
Z<uo.v Col/cge Monilh/j'.

ent -"«Tie world continualiy gapes
after prodigies; it many a timie mis-
takes chalk for chieese, and gladly
believes in apparitions." But we
should, in fairness, remember that
Luther hin'self believed in [hase
extraordinary answers to pray-er, and
%vas instrunient.~i in bringing Melanc-
thon back frorn the v'ery gates of
death. The danger of deception
should flot send uis [o the other ex-
treme of unreasoning unbelief.

It is an interesting subject, and
deserves diligent enquiry. If its
advocates are righit, however super-
ciliously thiey i-nay be treatc d nowv, the
world %vill by-aiid-bye recognize the
merit of bringing into praminence so
important and neglected a privilege;
and if wrang, they will stili render
good service by being the occasion of
the exposure of errar.

The inadequacy of the arguments
adduced against [bis doctrine of faith
cures is a strang presuniptive argu-
ment in its favor. They are cbiefly
of two kinds-those founded on misre-
presentatic-ns, and those based on
positions which, if valid, are fatal ta
ail kinds of î,rayer.
*In the latter order of objections,

Tyndall's prayer-test principle con-
stantly cornes ta the surface. One
wiites of a rertain Evangelist who
heals others bot <annot lieal iirnself;
-and thierefor-e must be under a delu-
sian. Another wr'ites that if God
answers suchi prayers at al), He is the
more likely to do so in the case of
men of great usefulness; and if se,
%wonders why Mr. Dodds wvas flot
spared to the Paris Mission, for whoni,
-.ýo doubt, niuch eamnest prayer wvas
offered. The objection is strikingly
sÎmilar ta the 1 Northern Farmer's 1
araazemnent, that the Lord wvas going
ta take him away when there wvas sa
much ta do on the farm, and did flot
take Jones "as >an't a âporth o> sense,"
or " Robins a niver mended a fence."

What is ail this but prapasing a

test case, to whichi, if the Lord does
not respond, the 1)rincil)le is to be
abandoned ? 'lle proceýs is unphilo-
sophical and unchrisuian, and would
,iIenc allprayer. 'Ne otildnfot like
tD stake our adherence to prayer on
such a test, eveni if a case of conver-
sion, whichi is certainly a legitiniate
object. " Thy will be donc " prohib-
its ail such dictation in prayer, whilst
it in no degrce discourages its exer-
cise.

Another %vritcr describes this beliel
as a "m-nysticisrn that is indifférent to.
Iaw." 'rhat again only raises the old
objection that ail answcrs to prayer
are violations of law, and is no more
applicable to, chis ilhan any other kind
of pray-er. Mind has laws as well as
miatter, soul as wcll os body, and if
w~e cani seek spiritual gifts, wvhicli are
often very suddeii transformations,
without coniing in confiict with na-
ture's laws, why flot seek physical
gifts as welI, and be as innocent of
offérnce ?

The other class of objections, viz.,
misreprtsentations of the viewvs lieid
by supporters, may be disinissed with,
a direct contradiction, and that on the
authonity of Dr. Cullis' own words,
who is noiw the proniinent figure in
this connection. It is said ilhat Dr.
Cullis professes ta cure any case that
is prescnted, and elimiinates from bis
crteed "Tliywiilibe done." His owit
haspital, in ivhichi cases of death occur
evei y week, is a suficient answer. Hle
professes ta have no suclh power. lIt
is said that Dr. Cullis does flot believe
ini the use of ordinary means. His
practice refutes that also. A visit to
bis hospitat wvill convince that the
utniost care is exercised in treatment,
and every condition of healh, attend-
ed ta, that medical skilt cati devise.
Lt is said that Dr. Cullis teaches a new
kind of faitli, of which lie lias a pecu.
Biar monopoly. Instead of that, judg-
ing fromi bis annual reports, it is a
simplle faith in the Fathcrhood of God,


