this paper. But I
may perhaps be permitted to bring forward ome or two
considerations of a general nature in connexion with the
subject.

It seems evident at once that a belief in the God whom
Christians acknowledge not only supplies additional motives for
morality, but also enlarges its domain. The motives to which
I refer are the love and fear. of God, and the enlargement of
the domain of morality consists in the addition of a distinct
class of duties, comprised under the head of Dutyto God.
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Neither these duties nor those motives could possibly have
place in the morality of an unbeliever. In these respects,
therefore, morality must be a loser by the extinction of belief
in God, unless indeed it could be shown that duty to God
forms no part of it, and that love to God and unwillingness to
incur His displeasure have no influence on those who believe
in Him. To prove that duty to God forms no part of morality,
would require that it should be first proved that there is no
God in the believer’s sense of the word ; and this, I venture to
say, never has been, or can be, done. That the love and fear
of God have little or no influence on those who acknowledge
Him, Miss Bevington attempts to show, but in my mind she
entirely fails to do so. She brings forward a number of
motives by which the generality of mankind are influenced as
much, or more, than they are by religion; and asserts that
‘“a man who is capable of making difficult exertion, restraining
a furious passion, or patiently enduring a painful experience,
for the sake of a loved and ideal God, or a vague and distant
heavenly reward, is equally capable of doing so for the sake
of a fellow creature, or for the reward he receives through the
exertion of his sympathetic affections.” This is quite true,
but no argument. The man who can endure pain and restrain
a furious passion for the sake of a loved God and a heavenly
reward (I omit Miss B.’s disparaging epithets, as not being to
the purpose, and put and instead of or before ‘“a heavenly
reward,” because Christianity holds out both motives) is,
according to Christian belief, under the influence of Divine
grace, which will certainly prove no hindrance to the exercise
of sympathy and benevolence towards his fellow creatures, but
rather increase it. Thus religion aids morality by supplying
additional motives and good dispositions. I do not say it
creates morality. I have already stated my belief that morality
would exist if there were no religion, though it would stand a
much worse chance of being practised. But the question is not
between religious motives alone and ordinary motives alone, It
is between ordinary motives alone and ordinary motives plus
religious motives. It is, therefore, only a source of confusion
and fallacy to discuss the question whether religious or ordinary -
motives are the more efficacious. With the generality of
mankind, it is too true that the visible affects them more than
the invisible—the things seen, which are temporal, more than
the things unseen, which are eternal. But our position is,
that whether this be so or no, religion is calculated to come to
the aid of morality by supplying motives and principles which
morality alone does not supply. If morality rests on motives
connected with what is visible, religion does not discard these,
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but supplies motives derived from the invisible also, and there
can be no doubt that these two together are calculated to be of
more force than one of them alone. _

But Miss Bevington, in dwelling upon the little power which
religion has to improve the generality of those who acknow-
ledge the Deity, seems entirely to ignore that class of believers
who are what we call true Christians. That there are too
many who, while intellectually acknowledging God, yet act as
though they disbelieved His existence, and seldom or never
give Him a thought, is a melancholy fact, and one which the
- Scriptures fully recognise. But there is also a large class of
them—though, it is to be feared, not so large——who ““ set God
always before them,” remembering that He is ever present,
and that He watches over all that they do or think ; loving tc
do His pleasure, and careful to avoid whatever may be dis-
pleasing to Him; recognising His authority, and looking to
the reward held out to those who endeavour to follow Christ’s
example. These are not free from imperfections ; temptations
may at times get the better of them, and the hopes and allure-
ments of this life may occasionally obscure their visions of the
world to come. But their course, notwithstanding occasional,
or even frequent, deviations, is heavenly, and many of them
have shown that they are ready to endure pain and imprison-
ment, yea, to suffer death itself, for the sake of Christ, who
suffered and died for them. These would be among the last
to say they are perfect, but they trust that their imperfections
and sins will be washed away in the blood of the atonement.
This is a class of persons which seems to be entirely left out
of sight by those who say that religion is no help to morality.
Aslong as there are true Christians in the world, so long will
it be evident that such a position is false. Let unbelievers say
what they will, such as these are “the salt of the earth,” and
if they were not living examples of what religion can do in
promoting love to our neighbours, which lies at the root of
practical morality, it seems quite possible that belief in
religion might become a thing of the past.

I would just notice one other statement of Miss Bevington’s,
in the articles contributed by her to the Ninefeenth Century.
It is this: that the requisites to an action being virtuous
are :—1. That it should be useful ; and 2. That it should be
difficult. T think it is easy to show that these two charac-
teristics do not constitute the ground of virtue. We may
presume that Miss Bevington means to say that the action, in
order to be virtuous, should be done with the infention that it
should be useful ; and I think it may also be presumed that
by “ useful,” she does not mean useful to some, while it causes
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greater injury, perhaps, to others, but that on a balance being
struck, the good which the action is calculated to produce
should exceed the injury ; and, therefore, that on the whole it
may be looked upon as useful. This interpretation of her
meaning appears to be warranted by other passages in her
essay, 1n which she alludes to motives and to the general
good, though her not having included the motive in this, the
only one (if I do not mistake) in which a formal statement of
that in which virtue consists is attempted, cannot but be
considered a great omission. The great consideration is the
motive., If an action ever so difficult, and ever so useful to
the majority of human beings, be done from malice, for the
purpose of injuring even one person, that action, so far from
being a virtuous one, will be highly wicked. This I am sure
Miss Bevington would admit. What we have to consider,
therefore, is whether the fact of an action being difficult, and
done jfor the purpose of causing more good than harm,
necessarily makes 1t a virtuous one.

In the first place, it does not clearly appear that difficulty
is an essential ingredient in a virtuousaction at all. Difficulty
requires self-denial, and self-denial is virtuous only when it is
undergone for the sake of doing a virtuous action. It may be
undergone, however, for the sake of doing a very vicious
action, and then it is far from being virtuous. Self-denial,
therefore, is not in itself a virtue, nor could it make an action
virtuous that was not so independently of it. If I pay a just
debt, I am doing a right thing, whether I had the money
ready wherewith to discharge i, or whether I have been
compelled to work hard in order to obtain it. I admit that
the endurance of pain and labour may be a certain test of the
strength of the virtuous principle in my character. It is
possible that a man who pays his debt without any trouble
might be disposed to repudiate it if he had a difficulty in
procuring the means. But the payment is not the less an honest
act on that account. 'That which tests the strength of a
principle is no more the essence of that principle thana spirit-
gauge is the essence of the spirit of whose strength it is an
mdex. We must here distinguish between a particular act of
honesty and the principle of honesty in the human character.
An act done with a view to give a man what belongs to him is
an honest act, independent of the question whether the doer
of it would have the principle of honesty sufficiently strong to
enable him to do it if the difficulty were greater. Thus it
cannot be said that one honest act is more honest than another,
while yet it may be said that one man is more honest than
another, because in the one case we are speaking of what a
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man does, and in the other of the man himself. Again, if
difficulty were essential to a virtuous act, the vicious character
of an act would also depend on whether it is easy or difficult.
And T do not think any one would maintain that the guilt
attached to the perpetration of a murder would not be gnilt if
the question whether it was easy or difficult were decided
either way. If it be done under difficulties, it only shows the
determination of the murderer to be the stronger, and if it be
done with ease, it is equally a wicked deed. 1t seems to me,
therefore, that we have now disposed of the question whether
. difficulty is essential to the moral character of an action, and
have fairly decided it in the negative.

There remains still the question whether utility makes an
action to be virtuous. Here, again, we must take in the
consideration of motive, as the most useful action that ever
was done must be morally bad if the motive that induced it be
bad. The question, then, should be put in this form. Does
the intention of doing good, or—if its results be of a mixed
character—of doing more good than harm, make an action to
be morally good ?

As this question has long exercised the deliberations of
moralists, of whom there are two schools, chiefly represented
by Bishop Butler on the one hand and Archdeacon Paley
on the other, it seems to me that it would be a superfluous
task to discuss 1t here. My only reason for not entirely
leaving the matter in the hands of those two eminent writers
is, that Butler, in opposing the doctrine that utility is the
foundation of morality, assumed a Creator, and thence inferred
the reality of moral distinctions, on the principle that God has
so constituted us as to have a perception of those distinctions,
which we cannot suppose He would have done if they did not
exist. As this argument could not have weight with those
who deny a Creator, and as our present business is with these,
a few words seem necessary to make our subject complete.

It cannot, I think, be denied that there are certain things
which all human beings have a right to. Every one, for
example, has a right to his life, as is acknowledged in the
laws of civilised countries, which make homicide in self-
defence to be justifiable. Every one also has a right to his
limbs, as is acknowledged in the laws against mutilation ; and
every one has a right to his personal liberty. These rights
"may be called natural, as without the recognition of them all
social relations must be destroyed, and man is by nature
sociable. It is true that rights may, under certain circum-
stances, be forfeited, as when a murderer justly suffers the
punishment of death, with the loss of his liberty for the fime



31

he is allowed to live. But such cases are exceptional, and (as
is often the case) they prove the rule, because society must
punish outrages which tend to its own destruction, and it is
on the existence of society that the rights just mentioned are
founded. I am not forgetting here that Christians have a
still better foundation than society for the acknowledgment of
these rights, but it must be kept in mind that from the nature
of the case I am compelled to take ground which unbelievers.
must, or ought to, acknowledge; and as these only acknow-
ledge what is natural, and man is naturally sociable, they must
hold that rights founded on society are natural.

Now, the very idea of a man’s having a right to anything,
involves moral distinctions. For, if A has a right, B does
wrong if he endeavours to deprive him of it. To do so would
be to do him an {njury—an injustice.* It is something more
than merely inflicting pain upon him, which is cruelty. The
idea of its being an offence against right isalso included. On
this account I look upon moral distinctions as having a
foundation in nature—in human nature at any rate. And it
is because we have no right to injure our neighbour that the
precepts of the Decalogue—those of them, at least, which
inculcate our duty to our neighbour—were given. The object
of those precepts was to enforce morality, not to supersede it;
and therefore it is that I look upon Mr. Mallock as going
much too far in his laudable zeal for religion when he says
that without it there would cease to be any distinction between
virtue and vice, as such. 1 so far concur with him, however,
as to believe that men would have much less regard to moral
distinctions even than they have now, little as, alas! they
now regard them ; and, therefore, that with the extinction of
religion, morality would receive a most severe blow, and
perhaps be in danger of perishing altogether.

I have mentioned natural rights, such as the right to the
possession of life and limb. There are, however, other rights,
founded on the rules and customs of society, which may be
different in different countries, and which may be looked upon
as natural in a secondary sense, because society itself has its
foundation in nature—in human nature especially, but we see
the germs of it in the lower animals also. In civilised society
these rules and customs include the laws of the country, and
as life and limb are possessions to which nature itself gives
every one a right, there are other possessions, external to the
- individual, the right to which is given by the law of the land.

* From Latin in, signifying not, and jus, right.
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Hence the idea of ownership. Hence also the general consent
of mankind that it is a wicked thing to deprive any one, either
by force or subtlety, of what is his own.

Many are the speculations suggested by these considera-
tions, but I must forbear to enter upon them. My chief aim
has been to make it appear that the Christian religion rests
upon a moral foundation ; that, while appealing to our desire
for happiness,—that desire which is ingrained 1n the constitu-
tion of man,—it holds out no selfish mniotives, such as its
enemies are so anxious to accuse it of, but proposes to us the

. noblest aims, and calls forth the highest principles of our
nature ; and that the God whom Christians acknowledge and
adore is falsely accused when He is represented as “a man-
like artificer,” as delighting in adulation, or as indulging
feelings of revenge. If I have in any degree, however small,
contributed to bring out and disseminate these results, my
object has been gained.

Mr. ALEXANDER McARTHUR, M.P., moved,—* That our best thanks be
presented to the Lord Bishop of Derry for reading the late Lord O’Neill’s
Address, and to those who have contributed papers during the session.”
We deeply regret the loss of our excellent friend Lord O’Neill, and we
must all be much obliged to the right reverend gentleman for having read
his paper. 'We have also to express our thanks to those who have taken
the trouble to prepare and read papers at the meetings of the Institute
during the past year. Many of these papers have been very valuable, and
those who have heard them read, or who have themselves read them after-
wards, must, I am sure, have derived much benefit, and will be desirous of
returning their best thanks to the authors.

The Bishop of BaLLArRAT.—I have very great pleasure in seconding the
resolution. I hope I shall be excused from making a speech, but I will
offer one remark. It struck me, when the Bishop of Derry was reading the
very luminous paper of the late Lord (’Neill, that it forcibly illustrated the
truth, that we really ought not to be frightened at the formidable words and
expressions which some Freethinkers make use of ; because, when you come
to look into them, you find there is really nothing whatever in them, They
remind me of the passage in Shakespeare's ¢ Second Part of Henry IV.,”
where the hostess, after listening to one of Pistol's magniloquent but inane
utterances, exclaims, “ By my troth, captain, these are very bitter words,”
And so they were to her, no doubt; but they meant absolutely nothing.
(Laughter.) Some of the epithets. applied to Christianity sound very
alarming indeed ; but, when one comes to examine them, the dismay and
horror which are intended to be inspired altogether vanish. I second with
great pleasure the resolution which has been proposed by Mr. M‘Arthur,
and I very much congratulate myself, on the eve of returning to Australia,
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at having been present at this meeting, and having heard so valuable and
interesting a paper as that of the late Lord O’Neill.

The motion was unanimously agreed to.

The Bishop of DERRY : Perhaps I may be allowed to say just one word,
I am sure it will be a great consolation to Lady O’Neill to hear of the favour
with which her husband’s most excellent paper has been received. The
Bishop of Ballarat, in the remarks he made, spoke of things as they ought to
be, and not, I am afraid, as they are. Iam afraid that long words do make
a great impression, especially on the minds of young men. Archbishop
Whateley was in the habit of illustrating this by telling some of his
friends a story about a lady to whom he gave some advice as to medicine
for her children. 'When he told her to give them some tartar emetic she was
horrified ; but when he said she should give them a little antimonial wine
she replied that she would be very glad to do so. With reference to the
paper itself, a nickname is very often a sort of condensed epigram. The
very word “ carpenter ” throws ridicule on the larger idea of the creation, and
the word “adulation” makes praise odious. I have to thank the meeting
very much for the attention which they have bestowed upon the paper. Just
to recall for one moment what Lord O’Neill was, I must say that he was at
once a man of extreme modesty and a man of very singular gifts. If not
a heaven-born mathematician, he was exceedingly able in mastering mathe-
matical problems. His musical gifts were something marvellous. He was a
learned divine and ripe scholar, and up to the last days of his life one of his
greatest pleasures was to walk out with a friend and talk over with him a
chapter of the Greek Testament. Abeove all and beyond all, his soul was
based on a rock, and that rock was Christ.

Mr. D, Howarp (Vice-Pres. Inst. Chemistry).—It is not without deep
feeling that I rise to propose a vote of condolence to Lady O’Neill.
The beautifully lucid paper to which we have just listened comes to us with
the deep solemnity of a voice from beyond the tomb. These are almost the
last words of one who had devoted all the exceptionally high powers of his
mind to the highest uses, and is now gone to join the heavenly choir, where
the music he loved so well here shall find its highest expression ; to that
heaven where all the deep problems with which he dealt here find their true
solution, to live for ever in the beatific vision of Him who is the Truth,

The thought of this iy specially fitting for us as members of an Institute
which seeks to harmonise all our intellectual powers with the life to come
and to teach us so to pass our lives in things intellectual and philosophical
that finally we lose not things eternal.

Mr. HorMuzp Rassam.—Permit me to second this vote.

Bishop Ryax, D.D.—1 have great pleasure in proposing that the thanks
of this meeting be presented to Sir Henry Barkly, our chairman upon the
present occasion, During some eventful years of my life I often had the
pleasure of seeing Sir Henry Barkly in the chair at meetings in the distant
land of Mauritius, where he was always ready to encourage scientific know- -
ledge. T was very much struck with one of the speeches we have heard, and

VOL. XVIIIL ) D :
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in which we were told how we should proceed in our investigations so as to
lead up from one question to another. That was Voltaire’s method. Vol-
taire wanted to be an Atheist, and he could not. In such an assembly as
this I need not scruple to give his own words :—“ Ce monde m’embarrasse
et je me puis songer que cet horloge existe, et n’a pas dhorloger.
“This world troubles me. I cannot imagine how there can be this beautiful
world, and yet none to construct it.” I believe that real, honest investigation
must always lead to points like this. A remark has been made about works
of the Society being addressed to those outside, I remember an episode that
occutred in Gosport on one occasion. There was a man there named S——
" who was in great trouble. I said to him: “S8——, what is the matter with
you?” Hereplied: “I have a set of fellows about me who are Atheists and
Infidels, and I don’t know what. They are plaguing me morning, noon, and
night.” T said, “ take this book to them.” It was Bishop Watson’s answer
to Tom Paine. Those who remember Paine’s time know that his book was
doing immense harm, and the Christian Knowledge Society brought out
a cheap edition of Bishop Watson’s reply. After S—— had taken that
book to his friends he said it fell like a bombshell among them. They who
know the book know that Bishop Watson argues the whole matter learnedly
and simply, so that the most ignorant and the most intelligent and
well-informed can find something in it that will profit. I think that this
Society should endeavour to bring out books of this kind, and see that
they are clearly and simply written, and are circulated far and wide.
(Hear, hear.) It does not do to tell the masses they must not
read the works of cur opponents, for they will read them. I am a good
deal among the manfacturing population in Yorkshire. An artizan in
Bradford came up to me in the street the other day and said: “ Bishop
Ryan, I am very much troubled in mind.” Iasked him why? He replied :
%1 have been reading Professor Tyndall’s address at Belfast.” I asked him
how often he had read it right through ¢ Once,” he answered, Then I
told him that T had tead it three times and suggested that he should read
it again. The man did so, and his trouble vanished. The fact is, that we
must show boldness, especially in this matter. "With regard to other books,
I have seen those containing gross atid violent attacks on Christianity, and
have kept them in my study, saying to those who came to me about them :
“Thers aré the books, read them if you like ; but read also the answers to
them.” (Hear.) There was one remark made by the Bishop of Derry
which was exactly what had been passing through my mind: It was with
regard to Lord O'Neill's statement being deep and solid; and coming from
the heart. 'With regard to Herbert Spencer, I think his accusing Christians
of ascribihg- a love of adulation to God, only shows what straits men are in
for an mrgument when they are driven to the use of such words. Tet us
all Temember that whenever there is anything very startling we ought to
examine it, and it may be that, a3 in this Institute, we shall find that
in the discussion of infidel objections we come to the blessed trath of the
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Word of God, by which we can carry the mind to that heaven into which
His servants have entered.

Sir TroMAs GLADSTONE, Bart.—I have been unexpectedly called upon to
discharge a very pleasing duty. Having been an intimate friend of the late
Lord O’Neill, T am able to express my entire participation in every word
that has fallen from the right rev. prelates who have just addressed your
Not one word they have said was undeserved by the dececased nobleman, It
is not my intention, however, to intrude on you beyond making one remark
with regard to the very able speech we have heard from the right hon.
gentleman on my left, and in reference to the suggestion he has offered to
this society, that it should produce such a work as he has so ably sketched
out, I would venture to express a hope that he may himself put his
shoulder to the wheel, and try what he can do in carrying out such a work,
I now beg to second the resolution, which has been so ably proposed, of a
vote of thanks to our Chairman. (Applause.)

The vote of thanks having been carried by acclamation,

Sir HeNry BareLy said: I thank you for the compliment you have
paid me, and which I have done so little to deserve. I have long taken
great interest in the work of this Society, and it has been a privilege on my
part to preside at so large and influential a meeting as this, and to have
heard the late Lord O’Neill’s paper. I believe the Society is doing a great
work, and that it deserves support in its efforts to show that science, when
properly cultivated, is not antagonistic to religious truth, but that they are
really one and thesame. I will not detain you longer, and can only repeat
my thanks for the compliment paid to me.

The proceedings having terminated, the members and their friends
adjourned to the Museum, where refreshments were served.
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ORDINARY MEETING, May 7, 1833.
H. Capmaxn Jones, Bsq., N THE CHAIR.

The minutes of the last meeting were read and confirmed, and the
following elections took place :—

Associates :—The Right Rev. J. W, Beckwith, D.D., Bishop of Georgia,
United States ; the Rev. E. F. Burr, D.D., United States ; Rev. W. A.
Candler, United States ; Rev. E. A. Hildreth, United States; G.
Watson James, Esq.,United States; J. P. Maclean, Esq., United States ;
Rev. T. M. B. Paterson, Scotland ; Rev. Professor E. B. Thwing, United
Rtates ; Prof. H. Shaler Williams, United States ; Rev. H. Wood-
ward, Liverpool ; Rev. W. F. White, Stonehouse ; Miss Beales, London.

Also the presentation of the following works for the library :—

“ Proceedings of American Geographical Society.” From the same.
¢ American Antiquarian.” From the Editor.
¢ Mound Builders,” by J. P. Maclean. From the same.

Two Works from the library of the late W. H. Ince, Esq. From Mrs. Ince.
The following Paper was then read by the Author :—

Dr.J. L. PorTER.—Some years ago Professor Tyndall delivered the opening
address at a meeting of the British Association, held at Belfast, and it pro-
duced a great and serious effect, especially on the working classes of Belfast,
and also on the public generally throughout the north of Ireland. I had an
opportunity of meeting with a very large number of students in a college
containing nearly six hundred, and I found that fully one-third of them
had been more or less affected by the address in question. This will explain,
to some extent, the origin of the paper I am now about to read.

THE TEACHING OF SCIENCE NOT OPPOSED TO
THE FUNDAMENTAL TRUTHS OF REVELATION.
—By the Rev. J. L. Porter, D.D., LL.D., President of
Queen’s College, Belfast.

THE controversy between Science and Revelation will pro-
bably go on indefinitely. Science is advancing with
rapid strides, new facts are being discovered, new truths
developed, and new theories in still greater numbers are
being propounded. Biblical criticism also is not stationary.
Sounder canons of exegesis are now adopted ; while researches
among the monuments and records of Egypt, Assyria, Baby-
lonia, and Palestine, are year after year shedding fresh light
upon the langunages, history, literature, and teachings of the
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Bible. Tt is not strange, therefore, that new subjects of con-
troversy should spring up, and new difficulties meet us from
time to time, as we attempta critical survey of the border-land
of Science and Revelation.

After a somewhat minute examination of the whole question
I have been led to the conclusion that the alleged differences
between Science and Revelation are only apparent. They
originate mainly, on the one hand, from confounding the
theories of scientific men with the demonstrated facts of Science
itself; and, on the other hand, from a misunderstanding of
the real teachings of the Bible. There is what may be ecalled
a traditional interpretation of certain portions of the early
books of the Bible, which does not agree with the results of
modern criticism ; and we must be careful, in these days, to
distinguish what is merely traditional from what is now known
to be the real sense. 1 feel myself fully justified in affirming
that there is no real discrepancy between scientific facts
logically proved, and Bible teachings rightly interpreted.

Much evil has arisen from parading the crude theories of
scientific men before the world, as if they were established
facts. We have, for example, the atomic theory of the old
philosophers, Leucippus, Democritus, and Lucretius, which
proposed to trace the origin of the universe—the stars in
their wondrous orbits, the delicate organisms of the vegetable
world in all their variety and surpassing beauty, animals of
every species, man himself with his genius, his culture, his
aspirations after immortality,—to trace all to a fortuitous con-
course of material atoms; thus setting aside, by a stroke
of imagination, the idea of Creation and a Creator. It is
right to observe that physical Science in propounding such a
theory as this virtually contradicts itself, for its own principles
forbid it to entertain an inquiry into the origination of things.
It is concerned with the observation of material objects, and
its legitimate investigations continually suggest the existence
of some unseen power dominating matter, and of some super-
natural beginning of the universe of nature as it now exists.

Then, again, we have theories of the origin of life, developed
with so much skill and ingenuity by Huxley and others, in
their exhaustive researches into the mysteries of protoplasm—
researches which, unfortunately, fail them just at the point
they wish to establish, namely, the evolution of life from dead
matter. Their own researches show, as far as they go, that
pure materialism has no sound philosophical basis. We have
also the theory of the origin of species from natural selection
and the survival of the fittest, propounded by Darwin, and
illustrated by a long series of observations and experiments,
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which have justly gained for their illustrious author a first.
place among naturalists. But Darwin himself never said that
his arguments amounted to absolute proof. Then we have the
most wonderful theory of all, propounded in glowing language
by Tyndall, that *“ not alone the mechanism of the human
body, but that of the human mind itself—emotion,intellect, will,
and all their phenomena—were once latent in a fiery cloud.”
We need not wonder that, after enunciating such a dogma to
the assembled scientific magnates of the British Association,
he should have intimated that to man there is, or may be, no
future, except ““to melt away into the infinite azure.”” * To
this may be attached another theory of a kindred type, that
there is nothing in this world of ours but matter, force, and
necessity ; and that consequently, as Huxley has put it, * the
thoughts to which I am now giving utterance, and your
thoughts regarding them, are the expression of molecular
changes in that matter of life which is the source of our other
vital phenomena.”’+ All these, it will be observed, are theories.
No scientific man of recognised position will affirm of any one
of them that it is an established fact. It is useless, therefore,
as I shall show more fully in the sequel, to argue that the
truths of Revelation are, or can be, affected by them. It is
with the facts of Science alone that we have to deal.

We shall now consider for a moment what are the teachings
of the Bible upon those great problems which lie on the
border-land of Science. There is, I venture to think, no little
misapprehension prevailing with regard to them. The Bible
is not a systematic treatise upon theology, much less is it a
text-book of Science. Its teaching was progressive, beginning
with simple elements and gradually developing truths more
and more clear, and more and more profound, during a long
succession of ages. God revealed Himself in His nature and
providential dealings at such times and in such ways as man
required the revelation. Another marked characteristic of
Divine Revelation was, that its language was largely figurative.
The fundamental truths of salvation were at first chiefly
embodied in types and symbols and metaphorical language.
The great doctrines were not as a rule laid down in logical
propositions, but were shadowed forth in symbolic acts, the
real significance of which could only be ascertained by spiritual
illumination. These must all be interpreted, not in their literal,
but in their symbolic or figurative sense. ,

So, in like manner, we are warranted in interpreting certain

* Address at Meeting of British Association in Belfast. —Original edition.
+ Lay Sermons, p. 138. ‘
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portions of the language of the Bible which refer to and describe
the phenomena of nature. Its teaching upon those subjects was
also-to some extent figurative and symbolical ; and it is important
for our present purpose that we carefully extract from metaphor
and symbol wherever employed those sublime truths regarding
the being and nature of God, and the origin of the universe,
which are revealed in the Bible. It is not difficult to do so.
‘We have the fundamental doctrine of the existence, nnity, and
personality of God, standing out prominently in every part of
Holy Seripture ;—< Hear, O Israel; the Lord our God is one
Lord” (Deut. vi. 4). We have the doctrine of Creation enun-
ciated in the opening words of Genesis, and repeated in varions
forms, and under various metaphors, by successive writers, until
at length the Author of the Fipistle to the Hebrews, with
philosophic acumen, distinguishes the teaching of the Spirit of
Revelation from the theories of Greek scientists :— By faith
we understand that the worlds have been framed by the word
of God; so that what is seen hath not been made out of
things which do appear” (Heb. xi. 3). It has been rightly
said that the first chapter of Genesis furnishes the only satis-
factory standpoint from which to take a view of the constitu-
tion of the world, and of the relation between the world
and man and God. The passage I have just quoted gives a
logical exposition of the narrative of Creation in Genesis.
The time of Creation is not indicated, and we have no data
to fix it, It is simply said: “In the beginning, God
created the heaven and the edrth,”” When that beginning
was we know not. It may have been millions of years before
the story of our race began. The fact of the creation of the
heaven and the earth at some undefined past epoch isrevealed ;
and then this revelation is followed by another—that from some
cause not explained, the earth having been reduced to a state
of chaos, God put forth once again creative power, re-formed
and probably re-peopled the world. The period of this new
creative work is not fixed, nor is its duration, The language of
the narrative in the first chapter of Genesis, as it seems to
me, indicates progress—not evolution, however,—progress
from the lower to the higher forms of life, and may embrace
those countless ages during which the wonderful strata of the
earth’s crust were formed. To attempt a literal interpretation
of the seven days’ work is, in my opinion, to do violence to the
analogy of Scripture exegesis, and to the genius of the inspired
Word. The sacred writer simply indicates successive stages
in the creative work, commencing with tha} forth-putting of
Divine power—force, shall I call it P—which initiated motion in
the universe of inert matter, and terminating with man, of
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whom it is said emphatically, ¢ God created man in His own
image,” making him thus essentially different from all His
other creatures — the possessor of mind, moral feeling,
conscious immortality. The stages of this mysterious creative
development are dimly indicated, each the direct product of
Divine agency. But the duration of each stage or period is
shrouded in darkness. We know not what period the
Creation ““ day ” may represent; we know not what isolated,
or progressive and long-continued action each day’s work may
indicate. One thing, however, is clear; that LiFg, in all its
forms—vegetable, animal, human—is ascribed by the sacred
writer to the direct fiat of God. Vegetables and animals did
not derive, or receive, their being—were not evolved—from
matter, but were formed by the creative word of God operating
upon matter. Matter was the material basis : the word of God
was the creative energy.

Then again, it is important to observe how, according to
the inspired writer, God originated each form of life in its own
place, in its own sphere:—‘“ And God said, Let the earth
bring forth vegetation;”” ““And God said, Let the waters
bring forth the moving creature that hath life. And God
created every living creabure that moveth, with which the
waters abound ;”’ “ God made the beast of the land after his
kind ; ”* “ God created man in His image, and breathed into
his nostrils the breath of life.”” It is a sublime record. The
life, the soul of man, was a direct emanation from the eternal
life of God. His intellect, his will, his conscience, were
moulded after the Divine original.

Such then is the teaching of the Bible. Is the teaching of
Science different? Do the established facts of Science con-
tradict any of the grand truths here set forth? These are the
questions I now propose briefly to discuss. I confess to you
freely that early training, that Christian intercourse of long
standing, that cherished ecclesiastical sympathy, combine to
induce me to answer each of these questions in the negative.
But, to borrow the impressive language of Professor
Tyndall, used in another connexion :—* There is in the true
man a wish stronger than the wish to have his beliefs upheld ;
namely, the wish to have them true. And this stronger wish
causes him to reject the most plausible support if he has
reason to suspect that it is vitiated by error.” * Laying aside
all prejudice, all preconceived opinion, all mere feeling or
sentiment, I shall endeavour to investigate and decide in a
purely philosophic spirit.

% Address at Belfast.
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It is only right to observe at the outset, that it is not always
easy to define the exact border-line of any science, or depart-
ment of knowledge. Not unfrequently departments of Science,
in themselves distinct, have some things in common. The
fields of investigation over-lap; but the method of in-

-vestigation in each department is different. The scientist
examines natural objects through the medium of his senses;
his mind, under the guidance of its intuitions, interprets the
nature and bearing of the observations, compares and classifies
them. Then he frames generalisations to which he gives the
name of laws ; and these, when thoroughly tested and proved,
are accepted as facts of science. In the department of psych-
ology and natural theology a different method is followed,
because the subjects with which they are concerned are, for the
most part, presented directly to the mind, and not to the
senses or the logical faculty. They can only be grasped and
comprehended in their entirety by abstract thought and
reflection—quickened and guided in the case of theology by
Divine illumination. It consequently happens, not un-
frequently, that minds trained to scientific research alone, and
habitually occupied with the severe and exact demonstrations
of geometry, or with the palpable forms of matter, encounter
an almost insuperable difficulty when they attempt to enter
the field of abstract thought. They cannot place the problems
of metaphysics and theology under the microscope, nor can
they apply to them the test of pure mathematical demonstra-
tion, and, therefore, they cannot always comprehend, and will
not receive them. And yet, to those who are intellectually
fitted for this higher department of knowledge, and thoroughly
trained in it, the sublime truths which it embraces become as
definite and as convincing as the truths of physical science.
It is a well-known fact that “each man is strong in that he
is trained in, weak in other regions—so much so, that often
the objects there seem to him non-existent.” *

Allthis shows the necessity of confining Science and Theology
each to its own proper sphere. Scientific men often complain,
even in this age and this country of freedom, that theologians .
are despots, that they would fetter free thought, that they
would rivet the shackles of ecclesiastical authority upon the
mind of each daring inquirer. I would, therefore, take the
liberty of warning earnest Christians not to offer, or even
give the appearance of offering, any opposition to the fullest
scientific investigation. Let us look upon the sphere of Science

* Shairp, Culture and Religion, p. 80.
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as a friendly territory,—a province of God’s universe where
His footprints can be traced, and where His wisdom can be
discerned. But then, on the other hand, is it not clear that
scientific men are at this moment committing the very error
with which they are charging theologians? They are attempting
to invade the province of Revelation, and to sweep away its
most sublime doctrines by theories and speculations. Asa
theologian I have no wish to fetter true Science. I accord to
it the utmost liberty. In its own field it does noble service to
my cause, enabling me to reason with logical precision, from
clear manifestations of design in every department of nature, to
the existence of an Omnipotent Designer. But when Science
leaves its legitimate field to assail revealed truth—when the
scientist, having reached the limit of experimental evidence,
refuses to stop, and attempts to prolong the vision into the
unknown, so as to discern in matter the promise and potency
of all terrestrial life ;* then, as a theologian, and in the name
of Science itself, I place an arrest upon him, as he would do
upon me; and if he will not desist, I shall consider it my duty to
warn the public that his so-called conclusions, however skilfully
framed and eloquently expressed, are no more worthy of belief
than the splendid creations of apoet’s fancy. Andin adopting
such a course I have the high authority of Tyndall himself,
who says :— The profoundest minds know that nature’s ways
are not at all times their ways, and that the brightest flashes
in the world of thought are incomplete until they have been
proved to have their counterparts in the world of fact.”+

Still another point I feel bound to notice. Scientists com-
plain that their conclusions are criticised and called in question
by many who acknowledge that they have never conducted a
single investigation, physiological, chemical, or anatomical;
and they denounce in no measured terms such presumptuous
criticisms. “The complaint is plausible, but not very logical.
I shall show this in a sentence or two. The scientist by his
_researches establishes certain facts. He explains those facts
in intelligible language. Then he proceeds to deduce from
them inferences with regard, say, to the origin of life, to the
origin of species, or to the origin of mind. Now, I take his
facts as established and explained by himself; and I maintain
that I am as competent to test the accuracy of the conclusions
he professes to deduce from them as he is. Itis not practical
science that is here required, it is logic, and scientists will not
surely lay claim to a monopoly of this faculty. So then, in
prosecuting my critical examination, I shall not attempt to

* Tyndall, Address. t+ Fragments of Science, p. 111,
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enter the domain of the student of pure physical science. I
shall accept his own observations and demonstrations—not his
theories, nor his speculations, nor the results of the prolonga-
tion of his mental vision into the unknown—and I shall place
them side by side with the conclusions he has deduced from
them, and submit the process to a searching logical analysis,
Surely this is not presumption. If it be, then Herbert Spencer
isliable to the charge of presumption, for this is the plan he has
pursued in his profound treatise on biology. He thus writes :—
“ We confess that nearly all we know of this department of bi-
ology has been learnt from his (Owen’s) lectures and writings.
‘We pretend to no independent investigations, but merely tosuch
knowledge of the phenomena as he has furnished us with. Our
position, then, is such that had Professor Owen simply enun-
ciated his generalisations, we should have accepted them on his
anthority. But he has brought forward evidence to prove
them. By so doing he has tacitly appealed to the judgment
of his readers and hearers—has practically said, “Here are
the facts: do they not warrant these conclusions?’ And all
we propose to do, is to consider whether the conclusions are
warranted by the facts brought forward.”

I shall now endeavour to examine critically, aceording to
the plan adopted by Herbert Spencer, the attempts made by
scientists to solve certain great problems, and to solve them
in a manner directly opposed to the teaching of the Bible.
The problems are as follow :—

I. The Origin of Matter and of the Existing Material
Universe.

II, The Origin of Life.

III. The Origin of Species.

IV. The Origin of Mind; and connected therewith, the
Conceptions of a God and of a Future State.

I. Tae OriGIN or MATTER AND THE ExXIisTING MATERIAL
UNIVERSE.

I. The teachings of scientists on matter and the existing
material universe are not uniform. Nearly every scientific man
has a theory of his own; and it so happens that the several
theories. are inconsistent with each other, and in some cases
mutually destructive. Democritus, a Greek sage, who lived
about B.C. 400, propounded a theory of the universe, which
Lie seems to have derived from Leucippus. It was substantially
adopted by the Latin poet Lucretius, whose object was thereby
to banish for ever from the mind of man all idea of a creating
and superintending Deity. Its latest expounder is Professor
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Tyndall ; and its leading principles are as follow :—Matter is.
eternal ; it has two characteristics—1. Quantitative relations,
which are original; 2. Qualitative, which are secondary and
derived. According to this theory creationis a myth, and
the distinction between matter and mind is abolished. Matter
consists ultimately of atoms, which were originally distributed
through empty space; they are homogeneous in quality, but
heterogeneous in form; motion is the eternal and necessary
result of the original variety of atoms in the vacuum; the
atoms are impenetrable, and therefore offer resistance to one
another; all existing forms and beings in the universe,—the
stars, the planets, the earth, plants, animals, mind itself,—are
evolved from these atoms; the process of evolution began by
the atoms striking together, and the lateral motions and
whirlings thus produced were the beginnings of worlds; the
varieties of things depend on the varieties of their constituent
atoms ; the first cause of all existence is necessity,—that is, the
necessary succession of cause and effect. To this succession
the name chance is given, as opposed to the term mind (voic)
as employed by Anaxagoras. The soul consists of fine, smooth,
round atoms, like those of fire. They interpenetrate the
whole body, and in their motions the phenomena of life arise.
The atoms of Democritus are individually without sensation ;
they combine in obedience to mechanical laws; and not only
organic forms, but the phenomena of sensation and thought
are the result of their combination. Empedocles introduced
the notion of love and hate among the atoms to account for
their combination and separation. Lucretius rejected the
noticn of any interfering Deity, and affirmed that the interac-
tion of the atoms throughout infinite time, rendered all manner
of combinations possible ; of these the fit ones persisted,
while the upfit disappeared. From all eternity they have been
driven together, and after trying motions and unions of every
kind, they fell at length into the arrangements out of which
the present system of things has been formed. So that we
owe the present universe of matter and mind to the self-
evolved action of a fortuitous concourse of atoms.*

And this most fanciful theory, or rather aggregate of
theories, is put forward in the name of Science! What are
its proofs ?  'We cannot, as I have stated above, admit a mere
theory as possessing any authority in our present investigation.
‘What is the proof that matter is eternal? There is none;
and from the very nature of the thing, there can be no scientific

* Tyndall, Address, pp. 1-9 ; Lucretius, De Rerum Natura, 1.
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proof. All that Science can prove is, that matter has existed
s0 long as man has existed to observe it. To affirm that it is
eternal is an assumption, which has no more weight than the
counter affirmation that it is not eternal. Herbert Spencer
rightly says, that the eternity or self-existence of matter is
unthinkable ; and he argues that ¢ the assertion that the uni-
verse is self-existent does not really carry us a step beyond
the cognition of its present existence ; and so leaves us with a
mere re-statement of the mystery.””* And besides, while
Science is unable to advance one step towards proof of the
eternity of matter, some of the most eminent scientific men of
the age affirm that atomism itself affords strong presumptive
evidence of Creation and a Creator. Clerk Maxwell, at the
meeting of the British Association in 1873, said :—‘“ We are
unable to ascribe either the existence of the molecules (atoms)
or any of their properties to the operation of any of the causes
which we call natural.” On the contrary, the exact equality
of each molecule to all others of the same kind gives it, as Sir
John Herschel affirmed, “the essential character of a manu-
factured article.” And Herbert Spencer has laid down an
abstract principle which points in the same direction :—“To
conceive self-creation is to conceive potential existence passing
into actual existence by some inherent necessity, which we
cannot do. We cannot form any idea of a potential existence
of the universe, as distinguished from its actual existence. . .
We have no state of consciousness answering to the words—
an inherent necessity by which potential existence became
actual existence. To render them into thought, existence,
having for an indefinite period remained in one form, must be
conceived as passing without any external or additional impulse
into another form; and this involves the idea of a change
without a canse; a thing of which no idea is possible.”
Tyndall himself admits a principle which saps the foundation
of this atomic theory :— In the course of scientific investiga-
tion,” he says, ‘“we make continualincursions from a physical
world where we observe facts, into a super or sub-physical
world, where the facts elude all observation, and we are thrown
back upon the picturing power of the mind. By the agree-
ment or disagreement of our picture with subsequent observa-
tion it must stand or fall.”’f Just so;it is observed factalone
which substantiates the truth of atheory in Science, and when

observation utterly fails, as it does in this phase of the atomic

* First Principles, p. 32. + Ibid., p. 32.
T Crystalline and Molecular Forpcs, P9
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theory, the theory vanishes ‘like the baseless fabric of a.
vision.” The most careful study of matter, whether we regard
it in its supposed atomic elements, or in its grand combinations
governed by wondrous laws, or in its beautiful and complex
organisms, leads inevitably to the conclusion that there is a
Power and a Wisdom infinite above and beyond it. “We
cannot,’”” says Herbert Spencer, ‘think at all about the im-
pressions which the external world produces on us without
thinking of them as caused, and we cannot carry out an inquiry
concerning their causation without inevitably committing
ourselves to the hypothesis of a First Cause.”* So much, then,
for the teaching of Science as to the eternity of matter, and
the formation of the material universe.

But we return for a moment to this atomic theory. Demo-
critus, following Leucippus, held that atoms were originally
scattered throughout empty space, and that they combined in
obedience to mechanical laws. Empedocles, a Sicilian philo-
sopher of the same age, could not believe this possible, and
suggested that the atoms possessed original and elementary
powers or sensations of love and hate, and that influenced by
these they combined or separated. Lucretius conceived the
atoms falling eternally through space, and their interaction
throughout infinite time forming the worlds. It was a truly
poetic conception, worthy of its author. Clerk Maxzwell
supposed the atoms to have been created, or, as Herschel
says, ‘‘manufactured articles,” and endowed with certain
powers, under the guidance of which they gradually evolved
those complex forms now presented to the eye of the student
of nature. Tyndall, again, though he speaks with considerable
hesitation, as if groping his way through the cloud-land of
hypothesis, suggests that the atoms may possess some inherent
energy or life ; and hence he professes to discern in * molecular
force the agency by which both plants and animals are built
up,”’+ though he does not tell us whence this molecular force
has come; indeed, he intimates that it is “ wholly ultra-
experiential.”’

I do not profess to reconcile these discordant theories, I
leave the task to scientists; and I venture to think they will
find it no easy one. My sole object is to submit them, one
and all, to the test of scientific proof. Asto atoms themselves,
they have never been absolutely discovered. Scientists have
searched for them, the highest powers of the microscope, and

* First Principles, p. 37, 1t Address, p. 52,
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the utmost skill of the chemist, have been tried in vain.
Tyndall tells us that ““ Loschmidt, Stoney, and Sir William
Thomson have sought to determine the sizes of the atoms,
or rather to fix the limits between which their sizes lie; ** *
but he tacitly admits that they failed. Their very existence,
then, is a hypothesis,—a hypothesis, too, which has no clear
loglcal connexion with any observed fact. The idea of an
atom 1is, as it seems to me, inconceivable, or, as Herbert
Spencer would say, ““ unthinkable.”” An atom, if the word
has & meaning at all as a scientific term, must mean an
nltimate indivisible particle of matter—a unit of matter.
Now, to conceive of a piece of matter, having necessamly,
because it is matter, length and breadth, and yet as being
indivisible, is, as I think, impossible. And if we adopt the
view of Faraday, that atoms are “ centres of force,” the diffi-
culty remains. A centre of force must be either material
or immaterial; if material, the absurdity remains ag before ;
if immaterial, then no aggregate of the immaterial could form
the material universe. Science is thus completely at fault
regarding these hypothetical atoms.

And when we proceed to test this atomic theory in its
development, evolving worlds and systems, and organisms,
and animal life, difficulties accumaulate at every step. It is
held that atoms—whether eternal (that is, self-existent), or
“manufactured articles”” ; whether inert, or gifted with feelings
of love and hate ; whether destitute of power, or possessing
inherent potency—have arranged themselves by chance
friction and spontaneous interaction.throughout the infinite
past, into those forms of wondrous beauty and delicate and
complicated mechanism which we now see in every part of
the universe, and which are all guided by wise laws, and
adapted to wise ends. What is the scientific proof of this
theory ? There is none, and there can be none. No scientist
professes to have seen atoms building up worlds, or spon-
taneously evolving new forms. The very nature of the theory
places it beyond the range of Science, relegating it away to
the infinite past. And besides, the notion of matter arranging
itself spontaneously into systems governed by exact law, and
organisms exhibiting the most beautifnl design, is not only
unsupported by scientific observation, but it is opposed to the
whole analogy of experience. Spontaneous action is, as
Huxley rightly says, action without a caunse, which is un-
scientific and 1mpossible. It is impossible to conceive of a

* Address, p. 26.
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change taking place without a cause, and action necessarily in-
volves change, so that spontaneity in matter is an impossibility.*
The idea of spontaneity in matter is not one of those physical
theories which, as Tyndall says, lie beyond experience, but is
yet derived by a process of abstraction from experience. No
process of abstraction can derive from experience anything
which is contrary to the entire analogy of experience. Take
as an illustration of the impossibility of conceiving mere
matter capable of spontaneously evolving an object familiar to
us all—the human eye ; and I here borrow the words of one
of the most distinguished of modern naturalists, Professor
Pritchard :—* From what I know, through my own speciality,
both from geometry and experiment, of the structure of the
lenses of the human eye, I do not believe that any amount of
evolution extending through any amount of time, could have
issued in the production of that most beautiful and complicated
instrument, the human eye. The most perfect, and at the
same time the most difficult, optical contrivance known is the
powerful achromatic object-glass of a microscope ; its structure
18 the long unhoped-for result of the ingenuity of many
powerful minds, yet in complexity and in perfection it falls
infinitely below the structure of the eye. Disarrange any one
of the curvatures of the many surfaces, or distances, or
densities of the latter; or, worse, disarrange its incompre-
hensible self-adaptive powers, the like of which is possessed
by the handiwork of nothing human, and all the opticians in
the world could not tell you what is the correlative alteration
necessary to repair it, and, still less, to improve it, as a natural
selection is presumed to imply.”’+

Tyndall himself is forced to admit that the structure of the
universe is an insoluble mystery; and Huxley, after placing
the dogma of “ Atheistic materialism * in its strongest light,
says :—‘‘ But, if it is certain that we can have no knowledge
of the nature of either matter or spirit, and that the notion of
necessity is something illegitimately thrust into the perfectly
legitimate conception of law, the materialistic position that
there is nothing in the world but matter, force, and necessity,
is as utterly devoid of justification as the most baseless of
theological dogmas.”’ I am content to leave the theory of
atomic, or Atheistic materialism, in the position thus assigned
to it by one of its most accomplished exponents.

Here again we see that the solution of the grand problem

* See Herbert Spencer, First Principles, pp. 32, seq.
+ Paper read at Brighton, 1874,
I Lay Sermons, p. 144,
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of the origin of the universe is beyond the range of Science.
Science indicates the mnecessity of something—some self-
existent, infinite, originating Power, above and beyond matter.
Herbert Spencer has put the case very forcibly :— Here then,
respecting the nature of the universe, we seem committed to
certain unavoidable conclusions. The objects and actions
surrounding us, not less than the phenomena of our own con-
sciousness, compel us to ask a cause; in our search for a
cause, we discover no resting-place until we arrive at the
hypothesis of a First Cause ; and we have no alternative but to
regard this First Cause as infinite and absolute.” * The
inferential teaching of Science, as Herbert Spencer and others
admit, is not exhausted in a merely negative result. It reveals
in nature everywhere the existence of what is now technically
called force. However far its observations are carried back,
force cannot be eliminated or dispensed with. It is involved
in the motion of a grain of sand as fully as in the circling of
the spheres; and if Science here attempt to pass beyond the
range of sense, and to theorise about force existing 1n atoms,
we follow it and say, You are but shifting the mystery, and
we press the natural question, What put force in the atoms ?
‘Whence came it ? Thus we drive the scientist back and back
through every province of his own legitimate domain; we
drive him back, too, through those regions of hazy theory and
dim speculation in which he loves to expatiate, until at last
by an inexorable logic we compel him to admit, as Herbert
Spencer shows, an Author of force. Tyndall has virtually
admitted this in his lecture on Crystalline and Molecular
Forces :— And, if you will allow me a moment’s diversion, I
would say that I have stood in the springtime and looked
upon the sprouting foliage, the grass, and the flowers, and
the general joy of opening life. And in my ignorance of it
all I have asked myself whether there is no power, being, or
thing, in the universe whose knowledge of that of which I
am so ignorant is greater than mine. I have asked myself,
can it be possible that man’s knowledge is the greatest know-
ledge—that man’s life is the highest life? My friends, the -
profession of that Atheism with which I am sometimes so
lightly charged would, in my case, be an impossible answer to
this question.” Now what is the possible, the certain answer,
to this touching cry of an exponent of, if not believer in,
“ Atheistic materialism’’ ? It may thus be taken from the

* First Principles, p. 38.
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first record of Divine Revelation :— In the beginning Gon

created the heaven and the earth. . . . . And the Seirir ov
Gop moved upon the face of the waters. . . . . And Gop said,
Let the earth bring forth grass. . . . . And Gop created every

living thing that moveth. . . . . And Gop created man in His
own image.”

II, Tae OriciN or LiIFm.

The origin of life is a still deeper problem than the origin
of matter and of the material universe. Owen, Darwin, and
Huxley may be regarded as among the leading men, at least
in England, in physiological research. Tyndall follows in
their wake. But Herbert Spencer is the philosopher who,
systematising the results of their profound researches, and
deducing from them general principles, endeavours to trace life
to its source, and to reveal its cause. I shall try to show
you the line of argument, and to test the accuracy of the con-
clusions arrived at. ,

In attempting to discover the origin of life, the eye of the
biologist is naturally turned to the germ in which the life power,
if T may so speak, lies, and in which it begins to develop ; his
ultimate aim being to ascertain how it springs into existence,
and what is its primary cause. Huxley’s description is clear,
and I give it in full :—

‘“Hxamine the recently-laid egg of some common animal,
such as a salamander or a newt. It is a minute spheroid in
which the best microscope will reveal nothing but a structure-
less sac, enclosing a glairy fluid, holding granules in suspension.
But strange possibilities lie dormant in that semi-fluid globule.
Let a moderate supply of warmth reach its watery cradle, and
the plastic matter undergoes changes so rapid, and yet so
steady and purpose-like in their succession, that one can only
compare them to those operated by a skilled modeller upon a
formless lump of clay. As with an invisible trowel, the mass
is divided and subdivided into smaller and smaller portions,
until it is reduced to an aggregation of granules not too large
to build withal the finest fabrics of the nascent organism,
And then it is as if a delicate finger traced out the line to be
occupied by the spinal column, and moulded the contour of
the body—pinching up the bead at one end, the tail at the
other, and fashioning flank and limb into due salamandrine
proportions in so artistic a way that, after watching the process
hour by hour, one is almost involuntarily possessed by the
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notion that some more subtle aid to vision than an achromatic
would show the hidden artist, with his plan before him, striving
with skilful manipulation to perfect his work.” And then, to
sum up the results of his investigations, he adds :—“ What is
true of the newt is true of every animal and of every plant ; the
acorn tends to build itself up again into a woodland giant, such .
as that from whose twig it fell ; the spore of the humblest
lichen reproduces the green or brown incrustation which
gave it birth; and, at the other end of the scale of life,
the child that resembled neither the paternal nor the maternal
side of the house would be regarded as a kind of monster. . . .
It is the first great law of reproduction, that the offspring
tends to resemble its parent or parents more closely than
anything else.” *

But what light does all this beauntiful deseription throw upon
the origin of life? None. Huxley adds, to be sure, that
“Science will some day show us how this law is a necessary
consequence of the more general laws which govern matter ;
but, for the present, more can hardly be said than that it
appears to be in harmony with them. We know that the
phenomena of vitality are not something apart from other
physical phenomena, but one with them ; and matter and force
are the two names of the one artist who fashions the living as
well as the lifeless.” This has a scientific sound, as if the
philosopher were enunciating an observed fact ; but in reality
it is a theory, originating in Huxley’s foregone opinion, and
having no logical connexion with his observations. The fact
is, his observations tend to a widely different conclusion. They
show us the guiding power which that mysterious entity
we call life exercises upon matter, moulding it into forms
of exquisite beauty, and yet wide diversity ; they show us
that life cannot be a unit—that is, a thing of one essence and
type, emanating from matter; for were it so, its operations
upon matter would be uniform, and there would be but one
class of organisms in the universe. Or, suppose we admit,
with Herbert Spencer, that the life principle is modified to
meet the requirements of its environments; then the nature -
of the full-grown animal could never be predicted, as that
would depend on the environments which accident, or the
deliberate operation of some other power, might entirely
change. On the contrary, Huxley’s investigations prove that
there are essentially distinct types of life, though all appear to
the scientist to have the same elementary material basis; and

* Lay Sermons, pp. 261, 262,
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that each type operates upon matter—the very same matter,
too—with such irresistible guiding potency as to build it up

into forms exactly corresponding to the parent stock. Science

cannot, in this respect, control it ; it may extinguish it ; it may
dwarf it ; but it cannot confer upon it the power or capability

of building up an organism different from that of its parent.
Matter —all life’s visible environment—can do nothing but

supply the raw material of construction. Life guides the

moulding and building in entire independence, alike of man

and of matter; and all scientific investigation proves that life

—pre-existing life-—is essential to the production of living

organisms.

But scientists have tried to go deeper, and we must follow
them. The material basis of life, or Profoplasm as it is
called, has been subjected to most minute examination by the
microscope, and to the most searching analysis of the chemist.
Its constituent elements have been discovered and described,
and the results are interesting and instructive. Huxley says,
“that all the forms of protoplasm which have yet been
examined contain the four elements—carbon, hydrogen,oxygen,
and nitrogen—in very complex union.” ¥ In whatever form
it appears, “ whether fungus or oak, worm or man,” its
elements are the same; and when life in it becomes extinct,
it ““ is resolved into its mineral and lifeless constituents.” + It
is admitted, of course, that carbon, hydrogen, oxygen, and
pitrogen are lifeless bodies, and that they all exist previous to
their union; “but when they are brought together,” says
Haoxley, ““under certain conditions, they give rise to the still
more complex body, protoplasm ; and this protoplasm exhibits
the phenomena of life.”

Would it not, at first sight, seem from these words that
Science had at length succeeded in solving the mystery of the
origin of life? It knows all the elements of protoplasm ; and
there is no lack of them in nature. They exist everywhere
around us. ““ With my own hands,” writes Professor Pritchard,
““a quarter ofa century ago, I obtained all the elements which
I found in an egg and in grains of wheat, out of a piece of
granite and from the air which surrounded it—element for
element. It has been one of the most astonishing and unex-
pected results of modern Science that we can unmistakabl
trace these very elements also in the stars.”§ So, then, the
elements are known, and are at hand; Science can easily put

* Lay Sermons, p. 130. + Ibid., p. 131, T Ibid, p. 135.
§ Paper read at Brighton, 1874.
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them together; and Huxley says, “I can find no intelligible
ground for refusing to say that the properties of protoplasm >’
—that is, life—‘‘ result from the nature and disposition of its
molecules.”’* Yet he is unable to produce life from these
materials. Science here utterly fails him. Its field, alike of
potency and of knowledge, is at this point shut in by an
impassable barrier. Huxley confesses that pre-existing living
matter is necessary to the development of the phenomena of
life ; and he admits that its influence on the material basis
‘‘ig something quite unintelligible ;”’+ while Pritchard affirms
that “no chemist, with all his wonderful art, has ever yet
witnessed the evolution of a living thing from those lifeless
molecules of matter and force.” t ‘

So far, then, as Science is concerned, we are as remote as
ever from the solution of the problem of the origin of life.
Scientists have neither been able to produce life, nor to trace
it ; they have only been able to observe its phenomena. They
can see motion and development in the living protoplasm ;
but these are the effects of a life already in existence, not the
essence of life itself, Herbert Spencer describes life as “a
continuous adjustment of internal relations to external re-
lations ”’ ; but this Delphian utterance, if it has any meaning at
all, can only refer to the phenomena of life ; it does not touch
its essence, nor does it throw one ray of light upon its origin.
That the life is inherent in, or evolved by, matter is incon-
ceivable, for the living protoplasm often dies, and then, though
all the material elements are still present, development ceases at
once; the power which moulds and builds has gone mysteri-
ously as it came, and no human agency can again vitalise the
dead mass, which now obeys the ordinary laws of matter, and
is resolved into its mineral constituents. ‘ The living body
resists the chemical agencies that are ready to attack it; the
dead body at once succumbs to these agencies.”” Life is the
power which moulds and builds up organisms, and preserves
the matter of which they are composed from the dissolving
force of the ordinary laws to which mere matter is subject.
The teaching of Science, therefore, is, that life is something
apart from matter ; but what it is, whence it comes, and whither
it goes, Science cannot tell. Its operation on matter is won-
derful. It guides the chemical forces so as to arrange inert
matter into shapes of the most exquisite proportions, and
organisms of the most delicate and complicated mechanism—

* Lay Sermons, p. 138. + Ibid., p. 137.
I Brighton paper.
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all of which are entirely distinct from those normal forms
which the constituent elements would assume, if uncontrolled
by the life-principle. And then, again, when the life departs,
the very matter in which it existed, and which it moulded
with such mystic power, speedily becomes a mass of loathsome
rottenness, and dissolves into its original elements. Huxley
is compelled to admit all this; but he yet tries to save his
favourite theory by affirming,—not in accordance with, but in
spite of logical sequence,—that the phenomena presented by
protoplasm, living or dead, are its properties; and that all
vital action may be said to be the result of the molecular forces
of the protoplasm which displays it.* How, I ask, can vital
action be the result of the molecular forces alone, when,
according to his own admission, the influence of pre-existing
living matter is shown by scientific observation to be necessary
to vital action ? The vital action is clearly the result, not of
molecular forces, but of the life-principle operating on the
molecules. In denying this Huxley sacrifices his logic to his
theory ; and he would do well to remember Tyndall’s striking
words :—¢‘ There is in the true man of science a wish stronger
than the wish to have his beliefs upheld—namely, to have them
true. And the stronger wish causes him to reject the most
plausible support, if he has reason to suspect that it is vitiated
by error. Those to whom I refer as having studied the ques-
tion, believing the evidence offered in favour of spontaneous
generation to be thus vitiated, cannot accept it. They know
full well that the chemist now prepares from inorganic matter
a vast array of substances which were some time ago regarded
as the sole products of vitality. They are intimately acquainted
with the structural power of matter as evidenced in the
phenomena of crystallisation ; they can justify, scientifically,
their belief in its potency, under proper conditions, to produce
organisms ; but in reply to your question they will frankly
admit their inability to point to any satisfactory experimental
proof that life can be developed save from demonstrable ante-
cedent life.””  And his final deliverance is contained in these
words :—“ In fact, the whole process of evolution is the
mauifestation of a power absolutely inscrutable to the intellect
of man. As little in our days as in the days of Job can man
by searching find this power out. Considered fundamentally,
then, it is by the operation of an insoluble mystery that life on
earth is evolved.””+ To the same effect Herbert Spencer
writes :—The consciousness of an inscrutable power mani-

* Lay Sermons, p. 137. t Address.
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fested to us through all phenomena, has been growing ever
clearer. . . To this conclusion Science inevitably arrives
as it reaches its confines.”’*

This is enough for my purpose. The limits of the province
of Science are here drawn rigidly. Science shows that life is
an entity, a power, apart from and above matter, but that in
its essence it eludes the keen eye of the philosopher ; that it
cannot be discovered by the researches of the physiologist;
that it will not emanate from the retort of the chemist, how-
ever skilfully he may arrange and manipulate the elements of
its physical basis; that, in fact, it lies hid among those sublime
mysteries of nature which human wisdom utterly fails to
penetrate, and which the infinite wisdom of the Great Creator
can alone reveal to the yearning spirit of His faithful creature.
The whole teachings of Science are, so far as they go, in
harmony with that sublime record :— And the Lord God
formed man of the dust of the ground, and breathed into his
nostrils the breath of life; and man became a living soul.”

III Tre ORIGIN oF SPECIES.

Darwin is the Apostle of the doctrine of Evolution,
though the idea was broached by Lucretius nearly two
thousand years ago. To the naturalist, Darwin’s book on The
Origin of Species 1s one of the most important contributions to
modern Science. As a scientific observer, an acute, laborious,
profound student of nature, Darwin has no superior. The
range of his researches, too, has been wonderful; he has
travelled over the world to sift materials ; he has recorded the
results with a lucidity which leaves nothing to be desired ;
and yet one can, with perfect logical consistency, admit the
whole of his observed facts, and reject the whole of his
hypotheses. He and his disciples have a strange way of over-
looking what logicians call the middle term—the connecting
link between the fact established by scientific observation,
and the conclusion which they profess to deduce from it.
Professor Huxley, who may be regarded as Darwin’s ablest
interpreter, virtually acknowledges this when he says, ‘“that
notwithstanding the clearness of the style, those who attempt
fairly to digest the book find much of it a sort of intellectual
pemmican—a mass of facts crushed and pounded into shape,

* First Principles, p. 108,
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rather than held together by the ordinary medium of an
obvious logical bond.” Then, after a lengthened critical
analysis of Darwin’s plan, investigations and reasoning, and
after treating all opponents of the theory of evolution, and
more especially Biblical scholars, with no small amount of scorn
and ridicule, and after lavishing upon them a very ample
vocabulary of hard names and epithets, Huxley, with admirable
simplicity and praiseworthy candour, concludes as follows :—
“There 1s no fault to be found with Darwin’s method, then ;
but it is another question whether he has fulfilled all the
conditions imposed by that method. Is it satisfactorily
proved, in fact, that species may be originated by selection ?
that there is such a thing as natural selection? that none of
the phenomena exhibited by species are inconsistent with the
origin of species in this way? If these questions can be
answered in the affirmative, Darwin’s view steps out of the
ranks of hypotheses into those of proved theories; but, so
long as the evidence at present adduced falls short of enforcing
that affirmation, so long, to our minds, must the new doctrine
be content to remain among the former—an extremely valuable,
and in the highest degree probable doctrine, indeed the only
extant hypothesis which is worth anything in a scientific point
of view ; but still a hypothesis, and not yet the theory of
species. After much consideration, and with assuredly no
bias against Mr. Darwin’s views, it is our clear conviction
that, as the evidence stands, it is not absolutely proven that
a group of animals, having all the characters exhibited by
species in nature, has ever been originated by selection,
whether artificial or natural. . . . . Mr. Darwin is perfectly
aware of this weak point, and brings forward a multitude of
ingenious and important arguments to diminish the force of
the objection. 'We admit the value of these arguments to the
fullest extent ; nay, we will go so far as to express our belief
that experiments, conducted by a skilful physiologist, would
very probably obtain the desired production of mutually more
or less infertile breeds from a common stock, in a comparatively
few years; but still, as the case stands at present, this ¢little
rift within the lute ’ is not to be disguised nor overlooked.” ¥

The essence of Darwin’s hypothesis is, that all forms of life,
from the humblest zoophyte up to man, have evolved from
one primordial germ. All species, he maintains, have been
produced by the development of varieties from common stocks
by the conversion of these first into permanent races and then

* Lay Sermons, pp. 294, seq.
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into new species, by the process of natural selection, which
process is essentially identical with that artificial selection by
which man has originated the races of domestic animals—the
struggle for cxistence taking the place of man, and exerting, in
the case of natural selection, that selective action which he
performs in artificial selection.*

The crucial point in this hypothesis is, that species may be
originated by patural selection. But Huxley, and Darwin
himself, admit that this has never been proved. Darwin, it is
true, draws largely upon an infinite past. He says, ‘“ Nature
grants vast periods of time for the work of natural selection ;”
and again, “The mind cannot possibly grasp the full meaning
of a hundred million of years. It cannot add up and perceive
the full effects of many slight variations accumulated during
almost an infinite series of generations.” Now as to this
‘““almost infinite past,”” Sir Wm. Thomson, probably the
most profound of our physicists, has dissipated all such
speculation by showing that life-forms such as Darwin postu-
lates could not have existed during an infinite past ; ‘“because,
assuming that the heat has been uniformly conducted out
of the earth, as it is now, it must -have been so intense
within a comparatively limited period, as to be capable of
melting a mass of rock equal to the bulk of the whole
earth,” + But, be this as it may, one thing is clear, that
Darwin and his fellow scientists admit their inability to prove
the truth of the Evolution Hypothesis.

Another point set forth by Darwin is worthy of notice. In
answer to the question, How do groups of species arise ? he
replies, “ From the struggle for life. Owing to their struggle
for life, any variation, however slight, and from whatever
cause proceeding, if it be in any degree profitable to an
individual of the species, in its infinitely complex relations to
other organic beings and to external nature, will tend to the
preservation of that individual, and will generally be inherited
by its offspring. The offspring, also, will thus have a better
chance of surviving.””{ The essence of this most remarkable
hypothesis is, that all the wonderful adaptations which we find in
the physical structure of the various species of animals, to the
conditions in which they are placed, to the work they have to
do, to the wants they have to supply, have sprung from a long
and fortuitous sequence of natural events, to which Darwin

gives the name Natural Selection. If this be true, then the

* See Huxley, Lay Sermons, pp. 292, seq. .
t Frazer, Blending Lights, p. 4. t Origin of Species, p. 61.
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most beautiful and complex organs of animals—the heart and
veins, the nervous system, the human hand, the eye, the mind
itself, with all its faculties—have been constructed, not by the
infinite wisdom of an Almighty Creator, adapting every part,
organ, and faculty, with requisite skill, to the office it was
designed to fill, but from a medley of blind chance, countless
blunders, and innumerable minute accidental modifications,
which occurred in the struggle for existence during myriads
of past ages. The fish was not designed for the water; the
bird was not designed to fly; the ear was not designed for
hearing ; the eye was not designed for seeing; all these, says
Darwin, are just the fortuitous products of organised matter
pushing its way at random, and after incalculable instances of
trial and failure, during incalculable ages, at last hitting on
what was best.*

And what is the scientific proof of this most wonderful con-
ception ? Nothing short of actual observation of the whole
alleged process would make such a theory even credible.
There has, of course, been no such observation. There could
be none, for an “almost infinite “series of generations” is
postulated ; and that lies outside the domain of Science.
“ By the theory of natural selection,” says Darwin, ““all living
species have been connected with the parent species of each
genus, by differences not greater than we see between the
varieties of the same species in the present day.”’+ Here, as
it seems to me, lies the fundamental logical fallacy. He argues
from the existence of slight varieties in the same species to
the entire transmutation of species. The former is admitted
on all hands; the latter has no logical connexion with it, and
has no basis in scientific investigation. Yet Huxley records
his conviction that this theory of Darwin, which traces all
organisms and species to fortuitous trials and combinations,
has given a death-blow to Teleology, that is, to the doctrine
of design in nature, and of final causes.

Huxley’s argument on this point deserves special attention.
1t 1s one of the most remarkable specimens of scientific reason-
ing it has ever been my good or evil fortune to read. It is as
follows :—¢ The teleological argument runs thus: an organ or
organism is precisely fitted to perform a function or purpose ;
therefore it was specially constructed to perform that function.
In Paley’s famous illustration, the adaptation of all the parts
of the watch to the function or purpose of showing the time,

* See The Darwinian Theory Examined, p. 286,
T Origin of Species, p. 281.
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is held to be evidence that the watch was specially contrived
to that end; on the ground that the only cause we know of,
competent to produce such an effect as a watch which shall
keep time, is a contriving intelligence adapting the means
directly to that end. Suppose, however, that any one had been
able to show that the watch had not been made directly by
any person, but that it was the result of the modification of
another watch which kept time but poorly ; and that this again
had proceeded from a structure which could hardly be called
a watch at all, seeing that it had no figures on the dial, and
the hands were rudimentary ; and that, going back and back
in time, we came at last to a revolving barrel as the earliest
traceable rudiment of the whole fabric. And imagine that it
had been possible to show that all these changes had resulted,
first, from a tendency in the structure to vary indefinitely ;
and, secondly, from something in the surrounding world which
helped all variations in the direction of an accurate time-
keeper, and checked all those in other directions; then it is
obvious that the force of Paley’s argument would be gone.
For it would be demonstrated that an apparatus thoroughly
well adapted to a particular purpose might be the result of a
method of trial and error worked by unintelligent agents, as
well as of the direct application of the means appropriate to
that end.. Now, it appears to us that we have here, for illustra-
tion’s sake, supposed to be done with the watch what tho
establishment of Darwin’s theory will do for the world.”*

‘Well, if Paley’s argument remain in force until we are able
to produce a developed watch, my impression is it will last a
long time; and, if Darwin’s theory must wait for proof until
that watch is discovered, then the process of proof will reach
at least as far into the future as the process of the evolution
of species reaches into the past. True, Huxley puts this
illustration forward as a supposition ; but, I ask, does it not
seem like an insult to common sense? Teleology remains
unmoved by such theories as these,—theories which one can
only rightly describe, in the graphic phrase of Carlyle, as
“ diluted insanity.”

We have now considered Huxley’s opinion of Darwin’s
rosearches and theories; but how very differently some menof the
highest scientific attainments interpret them may be gathered
from the following eloquent words of Professor Pritchard :— I
know of no greater intellectual treat—1I might even call it moral
" —than to takeDarwin’s most charming book on The Fertilisation

* Lay Sermons, pp. 301--2,
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of Orchids, and his equally charming and acute monograph on
the Lythrums, and repeat, as I have repeated, many of the
experiments and observations therein detailed. The effect on
my mind was an irresistible impulse to uncover and bow my
head, as being in the too immediate presence of the wonderful
prescience and benevolent contrivance of the UNIVERSAL
Faraer. And I think such, also, would be the result on the
convictions and the emotions of the vast majority of average
men. I think the verdict would be that no plainer marks of
contriving will exist in a steam-engine, or a printing-press, or
a telescope.”

Design in nature can be seen by every unprejudiced man
who observes nature, or who thoughtfully reads the recorded
observations of others. Every fresh discovery in physiology ;
every inquiry of the scientist into the mechamism of the
animal frame; every inspection of the marvellous adaptation
of iusect organisms to the complicated structure of flowers ;
in a word, every new achievement of the naturalist in explor-
ing the domain of nature, reveals more clearly, and establishes
more firmly, the presence everywhere, and in everything, of
an infinitely powerful and infinitely wise Designing Mind.
Unseen by human eye, undiscoverable by scientific research
in the mystery of its working, we yet discern the impress and
recognise the beneficent control of that Infinite Mind in earth,
and sea, and sky.

IV. TaE ORIGIN oF MIND AND 118 CONCEPTION OF GoOD.

The origin and nature of mind constitute the highest problem
with which Science has ventured to grapple. Democritus, as I
have said, held that the mind consists of fine, smooth atoms, like
those of fire.  Huxley seems to affirm that ‘¢ those manifesta-
tions of intellect, of feeling, and of will, which we rightly
name the higher faculties,” are known only as transitory
changes in the relative positions of parts of the body.*
‘“ Matter and spirit,” he adds, “are but names for the imagi-
nary substrata of groups of natural phenomena.”” Tyndall
is a little more explicit when he thus writes :—* Not alone the
mechanism of the human body, but that of the human mind
itself,—emotion, intellect, will, and all their phenomena,—were
once latent in a fiery cloud.”t

* Lay Sermons, pp. 122, 143. t Address.
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These are startling statements, and read like a confession of
a material atheism. But as the language is somewhat hazy,
and as Tyndall and Hunxley seem indignant that they should
be charged with holding such a dogma, Ileave them to explain
their own meaning, and to give to the world, if they so desire,
their scientific creed in intelligible language. One thing,
however, is clear; whatever view of the origin and nature of
the human mind the words are intended to convey, they do
not even attempt to establish it by scientific proof. No ob-
servation has' ever yet reached, or can ever reach, to the
development of a fiery cloud into emotion, intellect, will, and
all the phenomena of the human mind. It is a darin
flight of imagination, and nothing more. Tyndall himself
seems to shrink from it in moments of thoughtfulness, when
imagination is restrained by judgment :—‘ What baffies and
bewilders me, is the notion that from these physical tremors,
things so utterly incongruous with them as sensation, thought
and emotion can be derived. . . . You cannot satisfy the
human understanding in its demand for logical continuity
between molecular processes and the phenomena of conscious-
ness. This is the rock on which materialism must inevitably
split whenever it pretends to be a complete philosophy of life.”’*
Herbert Spencer is right in asserting that of the substance
of mind nothing is known, or can be known by Science.
The faculties of the mind lie outside the field of pure Science.
This suggests another and most important point. It is by
the mind the scientist obtains his'knowledge of nature ; all
his knowledge, in fact, must come through that channel. The
senses are only the material avenues through which the mind
apprehends physical phenomena. The senses observe, but to
their observations must be added primary beliefs or intuitions,
ere any intelligible interpretation, even of the simplest phe-
nomens, can be given. It is from intuition we derive our
knowledge of the reality of the external world and everything
in it; for sensation is only the apprehension by the mind of
an impression made on the sensorium, and it is the mind itself
which intuitively forms the conception of the reality of the
object that made the impression. So, in like manner, from
intuition we get our knowledge of the properties of matter,
such as weight, extension, and force ; it is by intnition we
form comparisons; and it is from intuition we obtain our
_ideas of cause and effect. The senses, on whatever object
exercised, and though aided by the utmost experience of the

* Address.
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physicist, and the utmost precision of instruments, mercly
make certain impressions on the mind ; and those impressions
must be interpreted by our intuitions ere they can be of use
in science. So then, after all, our primary beliefs, or the in-
tuitions of our mind, form the foundation of all scientific
reasoning. Dr. Carpenter set this matter in its true light,
when he said to the British Association (1872) :— Even in
astronomy, the most exact of the sciences, we cannot proceed
a step without translating the actual phenomena of nature into
intellectual representations of those phenomena. It is this
fundamental truth which gives rise to most of those differences
which exist among scientists. The minds of some men are
warped by theories ; others entertain peculiar views regarding
primary beliefs; and hence they interpret the very same
natural phenomena in widely different ways. Darwin, for
example, interprets certain observed phenomena so as to
support his favourite theory of evolujjon ; while Kolliker, a.
German naturalist of great eminence, interprets the same
phenomena in such a manner as to favour an opposite view.”

One point of supreme importance in regard to our intuitions
I must notice ere I close. Among the most potent of our
primary beliefs is that of cause and efect. It is, in fact,
irresistible. Herbert Spencer thus describes it :—‘ We cannot
think at all about the impressions which the external world
produces upon us, without thinking of them as caused ; and
we cannot carry oub an inquiry concerning their causation,
without inevitably committing ourselves to the hypothesis of
a First Cause.””* Science, by itself, does not reveal, because
it cannot reach, that First Cause ; but Science, as we have seen,
reveals phenomena which, being rightly interpreted, lead by
sound logical sequence to a belief in that First Cause. And
the mind by its irresistible intuitions leads us back to the
conviction that the First Cause must be in every sense perfect,
complete, total ; including within itself all power, and tran-
scending all law. It must be one and absolute; it must, in
a word, be the Gop of Revelation.

And, farther, the mind has other primary beliefs intimately
associated with the belief in a First Cauge. It has a belief
that it is dependent upon a Higher Being, and that it owes
allegiance to Him; it has a consciousness of a moral law,
that man is responsible for his obedience or disobedience, and’
that there is a future state of reward and punishment. This
belief in a future state we cannot quench. Do what we will,
reason as we will, our higher nature looks away onward, with

* First Principles, p. 37.
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earnest, irrepressible, unceasing yearning, to immortality' in
another sphere. Tennyson has expressed this beautifully :—

“ Thou wilt not leave us in the dust ;
Thou madest man, he knows not why :
He thinks he was not made to die :
And Thou hast made him ; Thou art just.

“We have but faith ; we cannot know
For knowledge is of things we see ;
. And yet we trust it comes from Thee,
A beam in darkness ; let it grow.”

Science opens no field to which these intuitions helong, or
in which they can find a resting-place. It cannot satisfy
them. It leaves us in the dark, helpless and hopeless, on
those very points which, constituted as we are with yearning
affections and boundless aspirations, are of supremest import-
ance. That very theory of ““the survival of the fittest” is
here completely at fault; for it would represent a series of
beliefs to have been developed in the mind, which are yet
useless and deceptive. No effort of genius, no perverse skill
of ‘sophistry, can ever reconcile these beliefs with any theory
of evolution; for if this be the ultimate result of the latest
combinations of atoms, if this be all that nature has done or
can do, then this ultimate result is human life without adequate
motive, ¢ affections with no object sufficient to fill them, hopes
of immortality never to be realised, aspirations after God and
godliness never to be attained; and thus, too, myriads of
myriads of other nebulee may still be the potentials of
delusions, and their outcomes the kingdom of despair.” *

But a sounder and a higher philosophy, the philosophy
embodied in the Revelation of God, gives far other teaching.
It tells man that those grand intuitions were not implanted in
vain. It leads him to look beyond the material universe for
the satisfaction of his profoundest thoughts, and the realisation
of his most earnest longings. It sees exhibited in some form
by every nation, tribe, and family of mankind, a feeling of
dependence on One greater than man, and of moral obligation
to One holier than man. This feeling arises with the earliest
development of consciousness, and it grows and strengthens
with our mental growth. We canrot repress it; and the
mind which is compelled to interpret the impressions received
~ through the senses, as proofs of the reality of the material
world, is in like manner compelled to interpret the intuitions

* Pritchard, Address at Brighton.



64

of dependence and moral obligation, as proofs of the reality
of a spiritnal world. And thus, as Mansell says, “In the
universal consciousness of innocence and gilt, of duty and
disobedience, of an appeased and offended God, there is
exhibited the instinctive confession of all mankind, that the
moral nature of man, as subject to a law of obligation, reflects
and represents the moral nature of a Deity by whom that
obligation is imposed.” *

We now see the legitimate province of Science, in which it
reigns supreme, and beyond which it cannot pass. In this
province, 1n all its grand discoveries, we bid it God speed, for
1t is the handmaid to a knowledge higher than it can reach.
Science shows the wondrous structure of vegetable and animal
organisms, and the evidences of design in them all. Science
unfolds the mechanism of the heavens, and the sublime
simplicity of the laws that guide the stars in their orbits.
Science reveals a harmony and a unity in all nature, adapting
each particle of matter—each insect, plant, and animal—each
planet, star, and constellation—to its own place, and making
1t fulfil its own mission in the universe. Science shows that
there is nothing defective, nothing redundant. Science thus
leads us up, step by step, to the culminating point of man’s
intellectual interpretation of nature—his recognition of the
unity of the Power of which her phenomena are the diversified
manifestations.*

Here, however, Science leaves us, and Revelation perfects
our knowledge. Revelation solves the highest problems that
occupy human thought—the origin, duty, and destiny of man,
and the being and nature of God. The origin of intellect and
conscience, with all their conceptions of law, obligation, a
future state, and a holy God, is revealed in one pregnant
sentence :—‘ God created man in His own image.” And of
these sublime truths, Revelation is the sole and complete
exponent. Its expositions, too~—whether of law, or morals, or
worship, or faith, or hope, or charity—find such a response in
our own prcfoundest feelings and loftiest aspirations, that we
instinctively bow before it as a message replete with the
infinite wisdom and goodness of God. While Science disap-
points our most momentous inquiries, while Philosophy leaves
an aching void in the hnman heart, Revelation fulfils all our
desires, and satisfies all our hopes. It enables us to look
through the dark vista of this life’s labours and sorrows, to

* Bampton Lectures, p. 113, t Carpenter, Presidential Address.
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another where labour shall have its reward and sorrow shall
be unknown. It opens before us a sphere where the perfect
knowledge after which we here vainly toil, and the perfect
happiness after which we as vainly strive, shall be fully and
for ever realised.

The CuairMaN (Mr. H. Cadman Jones).—I am sure I may return the
hearty thanks of this meeting to Dr. Porter for his exceedingly able paper.
Before calling on those present to discuss it, I would venture to call attention
to the question whether it can fairly be said that the hypothesis of the
existence of atoms “has no clear logical connexion with any observed fact.”
If the connexion between the observed law of chemical combination in
definite proportions and the hypothesis of the existence of atoms be not
strictly logical, at all events that hypothesis furnishes, as I believe, the only
explanation of the law that has ever been suggested. It is therefore a
hypothesis which has strong claims to our attention. I cannot agree in
the idea that an atom is unthinkable. Dr. Porter says :—* Now, to con-
ceive of a plece of matter, having necessarily, because it is matter, length
and breadth, and yet being indivisible, is, as I think, an absurdity.” - For
my part, I cannot see that it is so.. You cannot conceive of matter having
length and breadth, and yet of its being inconceivable and theoretically
impossible that it should be divided, but it is perfectly possible to conceive
an atom which has length, and breadth, and depth, and which is yet so
physically constituted that it cannot be divided ; and this is all that is
necessary for the atomic theory. Not that an atom is something which
cannot theoretically be divided, and must be conceived incapable of sub-
division ; but something which cannot by any existing causes in nature be
divided. Ihave now to invite remarks on the subject of the paper from any
of those present.

The Bishop of BALLARAT.—We are greatly indebted to Dr. Porter for
the luminous style of his paper, and for the well-selected quotations, by
means of which he has put the views of eminent men which he combats
before us in their own words. On page 44, near the bottom, the persistence
of the “fit” is noticed as part of the theory of the universe expounded form
Lucretius by Tyndall. It always seems to me that it postulates a God to
provide that the “fit” should be the “good.” The struggle for existence
which, as I think Kingsley remarks, of itself would yield the survival of the
biggest, the most brutal or most unserupulous, issues on the large scale in
the triumph of that which corresponds to our moral idea of the best. Why
should “blind combinations” do that? Dr. Porter sums up section ii.
by quoting, as the Bible philosophy of life, in contradistinction to
. theories which make it a property of protoplasm, the passage describing
God’s bestowal of “life” on man. Was not this a different bestowal from
that on the “moving creature that hath life” 7 And does Secripture any-
where record the bestowal of “life” on vegetables? If, therefore, proto-

Plasm could even be shown to have life as a property in vegetation,
. VOL. XVIII, ' F ’
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this would not contradict the Scripture teaching, that man’s life was a
special endowment. I will just refer to page 63, near the bottom, where Dr.
Porter alludes to man’s universal sense of his dependence on God. This is
true even of the Australians, a very humble and slenderly-equipped branch
of the human family. I may here remind you of the absence of any in-
dication whatever of emergence from an ape condition, even among the
most backward of mankind, The phenomena show the Australians to have
been degraded, not exalted, from their past condition. And their re.
ligious ideas exhibit an extraordinary incrustation of splendid primitive
truths—reminiscences of some grand and even Scriptural beliefs—with the
most grotesque and contemptible subsequent additions, The cave paintings
of Australia point to a superiority in the past Inhabitants of the land. Before
I sit down, may I ask whether the marsupium of the Australian animals
is not better explained by teleology than by mere natural selection? A
kangaroo’s pouch seems a provision for a waterless or droughty country, where
a kangaroo mother might have to travel a hundred miles for water. If she
left her young at home they would not be alive on her return. The natural
perambulator enables her to take them with her in her search for this neces-
sary of life. I leave to learned naturalists to say how far the development
of this organ has been traced to purely natural combinations, but am old-
fashioned enough to see in it myself a special provision for a special need,
by One whose tender mercies are over all His works,

Mr. J. HasserL : What is indicated on the second page of the paper is
I think, important,—namely, that evolution is only an hypothesis, not a
demonstrated fact. A short time ago, I met a book by a French author,
and was much amused by his theory to account for the existence of
mammals on the earth at the present time. His line of argument was as
follows :—At some period in the far distant past,a number of fishes were lef
by the tide in shallow water, and, as the gills would not perform their proper
functions, imperfect respiration was carried on by means of the swim-
bladder, and this was repeated again and again until ultimately true lungs
were developed. Now, let this theory be tested by fact. 'When fish come
to the surface of the water to obtain more oxygen than their native ele-
ment containg, it results, not in the development of the swim-bladder, but
in inflammation of the gills, and in course of time the fish dies. The
writer then goes on to show that, when the fish have developed the
swim-bladder into a breathing organ, and so cease to be fish, they
became reptiles first, and then by degrees are developed into mammals,
It is the duty of those people who believe in Creation to show the fallacy
of such theories as these. With regard to a point referred to on page 42
I would say that, when these evolutionists ask us to believe that life is the
result of molecular motion, or combination, they are really asking us to
believe a greater miracle than that which we ask their assent to when
we say that God gave life ; because, if life resulted from the non-living,
it would be a greater miracle than for God, who is Life, to put life not
matter. (Hear.) If we are taunted as being credulous because we believe
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in miracles, then, may we not charge those who believe in life resulting
from the non-living with being far more credulous? Early in Section 3
reference is made to one of the fundamental doctrines of evolution, namely
that all the changes which have taken place must have been for the ultimate
benefit of the creature. Well, then, may we not ask : Of what benefit conld
it be to any terrestrial or aquatic mammal with four limbs to give up the use
of the two hind limbs in order that it might be converted into a whale? One
would think that the four limbs would be better than two, yet we are asked
to believe that certain four-limbed animals left off using their hind limbs
go that they became altogether obliterated, and that the product was a
whale. Again, of what use could it be to the ape to lose the grasping power
of the hind hand ? Surely the monkey tribe were better off with a quadruple
grasping power than with a dual; but, if it be true that man was developed
from the ape, then he must have lost the use of the hind thumbs, retaining
the power of grasping in the two fore ones only. Beyond all this, of what
benefit could it be to the race to lose the hairy covering of their bodies ?
Surely it must have been better to possess a hairy covering than to have a
bare back ; and yet, according to the hypothesis, it must have been otherwise.
" I was reading to-day in Dr. Pusey’s sermon on “ Unscience, not Science,
antagonistic to Revelation,” a quotation from the late Dr. Darwin, who,
speaking of the work he had been doing, said, “ T have at least, I hope, dono
good service in aiding to overthrow the dogma of separate creations.” Now
if that was his object, it was not a very noble one, and if he has over-
thrown the dogma—which I don’t think he has—he must have done 2
wonderful work. I believe that, as long as common-sense men and women
see in the wonderful creatures around them such extraordinary examples of
the adaptation of means to ends, we shall be able to look the evolutionists in
the face and tell them that they never will be able to overthrow the truth
—I will not say dogma—of separate creations. I feel deeply grateful to
Dr. Porter for his valuable paper, and hope it will be widely circulated, as
it shows that those who come forward as our teachers in these matters do not
agree among themselves, and that they are endeavouring to make men
believe that mere assumptions are demonstrated facts.

Mr. H. C. DENT.—I had the advantage of perusing Dr. Porter's paper
before coming here, and did so with the greatest pleasure and delight. The
paper, in my humble opinion, is a very clear statement of some of the
grandest truths of science, the aims of science, and the metaphysical deduc-
tions drawn from the researches of science — all urged with irresistible
force on our minds, I propose only to refer to one or two points in respect
to the origin of species and natural selection, ' Dr. Porter says :—

“The crucial point in this theory is, that species may be originated by
‘natural selection. But Huxley, and Darwin himself, admit that this has
never been proved, Darwin, it is true, draws largely upon an infinite past.
He says : “ Nature grants vast periods of time for the work of natural selec-
tion. And again : ¢ The mind cannot possibly grasp the full meaning of a
hundred million of years. It cannot add up and perceive the full effects

of many slight variations accumulated during almost an infinite series of
generations,’ ”
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As to this almost infinite past, I hope to say a word in a minute or two.
Later on in the paper we find this quotation from Darwin :—

“ By the theory of natural selection, all living species have been connected

with t{le parent species of each genus by differences not greater than we see
between the varieties of the same species in the present day.”

Now, what says Sir Charles Lyell on species ? He says: ¢ Species have a
real existence in nature. Each was endowed, at the time of its creation, with
the attributes and organisation with which it is now distinguished.” And
Darwin, in his book, even admits that the most eminent palxontologists,
have unanimously maintained the immutability of species, though Sir Charles
Lyell, in his old age, supported the other side. Tyndall (Belfast Address,
British Association, 1874) says :—

¢ Natural selection acts by the preservation and accumulation of small
inherited modifications, each profitable to the preserved being” ; (and Wal-
lace): “It is a fundamental doctrine of evolution that all changes of form
and structure, all increase in the size of an organ, or in its complexity, all
greater specialisation, or physiological divisions of labour, can only be brought
about inasmuch as it is for the good of the being so modified.”

Then we ought to have a regular and systematically arranged order between
every kind of species. But Professor Alleyne-Nicholson, in his Manual of
Zoology, says this is not the case, and he adds :—

“For instance, Vertebrates belong to a higher morphological type than
Molluses, but the Ligher Molluscs, e.g., the cuttle-fish, are far more highly
organised, as far as their type is concerned, than the lowest vertebrate.
Therefore, it is obvious that a linear classification is impossible, for the higher
members of each sub-kingdom are more highly organised than the lower
forms of the next ascending sub-kingdom ; at the same time, they are con-
structed upon a lower morphological type.”

Then I should like to read two or three very brief extracts from Mr. Wal-
lace’s work on Natural Selection, as applied to Man. While upholding
natural selection, as an evolutionist naturally would, he somewhat doubts
when he comes to Man. He says :—

It seems to me to be absolutely certain that natural selection could not
have produced man’s hairless body by the accumuldtion of variations from
a hairy ancestor. Had it been abolished in ancestral fropical man, it is
inconceivable that, as man spread into colder climates, it should not have
returned under the powerful influences of reversion to such a long-persistent
ancestral type,”

Then again he says :—

“That the perfectly erect form, short arms, and wholly non-prehensile foot
so strongly differentiate man from the arboreal apes, that if continued re-
searches in all parts of Europe and Asia fail to bring to light any proof of
man’s presence, it will be at least a presumption that he came into existence
at a much later date, and by a much more rapid process of development. 1t
will be a fair argument that just as he is in his mental and moral nature, his
capacities and aspirations, so infinitely raised above the brutes, so his origin
ig due in part to distinct and higher agencies than such as have effected their
development.”
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Again he says :—

“ Man is to be placed apart, as not only the head and culminating point

of the'grand series of organic nature, but as in some degree a new and dis-
tinct order of being.”
I will not keep you more than one moment longer. I wish just to refer to
Darwin’s “almost infinite series of generations.” One of Darwin’s very
difficult points is the sudden appearances of new groups of animals. He
says that if this occurred it would be entirely destructive of his theories,
and the only ground on which he rests the apparent finding of sudden
enormous numbers of new species is, that the intermediate links have not
been preserved. But if we go back to the Cambrian epoch, we find that
enormous numbers—I think four out of five kingdoms of invertebrates—are
fully representative and are in the highest perfection, and there is no record
whatever in the underlying strata of any predecessors of them.

Dr. PortER.—There is not very much for me to reply to; but the first
point I would venture to touch upon has reference to the remarks which
you, Sir (the Chairman), have offered on the subject of atoms. I listened
carefully to the words you used, and I thought there was one expression
which seemed to grant all I ask. You said there are no appliances with
which we are at present acquainted which would enable us to separate or
divide an atom of matter, although you did not go so far as to say it was
inconceivable that an atom of matter should be divisible.

The CrarrmMAN.—I contend only that there is no & priori reason why
atoms should not exist which cannot be divided by any of the forces actnally
at work in the universe, I admit it to be unthinkable that there should be
any portion of matter which you cannot conceive to be divisible.

Dr. Porter.—That is all I ask. I think it inconceivable that a particle
of matter, which as matter must possess length and breadth, is not
capable of sobdivision. Nobody has ever yet discovered an atom of
matter. As to another point—that we are able to bring oat the
great facts that are taught in regard to nature and man in the Bible—
facts as to the being of God, the origin of man, the origin of life—these
are all things that are stated, and that we ascertain from the Bible, rightly
interpreted. 'With reference to the question of life, various forms of
life have been referred to. My object was to show that the origin
of all life is to be traced to the distinct fiat of God—that no life, vegetable
or animal, or human, which is the highest development of animal life, can
have been derived from or evolved by mere matter. I might have entered
into fuller explanations on this point, but time did not permit. May I say in
conclusion that with regard to the proof of fundamental truths by history,
history will not exactly reach all the truths I have referred to in my paper.
The fundamental truths I speak of in it are these—the origin of matter and
of the existing material universe, History cannot reach back to the creation ;
neither can science. Creation is a matter of revelation, and as a matter of
necessity all our knowledge must be derived from revelation. T look on
that as a fundamental truth of Scripture. It involves the idea of the
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oreation of man by God. The origin of species is a lower doctrine ; but at
the same time it involves the truthfulness of what is stated in the early
chapters of the Book of Genesis, where we find each individual species
traced to a Divine Author. As to the origin of mind, and of man himself,
and the perceptions formed of the mind of God—these I regard also as
fundamental trnths which science cannot reveal to us, but which the Bible
does. I have now to express my thanks to the meeting for the kindness
with which I have been listened to. Iam afraid my paper was rather long
and that some parts of it were rather dry; but my connexion with young
men, and my responsibility in guiding them as far as possible in regard to
these things, have led me to study the subject, and to prepare the paper I
have read this evening. (Applause,)
The meeting was then adjourned,

Nore.—The following letter from Dr., now Sir Andrew Clarke, Bart.,
F.R.S., was read at & recent public meeting :—*“I take advantage of this
hurried note to express the hope that in dealing with the relations of
science and religion some one will point out what I have not myself seen
pointed oui —(1) that there is nothing absolute in the whole objective world ;
no absolute standard of mass, quality, or duration ; that the knowledge of
an absolute primitive weight of atom is impossible, and that what we call
the ordinary weight of a body is not a thing of itself alone, but a product of
the body by which it is attracted, the distance between them, and the
disturbances occasioned by other invisible but active forces; (2) that the
assumption constituting the fundamental axioms of modern physics, that all
true explanations of natural phenomena are mechanical is incompatible with
demonstrable facts ; (3) that the progress of chemistry is becoming more and
more irreconcileable with the theory of the atomic constitution of matter ;
(4) that there is no law of physics, not even the law of gravitation, without
great growing exceptions, and no theory of physical phenomena, not even
the undulating theory of light, which is not now becoming more and more
inadequate to explain the facts discovered within its area of comprehension ;
(5) and that, therefore, the boasted accuracy and permanency of so-called
physical laws and theories is unfounded ; that very probably the greater part
of the so-called axioms of modern physics will be swept away as untenable ;
that theories of natural phenomena, apparently the most comprehensive and
conclusive, are merely provisional ; at present finality in this region is
neither visible, attainable, nor clearly conceivable, and that after all there
may be methods of spiritual verification which, within their condition, scope,
and use, may compare not unfavourably with the methods so confidently
depended upon in physical research.”
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ORDINARY MEETING, Drcemser 3, 1888.

J. A. Fraser, Esq., M.D., INspEcTOR-GENERAL OF ‘HospiTALS,

IN THE CHAIR.

The Minutes of the last Meeting were read and confirmed, and the fol-
lowing Elections were announced :—

Hon. CorresPONDING MEMBERS :—Professor Maspero, Cairo; Professor
E. de Naville, Geneva.

MewumseRs :—T. Barber, Bsq., Sheffield ; E. Bannister, Esq., London ;
G. Fawcett, Esq., Wales ; J. Horne, Esq., M.D., Mauritius ; Rev. J. Kay,
D.D., Edinburgh ; Rev. W. M. Lawrence, D.D., United States ; Lieut. W. H.
Turton, R.E., St. Helena ; Rev. W. Tyson, South Africa ; C. S. Wilkinson,
Esq., F.G.S, F.L.S,, New South Wales; A, Wylie, Esq., LL.D., Scotland ;
P. B. Walker, Esq.,, M.R.S,, Mem. Geog. Soc., N, 8. Wales; Rev. R.
Collins, M.A., Huddersfield.

Assoctares :—J . F. Anderson, Esq., Mauritins ; Rev. M. Archdall, M.A.,
N. S. Wales; T. Barkworth, Esq., Essex ; Rev. H. A. Birks, M.A., Cam-
bridge ; Rev. G. C. Blaxland, M.A., London; W. Bowen, Esq., F.R.
Hist. Soc., F.P.S. Lond., Trinidad; T. Brindley, Esq., N. S. Wales;
Rev. J. F. Fotheringham, M.A., New Brunswick; Rev. C. J. Garrard,
M.A., Isle of Wight; J. P. A. Garvin, Esq, N. S. Wales; J. P.
Goldsmith, Esq., Plymouth ; Prof. G. Stanley-Hall, A.M., Ph.D., United
States ; Ven. Archdeacon W. C. Harris, M.A., New Zealand ; G. Houston,
Esq. (L1rg), Scotland ; H. Hutton, Esq., J.P., South Africa; Rev. E. D.
Irvine, A.M., United States; J. Jay, Esq., United States; Rev. W. F.
Kimm, M.A., Norfolk ; Ven. Archdeacon R. L. King, B.A., N. S. Wales ;
Rev. Canon H. 8. King, A M., N, S. Wales; Professor J. W. Lane,
"M.D., United States; H. W. Monk, Esq., Canada; C. M‘Millan,
Esq., M.D., Italy; Professor C. M. Moss, Ph.D., United States; Rev.
President J. L. Porter, D.D., LL.D., Ireland ; Rev. Prof. C. Pritchard,
D.D., F.R.8,, Oxford ; W. Renner, Esq., M.D., M.R.C.S., W. Africa ; Rev.
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R. R. Scrope, United States ; J. W. Stevenson, Esq., United States; Ven.
Archdeacon L. H. Streane, M.A., Ireland; Rev., Canon A. H. Stephen,
M.A,, N. 8. Wales ; Rev. W. H. Sharp, M.A., Warden, St. Paul’s Coll.,
N. 8. Wales ; Rev. Principal F. A. P. Shirreff, M.A., India ; Rev. Prof.
R. B. Welch, D.D., LL.D., United States; Rev. F. B. Tress, N. 8. Wales ;
Rev. J. Woolcock, Devonshire ; J. B. Wilson, Esg., N. 8. Wales.

Hox. LocaL SEcRETARIES :—Rev. Professor Cornish, LL.D,, Montréal;
Rev. W. Wagner, LL.D., Philadelphia ; Rev. T. Hutchinson, M.A., London.

Also the presentation to the Library of the following works :—
¢ Transactions of the Royal Society.” From the saine.
¢ Transactions of the Royal United Service Institute.”
“ Transactions of the Royal Geographical Society.”
“ Transactions of the Royal Colonial Institute.”
¢ Transactions of the Geological Society.”
“Transactions of the Society of Biblical Archeeology.”
¢ Transactions of the American Geographical Society.” »
“ Studies in Anthropology.” By Rev. J. Woolcock. From the Author.
“ Harmonies in Tones and Colours.” "

The following paper was then read by the Author:—-

RECENT EGYPTOLOGICAL RESEARCH 1IN ITS
BIBLICAL RELATION. By the Rev. HENRY (EORGE
Tourins, Member of Council of the Society of Biblical
Archeology.

ERY great and important have been the advances of

Egyptology, both 1n the field and in the study, since my

paper on the Life of Joseph was read to our Institute on the
3rd of May, 1880. ,

Three years before, on the 16th of April, 1877, T had
communicated something on the Life of Abraham, illustrated
by Recent Researches, which was afterwards expanded into an
illustrated volume, entitled Studies on the Times of Abraham.*
My endeavour has been fairly to lay the Biblical narrative side
by side with other records and parallel information derived
from Egyptian, Chaldeean, Assyrian, and other ancient sources,
and to indicate the results arising from this comparison.

* Bagster, 15, Paternoster Row. I am preparing a new introduction to
this work, bringing the subject down to the latest date.
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The great historical personage next to Joseph in this
survey would, of course, be Moses ; and, indeed, I have been
more than once invited to say something of the Exodus.
From this, however, I shrank for the time, looking for
more light, and meanwhile striking out some thoughts on
Biblical Proper Names, Personal and Local, illustrated from
Sources external to Holy Seripture. And now we cheerfully
await further tidings from the Land of Gtoshen and from the
northern outskirts of the Sinaitic peninsula. The Geological
Expedition of the Palestine Exploration Committee will doubt-
less bring rich spoils of knowledge home, and the well-directed
and successful excavations of the more recent Egypt Explora-
tion Committee can scarcely fail, with God’s blessing, to add
quickly to the invaluable and certain results which we shall
have before us this evening.

We have to thank the sagacity and well-trained zeal of
M. Naville for these results, with the generous countenance
and counsel of Professor Maspero, and 1 am most happy to say
that M. Naville is now an hon. member of the Victoria
Institute. Allow me to quote a few words from a letter,
dated “ Malagny, near Geneva, Sept. 15th,” in which M.
Naville says,—‘ While I was in Egypt you wrote to me once
to ask me whether I should like to be inscribed among the
honorary members of the Victoria Institute. I should be very
glad and very thankful to be inscribed, having great sympathy
for the work of that Society.”-

Andnow I will try to bring into our store some fresh glean-
ings in the harvest-fields of Egyptology, especially from Deir-
el-Bahri in the mountains of Western Thebes, and from Tell-
el-Magkhuta, in the ancient ¢ Land of Rimeses.”

The Great Discovery of Royal Mummies at Deir-el-Bahri.

Memorable and important as the great discovery of royal
mummies in their dark hiding-place at Deir-el-Bahri has been
in its general results, the points are not many in that long roll
of Pharaohs which give any light on Biblical antiquity. Yet
we may measure the seven centuries there represented, from
about 1700 to about 1000 years before Christ, by landmarks
of Holy Scripture. For four eras are distinctly marked,
namely :— :

I. The War of Liberation against the Shepherd-Kings, or
Hyksbs,

II. The XVIII. Dynasty.
II1. The XIX. Dynasty.
IV. The XXI. Dynasty.

G 2



74

If George the Syncellus is right in saying that Aphophis,
the shepherd-king, was the Pharach in whose time Joseph
ruled, then the most ancient Egyptian prince found at Deir-
el-Bahri was a contemporary of Joseph, who may himself well
have looked on the countenance of the patriot Ra-sekenen, the
Very Valiant, the calm placid features and rather oblique eyes,
whose “ counterfeit presentment ” is given by the mask of the
mummy-case which hides the reality.

The celebrated sphinxes of Sin, discovered by Mariette,
carry the royal titles of Aphophis (Apepi), and have been
considered as bearing the stern visage of Joseph’s Pharaoh.
I believe Professor Maspero doubts (Perrot et Chipiez, Hist.
de VArt, i. 683) whether the inscription is not a usurpation
of a still older king’s monument. And Lepsius has expressed
the opinion that the sculptures of Sin are to be assigned to
the oldest, not to the latest, Hyksds period. But this does
not affect what I bave said of Joseph and Réi-sekenen-taii-aa-
ken, who began the war of liberation in earnest, which Ka-mes
and Aah-mes carried to a prosperous end.

I would earnestly plead for those most interesting excava-
tions in the Delta which will soon, we hope, bring to light fresh
monuments of this important period, and enable us to know
the certainty of these great problems affecting Biblical, no less
than Egyptian, history, and the tantalizing cross-questions
which the Nile and the Euphrates are asking of one
another.

Meanwhile, the solemn ““ statue of flesh,” the bodily frame
of Ri-sekenen the Valiant, has in good likelihood seen Jacob’s
beloved son, and perhaps Jacob too, and bears witness to the
fashion in which those patriarchs may reappear to the eyes of
their descendants with names and titles written in hiero-
glyphic by the scribes of Joseph’s household. I think this
a very interesting thing. I do not suppose any mummy has
been found so mnearly corresponding with Jacob’s burial as
this: and if Joseph’s mummy were recovered it would very
possibly be in such a case as this is. All these touches bring
home to us the inimitable ¢ Egypticity’’ of the Biblical
narrative, unfeigned as it is in its antique simplicity.

The next period, that of the eighteenth dynasty, was repre-
sented in the sepulchre of Deir-el-Bahri by its greatest
monarchs, Aahmes the founder, who chased the aliens out of
the Delta as far as Sharuhen (north-west of Beersheba) ;
Amenhotep L. (in his garlands of bright flowers) ; Thothmes 1.,
who pushed his victorious arms as far as the Syrian river-land
of ‘¢ Naharina’’; hisson Thothmes III., the ¢ little corporal »
of Egyptian history, whose memorable conquests are detailed
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in those invaluable ““ Lists of Karnak,” which give us hun-
dreds of local names in Palestine and Syria, agreeing well
with those of places named in the Biblical history of later
times. “It is well to remark here,”” says M. Rhoné, ¢ that
about 1,600 years before Jesus Christ,—that is to say, some
centuries before the Hebrews,—the promised land was an
Egyptian possession, and itis to be believed that if the tribes
of Israel succeeded in gaining possession of it, this could not
be but by virtue of the troubles which, some centuries after
Thothmes ITI., caused the dismemberment of the empire of the
Pharaohs.” (Le Temps, 31 Mai, 1882.) I should mention
that the mummy of Thothmes III. was found dreadfully
broken, and that the stature of that great Pharach was only
about 5 feet.

The shepherds and herdsmen, no less than the fishers and
fowlers, of the eastern lowlands and marshes of the Delta
were let alone by the native Egyptian Pharaohs of the
splendid eighteenth dynasty in ¢ their useful toils, their homely
joys and destiny obscure,” ag we may well believe; and
Joseph had indeed given sage advice to his brethren in bidding
them avow their calling, so gaining from the friendly shepherd-
king ‘““the best of the land, the land of Goshen,” for their
occupation. The field of Zoan is one which, God willing, is
to be explored uext spring at the instance of the Committee
of the Egyptian Fund. The way taken by the Israelites in
their Exodus was the way taken by our own forces as they
marched to Cairo, Tel-el-Kebir being the place where the
crowning victory was obtained; while the spot where our
artillery were first planted and brought into action was the
ruin-heap of the ancient Pi-Tum, about 12 miles from
Ismailia. Due east of that place is the ancient road dis-
covered by the Rev. F. W. Holland, and I hope it will not
be long before some observations are taken of that road.

It was along the southern border of this land of Goshen that
the great military road of the Pharaohs led out on the sandy,
stony waste beyond. We must never forget that the early
kings of the great twelfth dynasty, before the domination of
the Hyksos, had strongly fortified their eastern frontier by a
towered wall, from which their sentinels looked out on the
dreaded desert. A most important fortress was the key to
the great entrance and outlet by which the kings of the
. eighteenth and succeeding dynasties led out their armies and
brought back their captives and spoils. It was called Zar (or

Zaru) &7‘%@ oA, ; and must have been at least as old

as the twelfth dynasty, if not the sixth, since a curious treatise
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in praise of learning, of such date, was ¢ made by a person of
Zaru.” (Ree. viii., 147.) Zar was called by the Egyptians
“the Sentinel at the Gate of Egypt.”” Brugsch has so posi-
tively asserted the identity of Zar with Zoan (Tanis), that it
has been widely taken as granted. But De Rougé identified
Zar with Sellé near lake Timsah, and this seems much nearer
the true mark. For Dr. Diimichen, in his history of Egypt -
(in Oncken’s Allgemeine Geschichte), has avowed his belief
“that the identification of it with Tanis-Zoan, so strongly
maintained by Brugsch, absolutely cannot be brought into
accordance with the data found in the Bgyptian texts as to its
situation.” And I think he has proved his point, as, indeed,
had Dr. Haigh in 1876 (Zeitschrift f. dg. Spr., p. 5%4). Now
this brings us to a very interesting Biblical interpretation.
In Gen. xiil. 10, we read that ‘Lot lifted up his eyes and
beheld all the plain [kikkar] of Jordan, that it was well
watered everywhere (before Jehovah destroyed Sodom and
Gomorrah), like the garden of Jehovah, like the land of
Mizraim when thoun enterest Zar.”” The name W% may very
properly be so read, as proposed by the learned Dr. Haigh in
1869 (Zeit., p. 5), and in 1876 (p. 54).

The sandy wastes of the Shasu-land came up to the walls
of Zar, but within the traveller saw opening before him the
goodly green levels, irrigated by numberless canals and water-
courses, the watered field of Zar (Sekhet en Zar), so lowery
and beautiful that such a region was called in Egypt ¢ the
divine watered land *’ (Sekhet Nuter. Brugsch, Dict. Geog., 1.
13), as by the Hebrews ¢“ the Garden of Jehovah.”” This, then,
was the view of ¢ the land of Mizraim when thou enterest
Zar,” which represented the former glories of the warm,
palmy Jordan plain “ before Jehovah destroyed Sodom and
Gomorrah.”

Well did Moses know that familiar sight of “the land of
Rameses,” as it had greeted his eyes on his return from his
long exile in wild Arabia. Dr. Diimichen takes for granted
the Egyptian Zar as intended in Gen. xiii.

And now we leave the eighteenth dynasty, and come
upon the celebrated kings of the nineteenth. At Deir-el-
Bahri was found a broken coffin which had held the mummy
of Rameses I., the founder of the new line, who reigned only
six or seven years.

For Bible students the nineteenth dynasty is supremely
interesting.

If Dr. Ebers is right, it was in the reign of Seti 1., the
son and successor of Rameses I., that Moses was born, and
the ¢ Pharaoh’s daughter” was the celebrated and beloved
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queen, Seti’s daughter, whose name Dr. Ebers reads T-mer-en-

Miit, Coﬁ , answering to Thermiithis, the name

given by Josephus (dnftig., ii. ix. 5 ; Ebers, Durch Gosen, &e.,
2nd ed., 539). '

Eusebius gives Merris as the name of the Princess. It is
true that a daughter of Rémeses II. was called Meri, but the
date would not agree so well. I have a profile portrait. If
Dr. Ebers be right, this is the likeness, and, doubtless, a
faithful one, of Pharaoh’s daughter ; and a very good-looking
Princess she was. ‘

The unequalled grandeur of the sepulchral halls of Seti I.,
in the Valley of Kings, is renowned, especially in England,
where his grand translucent sarcophagus of alabaster
(arragonite) rests in the Soane Museum. That was an
astounding discovery when Dr. Emil Brugsch looked in and
seemed, by the light of his lantern, to see the Pharaohs lying
in such profusion that there was hardly one of the first rank
in history who did not confront the astonished explorer.
For Belzoni had found no Seti I. The venerated body had
been taken away for safety, as we now know, and was found at
Deir-el-Bahri, where his innocent child-like mask looked calmly
at the intruder with broad dark eyes, as you see it in the photo-
graph. The face looks like a baby’s. It is almost always a
surprise to compare the profile with the full face of an Egyptian
sculpture. The full face is so much wider than one would
suppose; while the profile is more delicate,and yet more decided
and marked ; often having a sub-aquiline nose, so that you
would not suppose it could represent the same countenance as
seen full-faced. The whole family of five generations showed
perfectly well that they were a totally different people
from the Egyptians, and were almost certainly descended from
the Hittites. In the British Museum you may see a delightful
head of Seti, with that engaging, frank, and bright expression
so well expressed in Egyptian sculpture. -

It was in reality Seti who dug the Sweet-water Canal from
the Nile along the Wady Tumildt to Lake Timsah, and made
the land of Rameses green and lovely with the fertilising Nile
rills.  But the young Rémeses, of great Pharaonic birth from
his mother Tuiin, was exalted from the cradle, since by his
right the throne was established, and we need not wonder at
the glory being given to him. '

Now we will follow the living Seti, with his chariots and
splendid army, in his first royal expedition over his eastern
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frontier to chastise the insolent Shasu, the Bedouin hordes of
the age.

He sweeps through the open portals of the twofold fortress
of Zar, across the canal where crocodiles disport themselves,
along the ancient road of the desert which our lamented
traveller, the late Rev. F. W. Holland, found stretching ‘‘ due
east from Ismailia,” far away over deserts and through
Wadies, strewn abundantly with flint-flakes, with here and
there a beautiful arrow-head of flint, * the route of Abraham
from the Negeb into Egypt,” as he wrote to me in May, 1880,
adding :—“ It is a very remarkable road, evidently much
used in ancient times, and it is curious that it has remained
unknown.”

I trust that this important road will be soon carefully
explored, for I think it quite within hope that the several
fortified watering-places represented in Seti’s great tableaux
at Karnak as the halting-places in the desert may yet be truly
identified.

This expedition of Seti’s first year gives us as his object of
attack not only ““the land of Canaan’’ (Kan&na), but very
notably “the fortress of Canaan,” and in the October (1883)
“ Statement of the Palestine Exploration Fund,”” my friend
Captain Conder, R.E., gives a very probable identification
of the spot marked by the very name, south-west of Hebron
(Great Map, sheet xxi., Name Lists, p. 399) Khiirbet Kan'an,
the ruin of Kanaan, Heb. 1p33). I consider this an excellent
discovery, but the advance was made not (as Captain Conder
says) ‘““from the vicinity of Gaza,” but by that ancient route
found by Mr. Holland, and in the latter part, perhaps, mnch
in the line followed by the ever-regretted Palmer in 1869
(Palestine Exploration Fund, 1870). ‘The ruin occupies a

» knoll in a very important position on high ground. The two
main roads to Hebron, one from Gaza by Dura (Adoraim), one
from Beersheba on the south .[this was Seti’s route] join
close to the knoll of Khiirbet Kan fin, and run thence, north-
west, about one and a half mile to Hebron. West of the
ruin is ’Ain el Unkiir . . . . which issues from the rock and
gives a fine perennial supply, forming a stream even in
autumn.” I wish I could quote the rest of this most
interesting description.

‘We have now approximately the starting-point, much, at
least, of the route, and actually this point of attack of Seti’s
celebrated expedition. In his tableau we see the fort on its
rocky knoll and the stream forming a pool in the valley ; and
the Shasu making their submission to the Pharach. Tt is
curious that this particular spot, where the old name still
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sprouts unchanged from the soil, should be the only local
relic of the great name of the ““land of Canaan,” yet itself (as
it seems) not mentioned in the Bible. It is in the triumphal
return of Seti that we see the fortress of Zar and the outlying
fortified wells of the desert.

I must deny myself the pleasure of entering on the war
against the Kheta (Hittites) at Kadesh of the land of Amar

(q:O w), 1.e., of the Amorites. Here we have such
_—

cities *‘ walled up to heaven,” and tall warriors, as those
whose sight melted the waxen hearts of the Hebrew spies.
But this is an old story, and I seek for newer tidings. We
will pass on.

Réimeses, the son of Seti, was brought up in court and
camp, s Pharaoh and a soldier in earnest ; and Moses was
trained “in all the wisdom of the Kgyptians,” ¢ mighty
in word and deed,” although he refused the proud title
of ““Son of Pharaoh’s daughter,” and clave to his own
people. :

The fine face and tall six-feet stature of Rimeses, so well
known to Moses, are almost as familiar to us. Of all his like-
nesses surely none can be more beautiful than the exquisite
statue in the Museum of Turin, where you see him enthroned
in all the springing vigour of his youth. More than sixty
years later the aged frame was embalmed and entombed, to
come forth more than three thousand years later still to the
light of day. Three times had he been translated for greater
safety, and at last laid with his father and grandfather in the
narrow gallery of the priest-kings of Thebes. I have brought
hither some likenesses of thegreat Rameses ; for, well known
as he is, many of us may not be familiar with the beautiful
statue of him at Turin, which ranks as the first Egyptian
statue in Burope. This [showing it] is a photograph of the
statue. It is carved in a material harder than marble, but not
a limestone. I should also say that I have the profile from
Rosellini—a very good profile of Rameses in his younger days.
Here also is a photograph of the mummy, and here 1s a copy
of the portrait which is beautifully carved in wood on the
mummy case. I must halt here to say that this was said not
to be the mummy of Rémeses II., and there was a controversy
in the Tmes as to whether it was really Rimeses the Second
or the Twelfth, a later Pharaoh. The doubt arose from the
coffin in which the mummy was found. But there were dis-
covered on the wrappings of the mummy hieroglyphic inserip-
tions in marking-ink which made it perfectly plain that it was
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indeed Rameses the Second. But, as to the mummy-case,
it was a new one supplied by a Pharaoh whose history is
one of great interest. He was of the XXIst Dynasty, the
celebrated founder of that line. A very talented lady learned
in Egyptology, Miss Edwards, suggested that the face found
on Rameses’s mummy-case was that of this King Hérhor: I
put in juxtaposition the delicate, refined profile of the Priest-
king Hérhor from Rosellini, with a photograph of the face on
~ the coffin of Rameses II., and I think any one will say that the
profile goes along with the full face of the former. If that
be s0, it gives a very interesting portrait in the first style of
Egyptian carving, of King Hérhor, the founder of the XXIst
Dynasty, of the Priest-kings of Thebes.

But with Rimeses was not his son Merenptah, the Pharaoh
of the Exodus. Whatsoever the manner of his death at an
advanced age, he was not found with his fathers.

Some interesting points bearing on the Biblical history of
this great time may be mentioned here.

Merenptah was the thirteenth son of Rimeses.

Kha-em-unas, an elder son of his royal mother Isi-nefert,
had been co-regent with his father, but had died during his
lifetime, on which Merenptah was exalted to his late brother’s
place. Kha-em-uas was a religious devotee, and chose to
be buried in an Apis-sepulchre where Mariette found his
remains,

A similar cast of character marked Merenptah, of whom
M. Lenormant writes (Hist., ii. 281), “ he was neither a soldier
nor an administrator, but a spirit turned almost exclusively
towards the chimaeras of theurgy and magic, resembling in
this respect his brother Kha-em-uas. When the book of
Exodus makes him reside in Lower Egypt, a little way from
the land of Goshen, it speaks with the most precise historic
truth, for this prince dwelt almost constantly at Memphis or
Tanis. And the Biblical book is not less exact when it depicts
him surrounded by magician-priests.”

The monuments agree with the Bible in showing that
Merenptah lost a son, of his own name, co-regent with him-
self, and presumably his eldest son. This is testified by an
inscription on a statue of Usertesen I. at Berlin (Ebers, Durch
Gosen, &c., 90, 541).

‘When we remember the exalted rank of the Hebrew Moses,
and the previous greatness of Joseph, it is most interesting to
find such a record as Mariette has described in his Catalogue
of Abydos (p. 421). Some sepulchral inscriptions show that
Merenptah had a Prime Minister bearing the true Egyptian
names Rimeses-em-pi-R4 Meri-An, who was nevertheless an
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alien of Semitic origin, the son of the foreigner Iupada

(qq § % &% E] gk) The same officer is afterwards

called “beloved of Rimeses Meri Amen’’ (Rémeses II.), and
here his native name comes out; ‘“Ben Matsana of the land of
Tsar Basuna.” On the whole series of names here recorded
Mariette remarks : *“ See, then, in a group of seven inhabitants
of Abydos, three Egyptians, three Semites, then a seventh
person of Syrian origin with two surnames, one Egyptian, the
other Semite.”

I would apply this to illustrate the adoption and advance-
ment of Moses at the same period, and the Egyptian names
Peteséph ascribed to Joseph by Cheerémén, and Osarsiph
assigned) by Manetho to Moses (Josephus, Con. Ap., 1. 32;
1. 26, 29).

These I have clsewhere shown to be genuine Egyptian names
(Life of Joseph, Tr. Vict. Inst., May 3, 1880, p. 8).

Thus the likelihood of these statements emerges into light
as we advance in real knowledge of the countries and periods
in question.

The name Osarsiph (Ocapoip, 'Ocapove) “ from Osiris the
God of Heliopolis,” Manetho tells us, was the original name
of Moses, who was a priest, a Heliopolitan by birth, afterwards
called Moses when he had joined the Hebrews.

Now .Josephus, in quoting this, contends that it is not
probable that Moses was first called Osarsiph ¢ while
his true name was Moses, and signifies a person preserved
out of the water, for the Egyptians call the water Mou,”

(&% v EI) See on “ Moses *” Ebers, d. Gosen, §c.,
NV .

2nd ed., 539. I will not here discuss the name nwn. But
the more I think on ¢ Osarsiph”’ the more does the name
grow in interest. For it is a veritable name of the great god

Osirls (ﬁ ﬂ};%) as dead, and raised from the dead out

of his sepulchral chest; asitis said in an Egyptian religious
papyrus: “Come! be resuscitated, Osir-sapi!”’ (Devéria,
MSS. du Louvre, 172).

Now what more natural than that the Egyptian princess,
seeing the little ark (or chest) floating like that of Osiris on the
Nile, and opening it to find the babe living and weeping, should
say in her playful tenderness: “Return to life, little Osir-
sapi!” Indeed, it was on this Tanitic branch of the Nile,
they said, that Osiris was committed to the water when slain
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by Set his brother,—the very stream where Thermuthis in all
likelihood found the Hebrew babe among the papyrus stems.
The alternative names are quite Egyptian. Well might Moses
be called Osarsiph and Mushé, and peradventure Tisithen too,
as Manetho says.

It is worthy of notice that among the thousand relics of
Deir-el-Bahri was found a beautifully-made oblong box of
papyrus like a very neat little hamper, but with the papyrus-
leaves so closely joined that it might well be made water-
tight by bitumen. It has a carefully-fitted lid. Doubtless
the pious love of the faithful Hebrew mother laid her hand-
some babe in such a floating ark as this.

I need not mention that every noun used in the story is a
genuine Hgyptian word. The readers of Canon Cook’s
admirable essays in the ¢ Speaker’s Bible” are familiar with
this (vol. 1., 484). One other relic of great interest found in
the dark hiding-place of Deir-el-Bahri reminds us of the
history of the Israelites. It is the large, elaborate, and beau-
tiful tent of leather used to form the darkened chamber of
the funereal barque for the obsequies of Queen Isi-em-Kheb,
the last royal personage committed to that sepulchre. This
has been carefully described and represented in colours by
Mr. Villiers Stuart in his work “The funeral Tent of an
Egyptian Queen.” The beautiful rose-coloured leather, said
to be gazelles’ skins, may well recall to our memory the ‘‘ rams’
skins dyed red,”” of which one of the coverings of the sacred
tabernacle was made, and this fine example of Egyptian work
bears witness to the skilful use of such a material for exactly
such a purpose.

Like Seti I. and Réameses II., his grandfather and father,
Merenptah is well known by face to students of Egyptian
antiquity. Handsome and lordly features he inherited, but a
haughty ungenial expression mars their beauty. The plates
in Rosellini are most careful copies of the sculptures. It is
remarkable that the Egyptians never give the eye in proper
perspective as an English artist does. For this we must make
allowance in looking at Egyptian reliefs or pictures.

Pithom and Rameses.

Chabas and others have argued that the fortified arsenal
Rémeses must have been built for the only Rimeses (namely
the second), who lived long enough to suit the data of the
life of Moses.

The able treatise of Chabas on the nineteenth dynasty was
by most Egyptologists thought conclusive.
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Now Lepsius bhad found in 1849 very strong reason to
conclude that a place in the Wady Tumil4t, by the old Sweet-
water Canal, called Abii-Keshéb, was the store-city of
Rimeses, and soit has seemed till this year. But the important
discoveries of M. Naville have now fixed for us absolute points
of date and place by which our drifting opinions must be
anchored fast.

I will try to make clear these points as shortly as possible
for those not versed in the intricate details of HKgyptian
research.

About twelve miles from Ismailia westward up the shallow
valley of the Sweet-water Canal is a place of ruins now called
Tell-el-Maskhuta. It is the same place called Tell-Abd.
Keshéb, the reputed Rimeses, and here on this mound
our horse artillery planted their guns in the first action
fought on the westward movement towards the more renowned
Tell-el-Kebir on the 24th of Angust, 1882,

From monuments taken thence long ago to Ismailia, M.
Naville was convinced that the place was not Rémeses, but
Pithom (ono) Pi-Tum, the sanctuary of Tum, the setting-sun
god of Hgypt; and this he confirmed by fresh monuments which
hebroughttolight. Forthenameoccursintheinscriptions many
times as that of the place, and the local name of Rameses (P1-
Rémessu) not once. Although the illustrious veteran Lepsins
still upholds his opinion that the place is Rimeses, I cannot
but believe that when M. Naville has produced in detail his
evidence it will be clear that of the twin- cities this is
Pithom.

But the locality in which it stands is scarcely less interesting
in another light; for it is many times designated by the

inscription found there as Seku, or Sekut( —= E‘f‘

%6 ), identified by Brugsch and Naville with the

Suceoth (noo; LXX, Sokywl) of the book of Exodus.

Now I know that at first sight this seems a strained identi-
fication, and it needs to be explained and justified. This,
however, can be done. I can now only refer to the instances
cited by Brugsch in the Zeitschrift fiir dgyptische Sprache
1875, p. 7, which sufficiently prove that the lasso-shaped
hieroglyph ===, generally considered to represent the sound
of A in Greek, or ¢k in the English word thin, was sometimes
equivalent to the sibilant expressed by o in Hebrew.

The tendency to hiss the 6 sound is exemplified in the last
(Oct. 18883) Statement of the Palestine Exploration Fund,
p- 235, where Mr. Pickering Clarke tells us that the name of
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the well Themed was pronounced by his Arabs «“ Summed,” a

precisely similar case to i noo. In Exodus the LXX

give Soxywl,but translate the nao of Genesis xxxiii. 17, Skqval.
Perhaps, after all, the Egyptian name was not the Semitic
plural meaning * tents.”

The temple, then, gavethename of Pi-tum, and the ordinary or
civil name of the place was Sekut. Thus we have here the first
local names of the Exodus that have yet been surely ascertained,
the eastward of the twin store-cities and the first halting-place
of the Israelites on their eastward march, not harassed but
helped and urged onward by the terrified Elgyptians.

But this is not all, for another well-known name cleaves to
the same place.

In the book of Genesis xlvi. 28, we are told that Jacob
“sent Judah before him unto Joseph to direct his face unto
Goshen, and they came into the land of Goshen. And Joseph
made ready his chariot [probably at Zoan] and went up to
meet Israel his father, to Goshen.”” But the LXX version
written in Egypt, tells us that Judah went to meet Joseph at
Heroonpolis, in the land of Ramesses, and that Joseph met
Israel, his father, there. The Coptic version gives the name
of the place as TIEOWAL, that is, Pithom, and it turns out that all

are right, for at Pi-tum M. Naville found Roman inscriptions
bearing the name ERO, ERO CASTRA, the (Roman) camp
Fro, and HPOY in Greek. Therefore this is the place in the
land of Goshen, the land of Rémeses, where Joseph and his
father met. The Greek HPOY well represents the Egyptian
-—l , h d this ;
g £ magazine, or storehouse; and this is
the true derivation of the name, as M. Naville believes from
the use of the word in the inscriptions on the spot.

This not only represents the sense of the word rendered
“ treasure-cities ”’ (n1opn), but it is entirely borne out by the
structure of the place.

For this arsenal of Rémeses II. is enclosed by an enormous
wall of crude brick, containing in its circuit only a little more
than twelve acres of ground; and this straitened space is
occupied in a strictly military manner by storehouses, except-
ing only the temple and its small precinct. The storehouses
had no access through their side-walls; but only from their
vaulted roofs, where the grain was put in according to the
representations of Egyptian granaries engraved by Wilkinson
and others (Anc. Ey., ed. by Birch, 1. 371). As M. Naville has
said :— Armies which went to Syria and Mesopotamia had

Aru, plural of
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the desert to cross, and were obliged in consequence to take
with them the necessary food.”” Here, then, in ‘“ the best of
the land,” “ the land of Goshen,” still further irrigated and
made fruitful as ‘“ the land of Rimeses,” the troops could take
up their commissariat stores just before issuing through the
gates of the great frontier fortress of Zar on the waste lands
swept by the hordes of marauding Shasu, the scene of Israel’s
wanderings and trials. The results of careful examination at
Tell-el-Maskhuta correspond singularly well with the history
given us in the Bible. The place was built by Rimeses II.
There are no earlier monuments than his. It was Pi-tum. It
was a fortified store-city, the place of military supplies nearest
to the walled frontier-line of Egypt : the first halting-place of
the Israelites, Succoth. And there are certain minute parti-
culars which stamp the story on the structure itself. M.
Naville found ¢ very thick brick walls, remarkably well built,
with mortar between the layers of brick,” &c. This was not
the usual mode of building with sun-burnt brick in Egypt. I
quote from the fine new work of MM. Perrot and Chipiez on
¢ Ancient Art”’ (vol. 1., Hgypte, 115) :—“ As to crude brick
it does not differ perceptibly from pisé [which in Devon I
should translate cob] ; placed one onanother, after undergoing
only an incomplete drying, these bricks undeg the action of
pressure (fassement), and of atmospheric influences, finish by
no longer forming anything but a homogeneous mass, where
one does not even distinguish the courses of work.”” But at
Pithom M. Nayille found “mortar between the layers of
brick.” This at once brings us to the Israelites whom the
Egyptians made ‘to serve with rigour; and they made their
lives bitter with hard bondage in mortar ("2n), and in brick,”
&c. (Bx. i. 138). Here [exhibiting it] is a photograph of
bricks of the time of Rameses, and stamped with his royal
mark. These contain bits of chopped straw.

Now, as for the brick itself, we learn that the straw was
withholden from the Israelites, and they had to gather it for
themselves, and yet to do the same tale of work (Ex. v.).
““ And they were scattered throughout all the land of Mizraim
to gather stubble for straw,” that is, to make the necessary
chopped material. The word rendered stubble is an Bgyptian

4
word (vp = Eg., QQ Kawy, arundo, calamus), used for

the reeds of which the scribes made their pens. And this is
just what M. Naville found :—*“ I may add,” he writes, “that
some of them (the bricks) are made with straw ; or with frag-
ments of reed, of which traces are still to be seen, and some
are of mere Nile mud, and without any straw at all.”” So that
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el\lren the reeds of the marsh ran short, or the time to gather
them.

But there are some topographical traces which lead beyond
Succoth on the route of the Exodus. A large and most im-
portant tablet of Ptolemy Philadelphus gives indications of
other places, and among them of Pi-keheret, which seems to be
the Pi-ha-khirot (nvms) of the Exodus. And now we must
patiently look for further results from the labours of those who
are continuing M. Naville’s researches for the Egypt Explora-
tion Fund Committee, and you will not think me unreasonable
in appealing for support to the Committee in that work, so
needful to fill up the measure of Biblical archaology.

The Palestine Fund has already accomplished grand things,
and is still engaged in a suspended survey on the east of
Jordan, of which Captain Conder, R.E., has just published a
most interesting account in his volume, Heth and Moab.
The Egyptologist has already come to the assistance of the
surveying officer, as we know, and it is clear that in the
neglected ruin-heaps of Goshen, and the unexhausted quarry
of monuments in ¢ the field of Zoan,” we may hopefully expect
to find materials for the further elucidation of Israel’s sojourn
in the land of Mizraim and divine deliverance by the hand of
Moses. ,

It is not the scientific explorer, nor the assiduous archssolo-
gist, who will lightly speak a word of doubt, much less of
supercilious rejection, while he ponders the sacred archives of
the Bible. “ Always it speaks,’” says Bishop Temple, ©“ with
the anthority of its origin. I have read many books,” he con-
tinues, “ which do much for the human intellect and for the
buman spirit, and have felt that I have learned much; and
still feel that these books, though they are my teachers, are
not my rulers; that, though they instruct me, they cannot com-
mand me. But when I turn to the Word of God it takes me
straight, as it were, into His very presence, and gives its
message there by an authority of His and His alone.”

These are the solemn words of one who has not been easily
inclined to take sacred things for granted. Let me add, for
my own part, the witness of an honest and diligent student of
the earliest historic antiquity. The most searching and micro-
scopic examination only leads to higher degrees of conviction
that the history is recorded by Moses; that the revelation
which transfigures this history is supreme and divine, and
““able to make us wise unto salvation through faith which is
in Christ Jesus.” “If ye believed Moses,” said our Lord
Himself (St. John v. 46), ““ ye would believe me; for he wrote
of me. But if ye believe not his writings, how shall ye believe
my words ?”’
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The AvTHOR.—Before the discussion commences, I wish to read a letter
from Monsieur Naville, to whom I sent a proof of my paper. After a
careful perusal of it, Monsieur Naville, in the commentary he has forwarded,
only takes exception to three or four points. Upon one or two of these you
will see that I have not expressed myself with any degree of certainty, and
when the discussion is in print I hope to reply to Monsieur Naville’s letter
in detail. It is dated “ Malagny, near Geneva, November 24,” and contains
the following remarks : —

P. 74. Tt seems to me beyond any doubt that the so-called Hyksos
monuments are of an earlier date. I think anybody who has seen the ruins
of San will come to the same conclusion. They belonged to a group of
statues and other monuments of the twelfth and thirteenth dynasties, which
were together at the entrance of the great temple, and several of which have
been left on the spot. Nearly all the monuments have been usurped later,
sometimes twice over, by kings of the nineteenth, twentieth, or twenty-first
dynasties, who did the same as Apepi had done before them. If Apepi had
erected the sphinxes which have been attributed to him, he would not have
engraved his name so negligently on one of the shoulders, so that it might
easily be rubbed off.

P.77. I do not agree with you on Seti I. having dug the canal of the
Ouadi Tnmildt. At present we have not found anything more ancient than
Rameses II., and it is likely that he built the cities and dug the canal at the
same time. As far as I can judge at present, the route of SetiL is not
through the Ouadi Tumil4t ; it is the northern route which went through
Tanis in the direction towards the Mediterranean and Gaza. It is on that

route that we shall find the site of & | ];, and I think I know

where, only I do not feel at liberty to name the spot without quoting the
text on which my evidence rests. The Israelites issuing from Succoth would
not come near Zar.

P.74. I should not say that in good hkehhood Ré-sekenen had seen
Joseph, and, perhaps, Jacob. We have no reason to assail the testimony of
the Syncellus, saying that the Pharao of Joseph was Apepi; but the war
which broke out between the two kings must have been after Josepl’s death.
The Scripture describes the time when Joseph lived as a time of peace, and
it is not likely that there was much intercourse between two sovereigns of a
different race altogether.

P. 80. As for the Egyptian name of Moses, I believe it t3 be m ﬂ bj}

or m P % ﬁ?, which means a child, a boy. The Hebrews transcribed

it in a form which gave to the word a Hebrew meaning, as it is very often
the case. As for the nanie of Osarsiph, it is very possible that it has been
given to Moses, but I should think not when he was a boy, but late in life,
when he had been instructed in the sciences and religion of the Egyptiaqs

VOL, XVIIIL. H
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which must have given him the rank and title of an Egyptian priest.
Besides, in the myth of Osiris the child is always called Horus. I was very
much interested in the name of Iskhut, taken from Esarhaddon’s campaign,
which seems to correspond very well with Succoth. Tell el Masxfit is not
an old name. It means the tell of the statue, and the name is derived from
the granite monolith which has been known for many years.

The Cuarrman (J. A, Fraser, M.D., Inspector-General of Hospitals).
—The very pleasant duty now devolves upon me of asking you to
accord a vote of thanks to the author for his paper, as to the great merits
and the interesting nature of which I am sure there will not be a dis-
sentient voice. I am particularly interested in Egyptology ; but, at the
same time, can scarcely claim a special knowledge of the subject, being
only one of those whom Professor Huxley has described as * Lookers-on
at science and literature.” Therefore I shall be glad if those present who
possess that special knowledge will favour us with such remarks as may
add to the information already laid before us. There is one thing I may
add, that there are numerous and vast discoveries yet to be made in the
interesting land of Egypt, of which at the present moment it may be said
that the surface has merely been scratched.

Mr. W. St. CraD BoscaweN.—Upon a paper so full of sound and valuable
research as that just read by Mr. Tomkins I can have but little to say. I
think the Victoria Institute is to be congratulated on having so able and
learned an Egyptologist as Mr. Tomkins as one of its members. Having
read two or three papers written by him, I may venture the remark,
that if everybody who undertakes to read an essay, before this or
any other institute, would take as much trouble in the way of research
as he has done, the proceedings of our learned societies would be worth
twice or three times what they are at present. The researches now going on
in the valley of the Nile are of the greatest possible interest, and those who
have visited that portion of the globe may sometimes forget, as they pass by
temple after temple, that when they have got beyond Cairo they are leaving
behind them things of far greater interest to us Western people than the
grander ruins of Thebes—of greater interest as connected with our own social
life at the present day. We take up a newspaper or a letter from a friend,
and we little think that the characters in which it is written or printed are
~ now considered to have been first invented by the dwellers in the land of
~ Goshen. Passing briefly to some of the points touched upon by Mr. Tomkins,
I come to one which is brought forward in connexion with future explora-
tions—namely, the gateway by which nomad people were brought into contact
with the Egyptians—the outer eastern gate by which they found their way
into Egypt. When they had thus found their way there, they had great in-
fluence on the civilisation of that country, and we cannot doubt the contact
with Egyptian civilisation was a matter of great importance to the Semitic
people. As to the influence of the Semitic people in Egypt, we have the best
and most undoubted evidence. About the period of the eighteenth or nine-
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tesnth dynasty the Egyptian people underwent a great change, as great a
change as we underwent at one time by our relations ‘with France. The
language of Egypt also underwent a considerable alteration, and a number of
Semitic words were then introduced into that language, just as a large number
of French words were inserted into ours, until at length it became a mark -
of good breeding to interpolate the literature of Egypt with Semitic words.
This was one of 'the great effects produced by the contact that had taken
place between Semites and Egypt. But there is another question that awaits
solution on the part of those who wield the pick and the shovel, and that is,
What was the. influence of Egypt on the Semites, and what did the Jews
bring out of Egypt ? It is a very remarkable thing, with regard to Numbers
and Exodus, that there are numerous strong proofs of the truly historical
and Egyptological character of these books. It is important ‘to notice the
numerous indications of Egyptian knowledge exhibited by the writer of the
Pentateuch, yet it is quite evident that the Levitical code was not based
upon an Egyptian model, but rather was a revival and elaboration of the
code common alike to all the great Semitic family in Arabia, Syria, and the
Euphrates Valley. The discovery of the dyed leather funeral tent of the
Egyptian queen proves the employment of such materials by the Egyptians
at the time of the Exodus as are described in the Hebrew writings as used
in the construction of the Tabernacle ; but the Tabernacle itself must be
regarded rather as a form of the great sacred tent common to the Arabs
long before the time of Abraham ; while the sacrificial code resembles in the
most minute details that of the Semitic Babylonians, Ithink that, if the ex-
plorations that are to be undertaken are carried out on the site of Zoan, we shall
have put before us more clearly and fully the influence that was brought to bear
on the Jews. Inthe housesand lower parts of the town we may find records of
the Jews, even at the time of the Exodus, and possibly some few specimens of
the writing which the Jews brought out of Egypt, and which they borrowed
from the Egyptians, There is one point on which I might be able to throw
a little light derived from the evidence coming to us of the civilisation of
Asgia. The word Zar has been much spoken of in this paper, and attention
is called to the passage which is quoted from the 13th chapter of Genesis :—
“Lot lifted up bis eyes and beheld all the plain (Kikkar) of Jordan, that it
was well watered everywhere (before Jehovah destroyed Sodom and.
Gomorrah), like the Garden of Jehovah, like the land of Mizraim when
thou enterest Zar.” It is a curious fact that, in the appendix to Mr.
Rassam’s paper on the interesting discoveries recently made in Assyria,
reference is made to that extremely fertile plain to the north of Babylon,
which was watered by the Tigris and the Euphrates, and which was called
by the word Akkadians Edipa, and that this word was translated by the
Semitic people as the word ZERU. Therefore, the peculiar expression which
" appears in the passage quoted as first referring to the Garden of Eden, and
then to Zar, would seem to indicate a rich, fertile plain, and the entrance to
such a plain from desert, when Egyptian civilisation was at its height. I would
iust refer to another matter, The expedition for which Mr. Tomkins has pleaded
H 2 ’
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to-night, and which the Palestine Exploration Fund is to carry out for the
purposes of geological survey in the Jordan Valley, and the valleys leading
down to the Gulf of Akaba, is said to be in connexion with the scheme of
the Jordan Valley Canal. I have seen it so stated in different newspapers,
and I ought to say that it is in behalf of research alone, and is in no way
connected with any such scheme, having been proposed before the Jordan
Valley mania came on. It was originally broached last year.* There is also
another point connected with the explanation given as to Zoan or Tanis. I
am glad to see Egyptologists are at last shaking down to some agreement of
opinion as to the remarkable monuments at Tanis (Zoan), which seem to me
to be undoubted relics of the Hyksés kings, and to resemble the monu-
ments of Carchemish, There is a large slab at Jerabis representing
Hittite deities standing on the back of a couchant lion, The fore part of the
animal is exactly like the fore portions of the Sphinxes at San. Mariette
has pointed out that the warlike head of the great Hyksds invasion was in
all probability a band of Hittite warriors, leading on hordes of Semites,
similar to the Arabs of the Soudan, of whom we hear so much at the
present day. These discoveries may help to clear up the relations between
the Hittites and the Hyks0s, and to prove that the wars of vengeance
entered upon by Rimeses II. against the Kheta and Syrian allies were
vengeance upon them for the part they had taken in leading the Hyksds into
Egypt. I will conclude by saying that Mr. Tomkins's paper bristles with
sharp little discoveries, and some important ones, and I can only hope that
the work he has pleaded for may be carried on, and that in a few years we
shall have some great and important discoveries from the Delta of the Nile.

Rev. H. G. Tomrins.—I spoke of the tantalizing cross questions
which the Nile and the Euphrates are asking of one another, and

* Since these remarks were made, ‘Professor Hull has returned with
materials for the construction of a geological map of the Holy Land very
much in advance of anything which could hitherto be attempted. He
has traced the ancient margin of the Gulfs of Suez and Akaba to a height
of 200 feet above their present level, and is of opinion that at the time of
the Exodus there was a continuous connexion of the Bitter Lakes and
the Red Sea. (Palestine Exploration Fund Journal, April, 1884, p. 137.)
The Dead Sea, he has discovered, formerly stood at an elevation of 1,400
feet above its present level,—that is to say, 100 feet above the level of
the Mediterranean. He has also found evidences of a chain of ancient
lakes in the Sinaitic district, and of another luke in the centre of the
Wady Arabah, not far from the water-shed. The great line of disloca-
tion of the Wady el Arabah and the Jordan Valley has been traced to a
distance of more than a hundred miles. 'The materials for working out
a complete theory of the origin of this remarkable depression are now
available. They are found to differ in many details from the one furnished
by Lartet. The terraces of the Jordan have been examined, the most
important one being 600 feet above the present surface of the Dead Sea.
The relation of the terraces to the surrounding hills and valleys shows that
these features had already been formed before the waters had reached
their former level. Sections have been carried east and west across the
Arabah and Jordan Valley. Two traverses of Palestine have also been
made from the Mediterranean to the Jordan."—Enp. (revised by Prof. Hull).
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Mr. Boscawen has raised a few points which I will not just now
take up time by going into. With regard to the sphinxzes of San,
he has raised a most interesting argument, and the photographs of the
lion which my friend Dr. Gwyther has brought home are of great value.
I quite agree that that is a good parallel of the shaggy sphinx, with
its mane. With regard to one or two points he has brought out I agree,
after having read everything I can get hold of about Egyptian influence on the
‘Jews, and the beautiful work of the late Abbé Ancessi—who died at an
carly age—on the book of Leviticus and other things in which Egypt was
supposed to influence the Mosaic doctrines and code, that Mr. Boscawen
has touched the rvight string. I say this from what little I know, and
after taking a vivid interest in everything that might help mne in finding
out the points of intersection between the Egyptian and Assyrian. It
is in regard to these great points that we find the most valuable results in
recent discoveries, and it does appear that there is a marked contrast between
Egyptian and Mosaic piety ; between the Egyptian moral code and the
moral and spiritual code of the Hebrews ; between the forms of holiness
and ideas of righteousness held by the Egyptian and by the Hebrew, more
particularly when I remember that the only things I have ever met with
that come home to one’s heart and couscience as Biblical outside the Bible,
are the piteous wailings of the stricken heart in the fragments of peni-
tential psalms of the Assyrians, Babylonians, and early Chaldeans, these
being the only extra-Secriptural sources in which I have found the sense of
sin in the veritably-awakened conscience. Therefore, I quite agree that the
higher spiritual morality and yearnings are to be found much rather by the
side of the Buphrates than on the banks of the Nile. But upon this point
I should like some one to make further inquiry. With regard to the tent
of the Egyptian queen, I only point ont, as a curious matter, the material
of which the tent was composed, and suggest a certain likeness to what we
read with reference to the Tabernacle. I am glad to say I have anticipated
Mr. Boscawen’s notion of the etymology of Zar in sonie notes I made at
the Church Congress, where I had to speak upon these matters. I am very
much indebted to Mr. Boscawen for his remarks, and I hope that such
meetings ag these may prove the means of increasing our information on
such great topics as this. I trust also that the explorations in Egypt
may go on, and that, during the next six months, much more than we yet
know may be learned about the Nile Delta. I have only now to thank all
for the attention bestowed on my paper, and for the kindness and courtesy
with which I have been received.
The meeting was then adjourned.

NorEe BY THE AUTHOR, Aug. 12, 1884.—The last number of the Zeitschrift
of the renowned and regretted Lepsius contains an important article by
Brugsch-Pacha, in which he frankly accepts Naville’s site of Pithom, and
places Rameses further north on the .eastern frontier of the Delta. The
latter site 1nust not be regarded as ascertained. )
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APPENDICES.

ON RECENT ADVANCES IN BIBLICAL CRITICISM AND IN HIS-
'TORICAL DISCOVERY IN RELATION TO THE CHRISTIAN
FAITH.*

TrE topic prescribed for me is “ The Bearing of Egyptology, in its most
Recent Phase, on the Bible.” I would first say this: that to show the
bearing of Egyptology on the Bible is rather to prove, by innumerable small
coincidences, that which Ebers has so well called the Egypticity of the
Pentateuch, than to establish any particular historical point by external and
monumental evidence. But that function of Egyptology is a very important
one indeed. For instance, the life of Joseph is supported at every point in
the strongest probability by the parallel between the Egyptian monuments
and the record in the Bible. I will not, however, take up much of your
time in arguments this evening. I would point out that in the main,
roughly speaking, the Delta of the Nile is almost the Biblical Egypt. We
have so little in the Bible beyond the Delta, that we may say that the
Delta is almost the Egypt of the Bible. I will now take three points in the
Delta. The first is that of the Biblical Zoan, the Sdn of the present day,
where the immense ruin-heaps are waiting to be explored. Here, already,
the results of comparatively superficial examination by Mariette are so very
important, in having recovered the sculptures of the “Shepherd Kings,”
that we may expect something still more important from a thorough search
of the ruins. The “Field of Zoan” of the Bible is called by the same
expression in Egyptian records. The Field of Zoan was the scene of the
great wonders which God performed by the hand of Moses. I do not think
that Zoan is, as Brugsch supposes, the Zar of the Egyptian monuments.
But now we will come to that point—to the place called Zar or Zaru on the
Egyptian monuments, and here we come upon a very curious Biblical
coincidence. In the 13th chapter of the Book of Genesis, where is described
Lot’s choice of the Jordan plain, it says: “The plain was well watered
everywhere, even as the garden of the Lord, like the land of Egypt as
thou comest unto [when thou enterest] Zoar” But there is very strong
reason for believing that these words should be read mot * as thou comest
unto Zoar,”—which is far away from the land of Egypt,—but “when thou
enterest Zar.” [The Hebrew word exactly suits this.] And I want to say a
word about that place Zar. It was a miost important military point, for it
was the place of starting for all the Egyptian expeditions into Syria during
the great reigns of the Thothmes and Rameses P}I)la.raohs. They started from
“the fortress of Zar”; and there is still to be seen at Karnak that
magnificent tableau which represents the triumphal return of Seti I. from
one of these expeditions, gou can see the ‘Fortress of Zar,” and the

* An_Address delivered at the Reading Church Congress, October,
1883. By the Rev. Hexry Georae ToMKins, late Vicar of Branscombe,
Reprinded, by permission, from the Official Repert.
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Pharach in his chariot, at the head of strings of captives who are being
taken into bondage in the land of Goshen. The open portals of the fortress
are to be seen, and the fortified points of the great military road from Syria;
and this is very important, for it is surely connected with a discovery of the
late lamented F. & Holland, Vicar of Evesham. In a letter to me, in
May, 1880, he said : “The road which I discovered to the south of that
(viz,, of Brugsch’s route of the Exodus), running due east from Ismailia,
will, I hope, bave had a special interest for you, as the route of Abraham
into Egypt. It is a very remarkable road, evidently much used in ancient
times, and it is curious that it has remained unknown.” Mr. Holland
described his route in a paper read before the British Association, and
reprinted in the Quarterly Statement of the Palestine Exploration Fund for
April, 1879. T hope this most important ancient road will not remain un-
known much longer, for it ought to be very carefully surveyed. It is the
road by which the fathers came into Egypt; the road at the termination
of which, a little within that “ Fortress of Zar,” Joseph went to meet his
father, with all the pomp of Egyptian mobarchical grandeur, with his
chariots and his escort ; the road by which the great armies of Egypt went
out upon their wonderful expeditions, which Sir Charles Wilson has
referred to, against the Hittites and their other enemies ; and therefore I
say it is a road well worthy of being thoroughly surveyed. .And I cannot
help thinking that, since we know approximately the situation of that
fortress of Zar, which was the key to the great military inlet to Egypt, by
which our own troops so lately led our expedition to Cairo,—I cannot help
thinking that if we were to put one thing and another together, we should
find ourselves on the eve of very important results. The inlet of this
ancient road must needs be closely connected with the great military
position in the strong eastern fortified wall of the ancient Pharaohs, the key to
Lower Egypt, the fortress of Zar, hitherto confused by Bible readers with
Zoar, in the passage I have quoted. And that discovery of the true Zar of
Gen. xiii., which was made by the learned Dr. Haigh, in 1876, is taken for
granted by Dr. Diimichen in his important history, now in course of publi-
cation. That Zar is a place which should be carefully looked for. Now we
will go a little further, about twelve miles along the land of Goshen, along
the line of the Sweetwater canal, along the exact line of our recent military
operations, and to the spot where I think the first engagement took place.
We find there, at Tell el-Maskh@ta, the ruin-heaps and the ancient fortified
walls of a most important place—one of the twin store-cities which were
built by the Israelites for their oppressor, Rameses 1I. The venerable
Lepsius distinguished himself, among many other achievenients, by the
identification of this place, upon apparently unassailable grounds, with
Rameses. It has been taken for granted, and the railway station there is
called “ Ramsis.” M. Naville, in the course of his excavations mnade there
for the Committee of the Egypt Exploration Fund, has found very important
monumental evidences. 1 can give you a short account of his results, but I
have not time to argue. I am perfectly aware that Dr. Lepsius still adheres-
to his original idea that Tell el-Maskhiita was Rameses, and I have read
his recent article in his Zeitschrift with the greatest attention. Now, M.
Naville has found a very great and strong wall of circumvallation of that
ancient fortress. It is built of crude bricks, enclosing a restricted
area of about twelve acres, but those twelve acres are occupied in a strictly
military manner by the magazines of a “store-city.” These store-chambers
are very interesting indeed. They had high walls, and were strongly
built, and they had the peculiarity of being opened only at the top. There
were no doorways, and no inlets at the sides, and that peculiarity f:ntlrely
tallies with the well-known representations of Egyptian granaries and
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store-chambers given by Wilkinson and Rosellini. While this was
a store-city, it was a sanctuary as well, according to the custom of the
Egyptians, Like other towns, it had a two-fold name, a religious and a
civil name, as, for instance, our own Verulam is called St. Alban’s. The
secular name of this place was Seku, i.c., Succoth, of the Bible. Let me
remark that Brugsch has- vindicated the sibilant pronunciation of the first
Egyptian consonant, the well-known lasso-shaped hieroglyph, in Lepsius’s
Zetschrift, 1875, p, 8. It is, then, a most interesting fact that the secular
name of this place was Succoth. I take this as proved, for it is established
by the mention of Seku or Sekut twenty-two times in the inscriptions found
there, There are the priests of the well-known setiing-sun-god, Tum, of
Sekut. And the sanctuary is called, fifteen times over, Pi-tum—the
abode of Tum. If any one should question this, I will gladly give the
references by which I think it is clearly established. Thus it was the first
halting-place of the Israelites in their exodus. And that is the first nail yet
driven hard and fast in their route. We have had many theories and con-
tests, and an agreeable diversity of opinion, but from henceforth I believe
that the theory of Brugsch, that Pharaoh’s host was swamped by the setting
in of the waters of the Mediterranean in the Serbonian marsh, must be given
up, and the old theory that the escaping tribes went along the valley of the
Sweetwater canal must be regarded as firmly established.

And now we are passing out of the region of vain conjectures invo the
region of historical realities.

There is another point. Tell el-Maskhfita is not only the Pithom and the
Succoth of the Bible, but a very interesting place, of which we read in the
Septuagint version. When Joseph went to meet Jacob, and Judah was sent
to meet Joseph on behalf of his father, the meeting-place was Heroopolis.
The identity of the spot is pointed out by Roman inscriptions there with
the name ERO, ERO CASTRA. The derivation of the name given by M.
Naville is very interesting, namely, the Egyptian word “ Ar,” a storehouse,
of which the plural is * Aru,” identical with the Greek HPOY found on the
spot. Thus the name is found, and the road is found, by which Jacob came
and Judah went on before him., I may say besides that there is a curious
confirmation of the Biblical account of the work of bondage. The walls are
very well built. The bricks are of Nile mud, and embedded in mortar,
which rerninds us that the Egyptians “made the children of Israel to serve
with rigour, and made their lives bitter with hard bondage, in mortar and
in brick” (Ex. i. 14). There are three kinds of brick used, the first made
with straw properly provided ; the next are made with reed (the stubble”
of our Bible, and the word used is pure Egyptian, Kash; arundo, calamus);
and the third kind are made of sheer Nile mud, when even the reeds were
exhausted. All these M. Naville has found at Pithom.

I will only add a few words more in following the illustrious engineer
officer, Sir Charles Wilson, whom I am happy to see here in the interest of
the Palestine Exploration Fund, and that is, that T am a humble member of
the committee of the Egypt Exploration Fund, not by way of rivalry, for I
have been a local secretary of the Palestine Fund for many years. The one
is the complement of the other. Sir Charles Wilson is himself on the com-
mittee of the Egypt Fund. I will therefore only make the shortest possible
appeal, and ask, Is it not worth while to pay for pickaxes to get at the
wisdom of the Egyptians ?
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THE EXCAVATIONS AT PITHOM.

M. NaviLuw’s excavations at Tell El-Maskhfitah, which he identified
with the Biblical Pithom, are referred to in a letter from Mr. Staunley
Lane Poole, to the Atheneum last year, from which the following quo-
tations are made : It appears that a small corner of the present exca-
vation had already yielded a sculptured group, representing Ramses II.
between two gods, and four other sculptures, all of which had been
removed to Ismailia. “These M. Naville noticed were dedicated to the god
Tum, the setting sun, and that Rameses II. was described as the friend
of Tum. The conclusion was, that they must have come from one of the
several cities which bore the sacred or temple name of Pe-tum, and
M. Naville conjectured that the Petum in question, associated as it was with
Ramses II., might turn out to be none other than the treasure-city of Pithom
which the children of Israel *built for Pharaoh” (Exodus i. 11). This
finally decided him to begin his exploration at Tell El-Maskhfitah, whence
these monuments dedicated to Tum had been brought. He found the site
marked out by extensive but not lofty mounds, and at the corner where the
previous diggings had been made a red granite group representing Ramses
L. between two gods (the fellow-group to that at Ismailia) was still standing
in situ, and some unworked blocks of stone lay near by.

“This was all that had been done when M. Naville began his work of
excavation in the beginning of February, 1883. When I visited the spot
M. Naville had been at work for six weeks, and had carried the excavations
almost as far as he meant to go. He had employed about a hundred men
daily, and had cleared away 18,000 cubic métres of soil. He had laid bare
the entire enclosure, and excavated a great part of the interior chambers and
the whole of the remains of the temple. . He had identified this walled city
with Pithom, the strong city of Exodus, and had established its Greek and
Roman name. He had ascertained that the builder of the city was Ramses
II., traced its existence through several kings of the twenty-second dynasty
to Ptolemaic and Roman times, and arrived at other important historical and
geographical conclusions, No more triumphant success in the first trial of
our exploration society could have been desired, and M. Naville may well be
congratulated on having added to his distinction as an Egyptologist the
laurels of a discoverer of the first rank. His method of work, his deductions,
and his brilliant conjectures, which afterwards proved uniformly correct,
evince the rarest of gifts—the instinct for discovery.

“The excavationsare only a few hundred yards from the railway and canal.
Standing on the high mounds on the south side of the canal, a comprehensive
view is obtained of the whole position. Immediately in front we see a
cluster of mounds and brick walls, clearly of the Roman period. These
represent the Roman town of Hero or Herogpolis, which adjoined the
fortified camp. Beyond the town, looking southwards, is a slight valley, and
on the other side of this is the square enclosure where the monuments were
found which identified this enclosure with the Biblical Pithom and with the
Greek fortress and Roman camp of Hero. At the south-east corner of the
enclosure are the minaret and other vestiges of the ruined and (save by one
Greek) abandoned Arab village of Tel El-Maskhitah, and not far from the
south-west -corner is a deserted building formerly used by the engineers of
the freshwater canal. Near the corner where the mosque stands, the (jlry
bed of the old Pharaonic canal is seen, as it curves round towards the line
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of the present canal. The fort or store-city was thus well supplied with
water.

“Crossing the valley to the square enclosure, we are able to realise its
peculiar character. The enclosing walls are about two hundred métres long
on each of the four sides, and are exceedingly massive. ~They are built of
crude brick, made without straw, of an unusually large and solid kind, and
the average thickness is no less than seven métres. Within the enclosing walls
the whole' area is seen to be full of large excavated pits, which on eloser
examination prove to be solidly-bui.t square chambers of various sizes, but
all of the same general appearance. Almost the whole space within the
walls, except the corner devoted to the temple, is honeycombed with thesc
chambers, which are divided from one another by partition walls of from
two and a half to three métres thick. There is nothing resembling these
curious chambers in Egypt ; they are unique, and I think they are in some
respects the most interesting part of M. Naville’s discovery. The walls are not
only unusually thick, but unusually well built. The bricks are very large,
well squared, and laid with mortar with great care and regularity, while the
perpendicular of the wall seems faultless. But the strange thing about these
strong rooms is that they have no doors. M. Naville has cleared them down
to the foundations, but not a door or gate could he find! The explanation of
this is, however, easy and satisfactory. About ten or twelve feet from the
foundafion there is a sort of ledge, of the depth of a brick or two, running
all round the walls, as though the floor of an upper story had rested there ;
and a little below the ledge there are square holes in the walls, with the
remains of wood in them, as though the ends of beams had been inserted in
them in connexion with the support of the upper floor. Below the ledge
the wall is of plain brick, but above it is often covered with a coating of
white plaster. All this seems to point to one conclusion—the doorless
chambers below were entered by trap-doors from the upper stories, which
were possibly dwelling-rooms ; and the lower chambers, entered by trap-
doors from above, must have been storehouses or granaries. When
it is remembered that the Pithom with which M, Naville has identified this
site is described in Exodus i. 11 as a “store-city,” or treasure-city, the
unique importance of these singular doorless chambers will be fully
appreciated. No more remarkable confirmation of the accuracy of this
particular statement in Exodus could well be demanded. It should be
added that the bricks are made both with and without straw, that they are
set with mortar as a rule, and that M. Naville has turned over thousands of
them without finding a single cartouche like the one in the Berlin Museum,
which Lepsius states came from this very site.  The chambers near the old
canal are in a much less perfect state than those in other parts of the
enclosure ; and the reason is seen in the fact that the more ruined parts
were nearest to the water, and were, therefore, longest lived in and
built over.

“The Temple of Tum, at the southern side of the enclosure, had its own
enclosing wall, of which M. Naville has uncovered a good deal. Within
this space were found all the monuments, with the exception of a black
granite statue, which was evidently thrown over into the adjoining store-
chamber. The temple was a small one, as might be expected in & place which
was a fortress rather than a city—a place to take refuge in, not to live in. There
were two sphinxes, now at Ismailia, before the entrance, and also the two
groups of Ramses II. between gods already described ; but no traces can
be found of an avenue, or, indeed, of any extensive outworks, Of the
temple itself almost nothing remains. The limestone used in its construction
was very soft, and its -natural decay was hastened by the action of later
builders. The red baked brick of the Roman camp is seen over part of the
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temple’s site, and the materials of successive cities had to be supplemented.
trom the remains of the Abode of Tum,

““ The monuments found in the temple enclosure by M. Naville are these :—

1. The oldest is a hawk with the nume of Ramses II,, nineteenth dynasty.

“2. Twenty-second dynasty. Small inscription of Sheshonk (Shishak);
granite statue of Osorkhon IL. ; another of Takeloth. Probably the great
black granite statue which lies broken in the storehouse mext the temple
belongs also to Osorkhon IL

“3. Ptolemaic. A great (hieroglyphic) stela of Ptolemy Philadelphus and
his sister and wife Arsinoé. (Arsinoe is placed, in double, among the gods
and goddesses, with a new and unknown cartouche in addition to her usual
cartouche. The stela relates to the construction or restoration of the canal
to the Heroopolite gulf by Ptolemy Philadelphus.) Also a statue with the
same new cartouche of Arsinoé,

“4, Roman. A milestone, with the names of Galerius Maximian and
Severus (306 or 307 A.p.) and the distance, AB ERO IN CLVSMA MI VIII |[=|
(the M1 in monogram), and another stone describing the place as ERO CASTRA;
and some nomos coins, mostly of Hadrian and Trajan.

“TFrom these monuments the following facts have been deduced :—

“1. The Identification of Tell El-Maskhital with the Biblical Pithom.—
This is proved by the juxtaposition of the names of Petum and Thuku (the
latter previously identified with Succoth by Heinrich Brugsch Pasha) on the
back of the Ptolemaic statue of a priest. The same name Petum occurs
three times on a magistrate’s statue of the reign of Osorkhon II., and both
names are found on a third statue. *Petum {the abode of I'um} in the
city or region of Thuku,” 4.¢., Pithom in the city of Succoth, fixes the site
beyond a doubt ; and its position in the Wady et-Tumilét, the valley that
divides the desert and offers a direct and practicable road from the eastern
border to Memphis, corresponds exactly to the description of ‘‘Thuku at
the entrance of the east.” Thus the excavations at Tell El-Maskhfitah have
not only identified the strange brick enclosure with the strong store-city
which 1s said in Exodus to have been actually built by the Israelites, but,
by also establishing the connexion between Pithom, the sacred name, and
Thuky, the ordinary name, they have fixed the position of the first encamp-
ment on the route of the Exodus (Exodus xii. 37). Not only do we sce the
actual storehouses which the children of Israel are related to have built, but
we now know the first station on their journey from Egypt into Palestine.
The position is certainly by no means where Brugsch placed it. At present
it is enough to say that one point in the Exodus is definitely fixed, without
entering into the question how to square this peint with other points which
at present rest upon comjecture. When miore sites have been explored—
such as San (Tanis) aud Daphnie—we may be able to lay down the route
with more precision,

“IL The Identification of the Builder of the City and Temple with Bamscs
II.—M. Naville is convinced that Ramses II. built the temple, and that he
was not able to complete his design. The oldest monuments bear his name,
and hard by lie blocks of unworked granite and other stone, with sculptors’
marks, evidently intended to be used in the decoration or enlargement of
the temple. The identification of Ramses IL. with Pharaoh the Uppressor
is thus confirmed. The temple was afterwards restored or added to by
several sovereigns of the twenty-second dynasty.

“IIL. The Identtfication of Tell El-Maskhtah and Pithom with Hero or
Heroopolis.—This follows from the two Roman inscriptions, and another
stone bearing the HPOY shows that the name went back to Greek times.
Further, M. Naville traces the name Heéro or Ero to Ara, the Egyptian word
for storehouse, whiclt occurs in the title of the priest on the statue whieh first
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settled the identity of Pithom : “chief of the storehouse of the temple of Tum or
Thuku.” Other points are the appellation castra, and the distance from
Clysma, which is clearly nine Roman miles. There is no trace of an L before
virry, unless the monogram of M with a perpendicular line through it stands
for u L instead of mr, which is improbable. If Hero or Pithom was only
nine miles from Clysma, the site of the latter must be looked for near Lake
Timsédh, or more probably towards the ancient head of the Bitter Lakes.

“We still wait the decipherment of the great stela of Ptolemy Philadelphus
and Arsinos ; but meanwhile to have traced the history of Pithom-Succoth-
Heroopolis from the foundation by Ramses IL. in the fourteenth century
B.C., through the twenty-second dynasty and the Ptolemies, under its Egyptian
name, and then in its Greek and Roman name till 306 A.D., is no slight feat.

“1 should add that, though I am indebted to M. Naville for the details
above recorded, he must not be held responsible for any errors, either in
description or inference, which may have crept into my notes.”
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ORDINARY MEETING, Janvary 7, 1884,
H. Capmax Jowes, Esq., M.A., 1N THE CHAIR.

The Minutes of the last Meeting were read and confirmed, and the fol-
lowing Elections were announced :—

Meusers :—Rev. 8. H. Buchanan, D.D., United States; E, Burton,
Esq., N. 8, Wales; G. A. Spottiswoode, Esq., London.

Lire Associates :—R. J. Finnemore, F.R.G.S.,, F.Z.8, Natal; Rev.
G. H. W. Lockhart-Ross, B.A., Sudbury.

Associares :—The Right Rev. the Bishop of Tuam, Ireland ; the Ven.
Archdeacon P. Teulon Beamish, D.D., LL.D., Victoria ; Rev. D. N. Beach,
United States ; Rev. E. Chichester, B.A. Camb., Dorking ; Rev. B. C.
Young, Birmingham,

Hox. LocAL SEcrETARIES :—Rev, F. A, Allen, London ; C. 8. Eby, Fsq.,
Japan ; Rev. F. R. Young, Reading. '

The following paper was then read by the Author :—

THE CUNEIFORM INSCRIPTIONS AND THE ERA OF
THE JEWISH CAPTIVITY. (B.C. 605-538.) By
W. St. Caap BoscAwEN.

“TFPVHE Jewish captivity,” writes the late Emanuel Deutsch,

“was one of the most mysterious and momentous
periods in the history of humanity. ~What were the
influences brought to bear upon the captives during that time
woe know not. But this we know, that from a lawless, reck-
less, godless populace, they returned transformed into a band
of Puritans.”* The people who had so often and so easily
yielded to the seductions of the rites of Baal and Ashtoreth,—
a people so rebellious as to call forth the rebuke, ¢ This is a

* Literary Remains of Emanuel Deutsch, * Essay on the Talmud,” p. 12.
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rebellious people, lying children, children that will not hear
thelaw of Jehovah *” (Isiah xxx.9). This same people returned
from a captivity, nominally of seventy years’ duration, but in
reality about fifty,* zealous of Jehovah, banded together in
one lomogeneous whole against the encroachments of all
rulers who would paganise the nation, and enforcing the
formerly neglected Law with a fanatical sternness. The
Captivity was the birthday of all the vital elements in Jewish
nationality ; the revival of national and religious enthusiasm,
the codification of laws and literature, all owe their origin to
this important epoch. Twenty years have elapsed since the
lines with which my paper commenced were written, and great
and important discoveries have, during that time, been made
in the grave-mounds of the land of the Captivity, which
throw a flood of light upon this dark epoch, revealing some, at
least, of the potent forces which wrought this wondrous change
in the chosen people. It will be my endeavour in this paper
to place before you this “light from the monuments,” which
has been re-kindled by the magic touch of the spade-wands of
Sir Henry Layard, Mr. Hormuzd Rassam, Sir Henry Rawlin-
son, and other explorers, and to show you how valuable it is
in elucidating, elaborating, and confirming the Biblical
narrative. In dealing with this subject, we have now to start
and to work upon entirely new ground to that formerly the
basis of treatment. Hitherto- all we knew of the wonders of
Babylon, and the glory, and wisdom, and learning of the
Chaldeans, was derived from the second-hand, hearsay evidence
of the Greek writers, Herodotus, Ctesias, Xenophon, and
others, together with a few incidental notices in the later
books of the Old Testament. Now we have before usa series
of strictly contemporaneous documents, which reveal to us, not
only the life and acts of the kings of Babylon, but numberless
details of the social and religious life of the nation. We have
now open to us an overwhelming mass of literature, which, in
thought, language, and expression is a sister of the Hebrew
tongue. It is, therefore, apparent to all how important it is
that this evidence should be sifted to its utmost limit in
the cause of truth. In dealing with this evidence, I purpose
to treat of it under three headings:—historical, religious,
and social.

It is clear that to prove the importance of such an epoch as
that of the Captivity in the history of the Jewish nation in
particular and the world in general, it will be necessary, first

* Dunker's History of Antiquity, vol. vi., p. 80.
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of all, to prove the historical accuracy of the documents
relating to the period.

The Hebrew people owed much of the part which they
played in the political dramas of Western Asia to the geo-
graphical position of the land they lived in. From a geo-
graphical position it was, as Dean Stanley has fitly called it,
the Piedmont of Western Asia; so, politically, it became the
Austria of the ancient world. Situated midway between the
two great Oriental empires of Egypt and Assyria, it was ever
yielding to the influence, first of the one, then of the other;
and, when these mighty powers met in the clash of battle, it
was upon the plains of Palestine or Syria that the conflict was
waged. The great battles of the Egyptian age, as we may
call the period from the seventeenth to the twelfth centuries
before the Christian era, were fought upon the plains or in the
northern borders of the land.

The battles of Mageddo and Kadesh, in which Thothmes ITIL.
and Rameses 11, (Sesostris) crushed the Syrians (Ruten), the
Hittites (Keta) and the Asia Minor allies, were fought, the one
beneath the slopes of Carmel, the other in the Orontes valley,
the northern gateway of Palestine. In the Assyrian age, from
the ninth to the seventh centuries B.C., we have several
important battles. The battle of Karkar (B.C. 558), in which
Shalmanesar ITI. defeated the Syrian allies, among whom was

Ahab Y %> A.Khi-bu, King of Sirlai or Israel, was
Y g

fought in the Orontes valley, in the neighbourhood of
Hamath.* During the long struggle between Egypt and
Assyria, the great battles of Raphia (B.C. 720) in which
Sargon stemmed the tide of the Egyptian invasion and forced
Sibakhe, the So of the Bible (2 Kings xvii. 4-5), the Sabaka
of the hieroglyphic inscriptions to give tribute, and Eltakeh, in
which Sennacherib crushed the rebellion that Tirhakah had
raised in Philistia and Judea (2 Kings xix. 9), were both
fought in southern Palestine. The sieges of Ashdod, Samaria,
Tyre, Sidon, and Jerusalem show how unceasing was the
stroggle between the Nile and the Euphrates for the dominion

* The Ciby of A—Y (Y»—“(Y Ay <Y>>-"<Y Ka-ar-Ka-ar, Hebrew piriab)
is represented on the bronze gates found by Mr, Rassam at Ballawat (pl. 14
of the Soc. Bib. Arch. publication). It was situated near to Hamath, and
I am therefore inclined to identify it with either Xaldt-el Sedgar, the ancient
Larissa, or Kaldt-el Mudjik the ancient Apamea. Both of these places,
especiully the latter, would be important strongholds in times more aucient
than the Roman and Greek ages.



102

over the fertile plains of Palestine, and the rich merchant
cities of Pheenicia, and how heavy a brunt of the conflict fell
upon the Jewish people. It is in this unceasing hostility
between the two great powers of the East, which was ever
being carried on, either by latent currents of intrigue or in the
fierce flame of battle, that we find the causes which led to the
fall of the kingdoms of Israel and Judah.

The long chain of bloodshed and assassination which forms
the concluding chapter of Israelite history is terminated by
the reign of Hoshea, who seized the throne of Pekah. In the
earlier part of his reign he appears to have been an ally of
Assyria, but during the siege of Tyre by Shalmanesar IV.
(B.C. 727) he yielded to the intrigue of So (Sabaka), king of
Egypt (2 Kings xvii, 4-5), and withheld the tribute due to
Assyria, declaring himself an ally of Egypt by ¢ sending
messengers to the court of Egypt.”” This drew upon him the
vengeance of Shalmanesar, who ““ came up throughout all the
land, and went to Samaria and besieged it three years.”
During the wars against Tyre and Samaria, the Assyrian king
Shalmanesar died, and Sargon the Tartan; or Commander-in-
Chaef,* seized the throne. He completed the capture of these
cities, and carried away into captivity, as he states in the
Khorsabad inscriptions, 27,280 of the inhabitants. The fall
of Samaria took place in B.C. 721, the first year of Sargon’s
reign.

'.%he place of the Israelites was filled by bands of colonists,
who had no doubt exhibited too strong a favouritism for the
Babylonian rebel prince Merodach Baladan; and who were
consequently transported from their native cities of Cutha
Ava and Sepharvaim (2 Kings xvii. 24) and from Hamath,
whose king Ilubadi had been defeated by Sargon. The
causes, and indeed the modus operandi of the fall of the king-
dom of Judah about a century and a half later, were almost
exactly the same. .

The intrigues of the Pharaohs of the twenty-sixth Egyptian
dynasty broughi about the fall of Judah, as those of the
twenty-fifth had culminated in the fall of Samaria. The
vacillating attitudes of Jehoiachim, Jehoiachin, and Zedekiah

* The Tartan Hebrew MM was the tar-tan-nu > EJJ} =%~ of the
Assyrian inscriptions. This word is an abstract derivative from fertu,
%4 law,” the Hebrew 721 and the Tartan was therefore the chief lawgiver

or commander, and ranked, as we know from the Eponym canons, next to
the king. There is in the British Museum (W. A. L, vol. i, pl. liv., No. 3)
a despatch from Sennacherib when acting as tartan to his father Sargon.
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drew down upon the land the severe vengeance of Nebuchad-
nezzar, ¢ the servant > (Jer. xxv. 9; xxvii. 6; xliii. 10), chosen
by the Lord to puuish the rebellious people

It has been necessary to trace briefly the events which led
to the fall of the northern kingdom in order to. show that
the causes which brought about the fall of the southern
kingdom were not new ones, but only the outcome of old
rivalry between Hgypt and the dominant state of the Tigro-
Euphrates valley.

The fall of Samaria was contempo1aneous with the founda-
tion of the Sargonide dynasty, the most glorious of all the
houses of Assur. This dynasty lasted a little less than a
century (B.C. 721 to B.C. 625), and was, indeed, the “ golden
age of Assyria.”” The wars of Hsarhaddon and Assurbanipal
had crushed the power of Egypt. And Elam, a dangerous
Bastern rival, Armenia, and even distant Lydia were sub-
missive to the rule of the kings of Nineveh. The short but
severe struggle of Merodach-baladan against Sargon and
Sennacherib had ended in the conquest and annexation of
Babylonia; and the house of Assur was, indeed, at the zenith
of its power. Yet at this very time, shortly after the capture

of Thebes, the Nia- »;" <7 ” DP Ni-a of the Assyrian

inscriptions (W. A. I., vol. v., pl. 1), and the No of the
Scriptures, the prophet Nahum was pouring forth his bitter
denunciations against “the bloody city”’: “ Art thou better
than populous No, that was sitnate among the rivers, that had
the waters round about it, whose rampart was the great river?’’*
““Yet she was carried away, she went into captivity.” + We
may, guided by these passages, place the prophecy of Nahum
as being uttered during the reign of Assurbanipal (B.C.
668—625), the Sardanapalus of the Greeks. The writer of
this book must have been a spectator of the two great events
of the latter part of the seventh century before the Christian
era, and passages in his book which show that he knew the
general features of Nineveh, if not from personal experience,
at least from contemporary evidence. In one passage,! “The
chariots shall rage in the streets, they shall jostle one against
another in the broad ways” (Nahum ii. 4), we have clearly a
reference to the streets and squares for which the city was
famed, and from which it derived the name Ar Reheboth,
DI Y (Genesis x. 11),§ “the city of broad streets.”

* Nahum iii. 8, + Ibed., iii. 10. I Ibid., ii. 4.
§ The Assyrian inscriptions show that the reading of this passage (Gen. x.

VOL. XVIII. , I
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Nineveh was the city of Istar, the Ashtaroth of the
Zidonians, and her temple was the chief fane of the ecity.
“She was the Queen of Heaven and the Stars,”” and was
attended by her two maids, Samkhat and Kharimat, per-
sonifications of Pleasure and Lust. The knowledge of
these facts add point to the bitter curse of the prophet,
“Because of the multitude of the whoredoms of the well-
favoured harlot, the mistress of witcherafts ” (Nahum iii. 4).
The trade of Nineveh, which was very great, 1s amply illus-
trated by the large collection of contract tablets in the British
Museum, which show how indeed the merchants of Nineveh
were ¢ multiplied above the stars of heaven” (Nahum iii.
16). The fall of Nineveh is closely connected with the fall of
the house of Judah, and must have indeed been anxiously
waited for by the nations under her iron rule. The wmonu-
ments and the Greek writers all agree in placing the fall of
Assyria, or the siege of Nineveh, in or about B.C. 625. There
are now many additional proofs of the accuracy of this date,
and, as they have an important bearing on' Hebrew prophecy,
I will give them.

The Canon of Ptolemy, which is founded upon astronomical
data, gives the following series of Babylonian rulers during
this period :—

First year.
Asaridinus............ 13 years ......... B.C. 680.
Saosduchinus......... 20, e B.C. 667.
Isinladanus
or } ...... 22 ) ceevennes B.C. 647
Kinlidinus
Nabapalassar......... 21 ,, . B.C. 625.

The accession of Esarhaddon, the Asaridinus of the Canon
of Ptolemy, is fixed by an entry in the Assyrian Eponym
Canon as occurring in the Eponymous year of Nabu-akhi-ers,
that is B.C. 681. His first year as distinguished from his
accession year would be, therefore, B.C. 680, as Ptolemy states.
His son Assurbanipal succeeded him in B.C. 668 as King of
Assyria, the throne or viceroyalty of Babylon being given to
the younger brother, Shamas-Suma-Ukin, the Saosduchinus

11) must be “Qut of that land he (Nimrod) went forth into Assyria, and
builded Nineveh,” the City of Streets, “and Calah, and Resen between
Nineveh and Calah.” Esarhaddon (W. A. L, vol. i, pl. 40) speaks of the

=TI<] 55 &> < ri-i-bu-ti, or streets of Nineveh, through which he
made his captives to pass. '
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of Ptolemy. The name of this prince, who played a very im-
portant part in Babylonian history is written Y »»Y ;:Y ,_(gg
= »YY& < Y and read D.P. Shamas-suma-uking, ¢ the

Sun-god has established a name,” was originally read Saul

mugina, but tablets recently discovered by Mr. Rassam eatablish
this reading as the correct one* In an inscription brought
home by Mr. Rassam from Babylon in 1881, Assurbanipal

speaks of him as ERna =[] —£E| V- obhi ta-li-mi

“my own brother,” a phrase which may be compared
with the Scripture name Bar tholomew (‘*‘sons of one’s
own brother,” Matt. x. 3). His conduct towards his elder
brother, the King of Assyria, seems to have been anything
but brotherly. He revolted against him, and soon the
loving and familiar epithet, which we find in the cylinder

above, is replaced by Exgye &4 NEY ~J< akhi khidhuti

“my wicked brother.” By means of gold, silver, and
treasure, taken from the treasure-house of the Temple of
BEsaggil at Babylon, of Nebo at Borsippa, and Nergal at
Kutha, the most ancient of the Babylonian temples, he bribed
Umman-nigas, king of Elam, to join him in revolt against
his brother. After a long and bloody war, the details of
which are very fully given in the inscriptions of Assurbanipal,
the rebellion was put down, and Shamas-suma-ukin set fire to
his palace and perished in the flames. It was probably this
death of the brother of Assurbanipal’s that gave rise to the
story of the death of Sardanapalus, or Assurbanipal himself, in
such a manner. On the overthrow of Shamas-suma-ukina, in
B.C. 648, Assurbanipal assumed the crown of Babylon

himself, but appointed a deputy named | JE]] &Y ==Y =~

(Kin-la=da-nu), the Kinladanus of Canon of Ptolemy. Tablets
dated in his reign have been found by Mr. Rassam at Abbo
Hubba. There are also in the British Museum tablets dated
in the reign of Assurbanipal, as King of Babylon, the latest

* Tn a bi-lingual list of royal names (Proceedings Soc. Bib. Arch.,vol. iii.,

p. 40), the royal name Y (Y»E_IY (TEY >>Y ;Y >(;\> is explained by D.P.
Shamas- upakhkhir, “The Sun-god has assembled or gathered together.”’
This establishes the reading of the complex group which begins the name.
The Shamas, on account of the weakness of the 3 in Babylonian, and its
similarity to § was corrupted by the Gr;ek writer into Saos from Savaos.

. 1 s
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bearing date in the twentieth year. Counting from the over-
throw of the brother, this would bring us to B.C. 628, or
about three years before the siege of Nineveh by the Northern
allies, according to Greek writers; and two years before the
accession of Nabupalassar to the Babylonian throne. The
date of this accession is fixed by the eclipse of the year
B.C. 621. Ptolemy records that in the 127th year of the
Nabonassar period, that is the 127th year from B.C. 747, the
first year of Nabo-nassar Y = »E <Y B-1< (Nabi
na-zir (Nebo protects), which would be B.C. 621, there was
an eclipse of the moon in the month Athyr, and that year
was the fifth year of the reign of Nabupalassar, King of
Babylon. His accession was, therefore, in B.C. 626, and
first year in B.C. 625, as stated in the canon* An inscrip-
tion, recently obtained from Babylon, enables us to fix this
date in another way. In this text we have a record of the
overthrow of the Median power, under Astyages, by Cyrus,
and its date accurately fixed.

In this chronicle of thelatter days of Nabonidus, found on a
Babylonian tablet (Trans. Soc. Bib. Arch., vol. vii., p. 156).

@ VENWLE -0 S [ -1 EVel—FEn
IS - TU -VE- GU ZABI SU IPPALKIT ~ SU-VA INA KATI
Astyages his soldiers revolted against him in hands

W= W=7 1 E = Bl ] 7]
ZA-BAT A- NA D.P. KU-RAS ID - DI-NU
they took (and)  to Cyrus  they gave him
O TES<F-T § N 5= 22 =l
KU-RAS A- NA MAT A~GAM- TA-NU ALU-SARRUT- U
Cyrus to the land of Ecbatana and the royal city
& MW w-Na ¥V BV stsiss
ERub KASPA KHURATZA SA-§U SA-GA .......
entered silver gold furniture and gods (he captured).

* The Babylonians calculated the regnal years of their kings as follows :—
From the death of the previous ruler until the first day of the succeeding
month Nisan, the first month of the year (March and April) was called

w20 FTE TR 2 ) sanat ris sarruty, “the year of the
beginning of Royalty,” or accession year. This is the period referred to in
2 Kings xxv. 27, as “the year that he began to reign.” The first year
began with the first day of Nisan in the king’s reign,
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The sixth year of Nabonidus, both according to the monu-
ments and the Canon of Ptolemy, was B.C. 550, and was, as
we see, synchronous with the last year of Astyages, king of
Media. Calculating the reigns of the Median kings, there-
fore, as recorded by Herodotus, we get the following dates :—

Deioces ...ceennnnes 53 years from B.C. 700
Phraotes....... e 22 ,, B.C. 647
Cyaxeres............ 40 ,, »» B.C. 625
Astyages............ 35 5 B.C..585

This restored chronology confirms the statement of Josephus
that the revolt of the Medes took place soon after the miracle
of the dial of Ahaz, in the fourteenth year of Hezekiah
(B.C. 712). This would bring the Median revolt into synchron-
ism with the Median wars-of Sargon and Sennacherib, and the
accession of Phraotes would be contemporary with the Elamite
and Babylonian war resulting from the revolt of Shamas suma
ukina against his brother, while the accession of Cyaxeres is
contemporary with the fall of Nineveh and the rise of the new
Babylonian empire under Nabupalassar in B.C. 626.

The great convulsion of the northern invasion, which led
to the overthrow of Assyria and the destruction of Nineveh,
was not unknown to the Hebrew writers. It is clearly fore-
seen by Hzekiel (chap. xxxi.), who, after speaking of the
wide empire of Assur “as a cedar of Lebanon, with fair
branches,” goes on to foretell the overthrow: “I1 have
therefore delivered him to the mighty one of the heathen ; he
shall surely deal with him ;’’ ““ and the strangers, the terrible
of the nations, have cut him off and have left him ”’; 1 have
made the nations to shake at the sound of his fall.”” . The
prophet Zephaniah (chap. ii. 13) and Jeremiah also (chap. vi.
23) foresee this convulsion. Judging by a comparison of the
writings of these prophets (Zeph. i. 1; ii. 13-15; and
Jer.i. 1; and xxv. 3) the northern invasion by the Medes,
Scythians, &c., must have taken place between, soon after the
thirteenth year of Josiah, B.C. 628, a date which agrees with
the monumental testimony. The Canon of Eusebius makes
the invasion take place in about B.C. 635, according to the
earlier version of St. Jerome, or B.C. 632 according to the
Armenian version. In the year B.C. 677 Esarhaddon defeated
in Khupuska, north-east .of Assyria, Teuspa, the Gimirrean,
““a barbarian,” as the Assyrian scribe calls him, and the
horde which he led might be regarded as the advance guard
of the Scythian invaders. The disturbed state of the
Assyrian empire after B.C. 648 renders documentary evidence
scarce, yet there are some tablets of very great importance
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belonging to this period. They were obtained from the
excavations at Koyunjik by Sir Henry Layard. Here we have
Assurbanipal mentioned in conjunction with his son Assur-
akhka-iddina, or Hsarhaddon II., and the tablets dated in the

eponym of Y »"Y i (( S\ Natri-sarra-utzur. There is, as

I have pointed out in my paper on the Egibi tablets (Trans.
Soc. Bib. Arch., vol. vi., pt. i., pp. 1-133), no ground for
identifying this monarch with Hsarhaddon, the son of
Sennacherib. From these tablets it appears that a great
rebellion had broken out in the north-east provinces of
Assyria, and a powerful confederation, consisting of the

L EMEY VT TY Giomir-ai, EY VWY V) Ma-da-as,
Medes, and (( < Y “ “ Man-na-ai, or Mineans, was
marching against Assyria under the leadership of a chieftain
na,medY »:H HE éY »YY(Y HY( Ka-as-tu-ri-te. The name

of this leader very closely resembles that of Cyaxeres, the son
of Phraotes, and the date between B.C. 648 and B.C. 625
agrees with the classical authorities. We are told that
Cyaxeres marched against Nineveh to revenge the death of
his father, who was slain by Sardanapalus. As Kastariti is
here only called ¢ general ” or leader, the war probably took
place during the life of Phraotes and prior to B.C. 625. The
effect of thisinvasion upon Nineveh and its king is recorded in
the tablet, and it is a valuable comment upon the repentance
of Nineveh as described in the book of Jonah, though hardly
of that date. The passage is thus translated :—

“Q Sun-god, great lord, I have prayed to thee.

O God of fixed destiny, remove our sin !

From the current day, 8rd day of this same month,
Airu (2nd month), to the 15th day of the month,
Abu (5th month), of the current year, for one
hundred days .and one hundred nights consecutive, let
the chiefs proclaim rites and festivals.”

The revolt spreading to Babylonia, Egypt, and the other
provinces, the fall of Nineveh was accomplished. The
Babylonian revolt taking place in B.C. 626, headed by
Nabupalassar, was the most important ; and soon after this,
apparently in B.C. 609-10, Necho ‘““marched against [the
weak] King of Assyria,” and slew Josiah, his ally, at
Mageddo (B.C. 609). The allied armies of Nabupalassar,
Cyaxeres, and Necho accomplished the overthrow of Assyria,
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and all that remained of that once great empire became a
Median province. The references I have given to the Hebrew
prophets indicating their knowledge of the Scythian invasion
receive a remarkable confirmation from a passage in one of
the cylinder inscriptions of Nabonidus, found by Mr. Rassam
at Aboo Hubba, the ancient Sippara or Sepharvaim. In one
of these inscriptions the king states that the temple at
Harran, dedicated to the Moon-god, had been destroyed by
the wicked Sabmandai, or barbarians, It is evident that the
Gimireans, or Scythians, are meant, as we have seen the
Teuspa, or Teispes, the opponent of Hsarhaddon, was called
Sabmanda, or barbarian. In the Behistun inscriptions, the
tall cap wearing Iskunka is called by the Persian Sakka, ¢ the
Scythian,” but in the Babylonian version ‘ Gimirrai,” the
Gimirean. The alliance formed between the rebels against
Assyria did not last long, and the aggressive policy of Necho
soon brought down upon him the armies of the Chaldean.
Four years after the battle of Mageddo, Nebuchadnezzar,
acting as general of his father, defeated Necho at Carchemish,
and but for the death of his father he would have besieged
Jerusalem (2 Kings xxiv. 1, and Jer. xlvi. 1). In the third
year,—that is, B.C. 603,—he revolted, and was punished by
the invasion of southern Palestine by the trans-Jordanic
tribes of Syrians, Moabites,and Ammonites (2 Kings xxiv. 2),
and his son Jehoiachin, who succeeded him, was deposed in
B.C. 598, and carried captive to Babylon (2 Kings xxiv. 12),
and set up Zedekiah in his stead. By these campaigns
Nebuchadnezzar had gained complete possession of Syria, ““so
that the King of Egypt came not any more out of his land,
for the King of Babylon had taken from the river of Egypt
[Wady el Arish] unto the river Fuphrates all that pertained
to the King of Egypt” (2 Kings xxiv. 7). The old
strife between the two great empires was remewed in the
reign of the successor of Necho, Uahkbara, the Hophra of the
Bible. He invaded Phcenicia apparently with success, as
portions of a temple erected by him are found at Gebal
(modern Jebeil), and captured Gaza, a strong Philistine
fortress, inducing Zedekiah to break his allegiance with
Babylon, and make a treaty with him (Ezekiel xvii. 15). The
result of this rise of Egyptian power in Syria was a Babylonian
invasion, ending in the defeat of Hophra (Jer. xxxv. 5-8),
and the final overthrow of the Jewish. power (2 Kings xxv.).
The fall of Jerusalem was synchronous with the nineteenth
year of Nebuchadnezzar (2 Kings xxv. 8; Jer.xxxix. 1-2),
that is, B.C. 587-6. The Babylonian king at the time of the
fallof Jerusalem was encamped at Riblah. This city, which
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stands at the northern extremity of the fertile valley of Ccelo-
Syria, the modern Buks, seems to have been a favourite
camping-place of the invaders of Syria, as both Necho
(2 Kings xxiii. 33) and Nebuchadnezzar (2 Kings xxv. 6)
held courts there. The Babylonian king had just commenced,
or was preparing, to enter upon his long siege of Tyre, which
lasted some thirteen years (B.C. 586-573). There have
recently been discovered in the rocky gorges of the Lebanon
two valuable inscriptions, which prove the presence of
Nebuchadnezzar in Syria at this time. The first of these was
found by Dr. Looitved, the Danish Consul at Beirut, in
August, 1880, on the rocks near the mouth of the Nahr-el-
Kelb, or Dog River (the classical Lycus), a short distance
north of Beirut. I published a translation of the best pre-
served portion of this inscription in the Atheneum (Oct. 29,
1880, p. 563). The inscription is evidently not historical, but
relatesto some of the great works carried out by the king in
Babylonia. The inscription was probably cut by some of the
soldiers of the Gireat King who formed the garrison placed at
this important post during the siege of Tyre.

A few months ago, as described by M. Ganneau in the
Times, M. Pognon, the chief Interpreter of the French
Consulate at Beirut, discovered a long inscription engraved
upon the rocks of the Wady Birsa, a short distance from
Hermul in the Lebanon. The inscription was much injured,
and the figure of Nebuchadnezzar, which would have been a
valuable addition to our gallery of Assyrian and Babylonian
portraits, was too mutilated to be recognised. This inscription,
like the one at the mouth of the Nahr-el-Kelb, is not historical,
but contains a long account of the king’s works in Babylon,
and the offerings he made to the temples.

Unsatisfactory as these records are in not affording us
historical information from a Babylonian point of view respect-
ing the wars in Syria, they are valuable as showing the pre-
sence of the royal armies of Babylon in the Lebanon and the
regions of Ccelo-Syria. The inscriptions near Hermul are
only a few miles from the village of Rabli,—the ancient
Ribla,—and must have been cut under the personal superin-
tendence of the great king. It is most probable, as suggested
by M. Pognon, that the Wady-Birsa was an emporium where
the wood-cutters of the Babylonian king brought the beams
of cedar which they had cut in forests of Lebanon to be
trimmed and prepared for transport to Babylon. In the
India House inscription Nebuchadnezzar speaks of the temples
being decorated with beams and planks of cedar which he
brought ¢ from the verdant Lebanon.”
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The direction of the siege of Jerusalem seems to have been
in the hands of a commission composed of those important
officials, and headed by Nebuzaradan. As we read in
Jer. xxxix. 3, “ And all the princes of the king of Babylon
came in, and sat in the middle gate, even Nergal-sharezer,
Samgar-nebo, Sarsechim, Rab-saris, Nergal-sharezer, Rab-
mag.” In our authorised version the names of officials and
the offices they held were confused, so we may arrange these
names as follows :—

1. Nebuzaradan ¢¢ Captain of the Guard.”
2. Nergal-sharezer ... —

3. Shamgar-nebo ... —

4. Sarsechim The Rab-saris.

5. Nergal-sharezer ... The Rab-mag.

All these names are purely Babylonian, and their equiva-
lents in the cuneiform character may be ascertained from the
inscriptions of the period :—

1. Nebu-zar-adan. Y»—»—Y »Y:Y: »(¢ ;Ef.} JY

1IN NABU - ZIRA - IDDI - NA
Nebo has  given seed.

2. Nergal-sharezer. Y =¥ (V] 22> S
N 53‘12 NERGAL RA §AR - UTZUR
' Nergal protects the king.

3. Skamgar-Nebo. | 3¢ § =1 >I=&

2w SUM - GAR - NABU
Reverenced 1s Nebo.
4. Sarsechim. Y = »,C:Y :“ (L;_’j &,H_
oYW §AR -SU E - KI - IM

The king makes wise.

The first of the Nergal-sharezers is a most important
person, as he afterwards became king of Babylon, and was of
royal blood. In the Egibi contract tablets of the latter part
of the reign of Nebuchadnezzar we find Nergal-sarra-utzur
taking part, as well as in the reign of his successor, Avil

Marduk | 32> - (:AY the Evil Merodach of the
Scriptures (2 Kings xxv. 27). He calls himself in these
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1nscriptions, as on his cylinder, the Son of Bel-suma-iskun
Y-2Y]] =& =Y 5] &)} and it is probable that his father

was the prince Bel-suma-iskun, who for a short time held
the throne of Assyria after the death of Assurbanipal.
A solution of this descent of Nergal-sharezer, which
seems to me very probable, though at present unsupported
by monumental evidence, is that Bel-suma-iskun, who seized
the throne of Nineveh, was a son of Shamas-suma-ukin, the
rebellious brother of Assurbanipal, and that Nergal-sarra-
ubzur was a younger son of his who had been brought up
at the court of Babylon. Jeremiah classes him among the
princes of Babylon, and thus indicates his royal descent;
and if, on his usurpation of the throne in B.C. 560,
he had been a ‘““son of a nobody” (abil mamani) he
would not have given his father’s name, as he does in
his inscription (W. A. I, vol. i, pl. 67). The second
Neriglissar is a person of still greater interest on account
of the office which he held as Rab-mag. This office has usually
been regarded as that of chief of the Mags, a body of Median
priests, who certainly did not obtain any great hold in
Babylonia until after the conquest of the empire by Cyrus.

The Pseudo Smerdis, the [T~ Yy ~1YJ Ty &1Y] G-u-ma-a-,
or Gomates of the Behistun Persian text is called (:( Y(»—Y
»YYY (E (ﬁ(»— Y Hya Ma-gh-u-sh, the Magus or Magian ;

but before that period the sect were not recognised in Babylon.
‘We must, therefore, look elsewhere foran explanation of the title

of A7 occurring as early as B.C. 587, and, as Dr. Frederick

Delitzsch has shown, it is to be found in the Akkadian or
non-Semitic inscriptions of Babylonia. By a comparison of
the two passages (W. A. L, ii, pl. xxxii., No. 8, 19, and
W. A. L, ii,, pl. li., No. 2, 49, with v., xxiii. 46), we find that

the Akkadian word Maks »>=[] was borrowed by the Semitic

inhabitants, but, in order to comply with the triliteralism of the
language, made into Makh-#. The pronunciation of the Akkad
guttural KH was that of g in “log.” Thus the Makh or
Makhu had the sound of maju. In the bilingual lists

Makhu »—EH »Y(Y ::Y": is given as a synonym of the
words ((( & > CY": esh-she-pu-u and HE (Y» W

as-shi-p#, “ a sorcerer,” the Hebrew F]V;’B ; so that Nergal-
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sha,rézer, in bis office of Rab-mag, or :Y“ »EH »Y(Y ;Y“:

rab makh-khu-# in Babylonian was “the chief of the magi-
cians or augurs.” From an inscription of Assurbanipal’s
(Smith, Hist. Asbp., p. 128) it appears that one of the chief
duties of the mahkie was the interpretation of dreams, and
we may therefore conclude that Daniel held this post at the
court of Babylon, as he was gifted with “ understanding in
all visions and dreams’’ (Dan. i. 17), and belonged to the
caste of the asaphim, or soothsayers and dream interpreters.
The chief magician always accompanied the army upon the
march, and conducted the necessary ceremonies and divina-
tions, and interpreted the omens. We may, therefore,
reasonably conclude that Nergal-sharezer was the chief
official in the ceremony of belomancy described by Hzekiel
(chap. xxi. 21), “For the King of Babylon stood at the
parting of the ways, to use divination: he made his arrows
bright, he consulted with images, he looked in the liver. At
his right hand was the divination for Jerusalem.”

The Rab-saris, or ‘ chief of the eunuchs,” was an officer
of great importance in the Babylonian court, and held a
position such as was afterwards equalled only by this class of
courtiers in the palaces of Byzantium.

The reign of Nebuchadnezzar ended in B.C. 562, when his
son, Avil-Marduk, the Evil Merodach of the Scriptures
(2 Kings xxv. 27), came to the throne; but, after a short
reign of two years and a few months, he was slain by Nergal-
sarra-utzur, of whom we have spoken.

Of his short reign of four years (B.C. 560-556), we have
but few inscriptions, and none of these are historical. On
his death, probably at a great age, if the parentage we have
suggested for him is true, he was succeeded by his son,

named Y >)—Y >EY ﬁY V;Y (Yr »+ ‘«* :': ,-—La-ba-si

D P Rudur, or La-ba-si Marduk, the Laborasoarchod of the
Greek writers, whose reign was a short one of nine months,
and therefore the only tablets of his reign are dated in the
““year of the commencement of royalty.”

During the reigns of Avil-Marduk and Nergal-sarra-utzur
the military power of Babylon had been declining and the
surrounding nations rising in power. The son of Nergal-sarra
utzur was removed by a Babylonian prince named Nabu-naid,

Y »»-Y »Y;:Y; - Y &»-»-Y EYQY, the son of Nabi-baladh-su-

tkbi, of whom we know nothing. In entering upon the reign
we enter upon one of the most important epochs in
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theogony of Chaldea is very clearly set forth in the creation
tablet.

The Illuminator he made to shine, to wander through the night.
He appointed it to fix the night, until the coming forth of day.
Every month without fail by its disk he established
In the beginning of the month at the appearance of evening
Horns shine forth to enlighten the night.

On the seventh day to a circle it approaches

They open then the darkness,

This prominence given to the Moon over the Sun in the
Babylonian Pantheon was a remnant of the old nomadic life
which the ancestors of both Akkadians and Semites had led in
the early days of their national life. It is this love of the
night sky, the moon, and the stars that caused the Chaldeans
to be so great astronomers; and in the ancient hymns we
find night taking precedence of day, as-in the well-known
phrase in the first chapter of Genesis, “ And there was
evening, and there was morning”’ (R.V.). It is this ancient
Sabeanism or astro-theology that led to the identification of
the gods as stars; and so we find »>]- the ordinary sign for
god explained by &= >rP] &~ Kak-ka-ba, “star;” and the
names given to stars show how closely life was associated
with them, as, for example, in a list of stars, from Babylon,
we find ‘“the star of the crossers of the sea,”” possibly the
pole-star, while Mercury is called “the bringer of change to
men,”” Venus as evening star, “ the proclaimer of the stars.”
So also the morning star was ‘“the light of day.”” Other
stars were called ““ the star of life,” ‘“the star of the winds,
the star that causes winds.” All these names show a close
observation of the heavens, which found its outlet in the
Sabeanism of the pre-Islamic Arabs. How similar this trait
in the ancient Babylonian character was to that of the Arabs
is at once shown by the following passages descriptive of the
love these wanderers have for the stars. One writer thus
describes the relation of the Arabs to the night and the stars :
—¢“ With the refreshing dew of evening, not Venus only or
the Moon, but the whole glory of the starry heavens met the
eye and touched the spirit of the Arabs. High above the
tents and the resting-places of the flocks, above the nocturnal
raid and waiting ambuscade, and all the doings of men, the
stars passed along on their glittering courses. The stars
guided the Arabs on their way through the desert; certain
constellations announced the wished-for rain; others the wild
storms, the changes of the seasons, the times for breeding in
the flocks and herds.” Hence, to the tribes of the desert
especially brilliant stars appeared as living spirits, as rulers
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over nature and the fortunes of mankind. We are not with-
out many traces of this observation of the stars in the Hebrew
writings. In that beautiful book so full of all appertaining to
desert life, the book of Job, we have numerous references, as,
for example, Job iii. 9 : ¢ Let the stars of the twilight thereof
be dark. Let it look for light, but have none. Neither let
it behold the eyelids of the morning.” ‘Behold the height
of the stars, how high they are ”” (Job xxii. 12). ‘ Canst thou
bind the cluster* of the Pleiades, or loose the bands of Orion ?
Canst thou lead forth the Mazzaroth in their seasons? or canst
thou guide the bear with her train ?”’ (xxxviil. 31, 32). And
the beautiful simile from shepherd life: ‘“He telleth the
number of the stars; he giveth them all their names”
(Ps. exlvii. 4, R.V.). And this very symbolism, so familiar to
Abram the Chaldean, is made the means of foreshadowing one
of the most important prophecies: ‘“ And he brought him forth
abroad, and said, Look now toward heaven, and tell the stars,
if thou be able to number them. And he said unto him, So
shall thy seed be’’ (Gen. xv. 5).

At the time when Abram left his Chaldean home, the
astronomy of Chaldea had attained nearly as high a develop-
ment as 1t ever reached, and so the phases of the moon, the
measurement of time by the stars, &c., would be known to
him and some of the family, and no doubt some of the
servants and followers of Terah were worshippers of the moon
and stars.+

We now turn to the Hebrew record, and we find the first
step in the migration was the removal from Ur of the
Chaldees to Haran—¢ And Terah took Abram, his son, and
Lot, the son of Haran, his son’s son, and Sarai, his daughter-
in-law, his son Abram’s wife ; and they went forth with them
from Ur of the Chaldees, to go unto the land of Canaan, and
they came unto Haran and dwelt there” (Gen. xi. 31).
Considerable discussion has taken place as to the site of
Haran, but inscriptions now before us seem definitely to settle
this question. I will first of all take the various references to
this city which occur in the Hebrew Scriptures. In addition
to the reference above quoted and its repetition (xii. 5), we
have also the command of Jacob to flee from Esau—* Now,
therefore, my son, obey my voice ; arise, flee thou to Laban, my
. brother, to Haran”’ (xxvii. 43) ; and bearing upon this we read

* Really “family.”
+ The worship of the stars was prohibited to the Jews (Deut. iv. 19), but

this did not debar them from admiring them, studying them, and deriving
most beautiful similes from them. ’
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The epithet applied to Cyrus in the inscription,
“ Cyrus, king of Anzan, his little servant,”

is a remarkable one on account of its resemblance to the
words of the prophet Isaiah, ¢ That saith of Cyrus, He is my
shepherd [prince], and shall perform all my pleasure.”
Again, ““ Thus saith the Lord to his anointed, to Cyrus, whose
right hand I have holden to subdue nations before him *
(Lsaiah xliv, 28 ; xlv. 1).

There we may conclude that in B.C. 550 Cyrus, by over-
throwing the allied tribes under Astyages, and assuming the
crown of Media himself, acted as a deliverer to the weakened
empire of Babylonia, and was regarded by the people as a
saviour raised up by the great god, Bel-Merodach.

The Median affairs and the war with Croesus, king of Lydia,
which culminated in the burning of Sardis occupied the
attention of Cyrus for the next ten years, and it was not
until B.C. 540 he began his war against Babylon. The move-
ments of Cyrus appear to have been very carefully watched
by the Babylonians and recorded in the Chronicle. Thus,
under date of the ninth year of Nabonidus, that is B.C. 547,
we read: “ Nabonidus, the king, was in the city of Teva, the
son of the king (Belshazzar), the chieftains, and the soldiers
were in the land of Akkad (North Babylonia).” ¢ The king
till the month Nisan (first month) to Babylon went not, Nebo
to Babylon came not, Bel went not forth.”” ¢ In the month

Nisan, the mother of the king (';“E-l @ wm sarri) in the
fortified camp on the Euphrates above Sippara (]~ <Y (IE&|

Si-par) died. The son of the king and the soldiers for three
days . . . . . weeping was made. Also in the month
Sivan (third month) in the land of Alkkad there was weeping
made over the mother of the king. In the month Nisan

Cyrus, King of Persia (O *‘Y E" Mat Par-su), his army

gathered and below Arbela the river Tigris he crossed.
The chronicle is here mutilated, and it can only be seen that
Cyrus marching across the northern portion of the Euphrates
valley levied tribute of a distant king. This was probably
one of the campaigns connected with the war against Creesus,
and the rising power of the now united Medes and Persians
was anxiously watched by the Babylonians. Nabonidus, judg-
ing from this chronicle, appears to have been a weak ruler,
neglecting the affairs of state and religion, and leaving the
government, or, at least, the command of the army in the
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hands of his son Y ’:YH $ 5‘5—« Bel-sarra-utzur.
The king appears to have spent most of his time in the city of
QY 2] |} Te-va-a, which Mr. Pinches thinks was one of the

quarters of Babylon, probably on the west bank of the
Huphrates.

The mourning made for the mother of the king, who died
in the camp of her son’s army, would lead us to regard her
as a woman of importance, and probably of royal parentage.

I would suggest, as a solution of the statement of the writer
of the book of Daniel (v.2), that Belshazzar was the son
of Nebuchadnezzar; whereas the inscriptions prove him to
have been the son of Nabonidus,—that his grandmother may
have been a daughter of Nebuchadnezzar, who had been given
in marriage to Nabu-baladh-su-ikbi, the father of Nabonidus,
and thus on his mother’s side he would have been the son of
Nebuchadnezzar. From the seventh year of his father’s reign
(B.C. 549) until the fall of the empire, he appears to have
been the leading spirit and ruler of the kingdom, and this
may account in some measure for his prominence in the book
of Daniel.

In his cylinder 'inscription found in the Temple of the
Moon-god. at Ur (Mughier), Nabonidus thus prays for his
son (I have given the transliterated text. The inscription is
printed in W. A. I, vol.i., pl. 68, col. lines 19 et seq.) :—

Text. Translation.,

1. Yar, NABU-SAID SARBABILL As for me, Narbonidus, king of Babylon
2. INA KHIDHU IZUTI-KA In the fulness of thy

3. RABUTI VA ZIPANI vaA Great divinity (grant me

4. Barapaur MURUKUTI Length of life

5. ANa (YUMI RUKUTIN) To remote days,

6. Va sa BeL Sarra-utzur  And for Belshazzar,

7. ABLU RISTU My first-born son,

8. Tzir LIBBI-Ya*® The offspring of my heart.

9. PuLuknuTi ILUTI-KA RaBUTI  Reverence for thy great divinity
10. L1BBUS-SU TAKIN Establish thou in his heart.

11. A1-1Rsa May he not be given

12. Ks1 pITt To sin.

13. LA LERHIRAVVL

* The expression ablu ristu tzit libbi, when literally translated, loses
much of its beauty ; it may be rendered “ My first-born son, the thought or
desire of my heart.”
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It is evident from the chronicle inscription that the whole
brunt of the short struggle against the invader fell upon
Belshazzar, who perished on the night of the capture of
Babylon,

The inscription reads as follows :—

L & OE B = ~5E -

INA ARKHI DUZI D.P. KU - RAS ZAL -TUV INA

" In the Month Tammuz Cyrus JSighting in the
] T8 SN ARIVNIAS
Aol B~ QR
RUTUV INA ELI .........
city of Rutu wpon ... .....

Y AA Y
B S I S Y A < B A
NAR NI - ZAL -LAT ANA LIBBI ZAB- NI
the river Nizallat to the midst of the army

4 » > N
SE B E O E

D.P. ARERADI KI EBI -SU ....vv..

of Akkad. He made  ..... .oe
Yy Ad > Ay g
el T EH B N1ty €T ET
NISI D.P. ARRADI NAPALKATTA IZRUKHU

The men of Akkad a revolt raised and the

=1 EOT (VW UM e
NISI TIDUKI YUMU XIV SIPPAR
Jighting men on the 14th day the city of Sippara

I e =E i 5
BA -LA  ZAL - TUV ZA- BIT
without  fighting  took.

Y > Yy Y YYyYy -
L YRR BE W TG Y F= Hd
NABU - NAID INNABIT YUM XVI UG ~ BA -RU
Nabonidus fled (and on) the 16th day Gobyras



119

S-VE S S OS] T BY A<
PIKHAT MAT GU~TI - UM U ZABANI KU - RAS
prefect of the land of Gutium and the soldiers of Cyrus

= =

1 -EY e 5

BA - LA ZAL - TUV
without  fighting

sl E €8 SESY Tk = B
ANA BABILI ERUBU .- ARKU NABU : =-NAID KI
To Babylon entered.  Afterwards when Nabonidus

> Y \A

M — =8 N
IRKA~- SA INA BABILI ZA - BIT
had bound into Babylon he brought.

Such is the brief account which a contemporary scribe gives
of the fall of Babylon. The narrative is most important for
our consideration on account of the great light it throws
upon this important event, enabling us to fix the year, month,
and day of the capture of the city, and as proving its
agreement with the statements of the classical writers and the
author of the book of Daniel. The ancient writers all agree
that the fall of Babylon took place by a surprise-attack on the
night of a great festival. Herodotus thus describes it:—
*“The outer part of the city had been already taken, while
those in the centre, who, as the Babylonians say, knew
nothing of the matter owing to the extent of the city, were
dancing and making merry, for it so happened that a festival
was being celebrated.”” So also Xenophon says, “When
Cyrus perceived that the Babylonians celebrated a festival at
a fized time, at which they feasted for the whole night.” Or
do the Hebrew prophets seem unaware of this surprise of the
city of the doomed Chaldeans, as in Jeremiah, *“ In their heat
I will make their feasts, and I will make them drunken, that
they may rejoice’; and again, “I will make drunk her
princes and her wise men, her captains and her rulers and
. her mighty men” (Jer. li. 39, 57); also, *“ The night of
thy pleasure is turned to horror;—the table is prepared,
there is eating and drinking.”” We have also the record of
the writer of the book of Daniel (Dan. v. 1). Among the
inscriptions obtained from Babylon is a large tablet con-

VOL. XVIIL : K
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taining, when complete, a calendar of the year with various
notes appendéd to each day as to its being lucky or unlucky,
or a fast or feast day. I published a résumé of this
important inscription some -years ago in the Academy. I
have since made a second copy of the tablet, which
I have compared with fragments of other tablets of the same

class. The calendar of the month Duzn, ::Y :Y": ’;"

or Tammuz of the Chaldeo-Aramean calendar, the month in
which Babylon was taken, is, fortunately, complete, and we are
thus able to obtain the festivals celebrated in it. The month
Duzu or Tammuz, corresponding to our June or July, was the
midsummer month, and, as such, was called ¢ the month of
the benefit of the seed.”” It derived its name from the god
Duzu, or Tammuz,the Adonis of the Babylonian and Pheenician
pantheon, whose worship was adopted by the idolatrous Jews,
as we learn from the prophet HFzekiel : ¢ He brought me to the
door of the gate of the Lord’s house, which was towards the
north ; and, behold, there sat women weeping for Tammuz >
(BEzek. viii, 14). This worship of Tammuz, whose Babylonian
name Duzu or Tamzi means the “Sun of Life,”” was a very
favourite one with the Babylonians, and the festivals were
celebrated with great ceremony, the chief of them falling in
the month which derived its name from the god. The army
of Cyrus, commanded by Gobyras, entered the city ¢ without
fighting > on the 16th of the month Tammuz, or, most
probably, on the night of the 15th. 'We now will examine the
calendars so far as they relate to this important month up to
the day of the capture of Babylon.

LG B N ssmEEN A - 2 (-
ARKHU DUZU YUM L KI- IS - TI D. sam- g1
Month Tammuz 1st day , the tree of the sun-god

2NN =8 =&
YUMU II. BI - KI - TUV
2nd day of Lamentation

[ SRR R LY K B (-

YUMU III. KHU-BA - BA I- LI NU RA U

jot]

H o=

MA TAP-SE
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fI T W D S YO Y

YUMU

5o [21) W Mm@
YUMU V. ZI GU MAGARU
The fifth day an offering is fortunate.

T e B B e I B

YUMU VL NA - AS-PAR- TI D.P. Samas U
The 6th day the adornment

of the sun-god and
-~ N\ B

D.P. Istar gAM- LU

Istar they complete

A R CA=0
YUM VIL 'BAT AB -SE- GI - DA
The Tth day an omen is fortunate

é Yyy »—Y. o >_< :
© OB < o] B =E
YUM VIIL SU -BAT I1Z-BA - TU
The 8th day a seat ome takes

9. [ '\ =5 &) 3 EN
YUM IX. GIBIR TU - TU - PA
The Yth day  fire

burns

R o R et b
YUM X. TA -NU-EU D.P. EREM DEM AL - DIB- BA
The 10th day of the magician a divination he takes

1B E B A =E
NA AN DIB BA E - DIR - TUV
It is taken (and) it is obscure

SR BRI = - =
YUM XL DENU MA - GIR
The 11th day a judgment is good.
K2
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2. 27 Y B O o
YUM XIL DA - BA - TAN §ARRI

The 12th day fortunate for the king

S (| B M | N B
YUM XIL  ISTARITUV ~ MAGAR libbit MAGAR
The 13th day the goddess is favourable a divination is good

IR I
YUM XIV. AN -NU SE
The 14¢th day one is not fortunate

15. éY ¢y »Y G »»Y «
YUM XV. ANTALU D.P. SIN
The 15tk day an eclipse of the moon.

This tablet, written partly in Akkadian and partly in
Semitic Babylonian, reveals to us very clearly the superstitious
character of the Babylonians, their blind trusting in omens
and divinations, and is an interesting commentary on the
book of Daniel. It will be noticed that the month opens
with a festival of the Sun - god, that is Tammuz, as
the summer sun, restored in all his beauty to his
bride Istar, the Moon. This festival is, as I have shown, the
same as that of Atys, the Phrygian Adonis, celebrated at the
same time. The festival began with the cutting of the sacred
fir-tree in which Atys had hidden himself, a symbol of the
dark winter which had killed the ruddy summer sun. This
worship of Atys and the mother goddess Amna was probably
mtroduced into Phrygia from Babylonia, and the account of
the festivals agrees with the records in thisinscription. The fir-
tree in which the god Tammuz had hidden himself is referred
to in a hymn in the British Museum, which states that the
sacred dark fir-tree which grew in the city of Eridhu was the
couch of the great mother goddess, and in it dwelt the spirit
of Tammuz (W.A.I, vol. iv.,, p. 32). The sacred tree having
been cut and carried into the sanctuary of the temple, there
came the search for Tammuz, when the devotees ran wildly
about, weeping and wailing for the lost one, and cutting them-
selves with knives. The remarkable tablet in the British
Museum, which contains the legend of the descent of Istar
into the] under-world in search of Tammuz, has a rubric
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attached, which gives the direction for the ceremonial as
celebrated in the temple. The statue of Tammuz was placed
on a bier and followed by bands of mourners weeping, and
crying, and singing a funeral dirge. This dirge is used by
Jeremiah in bitter sarcasm against Jehoiakim, whose wicked
reign had filled Jerusalem with blood (2 Kings xxiv. 2).
“They shall not lament for him, saying, Ah! me, my
brother; ah! me, my sister; ah! me, Adonis (Adonai);
ah! me, his lady.” The same festival seems to be referred
to by the prophet Amos in the words, “1 will make it
as the mourning for the only son’’; Tammuz being called
the only son (Amos viii. 10). The festivals of Tammuz and
Istar, his sister and wife, extended over all the first half
of the month, the day of lamentation being the second,
and the sixth the procession. On the 15th day was cele-
brated the great marriage feast' of Istar and her husband
Tammuz, and it was a wild orgy, such as only the lascivious
Fast would produce. It is here marked as the day of an
“ eclipse of the moon ’’; but, as I have shown (Athencum,
July 9, 1881), this is a metaphoric expression for the meeting
of the Sun-god and his bride. It was this festival that
Belshazzar was celebrating on the night when Babylon was
taken, and it was, perhaps, the only great festival in which
‘ the king, his wives and concubines,” would be present.

The description of this festival, given by the writer of the
book of Daniel, is quite in agreement with our knowledge of
Babylonian life; and, indeed, there may have been an addi-
tional air of desperation imparted to the ceremony by the fact
that the prince must have known how, by the flight of his
father and the overthrow of the army, all was lost; and this
was his Jast feast. The bringing forth of the gold and silver
vessels,—the treasure of the sacred temple of the Jews,—was
an act such as became the doomed king. These vessels would
be stored in the Temple of Bet Saggal, the Temple of Bel
Merodach, and must have been brought thence to the
royal palace to gratify the impious whim of the last of
Nimrod’s line, whose thoughts have found such poetic ex-
pression at the hand of Mr. Edwin Arnold (‘‘Belshazzar’s
Feast”’) :—

“ Crown me a cup, and fill the bowls we brought
From Judab’s temple when the fight was fought;
Drink, till the merry madness fills the soul,

To Saleny’s conqueror, in Salem’s bowl.
Each from the goblet of a god shall sip,
And Judah’s gold tread heavy on the lip.”
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The wine, the flowets, the musie, the myriad lamps, and
blazing tripods which scented the air around with sweet
perfume, and, above all, the azure vault of an Eastern summer
sky, form a picture that ill becomes the deathbed of an
empire. Yet such it was. The tramp of armed men, the
clash of swords and spears, a short, sharp struggle, and
Babylon, the glory of the Chaldeans, became the victors’
prize. ‘

" So on that night, Tammuz the 15th, B.C. 539, Babylon, the
glory of the Chaldeans, fell, and Cyrus became king.

There must have been great joy among the Hebrew captives
ab the fall; and with what joyous hearts must they have
welcomed Cyrus,  the anointed.” He who was to say to
Jerusalem, ‘‘ Thou shalt be built,and to the Temple, Thy founda-
tions shall be laid” (Isaiah xliv. 28). The inscribed monuments
of this period throw a new and important, though at first
startling, light upon the character of Cyrus. Judging by the
passages in the “xliv., xlv., xlvi. chapters of Isaiah, the con-
queror appears as ““a man after God’s own heart,”” an icono-
clast, a rigid, stern monotheist and hater of idolatry. The
selection of Cyrus as the deliverer of the Jews, and the
exposition of the worship of Jehovah which the prophet Isaiah
gives in these chapters, and which so closely resembles the
praises of Ahuramazda in the Persian inscriptions and the
Zend Avesta, have usually been considered by commentators
to have been in some measure due to the purity of the
Zorostrian faith, of which Cyrus was considered to have been
a follower. In support of this supposition we may compare
the following passages from the Hebrew writings, with others
from the inscriptions of a true Zoroastrian king of Persia,
namely, Xerxes, the son of Darins :—

“ T have made the earth, and created man upon it ;
I, even my hands, have stretched out the heavens;
I form the light and create darkness ;

I make peace and create evil.”
Isatah xlv. 12 and 7.

“ Oh, great god, Or Mazda, who is the greatest of the gods, who created
this earth, who has created that heaven, who has created mankind, who has
given happiness to man.”—Inscript of Xerxes at Van.

Passing now to the cylinder inscriptions of Cyrus, inscribed
soon after his occupation of Babylon, we meet with the
following passage :—

“The gods dwelling within them (the temples) to their
places I restored and the gods of the land of Sumir and
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Akkad whom Nabonids to shame had pit. Mo the midst of
Suana (the sacred quarter of Babylon) by command of the
great lord Merodach, in peace in their dwellings he caused to
dwell. Each day to Bel and Nebo who prolong my days,
perfecting and blessing my happiness ; to Merodach, my
lord, I spoke for Cyrus his worshipper, and Cambyses his
son. To compare this passage with the words of the
prophet, ‘“Bel boweth down, Nebo stoopeth. They stoop,
they bow down together; they could not deliver the burden,
but themselves are gone into captivity ” (Isaiah xlvi 1, 2)
would seem at first to condemn these chapters; but when we
awake to the fact, now most conclusively shown by the
inscriptions, that Cyrus, though a Persian, was not a
Zoroastrian, but an idolater, we may yet see the plausibility of
the prophet’s words, whose vision of Cyrus as the chosen
deliverer and the destroyer of Babylon, of whom Nebo and
Bel were the divine representatives, had carried him away in
his praise of the great one.””*

In the genealogy which Cyrus gives in the above-mentioned
Cylinder we have restored to us the lost line of Persian kings
prior to Darius Hystaspes.

He there says:—

“1 am Cyrus, King of multitudes, the great King, the powerful King,
King of Babylon, King of Sumir and Akkad, King of the four quarters,
son of Kambyses the great King of the City of Ansan, grandson of Cyrus,
the great King, King of the City of Ansan, and great-grandson of Tiespes,
the great King, King of the City of Ansan,”

The genealogy of the Persian conqueror, which is preserved
to us in this inscription, is most important, as it affords us a
key to the extremely tolerant, if not indifferentist, policy of
Cyrus in religious matters. It will be noticed that from the

time of Tiespes (Y (Y»— Z” ‘éY>- Z“, Si-is-pi-is), the

Achgemenian, the ancestors of Cyrus do not assume the title

* The Assyrian of the passage is from W.A.L, vol. v., pl. 35, line 32.
“Ilani asib libbi su-nu ana asri sunu utir va,
Ilani mat Sumiri u Akkadi sa DP Nabu-naid ana
Asgati bil ili useribi. Ana kirib Suanna (ki) ina,
Kibiti DP Marduk bil rabi ina salimiti ina
* Mastaki suna usesib. Yumi sam makhar Bel u,
Nabu sa araku yumi ya litamu u litibakaru,
Amata dunki ya ana Marduk bil ya ikbt sa
Kuras palikh su u Kambuzi ya abil su.
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of the Kings of Persia, but of “the City of Ansan,”
>¢Y >->Y—- EKY »—»Y—-, D.P. An-sa-an ; and, in the chronicles

of Nabonidus, Cyrus is not called King of Persia until
B.C. 547, two years after the overthrow of the Median
kingdom and his assumption of the royalty over that
kingdom.

The position of the land of Ansan is very clearly
established both by the geographical tablets in the Royal
Library of Assyria, and by local inscriptions from the land of
Elam, of which the city and district of Ansan were an
important part. In a geographical tablet (W. A. L., ii., 47, 18),
the land of Anduan, which, we are told, was to be pronounced
Ansan, is given as a synonym of Elamtuv, or Elam.

This fixes, in a general manner, the locality as on the
east of the Tigris, in the land now called Khuzistan. In the
Elamite inscriptions of the kings of Susa, brought to this
country by Mr. Loftus, the kings assume the title of Gia.

Sonkik Anzan (3 1} ) “strong ruler of Ansan,” as do

also the rulers whose inscriptions are carved on the rocks at
Kul Farun and Mal Amir, in the Bakhtiary Mountains, a little
east and south-east of the ruins of Susa. These facts seem
to show that we must look for this important city in the
regions of the Bakhtiary Mountains and the fertile valleys of
the Karun Disful, and other rivers of that region. The
travels of Sir Henry Layard and the Baron Auguste de Bode
in these districts show how full the country is of memorials
of the past,—rock-cut sculptures and inscriptions in the
mountains, and vast mounds, marking the sites of ruined
cities on the plains, yet the whole district is practically
untouched by the archaeologist.

There are two important plains here, both of which have
extensive remains of the cities of past inhabitants, which
entitle them to be the “land of Ansan.” The first of these,
plain of Ram Ormuzd, lies to the east of the Bakhtiary
Mountains, and in the district of Arabistan. It was a favourite
abode of the Persian kings of the dynasty of Darius
Hystaspes, and of the later Sassanian rulers, but seems to
me to be too far eastward to be a dependency of the King of
Susa and Elam. The second locality where we may seek to
place the royal city of Cyrus and his ancestors is in the plain
of Mal Amir, which is thus described by Baron de Bode
(Travels in Luristan and Arabistan, chap. xvii.) :— The plain
of Mal Amiris above two farsangs in length from south to
north, and in some places nearly two in breadth. On this
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plain are several artificial mounds, one of which may be com-
pared with the great mound at Shush [the ancient Sushan],
near Disful, in height. 1t lies about three-fourths of a farsang
to the east of some natural caves in the hills; the inter-
vening space, both in the plain and up the face of the
mountain, bearing traces of former habitation.” In these
caves are a curious series of sculptures of divinities and
attendant worshippers, and a long inscription, in which
(Layard’s Inscriptions, 36-37) the kings assume the title of
Kings of Ansan. Its close proximity to Sush, the ancient
Susa, which afterwards became the residence of the Persian
kings (Esther i. 2), would give it more claim to be the Ansan
of the Elamite and Babylorian inscriptions than:the plain of
Ram Ormuzd. In his valuable paper on this cylinder of
Cyrus (Journal Royal Asiatic Soc., vol. xii., New Series, p. 76
et seq.), Sir Henry Rawlinson records a curious tradition
respecting this region Ansan. He says:—“ The Greek and
Roman writers are entirely silent as to the country and city
of Ansan, in Western Persia.”” There is, however, a notice
of Ansan, or Assan, in a very early and. learned Arabic writer,
Ibn-el-Nadim, who had unusually good information as to
genuine Persian traditions. This writer ascribes the inven-
tion of Persian writing .to Jamshid, son of Virenghan (who,
with the Zoroastrians, was the eponym of the Persian race),
and adds that Jamshid dwelt at Assdn, in the district of
Tuster, the modern Shuster’ (Kitab al Fihrist, p. 12,
line 22). ‘

These facts lead us, therefore, to look for the royal city of
Cyrus in the region of Mal Amir. The rise of this sub-
Persian, if we may so call it, kingdom, founded by Tiespes,
the Akhsmenian, would seem to be, judging by generations
about synchronous with the fall of the Assyrian empire, and
was no doubt the result of the weak state of the Elamite
empire after the overthrow of that kingdom by Assurbanipal.
In these events we may see perhaps an explanation of the
prophecies of Jeremiah regarding the land of Elam :—“The -
word of the Lord came to Jeremiah, the prophet, against
Elam, in the beginning of the reign of Zedekiah, king of
Judah” (B.C. 598); ¢ Behold, I will break the bow of Elam,
the chief of their might ;”” ““and I will set my throne in Elam,
and will destroy from thence the king and princes, saith the
Lord ”” (Jer. xlix., 34-39). In these regions Cyrus and his
ancestors would be brought in close contact with the Turanian,
Shamanistic creeds of the Elamites, the Proto-Medes, and
the other nations of this region, and their creed would
assume rather the aspect of Magianism, in contradistinc-
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tion to the Masdean creed of Darius and his Zoroastrian
followers.*

A proof of the non-Zoroastrian creed of Cyrus and Cam-
byses is shown in the fact that Gomates, the Magian, who
declared himself to Bardes, the Barziya of the inscriptions, the
son of Cyrus, was a distinct opponent of the Zoroastrian
rites. For Darius, in the Behistun inscription, states that
he restored the sacrifices, rites, and sacred chants which
Gomates, the Magian, had taken away. Had Cyrus been a
rigid Zoroastrian Monotheist, the claimant who personified
his son would hardly have acted in this heretical manner.
The inscriptions at Mal Amir of the King Sutur-Kit, son of
Khanni-Kit, and which represent the dialect of the population
and the edicts of a dynasty reigning in the interval between
the fall of Susa, B.C. 645, and the rise of the Akhazmenian
sub-kingdom of Ansan, are cognate in dialect with the
Proto Median or Amardian of the second column of the
Behistun inscription. It was among this people that the
ancestors of Cyrus ruled, and so little was the great Zoroas-
trian god known to them, that Ormuzd is called annap
Arrtynam (Behistun Col. iii., 77-79),—“the god of the
Aryans,”—in their version of the royal proclamation.
These facts show that all the surroundings of Cyrus and his
ancestors were non-Aryan and anti-Mazdean ; and these, taken
in conjunction with the facts that the name of Cambyses and
Cyrus, which are the typical ones of the dynasty, do not
admit of a satisfactory explanation by Aryan philology, would
seem to dispel for ever the idea of the Zoroastrian creed of
Oyrus, or of the apparent references to it in Isaiah. The
same conclusion, on somewhat different grounds, seems to
have been arrived at by Canon George Rawlinson (Contemp.
- Rev., Jan., ’80, p. 98), for he says, “ A wholly new light is
thrown on the character of the great Persian monarch, who,
instead of being inspired, as was supposed, by Monotheism,
and an almost fanatical hatred of idolatry, appears to have
been a politic prince, cool, cautious, somewhat of an in-
differentist in religion, and, if not a renegade from the faith of
his fathers, at any rate so broad in his views as to be willing
to identify his own Ahuramazda, the maker of heaven and
earth, the all-bounteous Spirit, alike with the one god of the
Jews,” or with Merodach, the great Lord of the Babylonians.

The conduct of Cyrus, with regard to the chief gods of the
Babylonians and the God of the Jews, is exactly in accordance

* On the difference of the creeds see Lenormant’s Chaldean Magsic.
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with that of Cambydes his son on a similar occasion in Beypt.
It is recorded by Herodotus that Cambyses, after his Bthiopian
expedition, returned to Memphis, where he found the people
rejoicing over the festival of an Apis bull. He commanded
the sacred bull to be brought before him, and then manifested
his scorn for the superstition of the Egyptians by thrusting
his sword into the beast’s thigh. The thigh-bone was much
injured, but the priests took away their wounded idol; and
nursed him so skilfully that eventually he recovered and lived
to a good old age.

- Notwithstanding the statement of Herodotus, which seems
to have monumental confirmation, the fact that the Apis bull,
born in the reign of Cambyses, received divine honours from
the Persian king, is proved by the Apis tablets of that period.
His conforming to the religio-political necessities of the situa-
tion, after his conquest of Egypt, is brought very clearly
before us in the inscription on the statue of the official named
Uza-bor-em-pi-ri-is in the Vatican (Brugsch. Hist. Egypt.,
2nd edit., vol. ii., p. 305). We there read the words of the

official, who says—“When King Kanbut COJ E A]
A A

(Cambyses) came to Sais he entered the temple of the goddess
Neith in person. He testified in every good way his reverence
for the great exalted, goddess. He did this because I made
him acquainted with the high importance of the holy goddess.”
We may, therefore, conclude that Cambyses was following in
the footsteps of his equally politic father, and was guided in
these acts by the precedent his father had set him in Babylonia.
Even Darius, who prided himself on his pious veneration for
the great god Ahuramazda, was so far influenced hy the cir-
cumstance of his rule in Egypt as to build a great temple to
Ammon in the oasis of El Kargeh, and to adopt a prenomen

embodying the name of the sun-god, Ra,
namely, Ra-mer-t Ntariush. It matters ) ‘ /U-h\
but little what were the motives which EI 2l

induced Cyrus to restore the Jews and —

honourJehovah byrebuilding the Temple,in MX\

that in doing so he was fulfilling the decree q q

of the Most High; and, though his motives

may have been selfish and political, yet he

was unconsciously acting as the servant of Jehovah.
The statement in the Chronicle inscription that Goybras,

the prefect of Gutium, was the general who captured Babylon,

is in accordance with the statements of classical writers.

Pliny states that ““the large city of Agranis (Agadhe, or

(E
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Akkad, part of Sippara*), which lay on the Buphrates where
the Nahr Malka flowed out of the river, was destroyed by
the Persians, and Gobares, so some say, had drawn off the
Euphrates (see ante, p. 20).”” Xenophon also states that the
capture of Babylon was effected by Gobyras, and that his
division was the first to reach the palace.

Cyrus himself did not enter Babylon until later in the year,
—namely on the 3rd day of Marchesvan, four months after,—
when he “proclaimed peace to all Babylon,” and Gobyras,
his governor and governors, he appointed.t

This statement, which is given both in the Cylinder and the
Chronicle seems to show that Gobyras was made viceroy of
Babylon during the reign of Cyrus. This brings us face to
face with one of the most difficult problems of the chronology
of this period, “the reign of Darius the Mede.” The
identity of this ruler is only known to us from the book of
Daniel, where he is twice mentioned : ‘“And Darius the
Median took the kingdom, being about threescore and two
years old”’; and again, ““ In the first year of Darius, the son
of Ahashuerus, of the seed of the Medes” (Dan. v. 31;
ix. 1).

It is here that we come in contact with the book of Daniel,
and it will be necessary, in order to explain the matter and
at the expense of being somewhat prosy, to enter fully into
the details of the facts to be gathered from the inscriptions.

From the Chronicle inscription we get the following series
of dates for the year of the fall of Babylon, B.C. 588 :—

1. Capture of Sippara, Tammuz 14th.

2. Capture of Babylon, Tammuz 16th.

3. Entry of Cyrus into Babylon, and appointment of
Gobyras as the viceroy, Marchesvan 3rd.

4. Death of Nabonidus, Marchesvan 11th.

Among the dated tablets in the British Museum, the
contracts give the following dates :—

1. Last date in the reign of Nabonidus, Elul 5th, in the
17th year.
2. First date in the reign of Cyrus, Kislen 16th, in
Accession.
* An interval of 111 days.

* See my notes on this name in the Appendix to Mr. Hormuzd Rassam’s
paper on ““ Babylonian Cities.”

+ Ugbaru BP Pikhati su (w) pikhatu in o Babili iptekid. Pikhatu, a
prefect, is in the Bebrew N0
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‘We may, therefore, conclude that contracts were not dated
in the reign of Cyrus until after the third or eleventh of
Marchesvan, the days of the entry of Cyrus into Babylon, and
the death of Nabonidus. There is, therefore, no space for the
rule of Darius the Mede as an independent king, and no tablet
has been found bearing his name.

Numerous theories have been proposed for the explanation
of this difficulty, and will continue to be propounded as long
as no monument of his reign, if such there was, is found.

The most prominent may be noted : —

1. That of the late Mr. J. W. Bosanquet, expounded very
fully in the Journals of the Society of Biblical Archeaology,
that Darius Hystaspes and Darius the Mede were one and the
same.

This system would, however, necessitate a complete dis-
arrangement of the chronology of both Oriental and Western
history, and is quite opposed to monumental evidence.

II. That Darius the Mede was Astyages, whom Cyrus had
deprived of the Median throne in B.C. 550.

This is the theory most favoured by the writer of the
Speaker’s Commentary on the Book of Danzel.

I1X. That Darius the Mede was Gobyras acting as viceroy
of Cyrus,

IV. That Darius the Mede was Cambyses, ruling partly in
conjunction with his father.

With the newly-acquired evidence of the inscriptions of
Cyrus and Darius before us, the two last seem to be the most
tenable, especially that in favour of Gobyras.

The points most in favour of this theory seem to be that
Gobyras, the Ugbaru of the inscriptions, being formerly prefect
of Gutium, or Kurdistan, was ruler of a district which
embraced Kcbatana, the Median capital, and ‘ the province
of the Medes” (Ezra vi. 2), and was, moreover, as his name
indicates, a Proto-Mede, or Kassite by birth.*

‘That Cambyses was associated with his father is shown by

* T am inclined to think that the name Ugbaru of the Babylonians, and
Gorbyras or Gobares of the Greek writers, is a corruption of the Kassite name
7 >-Y<Y EY :En “ > KHU-BUR-YAS, which would have been pronounced
as GU-BURYAS, the Assyrian trauslation of which, according to the bilingual
tablets (Proc. Soc. Bib. Arche., vol. iii., 38, and Dilitsch, Die Sprache der
Kossder, p. 25, No. 34) would be Awvil bel Matati, “ Man of the lord of the
land.”
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the discovery of tablets dated in his eleventh year, and of his
name appearing in the cylinder and other inscriptions in
conjunction with that of Cyrus.

The death of Nabonidus and the accession of Cyrus closed
the dark epoch of the Captivity, and opened the bright day of
* the restoration of Israel, a joy which finds expression in the
Psalms of the Return (Ps. Ixxxv. and Ps. cxxvi.) :—

When Jehovah turned again the Captivity of Zion, we
were like them that dream.

Then was our mouth filled with laughter, and our tongue
with singing.

Then said they among the nations, Jehovah hath done
great things for them.

Jehovah hath done great things for us, therefore we are
glad.

Turn again, O Jehovah, our captivity, as the rivers in
the South.

They that sow in tears shall reap in joy.

He that goeth forth weeping, bearing precious seed,

Shall doubtless come again rejoicing, bringing full
sheaves.*

Such was the outburst of grateful joy to Jehovah for the
deliverance which he had wrought by the hand of Cyrus, His
servant,

I have endeavoured thus far to show the various historical
events which the Jews must have been witnesses of before and
during the Captivity, and to point out how vividly, and with
what minuteness of detail, these are foretold in the writings of
the Hebrew prophets. These in some measure account for
the remarkable changes which came over the people; but
other and more potent forces lay in the religious and social
influences to which they were subjected, in contact with the
great civilisation of Chaldea.

* It is to be noted that, in this and other cases in the paper, Mr.
Boscawen has given his own, or a different, translation of the sacred text.-— Ep,
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GENEALOGICAL CHART

OF

ASSYRIAN, BABYLONIAN, AND PERSIAN KINGS,

From B.C. 721 to 521.

SARGONIDE DYNASTY.

Saraon II.
(B.C. 722-705)

SENNACHERIB
(B.C. 705-681)

Adarmalik Sharezer EsARHADDON
(B.C. 681-668)
1

|
|
i

SAMAS-SUMA-UKIN
King of Babylon

(B.C. 668-648)
ASSUR-BANI-ABLA
Sardananapalus
(B.C. 668-625)
t Esarmappon II ASSUR-EDIL-ILANI-KAN

BEL-sUMA-ISKUN

|
NERGAL-SARRA-UTZUR
Neriglisser
(B.C. 560-556)
Kixa or BABYLON.
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BABYLONIAN KINGS.

NABU-ABLA-UTZUR
(Nabopalassar)
’B.C. 625-605)

NABU-KUDUR-UTZUR 11,
(Nebuchadnezzar)
(B.C. 605-562)

I : I
AviL-MARDUK A Daughter

(Evil-Merodach) who married
(B.C. 562-560) N ABU-BALADH-SU-IKBI

NERGAL-SARRA-UTZUR
(B.C. 560-556.)
See Table of Assyrian Kings.

NABONAID
(Nabonidus)
(B.C. 556-539.) _

|

Nasv-Kubur-vrzor IV, BEL-SARRA-UTZUR
Removed by Cyrus. : (Belshazzar)
(About B.C. 549-539)

PERSIAN KINGS.

ACHZEMENES
TiESPES
. |

Cyrus 1. ARIARAMES
CaMBysEs 7, ARSAMES

CYRUS THE GREAT Hysrtaspes
(Median and Per