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A striking instance bas just 110w been furnished in thc

case of Mr. Erastus Wiman's evidence before the Inter-

State Commerce Cornmittee, in New York. Mr. Wiman,

if the latest report may be accepted, states to a reporter

that the Associated Press despatches, upon which the

general reader is obliged to rely, and which are scattered

broadcast over the United States and Canada, are rnost

incorrect and risleading. iTe instances no less than fi vo

or six statements of considerablo importance ascribed to

him, and declares that he not only did not say wbat ho is

thus reported to have said in each case, but that what hie

did actually say was radically difforent. The sanie issue

of one of our rnorning papers gave on one page a long edi-

torial article flled with quotations from the press reports,

and arguments based upon these quotations, proving Mr.

Wiman out of his own mouth, as thus reported, to be a

dishonest conspirator, utterly unworthy of trust ; and i11

another column Mr. Wiman's own emphatic declaration,

flot only that he did flot say the things attributed to him,

but that ho did say in each case something almost the oppo-

ite, and wholly unobjectionable. Assurning the substan-

tial corroctness of Mr. Wiman's own version, as we rnay

pretty safely do on grounds of inherent probability if on

no other, the case is a bard one. Ail experience shows

that ne donial he may make, however vohemnent or well

substantiated, can ever overtake the sander or undo

the injury. The first perverted version of his words will

lie accepted and quotoed, and made the basis of hostile com-

ment, so long as the question8 at issue continue to agitate

and divide the public mind.

A SEVERE logical test will ho applied to the British
Picpeof free-trade wben the Bill for giving effect

to the Sugar Bounties' Convention cornes up for discussion.

Lord Hensohoîl and Mr. John Morley have given notice

that thein political frionds wiIl oppose the Bill. It is not

unlikely that a nuinher of Liberal-Unionists wiIl do the

ane. The question as it presents itself to the English

mind is botli interesting and difficut. t can bardly be

denied that the suganrofiners have a grievance. Their

business has been injured and in sorne cases ruined, and

their workrnen deprived of their employment. But, on

the other hand, the manufacture of proserves, candies and

other producta into wbich sugar enters as a raw material,

ham beon stinxulated, so that it is claimed there bas been

ne losa, but rather a large incroase of employment. If it

lie admitted that the effect of the foreign bounties has

been to give the people of England choaper sugar, it is

pretty clear that they are gainers rather than losers, that

the abolition of the Bounty Systorn wil l e in jurious on
the whole, and that the Governmont, in seeking to socure

this result, has boon doing banm to the country. The dis-

cussion will, ne doulit, lie interesting.

AHORRIBLE interest attaches to the approaching

execution of the murderer Kemmier in New York

Stat, Ras it wil h tho first case of capital punisient

under the new law. Tbe murder was one of peculiar

brutality, and the convict is entitled te 1no spocial syni-

pathy. But the fact that ho bas incurrod the doath

Penalty wilI bring up afrosh ail the doubts and misgivings

excited by the now and strango provisions of the -New

York Act. As a humane (?) innovation, no specific day of

execu tien is to lie fixod. Consequently, it is argiiod by

smre, the condemned wretch will ho kept in constant

apprehension that every mornent may ho bis last, and tbus

theo1'hurnanity " prove te ho excruciating torture. Strong

exception is not unnaturally taken to tho exclusion Of

press representatives and the probibiting of publication of

anything beyond the haro fact that the sentence lias been

carrîed out This, it is forcibly contondod, is contrary to

the spirit of the Republic and of the time, and wili be

openly disreganded. But the most harrowiflg fears are

«ealed forth by the new and untried method of inflicting

the death penaty-by eîectricity. It seenis probable that

the authorities rnut bave satisfied themmselves regarding the

efficiency and crtainty of the apparatus to lie used, or

will do so in time te prevent the possibility of miscarriago.

But the public seem unaware that any such result has

been reached, and are in dread of smre unprocedented

honror. It is f reely pnodicted hy soins of the nowspapors

that the firat execution by electricity will alolie the ast,

and hould thene lie any hungling the predicticil is very

likely ta lie verified. Otherwise, thero is a possibility of

its being speedily adopted in other States and lands as a

sumiuefor.the a xrowiny baba$rity Of the nope.
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JPROFES>SOR HUXLEY IN KEIILY.

N T lng ago Professor IHuxley foîl foui cf a paper read t

by ~rPrincipal Wace at the Manchester ChurcliCongress f

on the subject of Agnosticism. In the course of bis t

remarks ho also referred te an expression omployed by t

Bishop Magee cf Peterboroughi, coniplaining that the î{ight1

Reverend Prelate had spoken of a Ilcowardly Agnosticism."

As Pr. Hluxley was the author of this term, at least in its

modemi application, hoe foît lound to take up the cudgels

in its defence, and hoe did se in bis iisual tinconlpromlisiflg

manner. lus paper produced two replies, one quite brief

frorn the Bishop of Petorborough, in bis usual inimitable i

Pascahian style, and the other a thorougli, loarned, and

elaborate essay by Dr. Wace.

To these two articles Professer Huxley publishes a

rejeinder in the Nineteenth Century for April, te whichwe

now propose to draw attention. One thing it is net quite

pleasant to notice in this article, nanîely, that the wniter is

sornewhat angry, writes, in short, as if lie had been driven

into a corner, and needed te stnike eut. Dr. H{uxley is se

able a wniter, and bas such admirable comnmand of pure,

nerveus English, that it is rnuch to lie regrettod that this

feeling shouhd interfere witb the reader's pieasnro in read-

ing what ho writes-a pheasure whicli may lie lawfullv

enjoyed without one's agreeing with the opinions which

lie expresses.
It is not possible even te refer te many peints brouglit

forward in Dr. Hluxley's article. To discuse even a smail

portion of theni would require a volume instead cf a briof

paper. It is quite easy to scatter doubts niglit and ef t, te

affinni and deny, te refer casuaily te authonities witbout

occnpying mucli space. When we proceed te meot those

doubts, te negate the affirmations or affirn the negations,

we cannet afford te lie quito se offlîand. We must, there-

fore, be contented to select seme special points in this

article, and gfivo our reasens for thinking we nîay stil

refuse te admit that we "know nothing," that we are more

agnostics, with neference te the supornaturai enigin cf the

Christian religion. We, therefere, pass by Dr. Hnxley's

rernarks on the Lord's Prayez, and on the Sermon on the

Mount, and others cf tho saine kind, as having vory littie

beaning on the real qneption, and draw attention te smre

points whicb botb sides must recognize as vital.

We should have a goed deal te effer in the way of pro-

test against smre of the Professor's remarks on the Gospels

in general; but we will bore confine onrsehves te what lie

mays on the Rosurrection cf the Lord Jesus from the dead,

and principally te three remnanks whicb we will here first

set down in a condensed forai. Dr. Huxley says (1) that

the narrative of the resurroctieii in the first gespel and

those in the third gospel and the Acts are "'hopelessly dis-

crepant with one anotber ;" (2) that St. Paul, after baving
assurance cf Christ's appeaning te him, Ilabstainod from

any re-examination cf the facto ;" (3) that Ilthe sepichro
miglit have been vacated " witbout any miracle at ail. We

Propose te offer a few observations on these points.

1. With respect to the aiieged discrepancies between
the Gospels narned and the Acta, we wil venture to say

two things, first, that the different acceunts givon cf the
resurrectien are clearly independent, s0 that one desnet
borrow froin the other. 0f course the Acts cf the Apostles
is, by cOmmen consent, froni the saine hand as th, third

Gospel. But, secondhy, we rernark, that, whIlst there are

j ust such différences between the différent acceunts as wo
miglit expeet froni difleront witnesses who were giving

henest testimony to what they had seen or beard, there is

really "e difference whatever between their substantial
testimeny. As Professer Huxley dees not mention the
points in wbicb these discrepancies occur, we cannet lie

sure that we know wbat ho means. But we would as§k
any honeat and impartial reader to turn te the varions

accounts cf the resurrectien in the Gospels, te select, for

examipie, those parts which present the strongest appear-

ance of discrepancy, namely, the references te the dis-

covery cf the open sepuhchre, and thon te say whether they
do not aith bave very mucli the saine impression upon the

1mmnd cf the reader. We wouid ask whetber tbe words
which are there wnitten down inight not have been spoken,
with perfect sincerity, in the witness box by mon who had

perfect knewiedge cf the events whicb are there recorded.

No jury wonid regard the testirnony cf oneocf these wit.

nesses as inadmissible or doubtfubi; and this is the question

in point. How fan these differences may lie in accordance
1with any special theery cf Inspiration is another question,

and is a question which concerne Chnistians and theologians;
h ut it is one0 whicli doos not in any way affect the historical

6character cf the narratives, and that is the question

between Clinistians and unblievens.

2. Dr. Hluxley tells us that St. Paul, having becomo

satislied, by means of a vision, that ,Jesus had risen frornt

lie dcad, "lis most carof ni to tell us that ho abstained

from any re-examinatien of the facts."' Now, wo wisb te

treat Dr. iHuxley with perfect respect, with more respect

than hoe accords te our belief, but wo must point out that

heré hoe falis into a double errer. St. Paul, in the passage

quoted by the Professor (Galatians i. 16, 17), is referring

iot so much, or at ail, to the resurrectien, but te the

gospel which lie received frorn Cbrist llimself. St. Paul

w'as called and qualified for a particular work, and it

seemed good that hoesliouhd net get bis knowledgo of

Christianity at second hand, but that hoe should receive it

rom Christ Hirnself, as the other apostles had donc.

Surely an unprejudiced mind might discover bore some sup-

port for the apostle's viow of his own calling. Hie says lie

received bis gospel froni Christ; lie certainly tauglit the

saine gospel as 'theoethor apostios. Unless we have

determinod beforehand that there can or shall ho no com-

munication of truth frorn a higher world, there is surehy

bore somo evidence of such communication.
But, again, wo are told that the apostie Ilabstained

from any re-examination of the facts." This statenient, in

a literaI sexise, may bo truc ; but it is caiculated to convuy

an impression which is quito the reverse Mf true. It sug-

gests that St. Paul set to work to teacli mon the truth of

the resurrection, having nothing but bis own (perliaps purely

subjective> impressions to rely upon. Now, eveny readen

of St. Paul's first epistie te the Corinthians knows how fan

this is froni being the case. No one0 11w doubta the

genuinenoss of thiat epistie, or that the fifteenth chapter,

in particular, was written by St. Paul. Now, it is quito

true that the apostie had no0 doubt of the neality of the

resurrection ; but it is equally obvions that hie did not ask

mon to believe in the fact upon bis own sole testimony.

On the contrary ho was careful to gather together the momt

remarkablo appes rances of Christ after is resurrection,

se as to take away frorn mon ail pretoxt for unhohief.

The list of appearances which hoe futrnishes is, in varieus

respects, noteworthy. But one0 instance may lie given

which ihlustrates a part of bis history and bis relations to

the other aposties. St. Paul mentions the appearanco of

Jesus, after the resurrection, to Peter and to James. The

appoarance to St. Peter is noticed by St. John ; but there

is no account, in any of. the gospels, cf the appearance te

St. James. Now, St. Paul tells us that, wben seme tme

after bis conversion, lie went up te Jerusalern, ho saw

Peter and James. Doubtless it was on this occasion th>it

they told bum of the circumatancos in which they had seen

the risen Lord. At any rate there is noeovidence, in St.

Paul's manner of dealing with this subject, of the unre-

flecting enthusiasrn whicli bids mon bolieve what thoy want

to flnd true, without any sufficient evidenco. libre, as

elsewhoro, St. Paul is thonoughly national. and froc froni

any trace of sucb enthusiasm as would have impairod bis

power of understanding the value cf ovidence.
3, If anything, the last point that we have noticed in

Dr. liuxley's Poleinicon is the nîcet senicus of the three.

He insinuates t hat the body cf Jesus was stolon froni the

grave between wliat we should cail Good Friday and Easter

Day. If an agnostic can ho said to have any belief or dis-

belief on sncb a suhject, it is dlean that this is Dr. Hluxoy's

belief. He does not say wliethen ho accepts the thoory

that Jesus did net die on the cross, but was taken down

frorn it in a state cf snsponded animation. But whatevor

hoe may think on this subject, we thouglit that ail reason-

able mon had abandonod the notion that sucli a resurrec-

tien would account for the acknowledged facts in the

history of the disciples cf Christ.

These mon, shortiy aften the deatb cf their Master,

went abroad through Jenusaleni, and froni Jenusaleni

through Palestine, declaring that their Master was the Lord

of if e, that Ho bad conquored death and the grave and had

gone up into heaven. Whence did tliey gain this convic-

tion 1i As a matter of fact, they did gain it. No one

imagines that they pretended te a belief which tliey did

not really entertain. But how did they arrive at that

helief î Will 'Dr. Huxley or bis adherents read wbat

Strauss lias said on this subject I Dr. Strauss did not

believe in the resurrection, but still less did hoie eieve that

the revivification cf a half-dead, man could account for

the new faith that was awakened in the apostles.

But wbether Dr. Huxley bolds this particuhar theory

or any other, hoe does cleariy insinuate that Jesus did net
Cirise again froni the dead," that the sepulchre was found

;empty simply because the biody cf the Lord had been

1stolon froni the tomb lietween the Friday and Sunday. Now,

Lthis leaves us open te only one of two suppositions. Eithen

the biody was remeved hy the fniends cf Christ or it was


