PSP — P

o —

" o —

MaY 16, 1588.] PALL MALL GAZETTE. 5

e

-
= .
- N L a T - o AL

Biitish industries.  In thinking of the sugar refiners he has forgotten the
confectioners, the jame-makers, and the manufaciurers of cocoa and
chocolate, who have all besn using  bounty-fed sugars for some
tire, and find them suitable and convenient. A rise in the
pice of sugar will do more damage to these industries, which are
scattered all over the country, than it esn possibly do good to London,
Li:ol, and Glasgow, the centres of the refining trade.  Grave apprehen-
sipns arc being already felt, and we shail not be surprised if a powerful
agetion faliows. Consumers are all interested in cheap sugar, every house-
bi'd finds the advanlage of it, and if the Government is going to make
suuar dezrer 1o pacity a few paid agitators and West Indian planters, it
il cescrve what it is absolutely certain to get.

iR, GLADSTONE IN DEFENCE OF CHRISTIANITY.
A Tirt wita CoLoNEL INCERSOLL.

The current number ol the Nowt American Reviety contains a long article
from My Gladstone In reply to one of Colonel Robert Ingersoll’s attacks on
Cinstianity,  This is how the New York Zrw/Z puts the matter :—
S Col, Bob Ingersol] has succeeded at last in getting one of the most distinguished
of Living scheolars and statesmen to potice him critically. The mere contrast of
thescoppononts is cometiing like the grotesque combats that the Roman emperors
gol up when all erdinary matches failled. Mr. Gladstone represents the flower of
Saxoen cultere and Saxon statesmanship,  Within a fortnight he has delivered
s superb speeches, which even the Tories of England are acknowledsing to be
unsurpassed for bieaath of view and for fiery eloguence. This is the man who
tracalates Homer, governs an empire, defends Christianity, finds out in the
Enlish reviews the best thoughts on current science and philosophy, and for
rcorcation chops wown the oaks in his own forest.,” At the outset of his article
M. Gladetone says ;—-

“The Christing Church has lived long enough in external triumph and
Ermpurit}' to exnose those of whom it (s composed to all such perils of error and
vaacasance as tiwemph and prosperity bring with them. Belief in divine
guiiance 15 vot of necessity belief that such guidance can never be frustrated by
the laxity, the marmity, the perversity of man, alike in the domain of action and
in thie comain of thought.”

DarwiN’s DISCOVERIES AND THE CREEDS.
1Te then proceeds to notice Colonel Ingersoll’s methods. All attempts at con.
turneons argument appear to be delibervately abjured ; denunctation, sarcasm, and
ir-eotive constitute the staple of his work. Instances of the Colonel’s * tumul-
tuous method 7 are given, and Mr, Gladstone goes on to deal with some of his
unlemonstrated propositions, The system of My, Darwin is hurled against
Cioistianity as a dart which cannot be but fatal,  Says Ingersoll :(—

“ His (Darwin’s) discoveries carried to their legitimate conclusion destroy
the creeds and Scriptures of mankind.”

To this My, Gladstone replies :—

‘“ On what ground and for wbat reason is the system of Darwin fatal to
Serintures and to creeds? T do not enter into the question whether it has passed
fr01 the stage of working hypothesis into that of demonstration, but I assume,
for the purposes of the argument, all that in this respect the reply can desire.

“It 15 not possible to discover, from the random language of the reply,
whether the scheme of Darwin 1s to sweep away all theism or is to be content
with extinguizhing revealed religion.  If ihe latter is meant, I should reply that
the moral histoery of man, i 1ts principal stream, has been distinctly an evolu-
tion [rom the Rrst until now, and that the succinct though grand account of
the Creation m Genesis 18 singularly accordant with the same idea, but
1s wider tnan Lavwinlam, smce 1t inclodes in the grand prozression the inani-
Inate wori as wed as the history of organisms. Dut as this could not be
showa witbout much detail the reply reduces me to the necessity of following
lits own unsatisfactory example in the bald form of an assertion, that there is no
colourable ground for assummng evolution and revelation to be at variance with
O ahotuct.

“ Uf, however, tee meaning dbe that theism is swept away by Darwinism, I
oLserve thaty as before, we have only an unreasoned dogina or dictum to deal
with, and, dealing perforce with tae unknown, we are in danger of striking at a
will of the wisp. . . . One striking efiect of the Darwinian theory of descent is,
so tar as I understand, to reduce the breadth of all intermediate distinctions in
the scale of animated life. It does not bring all creatures into a single lineage,
but alldiversities are to be traced back, at some point in the scale and by stages
andchnitely minute, to a common ancestry. Al 15 done by steps, nothing by
‘etrides, leaps, or bounds; all from proteplasm up to Shakspeare, and,
aszin, from primal night and chaos up to protoplasm, I do not ask, and
i ainy incompetent to judge, whether this i1s among the things proven, but I take it
so for the sake of argument ; and I ask, first, why and whereby dees this
doctrine eliminate the idea of creation? Does the new phiosophy teach that
if the passage from pure reptile to pure bird is achieved by a spring {so to zpeak)
over a chasm, this implies and requires creatton 5 but if that reptile passesinto
bird, and rudimenta! into finished bird, by a thousand slight and but
just discernible madifications, each one of these so small that they ave not
entitled to a name so lofiy, it may be set down to any cause or no cause, as we
picasef? I should have supposed it miserably unphiiozophical to treat the dis-
tirction between creative and non-creative functicn as a simply quantitative
di-tinction, As respects the subjective etfect o the hwnan mind, creation in
siail, when closely regaraed, awakens reason ‘of adnnru‘:g_wender, not less than

veation in great ;and asregards that function ttself, to me it appears no lezs than
ri.iicnlous to heid that the broadly outhined and large advances of so-called
dinzaiem are creation, but the refined and steaithy opward steps of Darwinism
2 2 only manufacture, and relegate the guestion of a cause nto obscuiity, insig-
h..oance, or ohivion,

" Dut does not reason really require us to yo further, to turn the tables on
tl'fle adversary, and to contend that ew.--‘alut_iun by hiew miuch it binds more
Co ely together the myriad ranks of the Living—aye, and of all other ordars,
by o niuch the more consolidates, enlarges, and enbances the true argniroent of

do-ion, and the entive theistic pesition ? If orders arve not mutually
Yoicad, jtoi easTer v ocoeeive ol them asosont ol haphood ity the
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each separate structure, but we have no further title to build upon the position
which each of them holds as towards any other. But when the connection
between these objects has been cstablished, and so established that the points of
transition are almost as indiscernible as the passage from day tonight, then,
indeed, each preceding stage is a prophecy of the following, and each succeeding
one 1s a memortal of the past, and throughout the immeasurable series every
single member of it is a witness to all the rest.”

THE MYSTERIES OF PrOVIDENTIAL GOVERNMENT.,
Again, Ingersoll asks : —

“Why should an infinitely wise and powerful God destroy the good and
preserve the vile? Why should He treat all alike here, and in another world
make an infinite difference? Why should your God allow His worshippers,
His adorers, to be destroyed by His enemies? Why should He allow the
honest, the loving, the noble, to perish at the stake ??

Mr. Gladstone, on these points, observes, first, that the upholders of belief
or reveiation cannot, and do not, seek to deny that the methods of divine
government, as they are exhibited by experience, present to us many and
varied moral problems insoluble by our understanding. But the assertions
carried by implication in the queries are general, and because general untrue,
‘Taking these challenges, however, as they ought to have been given, Mr,
Gladstone observes :-—

“ 1 admit that great believers, who have been also great masters of wisdom
and knowledge, are not able to explain the inequalities of adjustment between
human beings and the conditions i1 which they have been set down to work
out their destiny. The climax of these inequalities is perhaps to be found in
thie fact that, whereas rational belief, viewed at large, founds the providential
government of the world upon the hypothesis of free agency, there are
so many cases m which the overbearing mastery of circumstance appears
to reduce it to extinction or paralysis. . . . As in ordinary conduct,
so In considering the basis of belief, we are bound to look at the
evidence as a whole. We have no right to demand demonstrative proofs,
or the removal of all conflicting elements, either in the one sphere or in the
other. What guides us safficiently in matters of common practice has the very
same authornty to guide us in matters of speculation ; more properly, perhaps,
to be called the practice of the soul. By its contempt for authority the reply
seems to cut off from us all knowledge that is not at first hand ; but then also it
seems to assume an original and first hand knowledge of all possible kinds of
things. . . . Has the writer really weighed the force and measured the sweep of
his own words ?

THE ILDEA OF IMMORTALITY.

A number of “‘ inaccuracies of reference” are then dealt with by Mr. Glad-
stong, and he next gnotes Ingersoll on the question of immortality. The idea
of immortality, says the champion Atheist, was not born of any book or creed or
religion. ‘It was born of human affection, and will continue as long as love
kisses the lips of death.” On this point Mr. Gladstone says :—

“ If the Delicf in immortabty is not connected with any revelation ot
religion, but is simply the expression of a subjective want, then plainly we may
expect the expression of it to lie strony and clear in proportion to the
various degrees 1 which faculty i1s developed among the various races
of mankind, But how doecs the matter stand  historically? The
ancient Grecks were a race of astonishing, perhaps unrivalled, intel-
lectual capacity. DBut not only did they, in prehistoric ages, derive their scheme
of a future world from Egypt; we find also that, with the lapse of time and the
advance of the Hellenic civiltzation, the constructive 1deas of the system lost
all life and defimite outline, and tiic most poweriul mind of the Greek philosophy,
that of Aristotle, had no clear conception whatever of a personal existence 1n
a future state.”

DELIEY AND THE WILL.

Mr. Gladstone proceeds to deal with a favourite doctrine of Colonel
Ingersoll’'s—the imnmiunity of all error in belief from moral responsibility.
The Colonel's statement that belief is as a universal law independent of the
will Mr. Gladstone remarks is a plausibility of the shallowest kind :—

“ILven in arithmetic, if a boy, throurh disitke of his employment, and
consequent lack of attention, brincs out a wrong result for his sum, it can
hardly be said that his conclusion is abselutely and in all respects independent
of hiswill. . . . But the truth is that, if we set aside matters of trivial nunport,
the enorious majority of human judyiments are these into which the biasing
power of likes and dishkes more or less largely enters.”

Procecding to develop this thought, Mr. Gladstone says ;:—

* A large part of the world have held that the root of civil power is not in
the community, but in its head. 1In opposition to this doctrine, the American
written Constitution and the entire American tiadition teach the rizht of o
nation to self-government. And these propesitions, which bave divided, and
still divide, the world, open out resnectively into vast systems of irrecon.
cilable ideas and laws, practices, and Thabits of mnd. Wil any
rational man—above all, will any American—contend  that these cons
flicting systems have been adopted, upheld, and enforced on ona side
and the other, In the daylicht of pure reasoning only, and that moral, or
immoral, causes have had nothing to do with their adoption? That the
mtcllect has worked impariially, like a steam engine, and that selfishness,
love of fame, love of money, love of power, envy, wrath, and malice, or, again,
bias, 1n us least noxious form, have never had anything to do with gencraling
the opposing movements, or the frichtiul collisions m which they have resulted ¢
It we say that they have not, we contradict the umversal judement of mankind,
If we say they have,then mental proce:sces are not automaiic, but may be
influenced by the will and by the passions, aifections, babils. Iincies,) that sway
the will ; and this writer will. not have advanced a step towards provine the
universal innocence of error until he has shown that propasitions of religion
arc essentially unlike almost all other prorositions, and that no man ever has
been, or from the nature of the case can be, aliected mn their acceptance or

rejection by moral causes.”

CONCLUSION,

Mr. Gladstone concludes his article as follows (—

“\Whereas we are placed in an atmosphere of mystery, relieved only by a
[itt'e sphere of light round each of us, ike a clearing m arn American forest,
and rarely can see farther than is necessary for the direction of our own conduct
from day to day, we find hiere, assumed by a particular person, the character
of 2 universal judze without appeal. And whereas the highest self-restraint
is necessary in these dark but, therefore, all the more exciting inquiries, in
order to mmaintain the ever quivering balance of our faculties, this rider chooscs
(o e an rabroken horse, and to throw the reins upon his neck., I have
eildcayvared to give a sampie of the results,”



