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render any answcr to prayer uin-
possible? I answer tliey arc not.
For at thoir best and utmnost, thiese
torms are but flic expression of
huiuan hypotheses, truc so far as
wo kiow-, and se far as thoy go,
but certainly not going far cniough
to mnake answers to prayer imipos-
sible or unscientifie.

Hlowever, it niay ho botter por-
ha-,ps-secingr that miot a fow
peoplo arc sonietimos suspicions
about whiat they cali "pulpit sci-
ence "--that I should give thom
the words of some other authori-
ties. I will, thierefore, quote some
words recently published-andl se
open to everybody to, read-fromn
one of our ablost and most es-
teeniod professors of physies, a
iman than. whom there is pcrhaps
scarcoly a greater physical expert
living. What dos Professer Sir
Oliver Ledge say concerning these
things? The question asked is,
"Doos not science make answers
to prayer impossible ?" Here is
ivhat Sir Oliver Lodge says: "As
to what is scientifically impossible
or possible, anything not self-con-
tradictory or inconsistent with
other truth is possible. Speaking
£rom our present scientifie ignor-
ance, and in spite of anything said
by Professer Tyndall, this state-
ment must ho aecepted as literally
truce for ail we know to the con-
trary."

Science, wc sec, lias thus noth-
ing to do with thec impossible, ex-
cept the impossible be also self-
contradictory. But there is cor-
tainly nothing self-coniradictory
involved in the actuality of answers
to petition in prayor. Let us, hoiv-
ever, continue tie sanie able ex-
ponent's, opinion. Listen to this:
"Religions people seoxu ') h les-
ingr soine of their faith prayer;
thcy think it scientifie not to pray
in the sense of simple potition.
Miey may ho righit; it xnay be the

fiest attitude nover to ask for

anythingr spociic, iy for ac-
qidescencc. If szaints foc] it so,
thcey are dloubtlez-s righit; but so
far as ordinary science lias any-
thing to say to the contrary, a
more childlike attitude miglt turn.
out truer, oei accordance withi
the total sclleine."-" If we have
ain instinct for wvorship, for prayer,
for communion with saints or w'ith
])oity, let us trust thiat instinct-
but let us not assume that our
present consejous intelligence is al-
ready so wdli informed that its
kilowledgcre o-xhausts, or doterumines,
or bounds, the region of the true
and the possible."

Thiat inay suffice niow, in regard
to what is possible. But, agamn.,
some one nmay say that, after aIl,
does not an answer to petition in-
volve a breach of natural law, are
ive not asking God to contradiet
Hlimself by violatingr ls own law?
£\o, we are not. In no Christian
petîtion whatever do wve ask for
that whicll nocessarily contradiets
any law of nature, known to us or
unknown. In Professor- Lodge's
wrords, "Frayer for a fancied good
that nmighit reall'y bo an injury,
would ho foolishi; prayer for
breach of law would ho not foolish
only but profane; but whlo are we
to, dogmatize too positively con-
cerning lawv V' PraLyer, we have
been told, is a mighty engine of
achievement, but we have ceased to
bolieve it. Why should wo bc so
incredulous? Even in medicine,
for instance, it is not really ah-
surd to suggest that drugs and no
prayor inay ho almost as fooiih
as prayor and no rgs" Now,
this is not a «"pulpit " statement,
observe, but that of a learned pro-
fessor cf science.

.Again, here is another essay
ivritten nol; from the pulpit stand-
point at aIl, but fromi that of a
seientifie essay. What did Profes-.
sor Romanes say in his oarly days,
before lio took in hand to write his


