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is equivalent to the kptos'ledge of God '" If we can agree upon a definition of i. is the
knowledge, thse editor wîil perisaps agree that there need be no more discussion, a total mi
%%'hat is knowiedge ? Science, as hc tells us, is real knowledge - k nowledge thai icar to d
can be provcd. Ile devotes some passages to the consideration of the limitations god ? W
of science, but it ts flot ait ail necesâary to follow him in this ; for if it hc true, P'uw, the[
as he says, that where science IIbas remnoved a vieil, it has only been to show 1 do no
more impenetrahît darkness beyond.' it is abundantly clear that the field of cepting "Iscience is co-extensive witb the knowableness of things, and that wbat she hiait task beoro
flot illumined is really unknown. Science, indeed, comprises ail knowledge and Morality.
metbods of obtaining knowledge ;aeid if tbere be any real knowledge of God, tiat tihe cil
such knowledge must necessarily be scientific knowiedge. question is

It in undoubtedly true that large numbees of persona have had e>perience wicked mawhich they very devoutly designate as real, blessed, sanctifying knolcedge nf fulcrum tiGod, and s0 on ; and, accepting once more the editor's defintion-that "God the differer
is love -I ste no reason to douht tbem. The wonderfui organization sve know icientific e
as a buman being presents mnany problemrs, in the investigation of whicb silence Ethics teac
ts as yet oniy taking the tirsit weak steps. But to classify such feelings and en. knowledge
tirely subjective experiences as IIknowledge" is simply misttsing words. If Il God enforce wbsis love," or some such phrase, be accepted as sufficiently elucidative, well and of some sui
good ;but if God be an entity, a Beîng, a living person with a mind, capable of Now, 1 idoing tbings in our universe, then we are justified in demanding, flot only sorti knowieiige.better definition of bim, but also some substantial evidence of the reality of the lises circunsuppoaed IIknowledge"» of bim. knowiedgeBut I very seriously object to this description of God as "love." Juat look mnoral Or relait what has occurred in this world even during the last year, and then ask if or throt.gh cthe almighsy ruler of such a woeld car by any stretch of imagination be calied a n a slave.god of love ? Think of tise millions wnt have gone to unpitied graves by famine, the right,pestilence, aword, earoisquake, and thse tbousand and one accidents tisat termînate ly he mornin a more or less violent fashion the miserable lives of unbappy mankind, and id to be mithen ask, WVbere shaîl we find the love of this aimigbty Being ? As Tennyson dîtor sa>s, tisaya- 

t, let us as-IWere tbere a God, as you gay, urch ? TiHis lose wouid hate power oser mlil nul it utterly s'anished away...Blut thse t;od of Love aod of Hieu together they cannot tue thought." ught hy tho
tes. And,Read II vii " for IIbell," and tise conclusion must be tise samie. otestant Rt

I moat empbatically protest against tise edîtoras apotheosis of ignorance. 1r n led file s
may be truc, as be saya, that IIsomne of tise mont truly reiigious men and womnen intelligent
have bad but little brain ! " We bave, indeed, been told that Chriatiat., y vu uîry, abnel
intended for babea and sucklings, and ta confound tise learned and wise. Biii nçctence.
I think it otterly false ta say that "science has at prescrit been the reverst of It is chîldi.
helpful ;" nor can I believe that, if truc religion " require a cultivated intelltt ni hand, à
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