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PREFACE.

THE following Discussion is published jointly by the disputants,"who have revised
their specches as furnished from a shorthand writer's notes.

It originated as follows: On Monday, September 18th, 1571, Mr. Segfried Gratz,
a Jew, having embraced the Christadelphian faith, lectured in the Temperance Hall,
Birmingham, ¢ on the promises of God, considered from a new and purely Israelitish
point of view.”” The Jews of Birmingham, who were specially invited, attended in
moderate numbers, and at the cluse of the lecture, one of their number, Mr. Joel
Monaet, of Birmingham, challenged Mr. Gratz to public controversy. The challenge
was accepted, and a single night's debate (Tuesday, October 3rd) before a crowded
house, was the result. At this debate, Mr. Roberts, with the consent of both parties,
occupied the chair; and at the close of the meeting, he expressed his regret that his
porition precluded him from speaking on the subject. This drew from Mr. Stern, who
was present, a proposal for discussion, which resulted in the three nights’ discussion
herein reported.

ROBERT ROBERTS.






WAS JESUS OF NAZARETH THE
MESSIAH?

THREE NIGHTS’' DISCUSSION.

The discussion was held in the
Tuesday, Wednesday and  Thursday,

respectable audience each night.

Temperance Hall, Temple Street, Birmingham, on
October 1T7th, 18th

M. Rohert Roberts and Mr. Lowis Stern, both of Birmingham.
The chair was occupied, the three nights, by the

and 19th, 1871, bctween
There was a large and

Rev. B. Wright, Unitarian minister.

Trae CHAIRMAYN, in opening the mecting
the first night, said, In order that no
person might come to 8 wrong conclusion
respecting his presence in the chair : that
he had no high opinion of the value of
public discussions to those in search of
truth. His impression was that truth
was best served by writing, as writing
did not so much lead to rouse those
feclings which were often seen in con-
nection with discussions of that character.
After asking a fair hearing for each side,
he called upon Dr. Roberts to open the
discussion.

Mz. RoBerTs: Ladies and gentlemevni
my position to-night indicates that
do not altogether share the sentiments
of the Chuirman as to the utility of
discussion. I agree with him that results
of critical value are not to be arrived at
in the course of controversy for any
number of nights, but I think the
stimulus given to the minds of listeners
in the direction of the question agitated,
tends much to subsequent intercst and
attention to the subject, and, therefore,
indirectly, is ultimatcly of great value.
Therefore I have willingly accepted the
challenge given to me by Mr. Stern,
believing that the great truth emb died
in the proposition of to-night will Lbtain
more attention when eanvassed by con-
troversy, than even if expounded in a
lecture. However, letting that pass, I
address mysclf to the duty that devolves
upon me, which is to maintainu that Jesus
of Nuzareth was the DMessiab. That

affirmation embodies an issue that is
exceedingly simple and convenient for
discussion. We both agree, I presume,
as to the two principal ideas that go
to make up the proposition; we both agree
as to what is meant by ‘*‘Jesus of
Nazareth,” historically at all events;
that he was an actual personage who
appeared among the Jews 1800 years
ago. From Mr. Stern's character as an
orthodox Jew, I am justificd in presuming
that we are also agreed as to the idea
represented by the term ** Messiah;” a
Jewish expectation of now almost untold
centurics, that a certain great personage
would arise among themn who would be
their ruler, their king, their head, their
leader, who would re-establish their
ancient commonwealth, and give thcm
universal dominion in the erecting of a
universal empire upon the basis of the
Jewith nationality restored. Agreeing
on these abstract points, the issue is
simply this: was the ome, the other?
was Jesus of Nazareth that personage ?
Mr. Stern says No, I say Yes; and I will
proceed to give substantial reasons for
that answer.

My first reason is, that he appeared at
the time when according to the prophets
of the Jewish nation the Messiah of
Isracl ought to have appeared. I refer
you to a prophecy of Daniel (ix. 24-25),
which I will read :—

‘“ Seventy weeks are determined upon thy
people and upon thy holy city, to fini-h the
transgression, and to make au end of »sius,
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and to mnake reconciliation for iniquity. and
to bring in everlasting righteousne:-s, and to
s=1l up the vision apd prophecy, and to anoint
the most Holy. Know therefore and understand,
tiat from the going forth of the commandment
to resture and to build Jerusalem, UNTO THE
) EsslaH THE PRrINCE, shull be scven weeks,
and threcscore and two weeks: the street sball
be built ayuin, aud the wall, even in troublous
$i nes.”

I assume it as a point conceded on all
hands, and that, therelore, necds not to be
discussed in conucetion with this con-
troversy, that these seventy weeks are the
symbolic equivalent of 400 years, upon
the priuciple that in prophetico-symbuolic
usage, a day stands for u year, of which
you will find a distinct and unquestion-
able illustration in the fourth chapter of
Ezekiel, to which I will not now refer
you more particularly. Seventy weceks
maultiplied by 7, (the number of days in a
week) give a total of 490; and, therefore,
presuming that Mr. Stern, in common
with the Jews in general, (and he will
be at issue with his own brethren if
it is otherwise, and the professing
Christian community also) accepts the
seventy weeks as symbolic of a period
of 490 years; we have only to find
out the commencement of the period, to
ascertain the time when the Messiuh
ought to have appeared. The question
is, what is the starting point of the
period ?  The answer is a8 plain as could
be desired: “from the qoing forth of
the commandment to restore and. ro build
Jerusalem; ' to understand which, we
have to remember that at the time these
words were addressed to Daniel, the
Jews were in captivity in Babylon,
where Daniel himsclf was at the time
he received the vision. Jerusalem was
lying in waste and desolation. The time
had arrived for the fulfilment of the

rophecy of Jeremiah (which I presume
Eir. Stern will not question,) that at
the close of seventy years, Isracl should
be restored to their land. In view of
these facts, the definition is an intelli-
gible definition. From the issue of the
edict that was to effect the re-building
of the ruined city of Jerusalem, unto
Messiah the Priuce, there should elapse
a total period of 490 years, divided into
three minor parts of 7, 62, and 1, with
references to leading historical events
that were to mark the interval. It comes
to be a matter of simple historic enquiry
as to when the edict was issued, and we
find our answer within the two boards

of the Bible. We find the issue of the
edict recorded in Nehemish ii.  There
we are told thut Nehemish, who was
cupbearer to Artaxerxes, the Persian
king, was sad in the royal presence; and
to the question put to him why he was
sad, he answered thus (third verse; :—

“Let the king live for ever: why should not
my countenance be sud, when the city, the place
of my fathers' sepulchres, lieth waste. and the
gates thereof are contumed with fire! Then the
king said unto me, For what dost thou make
request? 8o I prayed to the God of heven.
Aud I said unto the king, if it please the king,
and if thy servant have found favour in thy
pight, that thou would. st send me unto Judah,
unto the city of my fathers' sepulchres, THAT I MaY
BUILD IT.”

Thereupon the king gave orders for
Nehemish's wish to be granted. He
placed a military escort at his disposal,
as appears from verse 9, and issued an
official direction to the men in authcrity
in the neighbourhood of Jerusalem, to
assist Nchemiah in the execution of the
work. I am not unaware that previcus
to this, Ezra had co-operated with the
Jews under an edict of Cyrus, for the
re-building of the Temple, but the com-
mand to restore and rebuild Jerusalem
itself, transpired in the days of Nehemiah,
who received and executed that order.
The question is what was the date of
that order? Chronologists are agreed
that the date was before Christ 456 and
a fraction. How old was Christ when he
died ? Thirty-three and a fraction. Add
thirty-three and a fraction to 456 and
a fraction, and what is the result? 490
years—the very period defined in Daniel.

I, therefore, put forward, as the first
reason for maintaining that Jesus of
Nazareth was the Messiah, the fact that
he appeared at the precise period re-
quired by the prophecy of the Seventy
Weeks. The Jews themselves expected
the appearance of their Messiah at that
time. For this, we have the testimony of
Josephus, who says that the Jews believed
that that was the time when one of the
Jewish nation should rise up to carry out
the purpose declared in the prophets.
His words, which will be found in his
7th book, 31st chapter, are as follow :

“ That which chiefly excited them (the Jews)
to war,was an ambiguous prophecy,THAT AT THAT
TIME, someone within their country should arise
that sbould obtain the empire of the whole
world. This they had received, that it was
spoken by one of their nation.”
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IIcre we have testimony of an historian
whom I presume Mr. Stern will not cull
in question, that the Jewish nation were
in expectation of the Messiah's appear-
ance, because of a prophecy which fixed
upon THaT TIME as the period of his
appearing.  His testimony is confirmed
by what wo read in the New Testament,
that ut that time “all men were musing
in their hearts whether John the Baptist
were the Messiah or not.””  How do the
Jews account for this national expect-
ancy 1800 years ago, on their theory that
the Messianh did not appear? There are
many strange and conflicting explana-
tions on their part. They do not agree
amongst themsclves, Their explanations,
ancient and modern, illustrate the straits
to which their rejection of Jesus reduces
them.

Buxtorf says “That the greater part of the
modern Rabbins believe that the Messiah has
been come a good while, but keeps himself
concealed because of the sins of the Jews.”

Jarchi affirms that * The Hebrews believed the
M. ssiali was born on the day of the destruction
of Jerusalem.”

Talmudists—that he 18 in Rome,

“ A yreat number believe he is not yet come,
but strangely divided as to the time and oir-
cumstance of his appearing.”

So you see Mr. Stern's own nation are
divided in the most extraordinary
manner in their methods of accounting
for the non-appearance of the Messiah, in
harmony with the prophet Daniel, whose
prophecy requires that he ought to have
appeared 1800 years ago. The Jewish
writers referred to in the extracts I have
read, recognise the fact that the timne
fixed in the prophets, arrived ages ago;
they deny that Jesus, who appeared
exactly at that time, is he; they cannot
point to anyone else as answering to the
requircments of the prophecy.  Hence
the dilemma which thcy make such
axtraordinary efforts to get out of.

But, according to the proposition I
have to maintain, there is no difficulty.
The Messiah did appear, and Jesus of
Nuzareth war he, which proposition I
procced to elaborate a little more in
detail.

I contend in the next place that Jesus
of Nazarcth answors to all the signs by
which it is possible for the Jews to
identify their Messinh. I should like
Mr. Stern to let us know upon what

vinciple the Jews ure to tell their
chssiah when he appears. I presume

it would be upon the principle of his
correspondence to the things declared
in the prophets. If that is not the
principle, there is no principle. But that
ts the principle undoubtedly, and therefore
it gives me a basis for this argument,
that in every material and immuaterial
particular, Jesus of Naszareth answered
to the features and peculiarities that
were to characterize the Messiah to be
sent tc lsrael, and that, therefore, he
was he.

The first of these is, that the Messiah
was to be the Son of David. Jesus was
the Son of David. This is capuble of
unanswerable demonstration, but I will
not at this stage ray all that can be
said on this point. I produce the
genealogies of Matthew aund Luke as
prima facie evidences, leaving Mr. Stern
to deal with them. When he attempts
to disprove them, I will follow and
answer his arguments, and embrace the
opportunity of unfolding a few things
on the subject that may not be present
to his mind. The genealoies upon their
own fuce are evidence of Christ’s descent
from David. I will so far anticipute
objection to them, as to suppose the
remark that Matthew’s geneulogy is not
Luke's gencalogy. That is & tuct. What
is the explanation of the factt Jesus
had & mother, and a legal but not a
natural human father. If he was to be
the seed of David, it was necessary he
should be shewn to be such by buth
lines. One therefore is the line of Mary
and the other that of Joreph. 1 must
briefly indicate the principle upon
which the conclusion is arrived at that
one is the genealogical descent of Mury
and the other of Joseph. In the first
place, they are different lines. This will
be admitted by all. The lines agzree
from Abraham down to the family of
David (Matthew's not going farther
back than Abraham), the identity can
only be shewn from that point. At
David, the lines diverge; you find that
one line descends through Nathan, the
son of David, and the other line descends
through Solomon. With the excepiion
of one point of apparent casual contaet,
the two lines keep distinet until the days
of Jesus. Therefore it cannot be denied
they are two distinct lines. The next
question is, were they both received
amonyg the early Christians ? They un-
doubtedly were, for although doubt has
been thrown on the genuineness of the

i genealogy of Matthew, it is because it is
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omitted from one or two early manu-
scripts. The bulk of cvidence i8 in its
favour, for where there are one or two
manuscripts that lack Matthew's gene-
alogy, there are many in which it appears,
upon which the argument may be briefly
stuted thus: It is far more likely that
the genealogy was omitted from one or
two manuscripts for sinister reasons, than
added to a grcat number in the private
possession of those who had means of
ascertaining the genuinencss of the
documents. In fact the latter is an
impossible supposition, for the imposture
would have been detected in a moment.
This matter may be considered to be
finally settled by Tischendorf’s discovery.
in the convent of Sinai, of the most
ancient manuscript yet known. This
manuscript contains Muatthew's gene-
alogy. lIt), is indisputable that the two
enealogies were accepted by the first
Christians. If 8o, how can we imagine
that they were both the actual genealogy
of Joseph ? Would they have reccived and
recognised two contradictary accounts of
80 important a matter? Inconceivable!
They received both, because both were
separatcly true; the ome setting forth
Mary's descent and the other Joseph’s.
If it be asked why Mary’s name is not
ﬁ':en, my answer is the answer that
. Monaet gave to Mr. Gratz the other
night, for a different purpose. He said
it was a rule among the Jews not to
insert the names of females in the
genealogies, which is probably the reason
why Mary's name does not appear.
Where a female is nevertheless an
essential link, she appears by her husband

as Mary does in the genealogy of Luke.
There i8 no violation of propriety in this,
, wa8

for Joseph, as the husband of Ma:
“a son-in-law of Heli,”" Mary's father.
A difference is observable between the
two geneanlogics in this respect: that is,
as to the mode in which they are drawn
out. In Matthew, it is said * Abrahamn
beyat Isaac, Isaac begat Jacob,” and so
on, but in Luke it does not employ the
term “begat,” & form of speech which
would have been incompatible with
putative sonship, legal or imputed son-
ship. It begins as follows: “Jesus began
to be about thirty years of age, being
as was supposed the ron of Joscph, whic

was (the son) of Heli” “Son of” is
not in the original. I admit that idiomati-
cally it is implied, and therefore properly
insertcd in the English translation.
Nevertheless, it is a form of speech which

does mnot affirm that Joseph was the
natural son of Heli. It is a form of
putting it that admits of Joseph being
called the son of Heli, although he was
the son of Jacob, being son-in-law to
Heli, through marriage with his daughter
Mary. Jewish rules did not admit of
Mary appearing except in this way.
I will leave that subject at present.
reserving further arguments until Mr.
Stern shall have stated his objections
to the genealogies. But I proceed to
remark that the proof of Jesus being
the son of David is by no means confined
to this genealogy. rely greatly upon
this fact, that the question of whether
Jerus war the son of David was never
raised until modern times; that in the
first century, when there was access to
the public registers— when, if Christ was
not the son of David, it could have been
proved while the temple yet stood and
whilst Mary's genealogy and Joseph's
were in existence—the point was never
raised at all. Do you think Christ's
enemies who crucified him, would not
have been glad to seize upon so fatal
an objection to his claimg, if they could
have done so? In his own day, it was
the general repute that he was the son
of David. both among the common people
and amongst those who had an oppor-
tunity of being critically certain. First,
as to the common belief, I quote the
following passages :—

Matt. ix. 27: “And when Jesus departed
thence, two blind men followed him, crying
and saying, thou Son of David, have mercy
on us.”

Matt. xil. 28: “ All the people were amased
and said, Is not this the son of David?"

Matt. xv. 22: “And, behold, A woman of
Canaan came out of the same coasts, and
cried unto him, saving, Have mercy upon me,
O Lord, thou son of David.”

Matt. xx. 80: ** And, behold, two blind men
sitting by the way side, when they heard that
Jesus passed by, cried out, saying, Have mercy
on us, O Lord, thou son of David.”

Matt, xxi. 8-11: *“ And the multitudes that
went before, and that followed, cried, saving,
Hosanna to the son of David : Blesscd is he that
cometh in the name of the Lord: Hosanuna
in the highest. And when ho was come into
Jerusalem, all the city was moved, saving, Who
isthis? And the multitude said, this i3 Jesus
the prophet of Nazareth, of Galilee.”

And at the fifteenth verse it says,
“When the chief priests and scribes saw

| the wonderful things that he did, and
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the children crying in the temple, and
saying, Hosanna to the son of David,
they were sore displeased.” This proves
two things, first that the popular impres-
gion was that he was the son of David,
and second, that the popular impression
was brought under the cogmition of the
scribes and pharisces; and they never
challenged it, although they had the
power of disproving it, if Jesus were
not the son of David. The objection
is only now raised in these remote times,
when it is possible to raise it without
incurring thatauthoritative contradiction,
which could have been given in the day
when the public documentary evidence
existed in the temple.

But I give you better authority than
popular impression. I give you the
authority of a priest who waited on his
office in the temple. I do not suppose
Mr. Stern will dispute that Zachariah
was of ‘“the course of Abia.” In that
position of access to the public archives
then, we find him saying * Blessed be
the Lord God of Israel, for He hath
visited and redeemed lis people, and
hath raised up a horn of salvation for
us in the house of H:s servant David,
as He spake by the mouth of His holy
prophets which have been since the
world began.” Remember these are the
words of a priest in the temple, having a
distinct and intimate relation to the re-
cords of genealogy, which either confirmed
or destroyed the impression concerning
the origin or extraction of Jesus. And
I say that if a man in that position
confirms the popular impression that
Jesus belongs to the house of David,
it would require far stronger argument
than any person living in the nineteenth
century ¢an produce to shake belief in
the well-foundedness of that impression
(“Time™ called).

Mpg. Stery: Mr. Chairman and friends.
Before I commence to answer Mr. Roberts,
I beg you will listen to a few remarks
that I have to make with regard to my
position here to-night. In the first
place, I am not here to-night as represent-
ative of any body of Jewsin Birming-
ham or in any other place. I have
undertaken the subject entirely on my
own responsibility, and if I am defeated
in this discussion, it must not go forth
that Judaism has been defeated by
Christianity. It will then only be the
defrat of one man, who holds that Jesus
of Nazareth wasnot the Messiah, against

another man who held that he was. I
may also say that this discussion is not
approved by the Jews in Birmingham,
especially by the English portion of them,
for reasons best known to themselves.
One of the principal reasons is they are
afraid this discussion may cause ill-feeling
between Jews and Christians. I am not
of that opinion myself: I have entirely
a different opinion of an English audience.
But suppose it was to cause ill-feeling
&I am only taking it as & supposition, for

am sure it will not) —supposing it was,
what then ? I would far rather cause ill-
feeling and have the truth on my side,
than live in a state of bliss all my life
with falsehood and error. Some of the
Jews of Birmingham have gone so far
a8 to assert that I am in league with the
Missionary Society, that I have got this
discussion nf for the purpose of exposing
Judaism. am quite serious on this
subject. These statements have really
been made. I publicly contradict these
statements. I am not in any way con-
nected with any missionary society ; and
whoever has said so has told a falsehood.
And I hope that my opponent will sa;
that I am not in any way in league wi
him, for any such vile purpose. If I
had anything to say against Judaism,
I should certainly come forward like
a man, and give my opponents a chance
of replying tome. Now, I am announced
on the placard as an orthodox Jew; and
80 I am, but I am not so orthodox as to
come here and say that, simply because
I am a Jew, all the truth lies on my side
and all the error on the side of those who
are opposed to Judaism. I believe that
among the hundreds of millions of people
who inhabit this globe, there will be
found some at least, as moble and as
courageous. Some of the greatest in-
tellects have been found outside Judaism,
and it would be the height of imper-
tinence on my part, to come here and
say that, being a Jew, I hold the whole
truth, and that no one else has a right
to express any opinion different to mine.
I have come here to-night to receive
information as well as discuss the ques-
tion before us.

‘With these few remarks I wish now
to endeavour to answer Mr. Roberts.
You need not be surprised if this discuss-
ion should lead me to embrace Chris-
tianity, but I must say that if it is his
object, he must bring forward sounder
arguments than he has used in his first
speech. You have given Mr. Roberts
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earnest attention in all that he has said.
I am sure he ha<=aid a good nemy and
some very stariling things. e sovs if
I understand him ricghty he belicves in
Judaism. and 1 believe he even savs that
he is a Jew, If it will give ham any
pleasure, I hope he will live lonwe enonch
to enjoy it. 1 won't begrudge it him,
But there is certainly this  ditferenee
between us: Mr. Roberts is here as a Jew
with Jesus as his saviour: I stand here
as a Jew without Jisus as my saviour.
Asdbheing “in Jesus”™ implics a beliof in
Christ, I hope he will pardon me if T
sometimes class him among the ordinary
Christinns,  He maintains that  Jesus
appeared exactly according to Daniel,
consegiently he must be the Messiuh.
If he did appear according to Danicl he
must Le the 31 ossiah, but let us examine
what Danicl says:

*Whi es I was speaking in prayer, even the
man Gubriel, whom I Lad seen in the vision at
the beginning, boing caused to fly swiftly,
touclhiod me alout the time of the evening
oblation, Andhe informed me and taliied with
me, aud +aid, O Danicl, I am now come forth
to give thue skill and nnderstanding. At tHe
beginning of thy supplications the command-
ment came forth, .nd 1 auw come 1o shew thee;
for thou art g.c¢. tly beloved: therdfore under-
stand :ho mait r, and conxider the vision.
Beventy weeks ar- determined upon thy people
and upon thy boly city to finish the travssrossion,
and to m:ke an erd of sins, and to make
rceonciivim for iniquity, ard te bring in
everlusting rishteousness, and to scal up the
vision and prepheey, and to anoint tho most
holy.”

You have heard what I have read.
This is the same guotation Mr. Roberts
read, but it doesn’t exactly azree with
me the same as with him.  Obh! says Mr.
Roberts, you mustu’t take the scventy
weeks as seventy wecks; instead of rep-
reseuticg weeks of days, you must take
them to represent weeks of years : seventy
times seven years.  This i8 a most
startling assertion, and I am perfectly
satisficd, if this is the case, that it will
really settle the question, and I am
surc that if it is o, it i & great pity that
we hadn't a Mr. Roberts loug bifore
now, Now sir, I hold that words have
no meaning exeept as conveving thoughts
of one individual to another; that is to
say, if I have a thoucht which I wish
to convey to any other person, I either
learn their langunge or get them to learn
mine.  The tougue becomes the mould
oi the thought, and aiter the words ure

B -z LT _—a

expressed, the party who is addressed
dees not alone hear the words, but he can
aimost see them as well @ they are shaped
betore him. If seventy wecks should here
wean weeks of vears, sce whatanesition we
shionld be placed in. In the fiest place,

how should we und o rstznd whet ‘one
was  ceonversing with us? This is a

revelation from Ged to man.  God,
havinge a thoucht, wished man to know
it. and throveh D omiel sends 8 messenver
who is to say something to the peotle,
50 that no doubt they shonld understae-d
him; but Mr. Roberts sayvs it doesn't
mean what was really said. Why I
shiould not be here at all to-niccht if I
eould attribute sach puerilities, cruclties,
to the supreme power. The word Guod
to me ripresents ail that is good. and sl
that is wood cun include nothing bad
and it wouid be a very bad action, I hoid,
for a supreme being to speak to any of
1is people in a luncuisee they conld not
understand.  But Mr. Roberts refers me
to the New Testument to prove his
statements. Well, T have told him
before; I have announced ity and yoa
have perceived by the plicards that I am
a Jew.  QMr. Roberts knows very well
that the New Testament is looked upon
by the Jews as an immoral book, We
are allowed to read any book almost, but
it is positively looked upon asa sin to have
the New Testmnent in our possession.
We are evenallowed to read the Mysterics
of tie Court in London, but not the
New Lostament. 81ill he refers me to
it, I may asx well tell him thatasa Jew
I look upou the New Testament as a
compilation of fulschood and forgeries;
and 1 will not alone #ay this, but I will
bring you cne of your greatest authorities
in the chiurch to prove my statement, Dr.,
Mosheim.  DBut I shall not enter into
thin now, for I may not have time to
finish the subject.  But I will say this,
to me, ax a Jew, I do not understand how
a man can be borm without a father.
My opponent may try to explain it and
closk it vver 28 much as he likies; he can
use hig cliquence as much as it ispossitle,
Although I am willing to accept any
reasouuble explanation; but when I say
that, it must be reasonable to me, mind,
not to my opponcnt.  But I hold this to
be guite unreasonable. 1 should like to go
into the matter, but I do not feel eqral
to the task before a mizxd audicence like
the one we have heve to-nizht. rivarely
I have no objeetion to dizouss the miatier
with Mr. Roburts, but 1 do not consider
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it a fit subject for this audience. I think
words would have to be used that would
not be very soothing; at leust to the
gentler sex who are present. 1 am sure
1 have too much respect for the ladics to
bring the slightest blush of shame upon
their countenances. But what does he
tell me about Jesus? le rcfers me to
Suint Matthew, and from him I am to
rather the genealogy of Jesus through
s()suph‘ As I understand it, the book of
Matthew begins: “7The book of the
generation of Jesus Christ, the son of
David, the son of Abraham.” Now is
this the book of the generation of Jesus
Christ? 1f Mr. Roberts earnestly refers
me to this I hope he will abide by it ; and
before I discuss it, I wish him to tcll me
before this audience that he will abide by
this genealogy. It is no use telling me
that there is another one, if that contra-
dicts this. When we are talking about
this book, we are not talking about the
ordinary subjects of the day. We are
not talking about penny-a-liners, about
books written in 1871; we are talking
about what is believed to be an inspired
book, which is supposed to have been
written by the apostles, who, some of
them at least, were along with Jesus
when he was alive. Inspiration means
this: that whether a person be present
or not, he can describe everything
minutely and accurately, so that there
can be no mistake whatever about it.
Tuke Moses for instance, he could write
down everything that had occurred for
hundreds and thousands of years before
his time. But what are we to say of
men who are supposed to be inspired by
the same power, and yet so contradict
each other. But before I undertake
to discuss the subject, I wish Mr. Roberts
to say distinctly whether he will abide
by the genealogy of Matthew? (Mr.
Roberts: yes.) And I wish to ask by
whom, to whom, when, and in what
language were St. Matthew, St. Mark,
8t. Luke and 8t. John written? Where
are your originulst  Produce them.
‘Where are your manuscripts ? Produce
them. If they are not to be found, please
tell me what has become of them, and let
us have some idea whether there is any
hope of ever obtaining them again. 1
am afraid my friend will not be able to
produce these originals, for I stand here
and publicly declare the originals never
were in existence. There never were
any. No one dares come here and declare
in 1871 thut there ever were originals.

There is no authority. No records can
be gone to. We caunot go farther back
thun the sccond century. llow can we
rely upon them? 1 think the only
rehance would be that whatever parties
wrote them, they were never iuspired by
God to do so.  For on such an important
and serious subject as this, at least they
should be all aiike, at least they should
not all contradict cach other in the
most important points. But, what do
we find ¥ Mr. Roberts can hardly quote
two passages in the book that will agree
with each other; and I am quite certain
the Old Testament contradicts the New,
although he jumps from one to the other
and says they agree. I hope Mr. Roberts
will answer the questions I have put to
him, before he proceeds with any other
matter.

Mz. RoBerrs: I should think it un-
necessary for me to make any pledge
on the subject referred to by Mr. Stern;
but if it is any satistaction to him, I will
say that certainly he is not in league
with me in any scnse. The challenge is
entirely bona fide, buth as rcgards the
giving and the accepting. Having said
thus much, I address myself to his
arguments. He asked me where the
originals of the New Testament are.
I presume he believes in the writings
of Moses, and I ask him if he is prepared
to say where the originals of those
writings are ? I know he cannot: yet
he belicves in Moses, whence I argue
that he cannot logically object to my
belief in the New 'Lestament, on the
ground that I cannot produce the very
documents written by Matthew, Mark,
Luke, John, Paul, and others. There are
certain obvious and universally recognised
principles on whichdocuments are received
as authentic, though the originals are
absent. The literary world believes in
the writings of Herodotus and other
ancient writers, although the originals
are not in existence. The absence of the
originals is no evidence against their
genuineness,  If it is, Mr. Stern must
not belicve in Moses: but he does. He
does so on the gencrally-accepted rules
of evidence referred to—rules that do
not depend upon the arbitrary maxims
of the schools, but are based upon
natural laws of evidence, that enable us
to lay hold with absolute confidence
upon certain documents as written at
certain times by certain men, although
we are not in pussession of the originals.
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The people contemporary with the pro-
duction of a thing, have knowledge of
the inception of that thing, und if among
them obtains a certain universal reputa-
tion upon evidence which they are in
a position to judyge of as to its truthtulness,
such as the authorship of a book, that

’nteputatiun is evidence to after posterity.

P» book produced in Birmingham passes

g # A7 current amonyg those who have oppor-

tunities of knowing the facts of the case,
as the production of a certain iudividual,
and the authorship is not questioned,
succeeding gencrations are justitied in
receiving that generally-accepted reputa-
tion or impression as evidence of the
authorship. When in addition to this
uncontradicted reputation, the intcernal
evidence of the work itsclf accords with
the outside reputation, the evidence is
of & character that can mever be over-
turned. And it will be my duty in the
course of this discussion to shew that the
New Testament is supported by this class
of evidence, and that the evidence is
collaterally strengthened in many ways;
evidence which is certainly not to be
disposed of by the sweeping assertions
which Mr. Stern has made. It is not
suffivient for him to say that the New
Testament is a forgery. Let him shew
it. I deny that it is a forgery. I am
prepared to prove not only its author-
ship, but that every part of it agrees
with every other part, and not only so,
but that in its entirety, the New Testa-
ment agrees with every part of the Old
Testament. To start with, I put forward
the book. It is prima facic evidence of
itself. When Mr. Stern brings evidence
of forgery, I will go into it. At present
my assertion must go for what it is
worth, as against his assertion.

Mr. Stern speaks of Jesus having no
father. This is & misrepresentation :
Jesus had a Father. That Father was
the Father of Adam. How did Adam
come upon the scene? Was there not
a divine Father? Do not Mr. Stern’s
own writings say ‘ Have we not all one
Father?” Is that not the God of his
nation? It is; and if the God of his
nation could be the father of Adam, and
he could find no difficulty in receiving
that, why should there he a difticulty
in the God of his nation being the father
of Jesus? Abstractly there need be no
difficulty whatever.

I proceed to prove that it is even so,
that the Goud of his nation was the
father of Jesus, and that thercfore Jesus

does not present the ludicrous instance
depicted by Mr. Stern, of a man without
a futher. Mr. Stern speaks as if I
referred to the New Testament for proof
of my argument of the seventy wecks ;
and because he denies the New Testament,
he thiuks the arirument is gone. This is
altogether 8 mistake. I rely first upon
the historical fact which he will not
question, that Jesus of Nazareth appeared
1800 years airo. 1 next point to the fact
that this admitted date of his appearance
coincides with the period fixed by the
prophecy of the seventy wecks for the
appearance of the Messiah. This argu-
wment is strong.  The ditliculty for him
is great, and to get out of that ditliculty
he certainly resorts to extraordinary
tactics. He says the weeks ure literal
weeks, Does this help him out of his
difticulty ¥ It only makes the difficulty
greater, for if his argument is sincere,
the Mcssiah ought to have appeared
about 450 years before the crucitixion
of Jesus. Did the Messiah appear at
the end of seventy literal weeks? No!
Mr. Stern will tell you that the Messiah
has not yet uppeared ut all. No Messiah
appeared seventy wecks after the mission
of Nchcemiah to restore and rebuild
Jerusalem, but there did appear 490
(or seventy weeks of) years after that
date, Jesus of Nazareth, who claimed
to be the Messinh, and who gave such
irresistible evidence, that thousands of
Jews, as Mr. Stern i bound to admit,
accepted him, and preached the fame
of him to other nations: as one result
of which we have a gigantic political
system all over Europe, which bears
the nume of Christ on all its records.

Is it so that seventy weeks do not
mean sewenty wecks of years? Is Mr.
Stern seriously prepared to abide by his
assertions that Daniel always means
literally what he says? (Mr. STERN:
Hear, hear.) Very well, let us look at
another part of Daniel. In the 8th
chapter of that book, we have another
prophecy, in which a period of time is
defined. At the 8th vérse we read
that :

“The he goat waxed very great: and when
he was strong. the great horn (between his eyes)
was broken; and for it came up four notable
ones toward the four winds of heaven. And out
of one of them came forth a little horn. And it
waxed exceceding great towards the south, and
towards the cust, and towards the plcasant land,
And it (the little horn of the goat), waxed great,
even to the hust of heaven; aund it cast down
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some of the host and of the stars to the ground,
and stamped upon them.”

Is this a description of literal events
that were to take place? Was a lirtle horny
substance coming out of the h\.‘:ld of a
benst, to stamp the stars under its fect ?
(Mr. StERN: Yes; if it wasn't a little
horn, I don’t know what Danicl meant).
We have the matter explained. That
goat was the symbol of the Grecian
power, and the horns refer to the sub-
divisicns of that power, as we read in
verses 21 and following: “The rough
goat is the king, or kingdom of Greece;
and the great horn between his eyes is
the first king. Now that being broken,
whereas four stood up for it, four king-
doms shall stand up out of the nation.”
Then we read of a certain little horn
budding outofone of thefour, representing
the Roman power which should make its
appearance in one of the four divisions
of the Grecian empire. In connection
with the movements of that little horn
we have a definition of time, 13th verse:

“Then 1 heard one saint spoaking, and
another saint said unto that certain saint which
spake, How long shall be the vision concerning
the daily sacrifice, und the transgression of
desolation, to give both the sanctaary and the
host to be trodden under foot? And he said
unto me, Unto TwWo THoUSAND and THREE
HUNDRED days; then shall the sanctuary be
cleansed.”

I ought to have said that the vision, as
a whole, as you will see by reading the
chapter through, represcnted the preval-
ence of the Persian, Grecian and Roman

wers over the Jewish polity. Out of
one of the four divisions of the Grecian
empire, according to what we find at the
close of this chapter, appeared the Roman

ower, concerning which it is said at
the 24th verse:

« And his power shall be mighty, but not by
his own power : and ke shall destroy wonderfully,
and shall prosper, and practise, and SHALL
DESTROY THE MIGHTY AND THE HOLY PEOPLE.”

‘What power has destroyed the Jewish
nation? The Roman. Now, here is a
question.  Over what length of time
does this vision extend, which began
with the appearance of a ram represcnt-
ing the kingdom of Media and Persia,
and ending with the indefinite triumph
of a power appearing first in Grecian
territory ¥ Mark the answer which will
be found ut the 14th verse: ¢ Unto two
thousand and three hundred pays; then

shall the sanctuary be cleansed.” Now
the period of time from the appearance
of the Medo-Persian empire, te the
destruction of the Jewish nation by
Rome (which is a mere fragment of the
period covered by the vision), was over
600 years—six centuries. But the length
of the vision i8 defined as 2,300 days, and
if literal days, less than seven years.
According to Mr. Stern’s way of treating
the seventy wecks, thisis the fact. Accord-
ing to him, we are to read this prophecy
thus: Persia will arise, Greece will arise,
Rome will arise and tread the Jewish
people under their feet, all in seven years!
This shows the abgurdity of his argument.
The period is spread out before us in
history. We can look back to that long
dismal, black vista of years, and we can
see the Joews trampled under foot for
more than 2,000 years. We are living
at the expiration of that period, when
the sanctuary shall be cleansed. History
tells us that the 2,300 days were signifi-
cant of years, Mr. Stern himself will
be obliged to admit it. He is obliged,
in the case of the seventy wecks, to
resort to quibble to get out of the facts
which tell so fatally against his rejection
of Jesus of Nazareth.

I will now resume the chain of evidence
which I was proceeding to trace when
called to time. I was producing evidence
that Jesus was the seced of David. I
next produce tho case of Paul. It is
impossible upon the principles of honest
criticism to deny the historic reality of the
apostle Paul: and I don't know that in
all the efforts of scepticism I ever heard
of the attempt being made. It is a
moral impossibility that such letters as
bear his name could be produced either
by an impostor or a fiction writer. I
presume Mr. Stern will not deny that
Paul was a Jew—a man brought up
in Jerusalem, at the feet of Gamaliel
—who stood in friendly relation to the
head quarters of the Jewish opinions—
who was acquainted with the public
genealogics. Now, with all these means
of information at his command, Paul
says in Rom. i. 3: “Jesus Christ our
Lord was made of the sced of David
according to the flesh,”” and he repeats
the statement in 2nd Timothy ii. 8; he
says: “Remember that Jesus Christ, of
the sced of David, was raised from the
dead according to my gospel.” Last of
all, we have the evidence of Jesus him-
sclf in whose resurrcction Paul, though
a bitter rejecter, like Mr. Stern, came
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to believe, through a personal interview.
This very personage proclaims himself
to be of the house of David in the last
chapter of Revelations: “ I am the root
and the offspring of Darid.’

Thercfore in respect of the lineal extrac-
tion of Jesus, I submit that the evidence is
conclusive that in that particular, Jesus
of Nazarcth answers to the requircments
of the prophets.

The next point is that the Messizh was
to be born in a certain place. In Micah
V. 2, it says:

“ But thou, Bethlechem Ephratah, though thou
be little among the thousands of Judah, yet
out of thee shall he come forth unto me that
is to be ruler in Israel.”

‘Where was Jesus of Nazareth born ?
‘We have the evidence. It is contained
in the 2u0d of Matthew, where we find
that the chief priests and scribes, the
head men of Mr. Stern's nation, at that
time, were distinctly under the impression
that the DMessianh was to be born in
Bethlehem. I presume Mr. Stern enter-
tuins the same notion, though he does
not believe the Messiah has yet appeared,
that from that now ruined and dilapidated
village, the Messiah shall come. In
Matthew ii. 1, we read:

**Now when Jesus was born in Rethlchem in
Judea, in the days of Herod the king. behold
there eame wiso men from the east to Jerusalem
saying, Where is ho that is born King of the
Jews, for we have scen his star in the east,
and have come to worsLip him.”

If any one objccts to Matthew’s
authority, we have the authority of
Luke, Paul's companion in travel, which
you cannot overturn. In Luke ii. 4,
we read :

“And Joseph also went up from Gulilee,
out of the city of Nazarcth, into Judw, uunto
the city of David, which is called Bethlehem ;
(because he was of the house and lineage of
David.)”

The sixth verse says:

“Aund so it was that whilst they were there,
the days were accomplished that she should
be delivered, and she brought forth her first-
born son and wrapped him in swaddling clothes,
and laid him in & manger; because there was no
room for them in the inn. And there were in
the xame country shepherds abiding in the field,
keeping watch over thiir flocks by nivbht. And,
lo, the angel of the Lord came upon them,
and the glory of the Lord shone round a'out
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angel g:id unto them, Fear not: for, behold,
I bring you good tidiugs of great joy, which
shull be to all people.  For unto you is boru this
day in the city of David @ BSaviour, which is
Christ the Lord.”

So that the Christ of the New Testa-
ment, at all events, answers to the
Messinh of Jewish prophecy, in being
born at the richt time, of the right
family, and in the right place.

I come to another point. The Messiah
of Jewish expectation was to be born
of & virgin. I refer to Isaiah vii. 14,
whereat Mr. Stern smiles, for he mno
doubt thinks I have let myself into a
trup; but I have not dome so. I am
well aware of the difficulties that are
thrown against this passage. The passage
is:

“Therefore the Lord himsclf shall give yom
a sign; Behold, a virgin sbhall conceive, and
bear a son, and shall call his name ImmanueL”

The word for “ virgin " is almah, which
I will contend is a proper distinct
substantive for an unmarried female.
The rejectors of Jesus say that it
means young woman. Well, a virgin is
a young woman, 80 that even supposing
they were right, the word does not
exclude virginity. But they are not
right. This is proved by the fact that
in all other places in which the word
is used, it is applied in the sense of
unmarried females. I will read to you
all the cases in which the word oceurs,
and you shall be the judges whether
or not it is used in the scuse in which
I seck to apply it. In the 24th of
Genesis, the “virgin Rebecea goes forth
to meet the servant of Abraham.” I
suppose that Mr. Stern will not deny
that Rebecea was a virgin. In Exodus
ii. 8, the maid the sister of Moscs, who
was living with the mother of Moses,
went and called the child's mother unto
her—that is, to the daughter of I’haraoh
who had picked up Moses.

Time being called, Mr. Roberts resumed
his seat amid some interruption.

Mz. Stery: I do hope you will allow
Mr. Roberts a fair hearing, and let him
explain those Hebrew words as well as
he possibly knows how, whether they
be corrcet or mot. If I did not feel in
a position to answer all that Mr. Roberts
may have to bring forward, I should not
have come here, and if you are afraid
that I shall not be able to maintain my

‘hem: aud they were sure sfraid. And the || position I will kindly ask you to retire,
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I am perfectly satisfied that T am quite
capable of answering all that Mr. Roberts
has to say on the subjeet, and [ pray you
will leave it to me.  Mr. Roberts has
taunted me with committing &in in
reading the New Testament, or with
being ignorant of its contents. I still
hold that it really is a xin, not alone to
read the New 'I'estament, but for a Jew
to have it even in his possession. But
I have undertiken this subjeet for the
purpose of getting to the truth of the
matter. You must understand that the
Jews are continually pestered with a
lot of missionaries, who tell us we are
blind, when we can see; that we are lame,
when we can walk; and deaf and dumb,
when we can hear and speak. I consider
it is high time for us to come forward
and give our opinion on such books,
which were written in our langruage and
to us; and I consider that whenever a
missionary lays down his gauntlet and
gives battle to the Jews, we ought to
come forward and give such opinions
as we know, and such explanations as
we have been brought up to on those
words—the Hebrew.  There was only
one excuse and that was intolerance.
We have to-day in England the same
libertics as any other creed. There are
no thanks due to you. These are due to
those who have passed away. The
liberty that we enjoy to-day has been
very dearly purchased, and I think it
would be a pity if the Jews did not
come forward to take up such subjects as
these. I will admit that I have read the
New Testament ; that I have committed
sin; and I hope the Almighty will
forgive me, having done so in my search
after truth. Besides, Mr. Roberts would
never wish me to come here without
having read it. One question he asked
me: if seventy weeks do not mean
seventy yecars, how long is the prophecy
to last ¥ I acknowledge that i)do not
know. Accordiug to the gospel of Mr.
Roberts it mcans geventy times seven
years. Why did not Daniel suy so then ?
Why did not God inspire Daniel to say
that seventy wecks means seventy times
seven years? He asks me whether “a
little horn’ means *“a little horn?”
Well, if alittle horn doesn't mean a little
horn, I dun’t know what it does mean.
Then to go to Moses to shew the authority
of tho New Testament! It is part of
my task to shew what Messiah we expect
(Impatience.) If you are impatient you
can take your departure. I will instruct

)

I
| the doorkeeper to return you the money

you have paid.  (The manifestation of
impatienee still continuing, the Chairman
appenled to the audience to allow each
speaker to say what he liked in his own
time). My friend says that the Jews
have always refused the subjeet, that we
have rejected the DMessiah, Well, now if
the Jews at the time of Jesus, expected
the Messiah, what would be more natural
when he did come than that they should
have accepted him?  But they did reject
him, and I consider that is quite
suflicient proof that he was not the
Messinh. Mr. Roberts, in 1871, comes
forward and says he was; the Jews who
lived at the time, and understood the
Hcebrew as well as Mr. Roberts does
to-day, proved that he was not. lie
tells us that the New Testament is
suflicient to shew that the gospels cannot
be false. It isadmitted beyond all doubt
that the present New Testument is so
bad, that it requires a new New Test-
ament to replace it. There is at present
gitting in London, a synod of the greatest
intellects that the present generation
probably can produce, for no other

urpose than to revise and replace this
{:hew Testament by another one. Why
does it want revising? We Jews do not
want any revision of ours. We are
satisfied with things just as they are.
But my friend says that until I prove
the discrepancies and the things which
contradict each other in the New Test-
ament, he will not answer my statement.
Well, I will just see if I cannot quote one
or two. One law which I quote from our
Bible, is this: ““Honour thy father and
thy mother, that thy days may be long in
the land which the Lord thy God giveth
thee.”” I believe that is a law which
everyone of you would be willing to
accept, and would uphold, and would
like everyone to obey. Now, supposing
I am to embrace Christianity, what then?
Before I can embrace Christianity Iam
told this: “If any man come to me and
hate not his father, and mother, and wife,
and children, and brethren, and sisters,
yea and his own life also, he cannot be
my disciple.””  There is another law:
“Thou shalt not kill;” but the New
Testament says: Luke xix 27 “But those
mine enemies (these arve Christ’'s words),
which would not that I should reign over
them, bring hither, and slay t/em before
me.”  Well now that is enougrh for the
present to show mo that they don’t agree
with what is in the Old Testament. I
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have only made two quotations. I will
now proceed to the 47th of Isainh. My
friend says that in that chapter he finds
a statement made, which proves that
Jesus of Nazareth was the Moessiah,
Well, now I dare say that most of you
are acquainted with this part, but it so
happens that he has quoted just a few
words in the centre of the sentence, leaving
out the context. Now with your per-
n}isﬂion I will just read the beginning
of it.

% And it came to pass in the days of Ahaz the
son of Jotham, the son of Uzziah king of Judah,
that Rezin the king of Syria, and Pckah the son
of Remaliah, king of Israel, went up toward
Jerusalem to war against it, but could not
prevail against it. And it was told the house of
David,saying,Syria is confederate with Ephraim.
And his heart was moved, and the heart of his
people, as the trees of the wood are moved with
the wind. Then said the Lord unto Isaiah, go
forth now to meet Ahag, thou, and Shear-fashub
thy 8son, at the end of the conduit of the upper
pool in the highway of the fuller’s fleld; and
say unto him, Take heod, and be quiot ; fear not,
neither be faint-hearted, for the two tails of these
smoking fire-brands, for the flerce anger of
Rezin with Syria, and of the son of Remaliah,
Becuuso Syria, Ephraim, and the son of Remuliah
have taken evil council against thee, saying,
Let us go up azainst Judah, and vex it, and let
us make a breach therein for us, and set a king
in the midat of it, even the son of Tabeal: thus
saith the Lord God. it shall not stand, neither
shall it come to pass. For the head of Syria is
Damascus, and the head of Damascus is Rezin;
and within threescore and five years shall
Ephraim be broken, that it be not a people.
And the head of Ephraim is Bamaria, and the
head of Samaria i8 Remalinh’s son. 1f ye will
beliove, surely yo shall not be established.
Moreover the Lord spake again unto Ahaz,
saying, Ask thee a sign of the Lord thy God;
ask it either in the depth, or in the height above.
But Ahaz said, I will not ask, neither will [
tempt the Lord. And he said, Hear ye now, O
house of David; isit a small thing for you to
weary men, but will ye weary my God also?
Therefore the Lord himsel! sball give you a
gign. Behold a virgin shall conceive and bear
a son, and thou shalt call his name Immanuel.
Butter and honey shall he eat, that he may know
how to refuse the evil, and choose the good.
For before the child shall know to refuse the
evil, and choose the good, the land that thou
abhorrest shall be forsaken of both her kings.”

And so it goes on to the 8th chapter,
where it says:
“ Tako thee a great roll, and write in it with

& man's pen concerning Maher-shala'-hash-bag,
AndTI took unto me faithful witnesses to record,
Uriah the priest, and Zecbariah the som of
Jeberochiah.  And 1 went unto the propletess;
and she conceived, and bare a son. Then said
the Lord to me, call his name Maher-shalal-
hash-baz. For beforc the child shall have kuow-
leige to cry, my father. and my mother, the
riches of Damascus and the spoil of Samaria
shall be taken away before the king of Assyria.”

As far a8 I can understand this, it
seems very intelligible. Ahaz was fright-
encd of two kings who were coming
aygainst him, and so Isaiah went to him
and raid. *“Do not be frightened ; they
won't prevail aguainst you.” Ahaz did
not believe him.—My time is up.

MRr. RoBerTs: I suppose, ladies and
gentlemen, that Mr. Stern wishes you
t understand that in Isaiah viii., we are
to find the fulfilment of the prediction
contained in the seventh concerning the
birth of Emmanuel, of a virgin. un-
derstand so from his quotation.

Mr. Stern: Don't anticipate what I
have to say.

Mr. RoBerts: We are told that the
prophet went to the prophetess, and
the result was the appearance of a
child called Maher-shalal-hash-baz. Now
names, according to Hebrew practice, are
sigmificant of some meaning. That is,
they express some fact concerning the
child or the circumstances to which it is
related. The meaning of Immanuel, for
that was to be the name of the child
(referred to in chapter vii.), of the virgin,
is God with us. 1 presume Mr. Stern
will not object to that definition. Now,
what is the meaning of Maher-shalal-
hash-baz ¢ Is Maher-shalal-hash-basz
the equivalent of Immanuel? It is not
It means ** In making speed to the spoil,
ho hasteneth the prey.” It was a proper
name bestowed with regard to the events
predicted in the previous chapter—the
desolation of Syria and Ephraim at the
hands of the king of Assyria.

Besides, what a curious thing it would be
if a/mah in Isaiah vii. 18, didn’t mean &
virgin—*The Lord himself shall give
you 8 sign’’—a marvel, a token, a
wonder. Isit a very extraordinary thing
that a young woman should have a baby,
a marricd young woman? The idea of
God selecting an incident of everyday
occurrence as a sign, is sufticiently absurd
to bring its own condemnation. The
sign which the prophet here says God
would give to Ahaz was to be a real sign
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and a sign direct from God. The name
of Immanuel pointed forward to a flesh-
manifestation of God himself in con-
nection with a virgin of the house of
David. And if Mr. Stern asks why that
was intimated in connection with an
immediately-impending local calamity
about 700 years before Christ's appear-
ance, my answer is to be found in the
promises made to his own fathers. The
purpose of God with Israel reaches
forward to a definite pre-purposed result,
that in Abraham and his seed all the
families of the earth should be blessed,
and his sced should possess the gate of
his enemies. That it is a long-standing
promise that the seed of Abraham is
to prevail over all enemies, Mr. Stern
will admit. Now, here was Ahaz con-
fronted with a great military confederacy
threatening the destruction of Israel.
‘We are told that the hearts of the people
in Jerusalem were moved like trees
shaken by the wind. This crisis is
selected as a fitting occasion for the
introduction of the promise of a token
that God would deliver Israel not only
from Rezin and Pekah, but from all
enemies on the face of all the earth, in
all time succeeding to the deliverance.
The token was to be the appearance of
a child to be named Immunuel. Im-
manuel is none else but the Messiah.
This is shewn by the connection to which
Iinvite Mr. Stern's attention. There is
not only a local application, but a
pointing forward to the Messiah himself,
if you trace the prophcey through. It
culminates in these words :—

“ For unto us a child is born, unto us a son
is given, and the government shall be on his
shoulders; and his name shall be called Wonder-
ful, Counscllor, the Mighty God, the Everlasting
Father,the Prince of Peace. Of the increase of his
government and peace there shall be no end,
upon the throne of David, and up-n bhis
kingdom, to order it, and to establish it with
judgn ent and with justice from henceforth
even for ever. The zeal of the Lord of Hosts
will perform this.”

The concluding declaration of this
splendid prediction, that it is a matter
in which the zeal of the Lord of hists
is to be the instrument, fittingly tallics
with the words “The Lord himsclf shall
give you a sign;” and gives special
significance to the bestowal of the name
Tinmanuel upon this marvellous child.
But not seeking to dwell unduly on one
point. I will just for a moment notice
the objections Br. Stern Las brought

forward in disposal of the New Testament.
They are just of the character I expected.
He quotes *“Thou shalt not kill,” and
contrasts with this the prospective words
which Christ employs concerning himself:
“Bring them hither and slay them before
me.” It is really too idle to deserve
notice. Does Mr. Stern mean to say that
the command not to kill, was to apply in
all possible circumstances? If so, how
does he understand the stoning of Achan
for trespass, or the slaughter of the
Canaaniter, when Israel crossed the
Jordan under Joshua? The command
not to kill had to do with ordinary civil
relations. It is not inconsistent with the
{'udicial function which the very same
aw preseribes.  So though Christ waa
under the law of Moses in the days of
his flesh, this is not inconsistent with
the fact that he is to exercise judicial
power in the day of his glory. I should
like to know how he reconciles the
objection with his own idea oftheMessiah.
Is it not written of him that he shall
slay the wicked r—(Isaiah xi. 4). Now,
though Mr. Stern does not believe Jesus
of Nazareth was the Messinh, he must
believe that when the Messiah does come,
he will *“slay the wicked.” How then
about ‘thou shalt not kill?” If it is
a contradiction against Jesus, it is a con-
tradiction against Moses, against Joshua,
and against the Messinh himself, even
if Jesus were not he. Itis a contradiction
which does not exist. The precept not
to kill is ome regulating private life,
but does not interfere with the judieial
right to take away life when the general
interests call for it. Who ecalls into
question the prerogative of the Queen,
in the name of the public well-being,
to take away the life of a murderer?

Mr. Stern next introduces a matter
which is a little more plausible on the
face of it, but no more substantial
in reality. Moses says ‘“ Honour th
father and thy mother,” against whic{
Mr. Stern quotes the saying of Christ,
that we are to * hate father and mother.”
Now, I claim that Christ be allowed to
explain himself, and I presume that if
Christ were here, as he was once face
to face with his antagonists, Mr.
Stern would not deny him that privilcge.
I contend that his employment of * hate™
is to be construed in the light of his
own teaching. He says that a man must
hate his own life. Does Mr. Stern
contend that he therefore taught a man
to commit suicide ¥ No. In what scuse
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were they to hate father and mother,
sister and brother, husband and wife?
In Matthew x. he says * Think not that
I an come to send peuace on eurth,” (Mr.
Stern : Hear, hear)—that is, at that time.
« I came not to send peace but a sword,”
and the history of the world since that
time has shewn the truth of his words.
] am come to set ron aguinst father.”
How? Let history illustrate. Sons who
received Christ were estranged from
fathers who did not receive him. They
could only retain their fricndship by
denying Christ, but Christ called upon
them to hate father rather than let love
of father induce them to please father by
rejecting him. They were not to love
father more than him. He demanded to
be put first. His words are * le that
loveth father or mother more than me,
is not worthy of me,”” and ‘“he that
findeth his life shall lose it.”” Therefore
the contradiction Mr. Stern would make
out is a contradiction ouly in appearance,
which will only impress those not accus-
tomed to look below the surface. So
much for his alleged *contradictions;”
and I will undertake to demolish every
contradiction that he can possibly bring
up, in the xame way.

He askx how it is that the people in
Yondon are preparing a new  version.
The answer 18 so very obvious that it
is a wounder it did not occur to Mr. Stern.
In the 300 years that have elapsed since
the present version was written, certain
English words have passed out of use;
and it is merely a question for the most
part of substituting for obsolete words,
words of modern usage. The use of such
arguments against the New Testament is
evidence either of the want of logical
skill on the part of Mr. Stern, or a little
want of something else which I need not
particularly mention.

He says that because a few Jews
rejected Christ, that is sufficient evidence
to him that Jesus was not the Mexsiah.
I should like him to define the principle
upon which this argument is based. If
he could say every Jew rejected Jesus,
I could understand the argument. If
every Jew contemporary with Jesus
rejected him, there would certainly be
strong ground for Jews of all subsequent
ages to take the same attitude; but all
Jews did not reject him. Thousands of
Jews accepted him ; and the subsequent
belief in him by the Gentiles, was owing
to the activity of Jewish preachers. Will

Mr. Stern deny this: He caunot. The
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Gentiles accepted Jesus because Jews
came out from Jerusalem and declared
he was the Messinh. Therefore when
talking of the Jews who rejected Jesus,
let him not forget the multitudes of
Jews who accepted him. Let him try
to explain to himself why the believers
believed. If he takes the scepticism of
a part of the Jewish nation as proof that
the Messiuh has not come, how does
he ask me to deal with the belief of those
who believed in him ? Let him remember
that belief is of more weight than
unbelief, for belief is the result of
positive reasons: whereas unbelief may
be the mcre result of ignorance of
evidence that exists. Those who were
farthest from the evidence were those
who rejected him; the Scribes and
Pharirees, who stood apart in an attitude
of hostility, stung to the quick by Christ's
denunciation; for he told themn to their
faces that they merely appeared righteous,
but inwardly they were like the beautiful
graves that contained rottenness and dead
men's bones. It is no wonder that the
Scribes and Pharisees rejected him and
that the nation under their leadership
rejected him.  Their rejection is no
evidence against him at all. A large
section of the common people heard himn
gladly, and at one time they wanted to
tuke him by force, and make him a king,
but the time had not come, and he took
occasion to withdraw from them.—(Time
called.)

Mr. SterN: Mr. Roberts commenced
by referring to my objection as far as
honour thy father and mother is con-
cerned, and in answer to what I advanced
he said he must allow Christ to explain
himsclf. Now Christ is represented to
say somcthing to the effect that no
preference to father or mother must be
shewn before him. I believe I under-
stand that. But I have to say that so
far as 1 am concerned, if Christianity
really requires me to hate my father or
mother, brother or sister, and really
requires me to hate my own life before
I can accept Jesus to be the Messinh
and my Saviour, then I most solemnly
declare that I will never hate them.
Then my friend says, if I do not believe
in the New Testament, I do not believe
in the Old. That is very logical I must
say. The subject of the discussion is
“War Jesus of Nazarcth the Messiah ¥ **
Now before I came here, he knew that
I believed in the Old and he kuew that
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I did not believe in the New. What
is the use of him telling me that if
I do not believe in the New, I do not
believe in the Old? We have always
believed in the Old and rejected the New;
we have always looked upon the New
a8 a compilation of falsehoods and
forgeries. But I will reserve this subject
for another occasion. I will proceed to
{saiah. My friend asks me,does Maher-
shalal-hash-baz mean Immanuel? We
are not discussing that ; we are discussing
was Jesus of Nazareth the Messiah or
not. I will ask him does Jesus mean
Immanuel? Is Jesus the equivalent for
Immanuel? He says every name in
Hebrew has a meaning. So it has, and
among every nation. But he says there
is a particular meaning in Immanuel.
He says Immanuel means “ God with us.”
Of course it does, but we have got lots
of Immanuels among us, and I should
consider it would the height of

resumption on my part to assume that

od is with us in consequence. He says
if “virgin” does not mean a virgin,
what does it mean? 'Well now in the first
place I hold that the passage here is not
properly translated. %ou must under-
stand that it was translated by people
who had an interest in translating it
for themselves. The words spoken
by Isaiah to Ahaz were given to Ahaz
as a sign during the time that he was
there, so that he might not fear those
enemies who were coming against him.
*“The Lord himself shall give you a sign.”
It would be a very nice sign to tell Ahaz
—suppose I were to go to him and say
“Don’t be frightened ; God is with thee;
as a proof of which in 700 years’ time
a virgin shall conceive and bear a son,
and they shall call his name Immanuel.’
That would be a good sign and very
comforting to Ahaz, wouldn't it? He
must die first to get to know the truth
of it. If Ahaz had any reason in him,
he would prefer to take the matter in
hand and stand and fight the battle out.
But my friend made rather a joke of
the words spoken by Isaiah. ere is
nothing very wonderful for a8 woman
to bear a som, but it is certainly beyond
my comprehension how she could bear
a8 son without a father. That is un-
reasonable. But here are words as part
of the statement. You must understand
that the word (aalmha) means a young
woman; (koo-aalmha) * that young wo-
man” or “this young woman.” There
is & young woman—(koorou). She has

already ccnceived, and she shall bear a
son, and his name shall be called Im-
manuel. He alluded to his own wife,
who was then near her confinement, for
farther on it says he took witnesses to
record and went unto the prophetess,
who was then in labour and she had
a son. But, says my friend, Maher-
shalal-hash-baz does not mean Immanuel.
But of course it does mean something.
It is a matter to explain, and I have
come to give my view of the matter.
It says that before a child should be three
years old, these two firebrands were to
be cut off. Now how can any one
possibly think that this refers to Jesus
who was not born till 700 years later?
‘Well,now Mr. Roberts quotes other places
where it means virgin,and I admit that
he is quite correct; but even there it
is not properly translated. Some words
in Hebrew require three, four, five, six,
and sometimes seven English words to
represent them, and some words could not
be translated into English at all. Thore
is the word bas kol. If you look at the
English translation it is deth kol; and
perhaps if I were to ask you what it
means, you would not be able to tell me
though it is in your own translation.
But fwﬂl prove to you that my friend is
so far in error on this point, for although
the word aalmha can be used for a young
woman who is a virgin,where virginity is
meant to be particularly expressed, the
word peseeloo must always be used. I
not alone challenge any Hebrew scholar
who is here, but any Hebrew scholar
from any part, to disprove my statement
of this fact. Although I admit the word
hoo-allmha canbe used as implyinga virgin
as well as pesceloo, yet where the word
%z(s:rloo is particularly necessary the word
allmha can never be introduced. 8o
much for his argument about the virgin.
Let us now see if I cannot find one or
two other things that he has said. He
says we must not doubt the New Testa-
ment doctrine, for the simple reason that
it lhas been accepted by the majority of
Christians, and he says we must not go
by those who rejected it, but only by
those who accepted it. I am prepared to
grove to you in the words of Mosheim
imself, that the Jews who embraced
Christianity in the first century, were
the same as those who embrace Christi-
anity to-dwy. The most ignorant,
Mosheim says—but I think I had better
read it in his own words: —*¢ Therefore
Jesus chose, out of the multitude
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that attended his discourses, twelve per-
sons whom he separated from the rest by
the name of apostles. These men were
illiterate, poor, and of mean extraction,
and such alone were truly proper to
answer the views of the divine Saviour.”
I belicve that to be correct. I believe
that Christianity is only suitable for the
most ignorant and most poverty-stricken
people, and those of mean extraction ;
but any men who have intellect at all,
and who wish to use their reason,I am
perfectly satisfied are not the people to
embrace Christianity.

Mr. RoBerTs: The argument to which
Mr. Stern has treated you, upon the
Hebrew words a/mak and bethoolah®,
would just be as good in my mouth with
regard to the English word “maid” and
virgin. The etymology may point more
clearly to virginity in one case than the
other, but, conventionally (and, after all,
it is the usage that determines the
meaning of a word) they are both
equally strong. The grammatical axioms,
upon which Mr. Stern has been working
in his argument, have been generated in
the controversy that has been carried on
for the last 1800 years between Jews and
Gentiles. It is, of course, inconvenient
to the Jews that the virgin spoken of
should really mcan a virgin ; and so they
have whittled it away, until, so far as
definition goes, they have got all the
meaning out of it. But it avails
nothing. So Mr. Stern relics on the
collateral bearings of the question. He
lays stress on the promoun “you.” He
insists that this must be applied to
Isaiah’s contemporaries. The answer to
this is to be found in and is character-
istic of the language of God, which
illustrates what he Himself says: ‘“ As
heaven is high above the earth, so are
My ways higher than your ways, and
My thoughts higher than your thoughts.”
‘When He rays a thing, it has more than
an immediate bearing. It extends to the
whole scope of the matter. When He
says * you,” in His communications with
Israel, it is a national *“you,” and not
necessarily restricted to the generation
to whom it is addressed. We have a
notable illustration of this fact in Deut.
xviii. 15. Applying the word used to
that generation, we should sce where
Mr. Stern would be landed : *“The Lord
thy God will raise up unto thce a
prophet from the midst of thee of thy
brethren, like unto me; unto him ye

shall hearken.” This is said concern-
ing the Messiah, by Moscs, to the Jews,
three thousand years awo. Mr. Stern
believes that the Messiuh has not yet
appeared, and, therefore, God didn't
mean His words to apply to thut
generation, as would appear, by a
narrow construction of them, to be the
case. This ourht to dispose all reason-
able men to believe that when God said
He would give “them,” in Israel's
day. a sign, He referred to the nation as a
whole.

But Mr. Stern contends that this child
was born within a year of the time of
the prophecy. Very well; please ob-
serve this: * Before the child shall know
how to refuse the evil and choose the rood,
the land that thou abhorrest shall be
forsuken of both her kings!” There-
fore, within three years (at the outside)
from that time, Ephraim and Syria,
should have been broken. How will
this agree with the 8th verse of the very
same chapter: ¢“The head of Syria is
Damascus, and the head of Damascus is
Rezn; and within three-score.and five
years shall Ephraim be broken, that it be
not a people.””  According to Mr. Stern's
construction of the sign of the child,
it ought to have been brokem within
three years, because it was to happen
before the child should know how to
refuse the evil and choose the good.
This shows the erroneousness of Mr.
Stern’'s argument. The prophecy can
apply to Christ alone, who answered both
the local and other circumstances of the
case. But, says Mr. Stern, Jesus does
not mean Immanucl. It does. What
is the derivation of Jesus? Mr. Stern
must know well that Jesus is the mcere
Greek dressing of Yah-hoshua—other-
wise Joshua ; which mecans God (Yah),
shall save (shuah). Therefore, the name
“ Jesus "’ expresses the rame doctrine as
Emmanuel : viz., that the child so named
was God-manifest in the flesh, sojourning
with Isracl for their salvation. But seo
how his guestion recoils upon himself.
He says the child referred to is the child
whose birth is recorded in the succeeding
chapter—Maher-shalhal-hash-baz. iow
is this? How does he reconcile the name
Maher-shalal-hash-baz with thepredicted
name Emmanuel? 1 have shown theo
doctrinal identity of Jesus and Immanuel.
I ask him to do the same with Maher-
shalal-hash-baz.

I shall now proceed with the line of
evidence I was pursuing, and which I

® Thisis the same word ns pracelon (used by Mr. Stern), but diferently join eu, uud
cunseguently pronounced didurently.
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shall pursue more deliberately to-morrow
pnight. When Mr. Stern speaks of the
usclessness of quoting the New Testa-
ment in which Jews do not belicve, he
does not understand my argument. My
argument is not that they have to believe
the things 1 quote from the New
Testament beeause they are there: 1
quote these things to show that the
matters deelared concerning the Messiah,
in the Old Testament, are fultilled in the
Messiah presentcd in the New.  If this
is established, and the New Testament be
proved to Le true, my argument is
unanswerable.  That is the question;
and I will say that the evidence of the
truthfulness of the New Testament is
the biggest cun I have to fire. I will
prove that the New Testament is true,
and that Jesus rose from the dead. If T
prove that, the Messiahship of Jesus is
established. My argument, at present,
is that Jesus answers to all the charac-
teristics of the Mcssiah foretold in Moses
and the prophets. I have shewn this in
three particulars, the time, the place, and
the family.

Now I’procood to a fourth. The
prophets teach that the Messiah should
not be of purely human extraction,
but should have God for his futher. I
refer first to Psalm exvi. 16, which
though not irresistibly to the point, is
in harmony with the idea presented in
Isaiah vii. The Messiah speaks thus:
¢ Oh Lord, truly I am Thy servant; I am
thy servant and theson of Thine hand-
maid; Thouhastloosedmy bonds.” Bythe
two taken together, we are reminded of
the necessity that Christ should be born
a virgin, arising out of the general
prediction concerning him to be found in
Gen. iii. 17. There he is spoken of
under a general ficure, “The seed of
the woman shall bruise thy (the serpent’s)
head.” T ask Mr. Stern to give a reason
why the words are not “the seed of the
man.” The seed of the woman was to
be the instrumentality—the means of
remedying the evil that came from the
woman listening to the lic of the serpent.
The woman being the cause of the
transgression, in leading Adam astray,
was to be the means also of deliverance
from the condemnation into  which,
by her, he came. She was, apart
from the man, destined to be the
means  of the introduction of the
Saviour into the world.  lence the
designation, “Sced of the Woman.” I
need not say how completely this is

fulfilled in the birth of Jesus. But how
could a child be born of a virgin? The
account in Luke and Matthew is a
complete answer. In Matthew we read :
“that which is conceived in her is of
the Holy Spirit.” In Luke: “The Holy
Spirit shall come upon thece, and the
power of the Highest shall o'erchadow
thee. Therefore, that Holy thing that
shall be born of thee shall be called
the Son of God.”” The womb of the
virgin was preter-naturally quickened by
the divine energy that formed all things
in the beginning, and thus the product
was & Son of God, answering to the
before-time mysterious predictions of the
prophets, which I proceed to continue
to quote.

“ For unto us & child is born. unto us a son
{8 given; and his name shull be culled
Wonderful, Countellor, the Mighty God, the
Everlasting Father, the Prince of I'eace.”

I ask Mr. Stern to explain how, upon
Jewish hypotheses, the Messinh could
bear the nume of God. Why should he,
individually, be described in the lan-
gnage here employed: “Wonderful,
Counsellor, the Mighty God, the Ever-
lasting Father, the Prince of Peace.”
The New Testament supplies the reason.
Jesus of Nazareth, as born of Mary, by
the power of the Holy Spirit, was God’s
offspring, and therefore, naturally, in-
herited the name of his Father. This is
an explanation which the Christian
system supplies, and which the Jewish
system cannot; for the Jewish system
says the Messiah is to be merely a
man, merely the son of David. In this
connection, I would introduce the
argument employed by Jesus himself
in controversy with the Jews on the very
point. It was an argument they were
not able to answer, and which Mr. Stern
will not be able to answer. I refer to
Matt. xxii. 42, where we read:

“While the Pharisces were gathered
together, Jesus asked them, saying What think
ye of Christ? whose son {8 he? They eay unto
him, The Son of David. He saith unto them,
How then doth David in 8Spirit call him Lord,
saying, The Lord said unto my Lord, Sit thou
on my right hand till I make thine enemics thy
footstool? It David call him Lord, how
is he then his son? And no man was able to
answer him a word, neither durst any man from
that day forth ask him any more questions.”

I now ask the same question of
Mr, Stern. Upon what principle,

A o . Wma



agreeable to Jewish genealogy, does
David call his son “Lord r”” There is
an explanation in connection with Jesus
of Nuzareth which their system cannot
afford. Jesux of Nazareth, as the Son of
God, is higher than David, though
born in the line of David according to
the flesh. He is God manifest in the
flesh, and, therefore, Lord of David.
He says of himself, “I am the roor and
the oftspring of David” (Rev. xii. 16) ;
*The Father who dwelleth in me, he
docth the works.”—(John xiv. 10.) He
that secth me, seeth Him that sent me”
(John xii. 4-5.); “ He that hath scen me
hath seen the Father also."—(John xiv.
9.)  Therefore, was Jesus greater
than Jonah, greater than Solomon, greater
than David; and, therefore, could David
8ay as concerning the power that was
his very origin, ‘“He is my Lord;”
although he could also say of Jesus as
the flesh-medium of that power, “he is
my son.” This, indeed, is the great
mystery solved in the genealogy, which
brings me back to a point I omitted to
mention. It might be considered a
strange thing that the genealogy of
Joseph should be given, if Joseph were
not the father of Jesus. But you will
see that it was necessary; for if Muary
were married to one who was not of the
houseof David, her individuality would be
merged inhis, her Davidicextraction would
have been marred or covered, and the
relation of the Messish to David inter-
fered with. Therefore, it was necessary
that the husband of Mary, equally with
Mary herself, should be a descendant of
David. By this the Messiah, though not
begotten of a human father, was, in-
dubitably, David's son.

Then it may be said—and this is
another point that I expected Mr. Stern
to bring forward; but he has not been
quite so sharp as his co-religionist,
Mr. Monaet, in the debate wi Mr.
Gratz—he has not laid hold of the
point upon which Mr. Monaet insisted
when he asked what relation Jesus was
to David, since he can only establish
his relation to David through a woman ?

(Time called.)

Mr. Stern: Mr. Roberts has had
something very important to say on a
point that I do not seem to have been so
sharp upon as another gentleman. I am
rorry for that; for however little I say,
it brings out the greatest things of
dir. Roberts; but since the matter has

. of the seed of woman.
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been discussed, and since my Jewish
brethren are satisied that they have got
the best of it, I do not see why we need
feel disappointed. I am very pleased
that we have had the greatest gun-shot.
There is, therefore, no more danger—at
least it will be fired in the first opening
speech of  to-morrow night. ~ With
regard to his statement of Isaiah to
Alaz, I hold that I have proved, to the
satisfaction of this audicnce, that the
word coulmo can never be used where the
word pesecloo is necessary —I say, if I
have proved it to your satisfaction—of
course, I rely upon your sense of justice
for that, for I am perfectly satisfied that
you are not all Hebrew scholars, conse-
quently you will have to leave it to a
higher authority. If I have proved that,
the whole argument of my friend falls to
the ground. I have proved that it is a
wrong translation, and that it does not
really mean what Mr. Roberts would
have you believe. I do not care what it
does mean. My friend refers me to
Genesis, and he made some statement
about what sort of Messiah we did
expect; if Jesus of Nazareth is not the
one, if we expect someone else. I wish
it to be plainly understood, and I hope
Mr. Roberts will take notice of this, that
I have not come here to discuss who our
Messiah is to be; I have come here to
discuss whether Jesus of Nazareth was
the Messiah. It has nothing to do with
what we expect. There is no doubt that
among Jews there are differences of
opinion, and I have no objection, on
some other occasion, to discuss that
subject, but since we are not here for
that purpose, I hold it would not be
treating the audience in a courteous
manner if we discussed it now; for,
instead of going on to discuss who
was Jesus of Nazareth, I should have to
bring forward what we expect. He will
certainly puzzle me if he asks me such
questions as this. He refers me to Gen.
iii. about the seed of the woman shall
bruise the serpent’s head. I don’t know
whether that has anything to do with
Jesus. Surcly, he doesn’t think that
I shall deny that every man is the seed
of woman as well as of man. I have no
doubt that every one who stands here is
It certainly is
not, as I say for the third time, a subject
for me to discuss here. I will leave the
matter with what I have said. But
what wonderful things he tells us abcut
the seed of the woman, which shull
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bruise the serpent’s heas. I say this is
the most intelligible pass:ge that can be
read. It is not necessary to call it a
prophecy; it is what anyone with any
sense at all would see—that the serpent
would probably bite the heel of the seed
of the woman, and that the seed of the
woman would break its head by striking
it with a stick ; more especinlly when we
know that in eastern countries, where
men usually walk without shoes, serpents
abound. What is more likely than that
a serpent will bite a man's heel, and that
the man will turn round and strike it
with & stick? Whether that is an
argument that Jesus of Nazareth is the
Messiah, I will lcave to your judgment.
My friend said something about the
established fact of Jesus having risen.
Well now, the only fact that we have
about him having risen, is that which is
recorded in the New Testament. It
seems to me most unreasonable for him
to bring such an argument. Supposing
you had a prisoner at the bar, accused of
theft; if you asked him to explain
matters, he would, no doubt, try to
excuse himsclf. A statement is brought
forward, which, at the outset of this
question, he knew that I not alone
doubted, but entirely disbelieved. He
brings the New Testament to prove New
Testament, statements. 'What has that
to do with me? But let us see what
these inspired gentlemen, who were with
Jesus, say. One of them, after being
told that Jesus had risen, would not
believe it. I allude to Thomas-a-
Didymus. “But” they say “ we have seen
him and conversed with him."” *But that
has nothing to do with me,”” Thomas says,
“and unless Jesus appears to me, so that I
may put my hand in his side, and gut my
finwers in the prints of the nails, I shall
not believe.” This is one of the disciples
who was with Jesus at the time. Then
my friend says we have got proofs.
‘What proofs have we got? ﬁ was
not proof enough for Thomas-a-Didy-
mus when the eleven disciples, who
were with him, actually saw Jesus; and
if he would not tuke their own words for
it, how much more reasonable for me to
deny thestatement to-day, 1800 years after
the event. And look how he was
justified in his sc2pticism; for Jesus
was kind enough to appear to him and

say “ Reach forth thy hand and touch
my side, and put thy fingers in the marks
of the nails.” Thomas then believed
and if Jesus will appear to me; if Jesus
wishes really to save me—you are really
in earnest the same as I am at this
moment—if Jesus has a desire to save a
soul, as some call it—and mine wants
saving as well as others—then I beg and
pray let him come forth now; let Jesus
in 1871 appear to me, so that I may put my
hand into his side. &}Iiﬁscﬂ.) You may
hiss as you like; deny what you
belicve; I have come prepared to deny
it. I have come here with a certain
amount of sayings, and, whether you
are pleased or not, I shall say them. I
demand of you to hear me, in the name
of Englishmen—in the name of liberty,
for which we have not so much fought as
we may have to do: the liberty which
has been left by our forefathers, and
which many of them purchased with
their blood—I say it is reasonable in me
to ask it, if Thomas-a-Didymus asked it.
Let him come forth that 1 may put my
fingers into the prints of the nails, then
I shall believe. And yet, I don’t know
whether I would even then. Thomas-a-
Didymus was with Jesus when he was
ulive; he would, probably rccognise him.
I never saw Jesus, and if he were to
come, I should not recognise him; and
8) it would be all the same.

Friends, I thank you for listening to
my statement. To-morrow night we
shall resume the subject. I have a great
deal yet to say, which I will try to say in
the most gentle way, so that it shall not
hurt your feelings; but, unless you give
me liberty of speech so that I may
express my opinions freely ; if you only
allow Mr. Roberts to say what he has
ot to say, and refuse to concede to me
the same privilege, how will you be able
to judge between us? We shall not get
at the truth. I have come so that we
may, once for all, settle this matter,
It is quite right for one as well as
another to express his opinions freely,
aud we may, perhaps, at the same time,
get to understand one another, and if
we get wrong, we may, perhaps, put it
right; and who is more likely to do
it than ourselves? T thank you kindly
for your attention.
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Wedues ‘'ay October 18¢ -, 1871,

Tre CuoATRMAY asked the meeting to
observe the paticuce exhibited on the
previous eveuing, while the discussion
proceeded.

Mr. Roprrrs: Ladies and Gentlemen,
after what Mr. Stern said last night, it
is impossible to conceive by what sign
he is to identify the Messish when he
comes. Ile said it was no business of
his to define these sigus; that he was
here simply to deny that Jesus of
Nazarcth was the Mossiah. I submit
that he misapprehended his duty. It is
true he is here to deny that Jesus of
Nazarcth is the Messiah, but how is he
effectively to do this unless he shows that
he does not answer to the signs by which
the Messiah is to be known? And how
can he show this without telling us what
those signs are ? Any argument short of
this, must fail to justify the conviction
which he is here to declare. Nay, ho
went further,and astonishel us by saying
that if Jesus of Nazareth himsclf were
to re-appear, he is not quite sure that he
would believe in him then.  (Mr. Stern:
Hear, hear) Upon what ground?
Would uot his reapppearance be evidence
of his Messiahship? Mr. Stern says he
does not know that he would be able to
recognise him. If that would be an
obstacle, how is he ever to believe in any
Messiash? Has he ever seen his own
Messiah ?  How is he to know him when
he appears? If Jesus of Nazareth were
to re-appear, that would be evidence that
he was the Messiah. (Mr. Stern: No, no.)
Mr. Roberts: Mr. Stern says * No.” It
will belong to the last stage of my
plan of evidence, to press home that
argument; to enter upon it at present
would be to diverge from the plan I have
laid dowmn for myself. I, therefore,
merely hint at it, and pass on to notice
one or two other points. Mr. Stern said
that since the disciple Thomas, called
Didymus, said, “I will not believe that
Jesus of Nazareth is risen, unless I have
an opportunity of putting my finger into
the marks of the nails, and my hand into
his side,” he is justified in taking the
same position. I admit that this would
be 80, if Mr. Stern were in the position of
Thomas, called Didymne. But Mr. Stern
is not in that position. fhomas had no
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evidence of the resurrection of Jesus,
beyond the assurances of his ten fellow
disciples;  and considering the circume-
stances under which it was given, it is no
wonder that it didn’t carry conviction to
the mind of Thomas. These circum-
stances require to be taken into account.
The disciples were not expocting that
Jesus would die. They were looking for
his triumph over all enemies, and the
establishment of his power over all the
carth, as a deathless King.  When,
therefore, instead of this, he was taken
prisoner, and  actually  crucitied and
buried, it staggered their faith, and drove
all their hope in him to the wind. They
knew not, as John tells us, the Scripture,
that he should rise again from the dead.
They were in a state of consternation
aud bewilderment. Is it a great marvel
that in this state of things, Thomas, on
hearing the statement of the ten disciples,
that Jesus had risen, should say, on the
spur of the moment, * After what has
happened I will not believe, unless L have
the opportunity of satisfying myself:'’
It was no wonder; it was an exceedingly
natural position for him to take. But
Mr. Stern’s position is very different.
Mr. Stern has in his possession, or at
least may have, for I do mnot Imow
whether he has given sufficient attention
*o the subject to be really in possession
f such evidence as, fairly considered,
vould compel him in believing that which
[homas at the time doubted. He has
just preciscly the same reason forbelieving
in Jesus, that he has for believing in
Moses. I should like Mr. Stern to tell
us why he believes in Moses; and I am
sure if he give us a reasonable definition,
it will be a definition containing a reason
for believing in Jesus. And then if he is
so very anxious to keep Thomas company,
why not keep him company to the end of
the chapter? Thomas was a believer in
the sequel; and the very fact that he
took a sceptical attitude in the first
instance, gives the strongest weight to
the fact that subsequently he did believe.
Indeed, we may accept it almost as &
kindness of providence, that there should
have been in the company of the disciples
one who represented the searching spirit
of modern criticism; for & man of the
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disposition to be in such circumstances
convinced, is a standing argument to the
end of the world. I submit, therefore,
that Mr. Stern is not justified in using
Thomas for a sceptical purpose. Such
use cannot be logically sustained at all.
Thomas's case is & stronger argument for
belief, than the other ten disciples who
never doubted. If Mr. Stern uses him
to justify doubt, I use him to justify
belief.

Mr. Stern says his fathers rejected
Jesus of Nazarcth, and therefore he is
justified. I ask him if he is prepared to
stand by that? Didn't his fathers reject
and kill the prophets “—Moses himself not
exceptedsexcept in the matter of death.
Why doesn't Mr. Stern reject them?
Moses was rejected by his brethren.
‘When he supposed that they would have
understood how that God would, by his
hand, deliver them, they said, “Who
made thee to be a ruler and a judge over
us?”’ and afterwards, when Moses was on
the summit of Sinai, they said, *“As for
this Moses, we wot not what has become
of him,” and proposed to appoint a
captuain over them, to return to Egypt.
In fact, if we go through the whole
history of Israel, you will find the true
prophets were always rejected, and the
false ones always listened to. If, then,
Mr. Stern rejects Jesus of Nazareth,
merely because his fathers did so, is he
not logically bound to reject the prophets
also? Why does he not say, * Because
my fathers rejected Moses and KElijah,
and all the prophets, I will doit?”

I will not condescend to mnotice the
remarks with which he favoured you last
night, in reply to my citation of the
Xdenic promise concerning the seed of
the woman, beyond sayiug that it is
puerile in the extreme, to suggest that
God should deal with so trifling a matter
in defining the moral relations of things,
as the propensity of the serpent to bite a
man's heel. I will rather pass on
to the line of argument which I
opened last night, and in which I had
arrived at the point of applying the
prophecy of Tsaiah concerning the birth
of Jmmanuel to Jesus. I will now
remark that whatever may be said with
regard to the prophecy on the score of
obscurity, the balance of probability—
putting it in the very mildest form—is in
favour of the view [ have presented. The
Messiah of the New Testament answers
to the peculiarity of that prophecy
exuctly, in that he was born of a virgin

of the house of David, and I am fortun-
ately not without good company in
applying the prophecy to that fact.
Muatthew was a Jew ; one Jew is at least
as good us another. Matthew belonged
to a purty of Jews, the reality and
potency of whose labours for the advance-
ment of the truth, are evidenced even in
the present constitution of politicul
society. He was one of a band of men
who sealed their testimony with their
blood. Mr. Stern says he belonged to a
band of illiterate men : so much the better
for my argument. How came it that
illiterate men moved the world?  Illiter-
ate men could never have done that in
the capucity of illiterate men merely.
There must have been a cause in opera-
tion with their illiteratcness, to have
produced so great a rovolution as that
which resulted from their efforts. The
New Testament  account reveals this
cause, and gives the only rational explan-
ation of their movement. They were
]Jwrsonul witnesses of the resurrection of
esus.  They declared their personal
knowledge, and * God worked with
them, confirming their word with siims
Jollowing.” — (Mark xvi. 20). This
accounts for their perseverance, and their
ultimate success.  Tuke away tuis
element, and you take away the explana-
tion of a great historic fact that no man
can gainsay. The illiteratcness of the
apostles, quon which Mr. Stern delights
to dwell, I rely upon as in the circum-
stances, one of the strongest evidences of
the fact that Jesus of Nazareth was the
Messiah.  Well, then, Matthew, one of
this band of men, to whom Jesus made
the promise that the Spirit should come
and guide them into all truth, applies
the prophecy of Isaiah in the way 1 am
contending for; and therefore Iyam in
good Jewish company. I refer to Matt.
i. 22, where, in recounting the facts
connected with the supernatural birth of
Christ, Matthew says, *All this was
domne, that it might be fulfilled which
was spoken of the Lord, by the prophet,
saying ‘Behold, a virgin shall be with
child, and shall bring forth a son, and
shall call his name Immanuel, which
being interpreted, is God with us.’”
There is & necessity not recognised by
Mr. Stern and his party, but recorded by
everyone of the prophetic writings, why
the Messiuh should be born, not of the
will of man, baut by the power of the
Holy Spirit. I refer to the names that
are bestowed in those writings upon the
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Messiah—names which are not intelligi-
ble on the supposition that the Messiah
was to be 8 mere man. I proceed to give
you a few illustrations of this. In the
24th Psalm, we have this beautiful
passage in connection with the Kingly
manitestation of the Messiah—* Lift up
your heads, oh ye gates, and be ye lifted
up ye everlasting doors, and the King of
Glory shall come in. 'Who is this King
of Gloryt” The 10th verse, “ THE Lory
oF Hosts, he is the King of Glory.”
Upon what principle of Judaism can
Messiah be styled *“‘the Lord of Hosts,
Jehovah of Armies, their God? Can a
mere man be Jehovah ¥ But accept the
Messiah of the New Testament and the
difficulty is gone. God was manifest in
the flesh, by that universal Spirit which
radiates from him, and which is the
abulum of all existence; by which the
reator is everywhere present, and by
which when e manifests Himself,
it is as much Himself as His own
}I\‘ersonal glory enthroned in heaven.
hat is the New Testament explanation
of this prophetic mystery. I call upon
Mr. Stern to give his explanation.
In Psalm xlv. 3, the Messiah is thus
addressed :—

*@Gird thy sword upon thy thigh, O most
mighty, with thy glory and thy majesty. And
in thy majesty ride prosperously, because of
truth, and meekness, and righteousness; and
thy right hand shall teach thee terrible things.
Thine arrows are sharp in the heart of the
King's enemies; whereby the people fall under
thee. Thy throne, O Gob (Elohim), is for ever
and ever; the tre of thy kingd is a
right sceptre.”

I ask him upon what principle a mere
son of David is to be called the Elohim of
Isracl. Then in Isaiah xxiv. 23, we
read : —

“The moon shall be confounded and the sun
ashamed, when the Lord of Hosts shall reign in
Mount Zion, and in Jerusalem, and before His
ancients gloriously.”

I am one with Mr. Stern in expecting
the Messiah to reign in Jerusalem as
King—enthroned King of the whole
earth, upon the holy hill that God has
chosen. But who is it that is here
described as *the Lord of Hosts "’ Can a
mere man, such as the Messiah of Jewish
expectation, be called the Lord of Hosts
(Yahweh of Armies)? The description
is exactly applicable to Jesus, for he is
Jehoshua — Lord of Hosts —God maunifest.
Aguin, in Jer. xxiii. §, you find this:—

“ Behold the days come, saith the LorD, that
I wi'l raise unto David a righteous branch, and
a King shall reign and prosper, and shall execute
judgment and justice in the earth. In his days
Judah shall be ssved, and Israel shall dwell
safvly: and this is his name whereby he shall be
called THE LORD OUR RIGHTEOUSNESS—
Yahweh (Jeuovah) of Israel, our righteousness.”

Upon what principle is that applicable
to 4 mere son of Duvid, such as the Jews
expect? It is applicable to a son
generated by the spirit from a virgin of
David's house. Again, in Hosea xiii.
we find another and signal illustration of
the sume phase. At the Yth verse, it

T BayBi—

“Iam the Lord thy God, from the land of
Egypt. Thou shaltknowno God but me . . .
O lIsrael, thou hast destroyed thyself, but in me
is thine help. I will be thy King "

Where is there a man that can say,
“I am the Lord thy God, from the land
of Egyptt” In what sense is the
uprise of a mere son of David a fulfil-
ment of the promises of God, that HE
would be their Messiah; which, in fact,
is a prophetic parallel to the memorial
name God took upon Himself at the
bush—Yauwen, I will be; to which,
though in the English version translated
“I am,” I suppose Mr. Stern will not
object. “I will be thine Elohim, your
Messiah.”” How ¢ Jesus, the Word made
flesh, is the explanation. But how could
a mere flesh and blood son of David
answer to the description? In Joeliii. 17,
we are told :—

“ S0 shall ye know that I am the Lord your
Gad dicelling in Zion, my holy mountain: then
suall Jorusalem be holy, and there shall no
strangers pass through her any more.”

In Zeph. iii. 14, we find another illus-
tration of the same feature:—

¢ 8ing, O daughter of Zion; shout, O Israel,
be glad and rejoice with all thy heart, O daughter
of Jerusalem. The Lord hath taken away thy
judgments, He hath cast out thiue enemy : the
King of Israel, even the Lord (Jchorah), is in the
1nidst of thee: thou shalt not see evil any more.”

Clearly that applics to a time not yet
arrived in the experience of Israel. But
how can a mere son of David be described
us “Jehovah in the midst of Israelr” If
a mere son of David could be so described,
why not David himself, for surely a
father is equal to his son, on the princi-
ples before the Jowish mind i the
consideration of this question? Let
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Mr. Stern find some place in the Holy
‘Writings where David describes himself,
or is described by the name Jehovah.
I know that this he cannotdo. But he
is obliged to recognise the fact that that
name is applied to David's son—the
Messiah. The question is, upon what
principle ? If the Messiah is a mere son
of David—not the root as well as the
offspring of David—why is he described
by the name of David's God? There is
1o answer on the Jewish hypothesis; but
admit that the Messiah is Son of David's
God, as well as Sou of David by Mary,
and the difticulty vanishes. Then in
Zech. ii. 10-12:—

“Sing and rejoice, O daughter of Zion: for,
10, I come, and I will dicell in the midst of thee,
saith the Lord. And many nations shall be
joined to the Lord in that day, and shall be my
people: and I will dwell in the midst of thee,
and thou shalt know that the Lord of Hosts
hath sent me unto thee. And the Lord shall
dnherit Judah, his portion in the Holy Land, and
shall choose Jerusulem again.”

This is a prediction of Israel’s national
aggrandisement under their expected
Messiah ; and on the same subject, in the
14th chapter of the same book, 9th verse,
we read, *“And the Lord (Jehovah) shall
be King over all the earth,” which agrees
with the doctrine of his manifestation,
which I have pointed out.

But further, this personage to come is
described as the Son of God even in the
Jews' own writings. In Psalm ii. 7, we
find the statement,

“The Lord hath said unto me, Thou art my
Bon, this day have I begotten thee. Ask of me,
and I shall give thee the heathen for thine
inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the
earth for thy po-session.”

In Zech. xii. 8, the same feature is
presented :—

¢“In that day shall the Lord defend the
inhabitants of Jerusalem, and he that is feeble
among them at that day, shall be as David, and

the house of David shall be as Gud, us the angel

of the Lord before them.”

How can a mere man of the house of
David, constitute the house of David as
if it were God ¥ Jesus of Nazareth, the
manifestation of God by His Spirit, does
indeed exalt the house of David in his
person to equality with God. This is the
blasphemy the Pharisees charged against
Jesus, in saying that he was equaf with

God, being the Son of God.—(John
v. 18). Then in Isainh Ixiii. 1, you
have the sume idea that is presented in
the quotations I have made; all of which
I press upcn Mr. Stern’s urgent attention,
with a request that he will explain how
they can be reconciled with the idea that
%m c{o{ning Messiah is to be & mere son of
avid :—

“Who is this that cometh from Edom, with
dyed garments from Bobrah? this that is
glorious in his apparel, travelling in the gr.at-
ness of his strength ? I that speak in righteous-
ness, mighty to save. Wherefore art thou red
in thine apparel, and thy garments like him that
treadeth in the winefat? I have trodden the
winepress alone; and of the people there was
none with me: for I will tread them in mine
anger, and trample them in my fury; and their
blood shall be sprinkled upon my garmeunts, aud
I will stain all my ruiment.”

I presume Mr. Stern will admit that
this is a description of his Messinah in
military operation against the Gentile
nations, when the time comes for him to
do for the world what Joshua did for
the nations of Canaan. “For the day of
vengeance is in my heart, and the year of
my redeemed is come.” A mere son of
David could never use such language,
but Jesus of Nazareth could; for he by
the Spirit was one with the God of
Israel —(John x. 30); as he also said
““He that hath seen me hath seen the
Father also.” By this indwelling power,
he was enabled to still the storm on the
sea of Galilee.

Next, and most conclusively of all : the
Messiah promised in the prophets was to
be a sufterer. He was to be rejected;
he was to be put to death; in proof of
which I rely first upon the prophecy of
Daniel, with which Mr. Stern dealt so
ver{ weakly; in fact he did not deal
with it at all, for he said he was not able
to tell what the 70 weeks meant. That
is a damaging fact in his case—that he
should be unable to explain one of the
principal predictions of one of his own
prophets, concerning the Messiah—
especially when that very prediction
was the foundation of a strong expecta-
tion entertained by his own nation, of
the appearance of the Messiah, in the
days of Josephus. The statement says
that at the expiry of the period mentioned
there, the Messiah should be cut off.
There can be no dispute as to the signifi-
cation of the term *“cut off.” If Mr,
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Stern should raise any objection on the H opencth not his mouth.

point, I will be prepared, from the
writings of his own nation, to show that
it means to die—to punish; as when we
are told for instance that the wicked
shall be (kahrath) cut off—the very
word employed in the prophecy of Danicl.
Why was the Messinh to be cut oft ¥ The
explanation is given a verse or two before
the statement in verse 24, This “cutting-
oft " manifestation of the Messinh s
connected with the finishing of trans-
gression, the making an end of =in,
making reconciliation for iniquity,
bringing in everlasting rirhteousness,
and so forth. 1 call Mr. Stern's atten-
tion to the fact that the Messiab of the
New Testament i8 taught to have
accomplished these very things by his
death, and it is a Jew that teaches it.
Paul said Jesus “put away sin by
the sacritice of himself;"” and he (Jesusg
was ‘“made unto us wisdom an
righteousness, and sanctification, and
redemption.” There are mnumecrous
statements of this doctrine in the New
Testument, but, as this is so well-known
to be a doctrine of the New Testament,
I need not quote further testimony. I
will, at once, point out that in that
respect, Jesus of Nazareth corresponds
with the Messinh of Daniel ix. I
call upon Mr. Stern to ehew in what
way his expected Messiah is to fulfil that
chapter.

I next quote the 53rd of Isaiah, which
I invite Mr. Stern very specially to deal
with:—

“Who hath believed our report, and to
whom is the arm of the Lord revealed?
¥or he shnll grow up before him as a tender
plant, and as a root out of a dry ground; he
hath no form nor comeliness; and when we
shall sce him, there 1s no beanty that we should
desire him. He is despised aud rejected of
men, & man of sorrows and acquainted with
grief, and we bid, as it were, our faces from
bim; he was despised, and we esteemed him
not. Suiely, he hath borne our griefs and
carried our sorrows; yet we did esieem him
stricken, kmitten of God. and afflicted. But he
was wouuded for our transgressions, he was
bruised for our iniquities, the chastisement of
our peace was upon him, and with his siripes
we are healed. »ll we like sheep lhave gune
astray; we Lave turned every oue to his own
way, and the Lord hath laid on bim the
iniquity of us all. He was oppressed and he
was afflicted, yet he opened not his mouth; he
is brought as a lamb to the glaughter, snd as a
sheep before her shearcrs is dumb, so he

He wns taken from
prison and from jud ment. aud who shal
declare his generation ? for he was cut off out
of the land of the living; for the transcressionm
of my people was he stricken. And he made
his grave with the wicked and with the rici in
his death, because he had done no vioience,
neither was any deccit in his mouth. Yet
it pleased the Lord to bruire him. He hath
put hinn to gricf; when thou shalt make
Lis soul an off-ring for sin, he shall see his
sced he shall prolong his days, and the
pleasure of the Lord rhall prosper im his
haud. He shall see of the travail of his soul
and shall be satisficd; by his knowledge shall
my righteous rervant justify many; for he shall
bear their iniquities. Therefore, will I divide
him a portion with the grcat, and he eshall
divide the spoil with the etrong; because be
hath poured out his soul unto death; and he
was numbered with the transgressors, and he
bare the sin of many, and mede intercesagivn
for the trunsgressors.”

Mr. Stery: Mr. Chairman and friends,
I must say that you have been very
patient in listening to the speech of Mr.
Roberts.  There is great credit due to
him for being able to dcliver such a
speech.  But we have come here to
discuss whether Jesus of Nazareth was
the Messinh. We do not come here to
listen to a lecture from Mr. Roberts upon
the Old Testament. I don’t think there
is anything in the Old Testament but
what I am perfectly acquainted with, I
was quite prepared to hear all that he
might have to say on the subject.  Still
1 asked him questions last night which I
consider have never been answered. I
asked him then to produce the originals
of the New Testament. (Laughter.)
You may laugh if you please, but at the
same time 1 am quite serious when I ask
you (turning to Mr. Roberts) to produce
the originals of the New Testament. I
have said, and I maintain it, that the
New Testament is a compilation of
falsehoods and forgeries, and until you
can produce the originals, I will not
believe in it. Who wrote Matthew, Mark,
Luke and John; in what language, and
to whom were they written, and where?
You never g0 much as condescended to
tell me anything about it, The oniy
thing you did was to ask me to produde
the originals of Moses. That is a nice
way of answering a question. I must
say I did intend to conduet this debate in
the most amicable munner, but it will be
impossible to do so if we go on in this
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way. This is merely a bandying of words.
I have nothing to do with producing the
originals of Moses; though if I undertake
to discuss Judaism versus Christadel-
phianism, I shall have no objection to
produce them. But I have come here for
one purpose only—to discuss whether
Jesus of Nazareth was the Messiah
or not. I have nothing to do with
producing the oririnals of Moses. What
has that to do with the subject? Then
my friend asked me, since I object to Jesus
on the ground that I am not acquainted
with him; that I never saw him ; and if
he appeared to me I should not recognise
him, which is quite reasonable on my
part, I should say ; for I cannot recogniso
anyone that I have never seen. He asks
“if your Messiash come, how will you
recognise him? I have not come here to
discuss as to what Messiah we expect.
He then compares Moses to Jesus. What
a comparison! We look upon Moses as a
man, not as a God. We revolt at the
idea of man being God. That is what
we object to. If you bring Jesus and tell
me to believe in him as a man, leave the
God theory out, I have no objection ; but
when you tell me he is a man, and yet
the Son of God, I revolt against it, and
won't have it. 'We only look upon Moses
as a man, and not as son of God. A man
can believe in a good many things that he
has not seen. I have never seen Napoleon,
nor Abraham Lincoln, but I believe there
were such men. I know there is an
Emperor of Germany. 1 could mention
hundreds of people whom I have not seen,
and yet whom I believe to exist; but
here you bring me people to belicve in,
upon authorities that the greatest intel-
lects that have written upon the subject

ronounce to be forgeries. See Mos-
E(‘im, page 64, Percyrinations of the
Apostles.

Of course that is just what I say.
“The distance of time and the want of
records.” Iwon't believe these statements
until you bring me the proper records.
It is no use my going on to discuss the
subject of the gencalogy of Jesus at
present ; I'must Ieave that alone until my
friend brings further evidence on the
subject.  One of the answers my friend
gave me last night was, that God who

made Adam out of the dust, could so-

arrange that a man should be born
without a father. Well now, this I hold ;
and it you are not satisfied, I am perfectly
willing to leave it to the Chairmnan ; if he
will kindly undertake the trouble, or

i

rather if he will undertake to decide
whether I am in order or not. I hold
that Mr. Roberts ia out of orderin asking
such questions. I have not come here to
discuss what God can or cannot do; I
have come to discuss whether Jesus of
Nazareth was the Messiah or not. You
bring me your books to prove that he
was. You bring me the New Testament,
in which I say I do not believe. I hold
that you have to show that these records
are true before I can accept them; but to
say that God did one thing because he
did another, is begging the question;
I shall not trouble to answer such irrele-
vancies. My friend has quoted Isaiah liii.
From the way in which he read this
chapter, it would appear that every word
referred to Jesus, but, with your per-
mission, I will read it, and see ‘¥ we
cannot show its meaning to be quite
different.  'What this has to do with the
Messiah I really don't know. Isaiah
says ‘“who hath believed our report?’
Now you know Isaiah was not speaking
two or three years after Christ was
crucified, or is _reported to have been
cruciied—for I den’t believe he was
cruciied—but about a thousand years
before—I do not know the exact
time. He says “ Who hath believed
our report ¢ '’ speaking of the past; “and
to whom is the arm of the Lord revealed ¥’
Certainly if Mr. Roberts had explained it
we should have known better, but it
cannot be Jesus; he was not born till
nearly a thousand years afterwards.
¢ For he shall grow up as a tender plant ;
he has no form nor comeliness, and when
we should sce him there is no beauty
that we should desire him. How is it
that some of you do desire aim. You
actually wish me to desire him, but I
don’t. “Heis despised and rejected of
men.”” It was ouly a few Jews who
rejected him. “A man of sorrows and
acquainted with grief.”” { don't know
what sorrows Jesus h.d. He could not
have known any such sorrows as we have
to day. He was not obliged tv get up at
six o'clock in the morning, and go and
slave away his life until six at night.
(Hissing.) My friends, I told you lust
night that your hissing would not prevent
me saying a word. (Rencwed signs of
disapprobation ; the Chairman having to
interpose his authority before perfect
quietness was restored.) Besides, hissing
was the cause of interrupting me in the
middle of a sentence.  But this is my
first attempt at such a thing as this.

—
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Howitwillend Idon’tknow—theLord only
kuows. I wasquoting this passage. *Aman
of sorrows and acquainted with grief.”
How this can be applied to Jesus I don't
know, for the best part of His life we
know nothing about him. One says he
has been in Bethlehem, another in Judea,
another in Egypt, and another else-
where ; and the whole of his ministration
didn’t last more than three yeurs. Ihave
gone through sorrows myrclf, but they
have not come altogether, they have come
gradually, and we take them in the best
K:u‘t. If Jesus had been married, and

ad a very lovely wife, and his wife died,
and he got married again. and perhaps
had a wife he could not live 8o agreeably
with as you have heard is sometimes the
case, you might have said he was
acquainted with grief and sorrows. O.
if he had children whom he loved. ana
they were cut off while young, you might
suy he was s man acquainted with sorrows
and grief. But what sorrows and grief
had Jesus ?  'Why I cannot really see how
that passage can be quoted at all in his
favour. Why when the worst came to
the worst, when he had not a farthing
in the world, and when there were 500
people around him, he could feed them
with a few loaves and fishes, and there
could be gathered up reven baskets full of
fragments. Surely there could be no
sorrow there. If he had only lcft us that
secrct, what a different state of things
there would have been now; no work-
houses, no gaols. But this beautiful Son
of God and Mary, this man without a
father, this man who could do all these
things, you suy he was acquainted with
sorrows! Shew me the rorrows; what is
the sorrow, when and where? My friend
says all these things applied to Christ.

Yes; they are applied to Him by those
‘Why do they apply

who believe in Jesus.
them ¢ Because if they did not they
would not have a Messiah. Whom was it
done by? By a lot of peoplo who
thought it an act of virtue to deceive and
lie for the purpose of defending anything
in favour of the Church ; by people who
had no principle whatever. My friend
who comes here to prove that Jesus of
Nazareth was the Messiah, shews me a
passage that I am sure has nothing to de
with him. *He was despised and we
esteemed him not.” Well, now, if the
Jews were to say #o, there would be
something in it ; but since the Christians
quote it in their favour, and since the
Christians do estcem him, I do not see how

it can be applied in His favour. * Surely
he kath borne our griefs.”” How could
Jesus, when he was not yvet born?
It does not say *“He shall bear «ur
grief.” 1t says “he kath borne «ur
grief and carried our sorruws; and
yet we did not esteem him stricken
of God, and aficted.” If this is not
alluding to a personage who had lived
before Isaiah spoke these words, then I
must say words have no meaning at all.
“He was wounded for our transgres-
sions.”” Who was? Jesus? who was
going to be wounded a thousand years
after 7 “The chastisement of our peace
was upon him, and with his stripes we
are healed.” How can that apply to
Jesusi He hadn't lived then. “ All we
like sheep have gone astray; we have
turned every one to his own way, and
the Lord hath laid on him the iniquity or
us all.” On whom? You must under-
stand that Isaiah, who is looked upon as
one of the greatest of the prophets—of
what Ishould call the greater prophets—
lived at a time when the Jews were not
as he wished them to be, when they were
probably as we are to-day—I must admit
it—not very strictly obeying the laws of
Moses.  We certainly have not got such
great men who can come to-day and give
us their intellects and their time to bring
us together and tell us what to do. But
there was Isaiah then among the people,
and he, like a good man, went and told
them of their fuults. He said “ We have
gone astray.” le is including himself
with the others. “The Lord hath laid
upon him.” Upon whom? ‘“He shall
lay upon him in a thousand years."”
That would have sounded strange. If
words mean anything at all, they mean
what he said. Of course, I must admit I
have not been to an English school;
what little I know of English I have had
to pick up mysclf, but from what little I
do know I consider—and if I am wrong,
my opponent will inform me—that the
sentence is in the past tense. * He was
oppressed und he was afHicted, yet he
opened not his mouth.” Why, if there
was nothing else in this chapter, those
very words would be sufficient to shew
that they were not referring to Jesus.
« He wus afllicted, yet he opened not his
mouth.” Did not Jesus open his mouth ?
Who said ¢ Eli, El, lama sahactioni ¢
“My God, my Guod, why hast Thou
torsaken me* '  Who said * Father,
forgive them, for they know mnot what
they du.”  The passageis simply alluding
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to gomeone tha. had passed away, and
who was oppressed and afllicted of God;
and Isaiah said it was done for our
sakes, and Tsaiah consoles himself with
that sentence; but it conld never have
been alluding to Jesua, for he actually
did speak; he could not bear the
excruciating pains when it came to the
last moment.  “lHe was taken from
prison and from judgment, and who
shall declare his gencration.” I have

et to learn when Jesus was in prison.
"hen my friend gets up, I shall want
him to tell me what prison it was, and
how long he was there. “And who
shall declare his generation?”  Why
Matthew aud Luke: they declare it.
We know the generation of Jesus; he
was the son of Abraham, according to
your theory. He was the son of Joseph,
who was the son of Jacob, according te
Matthew, and the son of Heli, according
to Luke. But it secms to be made up in
this way: if Jesus was born without
a father, his mother’s husband had two
fathers, and so, between the two, we can
reconcile them. But when was Jesus in
prisomr  1s it such . difficult task?
¢ Who shall declare his generation ?”’
That is what you have been declaring
these last two nights. “For he was cut
off out of the land of the living. For
the transgression of my people was he
stricken. And he made his grave with
the wicked, and with the rich in his
death.” This cannot be speuking of
Jesus, because it all refers to the past.
“Because he had done mno violence,
neither was any deccit in his mouth.”
I shall be able to shew that there was a

eat deal of deccit in the mouth of
gsus before I have done to-night.
“Yet it pleased the Lord to bruise him;
he hath put him to grief, when thou
shalt make his soul an offering for sin
he shall see his sced.” I want to know
if Jesus could see his sced when he
never got married ? It is simply allnding
to a man who shall enjoy the pleasures
of life, and live to sec his children’s
children. But it is just as Mosheim
has said, and my fricnd has admitted :

the most ignorant people were the first
that joined this beautiful Christianity,
this loving faith of yours, and to ‘
ignorant people it is easily reconciled. I
am not a learned man, but it does not |
require a great deal of learning to find |
that this passage speaks of a man who I
had come. ‘ He shall see of the travail
of his soul, and shall be satisfied. By his |

knowledge shall my righteous servant
justify many, for he shall bear their
iniquities.”  How does he? Christ says,
“Ye that would not that I should
reizn over you, bring them hither,
and slay them before me ¥’ That is
the way he justities them. Is that
Lustiﬁcation ?  “Therefore will I divide

im a portion with the great, and he
shall divide the spoil with the strong,
because he hath poured out his soul
unto death : he was numbered with the
transgressors, and he bare the grin of
many, and made intercession for the
transgressors.”  There is nothing of the
sort. ‘‘He that believeth and is baptised
shall be saved.”” All we have to do is not
tc discuss ; we want no theories, we want
no ideas of people who have lived before
us; all we want is people of the greatest
ignorance that can come here and join
issue with my friend, and repeat the
words, “I believe in Jesus.”” That is
quite sufficient ; we shall be kaved  (Mr.
Roberts: O no!) *“He that believeth shall
be saved, and he that believeth not shall
be damned.” If these words do not mean
that, I do not know what they mean.
They seem to me plain language; in fact
too plain. I have tricd, no doubt in the
humblest possible way to show that this
chapter in Isaiah has nothing to do with
Jesus. My friend may probably say
who has it to do with? I am perfectly
satisticd that it does not refer to Jesus.
I am not bound to tell him what it does
refer to. When I undertake to discuss
Judaism versus Christianity, I shall be
frepared to tell him whom it does refer to.

am perfectly satisfied that my friend 18
a learned manand has given agreatdeal of
study tc these things; and just as I know
to whomit alludes, I am perfectly satisticd
that he knows the same.

(Time called.)

Mr Roperts: I am sorry to find,
ladies and gentlemen, that Mr. Stern is
sc unacquainted with the writings of his
Jwn nation as to argue that the present
tense, in the 53rd of Isaiah, can not have
a future signification. Nothing is more
frequent, in these writings, than the
employment of the prescnt tense, in
prophetically depicting future scenes
and events. For instance: in the Goth
Isaiah, we have the future glories of
the Jewish nation thus introduced:
‘ Arise, shine, for thy light is comc, and
the glory of the Lord is risen upon thce.”
According to Mr. Stern’s argumecnt, this
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describes a state of things existent in the
days of Isuiuh, wherecus he is here
to-uight to cuntend that the Light of
Israel has not come. How does he get
out of that difficulty ? Again, in the 9th
Isaiah, we read: * For unto us a child s
born, to us, ason is giren.” 1 presume
Mr. Stern will not deny that this refers
to the Messinh ; for it goes on to say
that “on the throne of David’ he shall
sit, and order and establish the kingdom
for ever. Applying it, then, to his
Messinh, and construing the tense of the
verb as he would construe it with the 53rd
chapter, it would show that the Messiah
had at that time appeared; whereas Mr.
Stern dcenies that he has yet appeared.
I might give many illustrations of the
same thing.—* I kave made thee a futher
of many nations ' God said to Abraham,
when he as yet had had no child. Mr.
Stern argues in ignorance of or opposition
to the fact that divine language is based
upon prescience; that God calleth
“things that are not—(but which he in-
tends to be)—as though they were.” The
Spirit of Christ in lsaiah, foreseeing the
sutferings of the Messiah as though they
were alrcady present, employs that tense
in depicting them. Mr. Stern may well
hesitate to say to whom the language
appears. He cannot say definitely.

Mr. Stern: I can.

Mr. Roberts: But he has told us some-
thing on the subject upon which I shall
be able to destroy him—in an amicable
sense of course. He tells us that the
chapter applies to gomo one who had
appeared before the days of Isaiah; and
it does not apply to the Messiah, for the
Mesriah, according to Mr. Stern has not
yet made his appearance; aud when he
appears, will not be a sufferer.  Insaving
this, Mr Stern makes himsclf wiser thun
the Rabbis of his own nation.

Mr. Stern : Hear, hear.

Mr. Roberts: Even those Rabbis that
agree with him in rejecting Jesus. I
shall quote the opinions of several Rabbis
—aunbelievers in Jesus, but who contend
or at all events admit that the 43rd
of Isainh does apply to the Messiah,
although I dare say it will be difticult to
find a Rabbi of that kind nowadays ; for
the exigencies of this controversy forced
them to put afalse construction upon it—
a zonstruction very different from that
accepted by the Jews when the clnims of
Jesus of Nuzareth had not to be en-
countered. | first read you a quotation
that has boen made from the Targum of

|
|
|
|
|

Jonathan Ben Uzziel, a rabbi said to
have lived contemporary with Christ, or
about 30 or 40 ycars before his days, and.
therefore, before the present controversy
had arisen. In his commentary upon the
62nd and 53rd of Isaiuh he says:

“Behold my servant, the Messiah, shall
prosper; he shall rise and shall increase, and
shall be exceedingly powerful, inarmuch as
the house of Israel have expected him many days,
during which their look and their splendoar
were eclipsed among the nations abo\e those of
other men. So shall he disperse many nations.
Kings because of him shall be dumb ; they shall
lay their hands on their mouths, for what had
not been reluted to them they shall behold, and
what had not been heard of by them, they shall
coutemplate. Who hath credited this our
news (Isaiah liii.), and on whom is the mighty
arm of Jehovah now displayed? The rightevus
man shall grow before him like the young
twigs that sre in the act of budding, and like
the tree which sprends forth its roots by the
running stream, so shall the generation of the
righteous increase in the land that had lacked.
His appearance i8 no ordinary appearance, nor
is his terror that of a common man, but his
splendour will be a sacred splendour, so that
everyone that secth him shall gaze on him.
For this reason, he will be condemnned, but he
shall canse to arixe the glory of all kinpdoms:
they shall be weak and sickly, just asa mau of
gorrows and inured to misfortune, or as when
the presence of the habidation being withdrawn
from us, we are despised and nothing accounted
of, 80 shall it be to them. Therefore he will
entreat for our sins, and our iniquities on his
account shall be forgiven us. He is delivered
up by our iniquities, but by his doctrine, peace
will increase among us . . . It is
the pleasure of Jehovah, on his behalf, to remit
us all our nins  Ho entreats, and is heard; and
before he opeus his mouth, he is accepted.”

This quotation shows that Jonathan
ben Uzziel, 1800 years ago, applied the
53rd chapter of Isainh to the Messiuh.
Mr. Stern finds it inconvenient to admit
this application. He says it does not
apply to the Messiah at all, but to some
one living before the days of Isuiah.
Therefore he considers himself wiser
than Jonathan ben Uzziel and Zohar,
who make the same application as
Ben Uszziel; wiser also than Solomon
ben Isaae.  Jarki, another rabbi, who,
writing in the 12th century, says :—

«Kinyg Messinh was among the generation of
the wicked, and he appiicd his heart tv seck
werey for Judah, aud to fast and to Lumbie
biwself on their beh U, asit is said.  *.and ue
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\ «% wounded for our transgressions,” and he
sccks merey for them when they sin, as it is
written, “And by his stripes we are healed;
and he bore the «in of many and made interces-
sion for the transyressors.”

Even of Aben Ezra we are told that he
admits that Jonathan Ben Uzriel and
many other Jews of old, applied it to a
personal Messiah. In his commentary
on Isaiah liii. he says “Jonathan Ben
Uczriel has interpreted it of the Messiah
who is to come, aud this is also the
opinion of wise men of blessed memory,
in many of their Medrashes.”

I have several other illustrations of a
similar treatment of the chapter by the
Jews in ancient times, but I will content
myself with reading the comprehensive
dcclaration of Rabbi Moses Alschech, who
lived in the fifteenth century, and who
a.50 applied it to the Messiah. He says
“our  Rabhis. mwith ome wmouth have
reverently received by tradition that King
Diessiak is here spoken of.”” 1 have got
8ll the ancient Rabbis on my side against
& single Jew of the nineteenth century.

(Mr. Stern: Hear, hear).

Mr. Roberts: Then Mr. Stern’s com-
ments on the experience of Jesus
—1I certainly think it unnecessary to
notice these particularly. I might
almost use another adjective; it would
be almost a condescension to reply
to them. I would only say that the
relation of sorrow to a man depends upon
what he is. That which is sorrow to one
mun is not sorrow to another. Go quite
low enough for illustration, and you find
& creature in a well-known enclosure to
to be found at the back of many cottages,
whose head you could not cause to ache by
telling it of a bank failure: the mere
mention of which would fill a commercial
man with panic and drive sleep from the
Pillow, and perhaps drive him to suicide.
The only way of making the porcine
creature sorry would be to whip it on the
back. You might shout bad news over a
pig’s head for a year and produce no
eftect. (Uproar among the Jews.) There
is nothing insulting in my remark. It
all depends upon the mental quality of
the man, as to what will make sad.
Take a man of low type of mentality,and

ou could not injure his feelings by

nguage which stings to the quick a
man of higher organization. And if this
holds good with regard to the lower mani-
festutions of mentality, how much more
strictly does it apply to the highesat
faculty of the human mind. A

philanthropist’s heart is pained in going
through the streets ofp Birmingham,
where a mere clod-hopper feels nothing,
because the former stands on a pinnacle
of moral elevation which the latter has
no conception of ; and if Mr. Stern fails
to see that Jesus was a man of sorrows
with abundant reason, it is impossible for
me to make him see it. It rcminds me of
the uselessness of attempting to enlighten
Israel ; for their own prophet Moses raid,
“Ye are a stiff-necked and rebellious
race with heart fat, ears dull of hearing,
and eyes closed.” Their entire history
has been a history of rebellion. They
rebelled against Moses in the wilderness;
they rebelled against all the prophets
and turned aside to idolatory continually,
and they are now scattered among tho
Gentiles, in consequence of their almost
incurable tendency to go astray from the
God of their fathers. Mr. Stern's
attitude in this matter is only another
illustration of the same thing. Time
called

TaE CHAIRMAN, in reference to the wish
of Mr. Stern that he should decide ns to
whether Mr. Roberts had adhered to the
3uestion or not, said that before the

ebate commenced, he had a clear under-
standing that he should not undertake
anything of the kind. He thought that
had just been the mischief at other
debates.

Mr. Ster¥ : I suppose it is now a fight
between myself and my friend, and fight
it I shall. I have tried to conduct the
discussion in the most amicable and
gentlemanly manner. I have controlled
myself as much as I possibly could.
I know he is trying to irritate me.
(Hisses.) It is no use hissing me. I
have told you, and I tell you again, that
hissing will have no effect upon me.
‘We are discussing a very serious subject.
Mr. Roberts seems to be trying to drag
me into a discussion of Judaism versus
Christianity. I hold he is out of order
to quote disputed writings, when I keep
telling him to produce the authority.
He says I spoke irreverently of Jesus,
If I did I am sorry for it. 1f I said
anything to wound your feelings; if I
spoke irreverently, I certainly am sorry,
but how can I help it? My friend is
looking upon Jesus as the Son of God;
I am looking u%on him a8 a man and
an impostor. his i8 my duty here
to-night, and however painful, I must do

—
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it, and will do it. For the rixth time,
I beg of Mr. Roberts—or else I will
throw the discussion up—I ask him to
shew me his authority for the writings
of the New Testament. e forgets that
he has comne here in opposition to greater
men who have gone‘before him, and that
he lays down a doctrine in opposition to
the generality of Christians. But look
how liberal he is to me. He won't allow
me to have an opinion. He says I am
in opposition to all the Jewish writers,
The question i8 nmot whom I am in
opposition to; I came here to debate the
question whether Jesns of Nazareth was
the Messiah or not. My only duty is to
prove that he is not. How can I prove
that he is not before he proves that he
is ¥ The quotations he has brought have
nothing todo with the subject ; the pass-
agesin Isaiah have nothingatalltodo with
Jesus. Then what does he do¥ Instead
of answering what I begzed of him to
do, he goes forward and shews me
another quotation, which has nothing at
oll to do with the question. He says,
¢ Arise, shine, for thy light is come, and
the glory of the Lord isrisen upon thee.”
Of course, the glory of the Lord had
risen when they had got an Isaiah to
;peak to. What argument is this? But

will take it from whom it comes. My
friends of the Jewish persuasion have
been offended because he has mentioned a
pig. They must not be oftended, for,
being a Christian, he must introduce the
pig in some way or other. Mr. Roberts
scems to be trying to dragme into a discus-
sion of Judaism eersus Christianity,
but [ do not intend to enter into that
to-night. Again, he brings Hebrew
authorities who seem to have written in his
favour. To shew that he has dived deep
into the subject, it is suflicient to notice
that he has produced the testimony of
rabbis living at the time of Christ;
because we know certainly that none but
learned men could pretend to know
anything about that. But he does all
this, I hold, for the purpose of evading
the question at issue. As soon as he
shewed me a passage last night in
Isaiah, which he said referred to Jesus,
that is a virgin conceiving and bearing a
ason, I did my best to give my version
of what it meant, and if I proved
my case his whole argument falls to
the ground. The next argument was
about Danicl. I cannot understand
a person suying one thing and meuning
another. I can only take it from

what I hear. But Mr. Reb-rts says that
the subject Daniel spoke about then was
not a subject for evervene to under-
stand, and that he spoke in an allegorical
way. Well, he did speak in & curious way,
but. after all. it was only a dream and,
surely to goodness, we are not to rest
such important things on what people
see in visions and dreams. There is no
accounting for what a man sees in a
dream. We dream 80 many strange
things. Then he brings in things that
have nothing to do with the matter.
I remember hearing & conversation
between my father, who was a very good
Jew, and several learned men, in which
an opinion was expressed that Daniel
was ad, and I am inclined to look on
him in the same light. I don’t care who
hears me. Supposing, however, we
granted, for the sake of argument, that
every day meant one year. t us see
whether Mr. Roberts's case would hold
good even then. Since my friend takes
upon him, in 1871, perhaps 2,000 years
after the words were spoken, to tell us
that these people didn't mean what they
said; that when God said seventy wecks
he meant seventy times seven years; let
us see how it will apply in other places ?
Jesus was to be three days and three
nights in the ground—thut was three
years. I have as much right to assume
that in this case as he has in the other.
I stand here as an authority in opposition
to an authority like Mr. Roberts. I give
him credit for his superior learning, but
I dont see superior logic on his side.
He comes here telling us, like the stupid
missionaries - (The Chairman objected to
the words) Well; I beg pardon.
With your permission, I will withdraw
the word. He comes here like the
intelligent missionaries (great laughter
and applause); like these intelligent
missionaries, he comes forward and
taunts me with being blind, not being
able to see. 'Why, my good sir (turning
to Mr. Roberts), why should you be so
personal to me? I have tried to be as
gentle as possible. Why should you
taunt me with wilfully misrepresenting ?
Why should you taunt me with not
secing it, when we can see other things
well enough. We can see precious
stones (loud laughter). The Jews ure
clever enough judges of the minutest
things, and why should they be blind on
this subject? We are the best judges
of jewels—dinmonds, emeralds, and the

i best stones—and you will acknowledge
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that it takes good sight to be that.
Surely, we can see such a bit of an
argument as a virgin conceiving without
a man, or anything of that sort. 'T'hen
there have been men, as recorded in the
Old Testament, who have lived something
like 800 or 900 years. But as every day
of those years, according to Mr. Roberts,
must mean a year, those people are alive
now, and if Mr. Roberts can tell us
where they are to be found, I shall be
oblized to him. If it means years in
Daniel, it must mean years in other
places.  When Moses said *“Six days
shalt thou work, and do all that thou hast
to do,”” he meant they should labour six
years continuously, and make as much
overtime as they pleased. If I had
known that this would have been the
subject of discussion, I am sure I would
not have undertaken it. If I had known
that questions wounld arise like this, I
should have been sorry to have come
here, wasting my time and yours. I
have come hcre to prove that Jesus of
Nazareth was not the Messiah, How
can I approach the subject when Mr.
Roberts will not deal with it? I again
ask him to answer these questions which
I have put to him, and it will give me a
chance of proceeding. Iintend, if I have
time, to go through Dan.ix.,and show that
it is impassible to reconcile the weeks and
The Chairman informs me I have

years.
but one minute, 8o ask you, Mr.
Roberts, to tell me who wrote St.

Matthew, St. Mark, St. Luke, and
St. John? When were they written?
In what language ? At what place? and
by whom ?

(Time called.)

Mr. RoBerTs: I say, respected friends,
in answer to that, that Matthew was writ-
ten by Matthew in the Hebrew language,
and afterwards translated into Greek;
Mark was written by Mark at the dic-
tation of Peter, as is supposed ; Luke was
written by Luke; John was written by
John; the three last all in Greek. They
were all written for the information of
believers in Christ, and as an authentic
and ofticial record, (for the information
of subscquent generations) of the facts
upon which their faith was based. I am
not able to produce the originals, becanse,
as I believe, they do not exist.  If Mr.
Stern asks me why, I give this answer:
I say for proecisely the same reason that
he would tell me who wrote the five books
of Moses, the books of Sminuel, and the

others. Why would he say 80? for a very
good reason. If the authorship of a book
is unquestioned at the moment of its pro-
duction, and continues in all subsequent
generations 'to be received, the fact
amounts to a demonstration. To pursue
this thought would lead me to diverge
from the subject, and I will only say that
common sense at once recognises the
reasonableness of the principle. We can
only know of the authorship of a book,
produced at & time antecedent to our
own, by the repute existing amongst
those who from their position were com-

etent to judge. Upon this principle, Mr.
Stern accepts the writings of Moses; upon
the same principle, the classical public
accepts the writings of Shukespeare ; the
writings of Herudotus, and the Greek
authors generally; and on the same
principle we accept the other writings of
his own nation, which he rejects, namely,
Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John., If
he urges it as a ditficulty that I cannot
produce the very documents written by
these men, he bcehaves unreasonably,
because he puts himsclf in precisely the
same difliculty with Moses.

Mr. Stern: What has that to do with
it?

Mr. Roberts: A great deal.

Mr. Stern: No.

Mr. Roberts: I will show that it has.
Mr. Stern believes in Moses and yet he
cannot produce the originals.

Mr. Stern: I can.

Mr. Roberts: I say that statement is
not true.

Mr. Stern: It is.

Mr. Roberts: Then I call upon him to
produce them.

Mr. Stern: I shall produce them.

The Chairman: This conversation is out
of order. I beg of each speaker not to
utter a single word whilst the other is
speaking.

Mr. Roberts: Mr. Stern puts himself
up as an authority, and says he pits his
authority against mine. =~ There is no
need for this. I am not an authority at
all. I do not pretend to have the slizhtest
scintilla of authority. I am here as a
perfectly unofficial individual dealing
with historical facts, and these are the
authorities with me. Itis with these I ask
Mr. Stern to deal. Mr. Stern thinks
Dahniel was mad, (Mr. Stern: hear, hear),
Then observe the position in which he
puts himself, viz. against God. His God
considers Dauiel wise. In Eazck. xiv. 14,
it says, “Though these wise men, Noub,
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Duanirl, aud Job were in the land, they {
| children to Abraham.” I point to the

fhould but deliver their own souls by
their righteousness.”  Again, in the 28th
of lizekiel, speaking of the King of Tyre,

at the 3rd verse, God says, * Behold thou

art wiser than D.niel; there is no secret
that they can hide from thee,” an
ironicul saying, but still showing Daniel
as a standard of wisdom. From
these two testimonies alone (even apart
from the book of Daniel,) we observe the
fact that God considered Daniel wise and
righteous, whereas Mr. Stern, adopting
the theory of his father, considers him
mad. Why? Because it is the only wa
of getting rid of Daniel's prophecy whicg
tells so powerfully in favour of Jesus of
Nazareth. He asks why didn’'t Daniel
speak plainly, and say what he meunt?
There i8 a reason. God intended the
book of Daniel for a very wide bearing
and providential purpose; it was to let
those know to whom it should be given
that the purposes of God at last con-
cerning Israel was, that they should
triumph at the last, but should first be
pervailed against. At the same time it
was not His will that His people of these
early times should know that the triumph
of the enemy would be so long. He
thérefore vailed the matter, and gave
revelation in such a form that they were
not able to perceive the time. But why
then give the time at all, it may be
asked. Because it was mnecessary that
when the end of time should be reached,
a people should be able to perceive the
scope of the divine purpose—a people
who seeing this, should be looking for the
coming of the Messiah, and prepared as
intelligent spectators for the development
of the divine purpose. So that there is
& reason, and it is impossible to upset that
reason if the authenticity of the book of
Daniel be ted ; for in that book we
are told both that Daniel did not under-
stand (Dan. xii. 8), but that at the time of
the end the vision should be understood
—(Dan. xii. 4).

Then Mr. Stern asks how the statement
of Isaiah can be applied to Jesus, whose
genealogy I have attempted to produce,
if he was cut off 7 and seeing that the
same individual who was cut off wae to
have a generation succeeding him—was
to see ‘ his seed.” Mr. Stern asks how
could he have *“‘seed,”” seeing he never
was married ¥ I answer there are more
methods of generating seed in the divine
operations than are known to Mr. Stern’s
philosophy, as John the Baptist said,

L .Tm =T o= o

“Of the very stones God could raise

operations of the gospel a8 the answer;
aud when Mr. Stern says I am ecalling
upon him to accept records which he does
not believe, I entirely repudiate that
representation of the matter. I am not
dealing with documents only. I am
dealing with historical facts, facts whose
evidence is before himself. We have a
Christianity apart from the book: that
Christianity has a history, and I ask him
is it not an historical fact that Christianity
came out from Jerusalem through Jews?
He cannot deny it. Those Jews preached
among the Gentiles for the express pur-
pose of generating believers in Jesus;
theirword was a seed from which believers
sprung, and the existence of those
believers explain how it is that Christ can
have a seed in a higher sense than Mr.
Stern recognisen, for what is their
doctrine ¥ “ As many of you,” says Paul,
writing to the Christians * as have been
baptised into Christ have put on Christ,
and if ye be Christ's, then are ye
Abraham’s seed, and heirs according to
the promise.” So that here is a seed
developed from Christ in relation to Abra-
ham, in connection with the promise of
which Abruham was made the depository.
I need say no more to explain how the
Messiah, though cut off, could have a
seed. I will simply ask Mr. Stern how
his system explains it ¥ I presume he will
say that he is not bound to yive an
explanation, and he must take the con-
sequence of adopting that policy so faras
the impression on the audience is con-
cerned. It is & very suspicious fact when
a disputant refuses to explain facts
alleged to be inconsistent with his own
theory.

I now resume the line of evidence I
was pursuing. I wasillustrating the fact
that the Messiah, according to the
prophets of Mr. Stern's own nation, was
to be a sufferer. He says that Isaiah
himself was the great light of Israel. Well,
now observe that this great light was sent
to say (Isaiah vi. 9), “Go and tell this
people, Hear yeindeed, butunderstand not,
and see indeed, but perceive not.” What
is the meaning of this? Does it not show
that the Jews lack understanding ? For
as Mr. Stern says, they can discern
jewels and diamonds, but higher things
are hid from them in our time. ¢ Make
the heart of this people fat, and inake
their ears heavy, and shut their eyes; lest
they see with their eyes and hecar with
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their ears. and understand with their
hearts, and be converted and be healed.”
According to Mr. Stern's interpretation,
the great light of his nation was sent to
bring darkness! What a desperate strait
Mr. Stern must be in when he finds him-
self compelled to sustain his theory by
such injustice to his own Scriptures.
referred to the 63rd chapter of Isaiah
as shewing that the Messiah was to be
a personage at first rejected. I now
refer to Ps. cxviii, 22 for the same pur-
pose, “The stone which the builders
refused is become the head of the corner.”
The builders of Israel were to reject their
chief corner stone; will they deny that the
chief corner stone of their political edifice
is the Messiah? Then he was to be
rejected by the builders. Isthe Messiah
of Mr. Stern’s expectation to be rejected?
Jesus of Nazareth was rejected by the
head men of Israel, and therefore he
answers to this prophetic intimation of
David. I next refer to Isaiah viii. 14.
“t1e ghall be for a sanctuary; but for a stone
of stunibling and for a rock of offence to both the
houres of Israel, for a gin and a enare to the
inh:bit-nts of Jerusalem. And many among
them shall stumble,and fall, and shall be broken,
and be snarcd, and be taken. Bind up the
testimony, seal the law among my disciples. And
I will wuit upon the Lord, that hideth His face
from the house of Jacob, and I will look for him.”

‘Who has been the stone of stumbling to
Israel 7 Jesus of Nazareth. And God has
hidden his face from them ; for are they not
now broken and snared and taken  Have
they not been for 1800 years wandering
in darkness? Jesus of Nazareth has
ascended into Heaven,and by the testi-
mony of the Apostles, is sitting at the
right hand of God; and the binding of
the law and the sealing of the testimony
among His disciples is now going on.
How complete is the correspondence
between Jesus and the Messiah foretold
by the prophets,

(Time called).

Mz. S8terRN: My opponent thinks that
he has a perfect right, and that he is
perfectly in order, to go on asking me to
produce the originals of Mosecs. I hold
that he is out of order tn unswer my
question by asking me another. I have
not come to discuss Judaism versus
Christadelphianism. I shall produce the
originuis of Moses when we discuss that
subject. It is8 not my purpose here
to-night. It is for you (lovhing at Mr.

Roberts,) to produce yours; it is for you
to affirm that Jesus of Nazareth was the
Messiah and for me to deny. Now we
have got 8o far from Mr. Roberts ; after
a great deal of trouble I have got him to
acgmw]edge that Matthew wus written
by Matthew, Mark by Murk, Luke by
Luke, and Jobn by Jobn, consequentl

I shall deal with that matter as soon as

am at liberty: butIshall now proceed with
what I intended to do in my last speech.
My friend says that I have no right to
assume that Daniel was mad. Perhaps
it is a very grave assumption on my part
to say so. ftonly say this that if he was
the prophet of God, and if he spoke the
words of God, of course he was not mad
at that time; but it is possible when he
said those words about the little horns
and big horns and what he saw in the
vision—it is quite possible that if he was
not mad, he was not very sensible. At
least so far as I am concerned, it has
nothing whatever to do with the subject
to-night. The only issue is whether we
shall tuke the weecks in Daniel to

‘represent weeks of years, and in other

places as weeks of days. My friend has
not attempted to deal with that. I have
laid great stress upon what a queer thing
it would be if Jesus were in the ve
three years instead of three days. Ihave
shown that, according to my friend’s ar-
ent, some people referred to in the
Id Testament must have lived for
thousands of years. Perhaps Livingstone
has met with some of them in his travels;
that is to say if I assume that each week of
the years they lived represents seven years.
Iam now going to Daniel ix. In verse 25
it says that Messiah the Prince will
appear at the end of the seventh week,
before the re-building of Jerusalem.
Now this cannot be this Jesus, as he was
not born until 350 years after the
re-building of Jerusalem, and only sevent
ﬁears beiore it was again destroy
esides in the mext verse it is said that
afterthreescoreand two wecks the Messiah
shall be cut off. Calling the weeks seven
ears in this case as in the other, the true
ilessinh ought to have lived 434 years.
Did Christ live so long ? He died, it has
been said when thirty-two or thirty-three
ears old; thus leaving a slight deficiency
in the prophecy of upwards of 400 years.
Again, from the context it appears that
the Messiah was to be a temporal prince.
Daniel calls himn Mecssiah the Prince, and
talks of troublesuwe times and of building
streots and walls. Waus Jesus such a
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Messiah? We are told in verse 27 that
he was to confirm the covenant with
many for one weck.  Did Christ confirm
a covenant with any one for one week—
namely, geven ycars? klis ministry lasted
about three. In the midst of the week,
we are also told he was to cause the
sacritice and oblation to cease. Did
Christ do this in his time? The Messiah
was to be cut off after three score and
two weeks, at the same time that the city
and the sanctuary were destroyed. Now
Jesus was put to death thirty-seven years
before the destruction of the city,and not
at the same time. It is further
announced that these seventy weeks were
to finish the transgression and to make
an end of sins. Was this result
attained either during the scventy weecks
or after their expirationt Why as Jews
we do not to-day profess to be without
sin. So far from these seventy weeks or
490 years, agreeing so precisely with the
advent of Christ, there was a difference
of at least half-a-century. In every
particular therctfore, is this boasted
prophecy of Mr. Roberts falsified. I will
now—since my friend insists upon the

enuineness, and since he rests his whole
ife upon the New Testament—Iwill now
proceed to quote a few passages, and see
how these men who were inspired by
God, relate circumstances, whether they
knew them or not—agree with each other.
I will endeavour to shew you how
they agrce with one another. In
the first place I refer to St. Luke,
and he gives us a description of
the resurrection. He says *“Now upon
the first day of the week, very early in
the morning, they came unto the sepulchre
bringing spices which they had prepared,
and certain others with them.” Now
this inspired writer cannot even tell you
who “gthey” were. He simply says
“they’ came ‘“and certain others with
them;” I do not know who they were.
But when I come to St. John he secms to
be & little more informed on the subject,
and it is very kind of him that he
really condescends to mention it. St.John
says, “the first day of the week came
Mary Magdalene carly, when it was yet
dark, to the sepulchre, and secth the stone
taken away from the scpulchre.”” Now
although Luke is deficient in instruction,
John makes up for it. Why Mary was
80 anxious to go on Saturday night, oras
he terms it on Sunday morning, I do not
know. They could not have expected any-
thing which they afterwards saw, for they

seemed all astonished at what they did
sece. What her object was in coming we
are not told ; but let us suppose that she
did know. Some ladies know things even
better than gentlemen.  Supnosing Mary
did know the things which the apostles
did not. The grand inspired apostles, the
beautiful apostles, which my friend
objects to me speaking so disparagingly
of —the grand apostles did not know as
much as the woman. What did she
know ? She knew that Jesus was to rixe
on the third day, for he was to be like
Jonah who was in the whale’s belly for
three days and three nizhts. Jesus was
to be three days and three nights in the
grave. As Jesus was crucified on Friday,
and buried on the same eveming;
how comes it that she was so very
anxious to know whether he had risen
when he had only been buried thirty
hours? I shall leave it to Mr. Roberts,
who knows what people not only said but
thought at the time—if he will be kind
enouch to tell us
(Time called.)

Mr. RoBerTs: I can tell Mr. Stern that
Mury did not go to the sepulehre with the
expectation that Jesus should rise. On
the contrary, in common with the
disciples, she *“knew not the Scriptures
that he shouid rise from the dead.”” She
went to the grave to perform the last
offices of the dead, to ancint the body
with certain spices. Mr. Stern is there-
fore arguing on a fallacy, when he
assumes Mary was at the grave in
expectation of His resurrection. Then
the aposties were not inspired at that
time ; they were notinspired till the Day
of Pentecost; we are distinctly informed
(Jno.vii. 39) that the Holy Spirit was not
given when Christ was with them. The
argument on that point therefore also
falls to the ground. As to the alleged
discrepancies betwcen the accounts of the
resurrection, he has yet to make them
manifest. What is there inconsistent
between the two narratives although they
vary ¢ I see nothing, and until he shows
they conflict, I need not attempt to recon-
cile them. Then because he finds the
prophecy of the seventy weeks very much
in his way, he makes another attempt to
get rid of it. But just as he assumed
fucts about the resurrection which had
no existence, 50 he does in this case. Ie
says that the Messiah should have
appeared at the end of the seventh week
after the re-building of Jerusaulem. He

— e —— ———— - ———
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does not perceive that the whole period
from the re-building of Jeruslem to the
Messiah, is seventy weeks. and that the
seven weeks is only a subdivision marked
by certain events in Jewish history. Mr.
Stern on this point is raising fictitious
objections. I may tell you in brief that
just as in the application of the 53rd of
saiah, 80 in this, he is at issue with the
great bulk of his ancestors who recognised
the seventy weeks as the prophetic equiv-
slent of 490 years, at the end of which
they expected the Messiah. He asks why
should they look at the matter thus,
the reason is obvious. Fitness demands,
that where in a vision great things are
represented by little things, such as a dy-
nasty bya little horn, an empire by a beast,
and 80 on, 8o a great period of time should
be represented by a small period of time;
and if he agks for Scripture authority for
the view that the scale is a day for a year,
he has only to refer to the 4th chapter of
Ezekiel, 4th and 5th verses, where a period
of time is distinctly explained to have
been symbolised on the day for a year
principle. The period of seventy weeks
is subdivided with regard to certain events
that were to mark the currency. After
three score and two weeks (in the 25th
verse), from the issue of the command for
the restoration of Jerusalem unto Messiah
the Prince, were to be seven weeks, at the
end of which Jerusalem would be fully re-
established, though the time would be
troublous ; three score and two weeks.
at the end of which the ministry of the
Messiah would commence. But Mr. Stern
says that according to Daniel, the Messiah
was to appear at the end of the seven.
This is not so; and as Mr. Stern has
failed to show it, it is sufficient for me to
contradict it. It is after the threescore
and the seven that the Messiah was to
appear, and Jesus appeared at that very
time John had fulfilled his mission in
reparing a situation favourable for the
rd’s introduction to the notice of Israel.
Threeand a half of thelast seven years had
run, and then Jesus himself was revealed
to Israel; and in the second half of the
last seven, he did confirm the covenant
made to the fathers. I give Mr. Sterna
Jew’'s authority for that. Paul, in Rom.
xv. 8, says “Now I say that Jesus Christ
was & minister of the circumcision for the
truth of God, to confirm the promises made
unto the futhers.” Jesus confirmed those
covenants of promise by rcmoving the
great impediment in the way of their
fulfilment. He was cut oif, and thus

made reconciliation for iniquity and
brought ineverlastingrighteousness, with-
out which it was impossible that the
bestowal of immortality involved in the
covenant could have been made. for
Abraham was under the sentence of Eden.
Uuntil the obstacle arising out of that was
removed, it was impossible that the
covenant could be carried out. The
matter before us is the solution of the
difficulty. Jesus of Nazareth, the seed of
Abraham and David. yet a spotless, sinless
victim, died crucified, and thus took away
the sin of the world, and in rising again
confirmed the covenant made with the
fathers. This was in the last half of the
week. He also caused to cease the
Mosaic sacrifices, for Paul, who was a Jew
of higher standing than Mcr. Stern (for, as
he said, “I am a Pharisce and the son of
a Pharisee, a Hebrew of the Hcbrews™)
says Jesus put an end to the law of
Moses, nailing it to his cross. Christ is the
end of the law for righteousness to every-
one that believeth (Rom. x. 4). He says,
“The blood of bulls and goats could not
take away sin, but by one offering he, the
Messiah, hath perfected forever them that
are sanctified. * He taketh away the first
covenant (Mosaic) that he may establish
the second” (Abrahamic)— Heb. x. 9).
8o that as regards their efficacy—their
divine validity—Jesus of Nazareth did
cause, in his death, a cessation of sacrifices
asintimated inthe prophecy of the seventy
weeks. It is vain for anyone to point to
the fact that they continued to be offered
in the temple, for though ottered they were
no longer recognised.

I will now resume my line of evidence.
In Zech. xii. 10, speaking of the time of
coming glory, it says :—

“ And I will pour upon the house of David,
and upon the inhabitants of Jerusalem the Spivit
of grace and supp'ications: and they shall look
upon me whom they harve picrced, and they shall
mourn for him, as one mourneth for his only
son, and shall be in bitterness for him, as one
that is in Litierness for his firstborn.”

To whom does this apply P Does Mr.
Stern expect his Messiah to be pierced by
the Jews ? No, but Jesus of Nazareth was
pierced by the Jews. Mr. Stern may say
the Romans. No doubt the actual
wounding was by them, but at whose
instigation was it 7 When a man takes an
implement in his hand and does something
with it, you do not say it is the implement
that does it; the thing done is the act of
the operator, though actually done by the
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implement. In this way the Queen is
said to do things in the government of
the country that she in reality does not
do, because they are considered to be done
by her authority. On the rame principle,
the Jews did picrce the Messiah by means
of the Romuns. The Roumans of their
own accord would never have done it.
Pilate wanted to let him go, but the Jews
olamoured for his crucitixion, and so Pilate
gave them their way. Here then is a
statement that they are to look upon him

whom they have pierced. Does not this '

answer to Jesus of Nazareth ?
I refer next to Zech. ix, 9, where this
same king is introduced : —

“ Rejoice greatly, O daughter of Zion, shout O
daughter of Jerusalem, behold thy King cometh
unto thee; He is just and having salvation;
lowly riding upon an ass and upon a colt the fosl
of an ass.”

And it gues on to say at the eleventh

verse, “ As for thee also, by the blood of

thy covenant, I have sent forth thy priests
out of the pit wherein is no water” (a
metaphorical description of the grave

culiar to the prophets). Now here is an
intimation that there is to be in connection
with the Messiah, a liberation of the people
from the grave, as the result of a coven-
ant to which blood has relation. *The
blood of thy covenant.” Can Mr. Stern
explain this connection with his Messiah ?
Can he deny its applicability to Jesus of
Nazareth? The blood of Jesus Christ was
shed on Calvary, andinall New Testament
representations of the final triumph of
Christ's work, His blood is a prominent
feature. ‘“‘He hath washed us in His onen
blood’—(Rev. i. 5). “Thou hast redeemed
us by Thy blood out of every kindred,
and tongue, and geople, and nation'—
(Rev. v.9). Mr. Stern asks how Jesus
Fmtiﬁoa anybody ? I answer by quoting

aul in Acts xiii. 38. In the course of a
s%eech addressed to the Jews, Paul says
“Be it known unto you therefore, men and
brethren, that through this man is
preached unto you the forgiveness of sins ;
and by him nli that believe are justified
Jfrom all things from which ye could not
be justified by the law of Moses.” My
answer then is, that Israel's God is pleased
to regard & man asin a righteous position
who has faith in this crucified Messiah.

In Isaiah xlix. 7, you have the same
idea distinctly brought to view :—

“Thus saith the Lord, the Redeemer of Israel
and his Holy One, to him whom man despiseth,
to him whom the nation abhorreth, to a scrvant

of rulers. kings shall see and arise, princes also
sh-1l worship, becnuse of the Lord that is faith-
ful. and the Holy one of Israel, and he shail
choose thee. Thus saith the Lord, In an
acceptable time have I heard thee, and in & day
of salvation have I helped thee: and I will
preserve thee, and give thee for a covcnant for the
people, to establish the earth, to cuuse to inherit
the desolate heritages.”

Now what is a covenant? According
to the Hebrew term, it is a dividing
by cutting, because a covenant was
establised over the divided bodiecs of slain
beasts; so thatin saying of this personage
that God would give him for a covenant,
it was equivalent to saying that he would
give him up to be done as was done to
Jesus of Nazareth ; asthe result of which,
great blessings would flow to those who
believed in him. Wil this apply to Mr.
Stern’s looked-for Messiah ¥ It applies to
Jesus. Carrying out this view, we find in
the next chapter (Isaiah 1,5,) “I gave my
back to the smiters, and my cheeks
to them that plucked off the hair;
I hid not my face from shame and
spitting.”” which is true of Jesus of
Nazareth : to him these words most truly
apply. Again, in Micah v. 1, you have
the same feature :

“Now gather thyself in troops, O daughter of
troops; he hath laid sicge ag dinst us; they shall
smite the judge of lsrael with a rod upon the
cheek.”

The judge of Tsrael is the Messiah.
Has the Messiah whom Mr. Stern expects
to be smitten ¢ (Looking at Mr. Stern,) He
shakes his head ; therefore his Messiah is
not the Messiah of the prophets, for the
Messiah of the prophets was to be emitten
to death and buried with the rich.

(Time called).

Mr. Stery: You have heard the last
sentence of Mr. Roberts; I am very sorry
to say that I do not approve the style or
the manner he debates this question.
Really and truly if you have taken
notice of him, you must have been
impressed as I have been. It must have
seemed to you, as if the Jews are here
before you, accused to-day of crucifyin
Jesus, and you are the jury to judge, an
he is the counsel pleading for Jesus; and
he wishes you to condemn us to-day.
Really, I did not think I was coming here
for that; surcly he might have put it in
a milder manner than he has done. Do
speak in a calmer tone! What do you
meun by saying we have crucified your
Jesus? How gnre you come here and
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say we have crucified your Jesus?
According to your theory, he has no right
to be crucified ; according to your theory,
Jesus is wrongly crucified; we are to
be blamed for crucifying him. And what
would become of your salvation then?
You would all have to go to hell. We
ought to argue this question calmly. I
have tried to argue it calmly. I have
no ill-feeling against any man or women,
no matter where they come from; what-
ever creed they belong to. . As Christians,
I hate you, but outside of your Christ-
ianity, I can love, and respect you as
men. I do not blame ycu, nor give you
a wrong sentiment as individuals, I give
my hatred to that blasphemous, infamous
and merciless creed which you call
Christianity.  (Disapprobation.) My
friends, I have told you over and over
again, that hissing will have no effect
on me. Not one sentence will I leave out,
Well, my friend speaks as if life itself
depended upon it.
r. Roberts: It does.

It does in your opinion. If I wasto
be judged, I would at least get impartial
people to judge me. I have told you
over and over again, that I have not
come here to discuss Judaism. We
have got another night, and I hope
and trust that he will use milder language,
so that I may be able to reply in the
same terms. I told him at the outset,
¢ do not be surprised, if the result of this
discussion is for me to embrace Christ-
ianity.”” Is this the way to get me to be
a Christian? At least you ought to use
mild language. Let us see some of your
Christian kindness. We are not here as
Jews who have crucified Jesus; I hold
that they did not crucify him. The Jews
were under the Roman government, and
they had no power to withhold him from
being crucified. It is your forged docu-
ments that tell you we have crucified
him. We have never done anything of
the sort. In fact, before I leave here, 1
am prepared to prove that Jesus was not
crucified at all. (Laughter.) According
to Mr. Roberts, everything 1 say falls
to the ground, and everything he says
is established. He says, Jesus did
fulfil the covenant. I will refer you
to Dan. x. 27—*“And he shall confirm
the covenant with many for one week.”
Christ did not confirm the covenant
for one week, that is, seven years.
The whole of his ministry did not
last above three. How can it refer to
Jesus? He says that although they

have continued to sacrifice, they are not
recoguised by God. This is the height of
presumption, for a man to come here in
1871, and tell us what God did 2,000
years ago. How dare you come here and
say so? The very fuct that they contin-
ued the sacrifices showed that God must
have accepted them. How dare you
come here and say He did not? Surely
my friend does not mean to say that he
has dreamed, and that a ghost has
appeared to him. I do not believe in

hosts; but perhaps he will make a

istinction between an ordinary ghost
and a holy one. If he does I shall be
glad to know the difference. Of course
my friend says he has cut me to pieces
with everything he has said. I will leave
it with you whether he has or not. He
says that Mary Muagdalene went with
some spices to embalm Jesus. Well now,
it says, “The first day of the week
cometh Mary Magdalene early, when
it was yet dark, unto the sepulchre, and
seeth the stone taken away from the
sepulchre. Then she runneth and cometh
to Simon Peter.”” She ran away, so you
see she did not do what she went for.
But mark this, although Luke says,
“They came, and certain others with
them,” which means a few, say half-a-
dozen, John says it was only Mary
Magdalene; and Mark says “when the
sabbath was past, Mary Magdalene, and
Mary the mother of James, and Salome,
had bought sweet spices, that they might
come and anoint him.” It says there
were two Marys. This is certainly a
little more sensible, still it would not
agree with Luke; it must be more than
three ; it-certainly contradicts. In John
it says that on the first day of the week
cometh Mary Magdalene, “then she
runneth.” It is alluding to one person,
because if any more were there they
would all run. Now let us see what
Matthew says: “In the end of the
Sabbath, as it began to dawn toward the
first day of the week, came Mary

- Magdalene and the other Mary, to see the

sepulchre ; and, behold, there was a great
earthquake, for the angel of the Lord
descended from heaven, and came and
rolled back the stone from the door, and
sat upon it.’” Here is an earthquake
which everybody should have noticed,
and yet none of the apostles say anything
about it but Matthew. My friend says
they werc not inspired then, and that
they were liable to error; and I admit it.
I wish to make one or two remarks before
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the close of the mecting. I am perfeetly ?! prove that he was not. The decision rests
willing to reccive any fuir arrument, any & with you. I will conclude in the words
reasonable one, but not a mysterious one. | of the poet, John Critchley Prince :

The whole of lust night he was referring

to the beautiful mysteries of the New “My rel'gion is 1)ve—'tis the noblest and
Testament. I intended to ask him what purest;
he meant. I do not blame him for My temple the universe—widest and surest ;
referring to the mysterious, but I want ! I worslip my G.d through his works which
people to explain mysteries. I have ure fair,

| And the joy of my thouglts is perpetual
prayor.

not come here to get you to embrace
Judaism. If he tries to prove that Jesus
of Nazarcth was the Mcssiah, I shall

THIRD NIGHT.

Thursduay, October 19th, 1871,

THE meeting having been opened pro || with that clearness which one would have
forma by the Chairman, expected : but I will give the explana-

Mr. RoBerTs suid : Ladies and Gentle- tion. The argument ?intended in my
men, when Mr. Stern gave me  the appeal was & mere answer to an argu-
challenge which has led to this debate, it ment employed by himself. He said:
was with the idea, on his part, of “My fathers rejected the Messiah;
holding but one meeting. I told him, at therefore, I will,” which implies this
once that I felt sure that we should not || assumption: “My fathers were in the
be able to go through the subject in one || right in their rcjecting Jesus.” Now,
night - that it would want, at least, ! this my answer strikes at the root of
three nizhts. I am afraid that I was | assumption. It shews that his fathers
under the mark. The extent of the (according to what he himsclf is com-
evidence that I proposed to adduce in pelled to admit) have always been in the
support of the claims that Jesus of || wrong. and, therefore, that it is highly
Nuzarcth was the Messiah, I find to be so |i probuable that upon this greater question,
great as to make it next to impossible || they are equally in the wrong. I should
to compress it within the designed limits. like to deal with the great Jewish ob-
For this reason, I must necessarily pass || jections to the gencalogics of Christ as
by muny points of detail which I had || found in the New Testament. I expected
thought of noticing, and content mysclf || to be called upon at the hands of
with following that line of positive || Mr. Stern to deal with these objections,
evidence which is likely to make an and, therefore, reserved in my first half-
impression upon logical and sincere || hour specch, the more particular con-
minds, with regard to the merits of the || sideration of them. e has not so
question.  There arve, however, one or | called upon me. Yet as the point is of
two little matters I should like to say a |' some importance, I will devote a minute
word upon before pursuing this course. or two tu the subject before passing on to
I should like to say that Mr. Stern has |l the general evidence in demonstration of
rather misapprehended my appeal last || the Messiahship of Jesus. The Jewish
night to the gencral attitude of his || objection to the genealogies is, that even
people in the course of their history. || if they were genuine, they would fail to
He resented my appenl as an accusation, || prove Jesus to be of the seed of David,
He thinks that 1 appeared in the since they do not make him out to have
capacity of an accusinz counsel, culling | bLeen so on the male side—the female side
upon you to pass judgwment upon them. || not reckoning in Jewish genealogies. I
I excuse him for makiug that mistake, || admit that so far as the strict genea-
cousidering that there are 5o many plain logical tree is concerned, the female
things which he has failed to perceive || genealogy is not taken into account, but
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I do deny that the Jewish genecalogics
ignored the female element in reckoning
extraction. I will call your attention to
0:0 or two proofs in support of my
d nial  in the writings of the Old
Testnn nt—in  the writings of  Mr.
Stern’'s own nation, and which he is
boend to recogmize.  In the cares to
which I call attention, the interposition of
a female was sufticient to continue a
gencalogical line in the absence of a male
link; men were reckoned the sons of
futhers whose real suns they were not, by
reason of their marrying the father's
daughter. I refer first to 1 Chroncles
ii. 22, in which we learn that one
Jair was begotten of Scgul, son of
Hezron, son of Phares, son of Juduh,
one of the =rons of Jacob. The
words of the verse are ‘‘Hezron
went into the daughter of Machir, the
father of Gilead, whom he married when
he was threescore years old: and she
bare him Segul, and Scgul begat Jair.”
Now, according to the argument of the
Jews upon the genealogy of Jesus, Jair,
oucht to be reckoned of the house of
Judah, because he was the son of
Hezron of the tribe of Judah. though his
mother was the daughter of Machir of the
tribe of Manassch. The mother ought not
to be allowed, according to their argn-
ment, to have any effcct in determining the
genealogical status of the son. But we
find that contrary to the Jewish conten-
tion the mother did have eftcct. When
we turn to Numb. xxxii. 41, we find this
same individual (Jair) introduced as “the
son of Muanassch,’’ because he was the
son of a daughter of the tribe of Man-
assch, though his father was of the
tribe of Judanh. Now I ask upon
what principle can it be denied that
Jesus was the son of David, when
his mother was of the house of
David, if Jair was a son of Munassch,
because his mother was of the house of
Munusseh ?

Again, in the same chapter we read
of Sheshan, of whom we are told, in the
34th verse, that * /e had pro son«, BUT
pAUGHTERS,” according to which Sheshan,
(in the Jewish contention) should have
had no subsequent gencalogy.  But what
happens? At the same Jith verse, it
says that Sheshan had a servant, an
Egyptian, whose name was Jarha; and
Sheshan gave his daughter to Jarha to

wife, and she bare him  Atrtai,
and Attai begat Nathan, &c. Now,
whose children were Attai, Nuthan,

. described  as
: The New Testament Mcessiah answers

&e., according to Jewish objection to
Jesus ¥ Jarha's distinctly.  Not She-
shun’s, the father of Jarha's wife. Yet
at the 31st verse, they are called the
chiliren of Sheshan,  True, it reads
“Ahlai” instead of Attai, but this is
onc of those mere variations which are
80 common in Hebrew names  Thus, we
find the ofispring of Sheshan’s daughter
attributed to the futher of that daughter
and not to be reckoned at all to the
Egyptian. Now, if Attai can be the son
of Sheshan, according to Jewish gene-
alogy, when he is only the son of
Sheshan's daughter, I ask why Jesus of
Nazarcth cannot be considered the son
of David, though descended from David
by a daughter ounly ¥ Again, we have
the case of lliram, employed by Solomon
in the artistic processes  of the
Temple. He is described as the
son of a wmoman of the daughters of
Dan.  There are other cases which
I had sought out, but these must
snftice. I consider them sufficient upon
that single point, which I supposed
Mr. Stern would have made a strong
point.

I now resume the line of evidence upon
which I was engaged last evening, and
to which, in view of the limited time, I
shall strive largely to devote myself in
the subsequent part of to-nizht's debate,
irrespective of the course Mr. Stern may
pursue; unless, indced, he unexpectedly
turn very logical, and give me something
else to deal with. You will recollect
that, last night, I produced an abundaunce
of evidence from the prophets to shew
that the Messinh was to be a sufferer,
and, at last, slain. The passage I now
quote was to have been the last link of
evidence on that point. In Zech. xiii. 6,
it says: ‘“*And oue shall say unto him,
What are these wounds in thine hands?
then shall he answer: Thosze with which
I nas wounded in the house of my
friend;” in  conmection with which
we have this singular dcclaration:
“Awake, O sword, against my shep-
herd, and against the man my fellow,
saith the Lord of Hosts; smite the
shepherd  and  the sheep shall  be
scattered, and I will turn mine hand
upon the little ones.” The first point
here is that the Messiah is deseribed
as the frdon of Jechovah, the God of
Isracl; I ask upon what principle the
Messiah looked for by Mr. Stern can be
the fellow of God?
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that description exactly ; for we are told,
in the 18t chapter of Hceb, verse 2,
that he is “the brightuess of God's
glory and the express image of His
person.”  This result was by the very
means that the Jews despise with so
much scorn—the operation of the Spirit
upon & virgin of the house of David.
Thus was begotten a son of David and
son of God - higher than the mere man
Messiah of Jewish expectation.  This
reminds me that, last night, Mr. Stern
made some sort of unfavourable comment
upon an expression of mine about the
beauty of the mystery. Now I did not
attempt, as he supposed I did, to explain
the mystery; for there are depths in
divine truth that we can only know
without being able to understand.  And
this is true in nature as well. We know
the sunlight, but we do not understand
it. We know life in all creatures, but
we do not understand it. There are
thousands of things we know, but
cannot understand in a profound sense,
because the infinite is beyond the grasp
of the human intellect. I do not
attempt to define the mystery of God in
Christ, but I pointed ont what Mr. Stern
failed to see—that Jesus of Nazareth
combines the two necessities created by
the prophets. The Messinh was to be
the son of David; Jesus of Nazareth
was so. He was to be God: Jesus of
Nazarcth was so in the scnse of God
being manifested in the flesh by the
8pirit; whereas, the Messiah he upholds
as & mere man, cannot be made to
answer to these two things.

I proceed to call attention to other
features of the Messiah of the prophets
with which Jesus of Nazarcth cor-
responds. In Deut. xviii. 18, we read: “I

ill raise them up a prophet from among
their brethren like unto thee, and will
put my words in his mouth; and he shall
speak unto them all that I shall command
him. And it shall come to pass that
whosroever will not hearken unto my
words which he shall speak in my name,
I will require it of him.” The point
here is the declaration “I will put my
words in his mouth”—the words of the
God of Isracl in the mouth of the
antitypical JMoses  This feature is
apparent in other parts of the prophets.
In Isaiah Ixi. 1, you find it in these
words: * The Spirit of the Lord God is
apon me, becausc the Lord hath anointed
me to preach good tidings unto the meck;
he lmt,E sent we to bind up the broken-

'

hearted, to proclaim liberty to the
captives, and the opening of the prison to
them that are found.”  Again in Isaiah
xi. 2: *The Spirit of the Lord shall rest
upon him, the spirit of wisdon and
understanding, the spirit of counsel and
micht, the spirit of knowledge and of
the fear of the Lord.” Again in Isaish
li. 16: “I have put my words in thy
mouth, and I have covered thee in the
shadow of mine hand;” and again in
Micah v. 4: “ He shall stand and feed
in the strength of  Jehorah, in  the
majesty of the name of the Lord his
God ; and they shall abide, for now shall
he be great unto the ends of the earth.”
Now, Jesus of Nazareth answers to all
these plain declarations concerning the
Messiah, in the Old Testament. He did
not pretend to be wise of himself. He ex-
pressly declared that God's words were
in his mouth; he did not. according to
Trinitarian views of him, claim to be
God himself—one of three persons in the
Godhead—but he claimed to be the mani-
festation of the one Eternal Father, who
revealed Himself through him to Israel.
I proceed to call your attention to the
illustrations of this point. In John iii.
34, we have the testimony of John the
Baptist concerning Jesus, thus, “He
whom God hath sent speaketh the words
of Gud; for God giveth not the Spirit by
measure unto him.”” In John vii. 16,
Jesus of Nazareth said: *“My doctrine
i8 not mine, but his that sent me; and in
the 8th chapterand 26th verse: “ I have
many things to say and to judge of you,
but He that sent me is true; and J speak
to the world those things mwhich I have
heard of Him;" and at the 38th verse:
* I speak that which I have seen nwitn my

Jather”' At the 12th chapter and 49th

verse : “I have not spoken of myself, but
the Father who sent me. He gave me a
commandment what I showld sav.”
John xiv. 10: “ Believest thou not,” he
said to Philip “that I am in the Father
and the Father in me ? the words that I
speak unto you, I speak not of myself, but
the Father that dwelleth in me, he doeth
the works.” Then, at the 24th verse:
“JIe that loveth me not keepeth mot
my sayings, and the word which ye hear
is not mine, but the Fa'her's who sent
me.””  These I consider te be unmis-
takable illustrations of that feature of
the Messiah foretold by Moses and the
prophets, “I will put my words in his
mouth.” Jesus didn’t come in his own
name, like the false Christs, whowm the
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Jews have, from time to time, received' ;
as he said, “If any man come in his
own name. him ye will receive; but J
have come in my Faticr's name, and ye
have not received me.”

Now the argument following upon
that is this : that the words of Jesus of
Nazareth are of a kind that can only be
explained on the snpposition that he 1s in
reality that prophet like unto Moses, in
whose month the words of God were put.
That. indeed, is the very answer given
by the men who were sent to apprehend
Jesus; they were struck with his words,
and when they returned to the captain
of the temple, they said, “ newer man
spahe itke this man.” 1 propose to read
you one or two illustrations of this fact,
that **he spake as never man spake;”
and that, therefore, the words of Christ
are the words of God; that the words of
Christ can only be the words of a man
who was no mere man, but the Father of
men tabernacling among men by his
Spirit, and speaking through this man in
words which illustrate the description of
him. that “he spoke as one havin§
authority, and not as the scribes.”
will read you a specimen of his sayings
from Luke xi., commencing at the 29th
verse :—

“And when the people were gathered thick
together he began to say: This is an evil gene-
ration, they seek a sign and there shall no
sign be given it, but the sign of Jonas the
prophet. For as Jonas was & sign unto the
Ninevites, so shall also the Son of Man be
to this generation. The queen of the south
shall rise up in the judgment with the men
of this generation, and@ condemn them: for she
came from the utmost parts of the earth to
hear the wisdom of Solomon; and, behold a
greater than Solomon is here. The men of
Nineveh shall rise up in the judgment with this
generation, and shall condemn it: for they
repented at the preaching of Jonas; and, behold,
& greater than Jonas is here. No man, when he
hath lighted a canale, putteth it in a secret
vlace, neither under a bushel, but on a candle-
stick, that thcy whbich come in may see the
light. Tbhe light of the body is the eye: there-
fore when thine eyve is single, thy whole body
also is full of light; bt when thine eye is
evil, thy body also is full of darkuness. Take
heed, therefore tha' *he light which is in thee
be not darknes, 1If thy whole body therefore
be full of Lighit, ha ug no part dark. the whole
shall be full of light, as when the bright whining
of & candle doth give thee light. And as he
spake, & certain Pharisee besought him to dine
with him: and he went in and sat down to

P

meat. And when the Phariece saw it, he
marvelled that he had not first washed before
dinner. And the Lord said unto him, Now do
ye Pharisees make clean the outside of the cup
and the platter; but your inward part is full
of ravening and wickedness. Ye fools, did not
he that made that which is without make that
which is within also? But rather give alms
of such things as ye have; and, behold, all
things are clean unto yon. But woe unto you,
Pharisees, for ye tithe mint and rue, and all
manner of herbs, and pass over judgment and
the love of God: these ought ye to have done,
and not to leave the other undone. Woe unto
you, Pharisecs! for ye love the uppermost seats
in the synagogues, and greetings in the markets.
Woe unto you, Scribes and Pharisees, hypo-
crites! for ye are as graves which appear not,
and the men that walk over them are not aware
of them. Then answered one of the lawyers,
and said nnto him, Master, thus saying thou
reproachcst us also. And he said, Woe unto you
also, ye lawyers | for ye lade men with burdens
grievous to be borne, and ye yourselves touch
not the burdens with one of your fingers. Woe
unto you! for ye build the sepulchres of the
prophets, and your fathers killed them. Truly
ye bear witness that ye allow the deeds of
your fathers: for they indeed killed them,
and ye build their sepulchres. Therefore also
said the wisdom of God, I will send them
prophets and apostles, and some of them they
shall slay and persecute. That the blood of all
the prophets, which was shed from the
foundation of the world, may be required of
this generation. From the blood of Abel unto
the blood of Zacharias, which perished between
the altar &nd the temple: verily I say unto you,
It shall be required of this generation. Woe
unto you, lawyers! for ye have taken away the
key of knowledge; ye entered not in yourselves,
and them that were entering in ye hindered *

That is a public discourse of Jesus, and
I submit that it is speaking as mever
man spake ; a style of discourse not to be
accounted for on the Jewish hypothesis—
that he was an impostor, but only
intelligible on the supposition that he was
indeed the Messiah, the prophet like unto
Moses, into whose mouth the God of Israel
was to put His own words.

I now give you a private discourse of
his to his own disciples (John xv.), and I
call upon you to imagine an impostor
speaking in this style, which is the
character in which Mr. Stern wishes usto
consider the Lord Jesus.

“Iam the true vine, and my Father is the
husbandman. Every branch in me that beareth
not fruit. He taketh away; and every branch
that beareth fruit, he purgeth it that it may
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bring forth mo;efruit. Now ye are clean throuch
the word which I Inive spoken unto you. Abide
in me. and I in you. As the branch canunot
bear fruit of itself, except it abide in the vine,
no more can ye except ye abide inme. Tam
the vine, yc are the branches; he that abid.th
in me and I in him, the rame bringeth forth
much fruit: for without me ye can do nothing.
If a man abide not in me he is cast forth as a
branch, and is withered ;: and men gather them,
and cast them into the five, and they are burned.
If ye abide in me, and my words abidein you, ye
shall ask what ye will, and it shall be done uuto
you. Herein is my Father glorified, that ye
bear much fruit: 8o shall ye be my disciples. As
the Father bath loved me, so have I loved you;
continue ye in my love. If ye kecp my com-
mandments, ye shall atide in my love, even as I
have kept my Father's commandments, and
abide in His love. These things have I spoken
unto you, that my joy miynt remain in you, and
that your joy might be full. This is my com-
mandment, That ye love one another as I have
loved you. Greater love hath no man than this,
that he lay down his life for his fricnds. Ye are
my friends if ye do whatroever I command you.
Henceforth T call you not servants: for the serv-
ant knoweth not what his lord docth; but I have
called you friends, for all thinuss that I have
heard of iy Father 1 have made known unto
you. . . . These things I command you,
that ye love one another. Ifthe world hate you,
ye know that it hated me before it hated you. .
. . . Remember the word that I said unto
you, the servant is not greater than his lord. If
they bave persecuted me, they wiil also perse-
cute you: if they have kept my saying, they will
kecp yours also. But ali these things will they
do unto you for my name's sake, because they
know not Him that sent me.”

Take another discourre, which yon will
find recorded in Luke xii, commencing at
the 32nd verse:

% Fear not, little flock, for it is your Father's
good pleasure to give yon the kingdom. Sell
that ye have, and give alms; provide yourselves
bags which wax not old, a treasure in the heaven
that falleth not, where no thief approacheth,
neither moth corrupteth. For where your
treasure is there will your heart bo also. Let
your loins be girded about, and your lights
burning ; and ye yourselves like unto men that
wait ‘or their Jord, when he will return from the
wedding; that when he cometh and knocketh,
they may open unto him immediately. Blessed
are those servants, whom the lord when he
cometh shall ind watching: verily, I say unto
you, that he shall gird himself, and make them
to 8it down to meat, and will come forth and
serve them.  And if he shall come in the second
watch, or come in the third watch, and find them
80, blessed are those servants. And this kuow,

that if the gnod man of the honse had known
what hoar the thief would come, he would have
waiched, and not have nuffered his house to bhe
broken throuvh. Be ye therefore rendy a'so:
for the Son of man come:h at an hour when yve
think not. Tien Peter said unto him, Lo-d,
speakest thou this parable unto us, or even to
all? And the Lord said, Who then is that
fiithful and wis» steward, whom his lord shall
make ruler over his household to give them their
portion of nieat i1 due season? Blesred is that
servant, whom his lord when he cometh sh:ill
find 8o doing. Of a truth I say unto you, that
he wiil make him ruler over all that he ha h.
But, and if the servaut say in his h-art, My lord
delayeth his comwing; and shall begin to beat the
meuservants and maideus, and to cat snd diink,
aud to be drunkeu; the lord of that s rvant
will come in & day when he looketh not for him,
and at an hour when he is not aware, and will
cut him n rander, and will appoint him his
portion with the unbelievers.

(Time called.)

Mr. Stery :  Mr. Chairman and
fricnds:  We have now arrived at
what I may term the beginuing of
the end; that is if an end is to be
come to upon this subject at all. My
opponent  has  taunted me with not
having given him sutlivient to attack
me with.  Ile scems to have been
prepared to attack me had I been
Mr. Monaet; but as I am not Mr.
Monaet, and consequently have not
taken up his arguments, I have not
received the hard hits that Mr. Roberts
was prepared to give him. But I
am not here to give him arguments to
attack me with. It is for him to
prove his atlirmation that Jesus of
Nazareth was the Messiah, and it is for
me to disprove it; it is for him to bring
arguments forward, and it i for me to
deny them and to shew you why I deny
them. A number of points have been
laid down, namely the seventy weeks of
Daniel, and the virgin as it is called in
the English version of Isaiah. I went
at once to the points and I have proved
my case from my point of view—from
the Jewish point of view—which of course
is different to hig, and which he knew I
should do before he came. 1 have proved
to him that the seventh of Isaiah—the
passage which he quoted—had nothing
to do with Christ. I have proved to him
that the passage he quoted in the middle
of the chapter really referred to the
passages preceding  it, and it also
referred to the two or rather the three
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chapters following. My friend then
shifted his head quarters from the seventh
to the fifty-third of Ixaiah, I thereupon
})roved to him that that chapter could
wve no allusion whatever to Jesus, since
it was alluding to a personage who lived
before the time of Isaiah.  He again
referred me to the ninth chapter, and
here again I assert that this passage has
nothing whatever to do with Jesus. I
will just quote it, “For unto us a child
is born, unto us a son is given; and the
government shall rest upon his shoulders ;
and he shall be called Wonderful,
Counsellor, the mighty God, the ever-
lasting Father, the Prince of Peace.”
I hold that is still calling attention to
the same event which Isaiah was alluding
to when he was addressing Ahaz; and
when he says “unto us a child is born,”’
he is certainly alluding to himself, and
his wife, aud the child his wife bore. I
expect you will differ from me and say he
alluded to something different, but you
know it is a very easy matter if you wish
to quote something to harmonise with
any theory which you wish to establish.
What iy friend had to do was to bring
such overwhelming proofs that I could
not have had any doubt at all, but he has
not done so. I asked him, and it seemed
to him rather out of the way—I asked
him to produce the originals of the Four
Gospels, but after a good deal of
wrangling he admitted that Matthew
wrote Matthew, Mark wrote Mark, Luke
wrote Luke, and John wrote John—the
first in Hebrew, and the three last in
Greek. The original copies my fricnd
says are lost, and he doesn’t scem to have
auy hope of ever recovering them, nor
does he tell us in whose possession they
were when they were lost. Well, now,
let us examine the position we are in. I
came hcre as a doubter, not alone of
Jesus, but I came here as a doubter of
the value of the testimony in the New
Testament ; and I have a perfect right to
doubt it. “But,” says Mr. Roberts,
“you have mot, the testimony is
sufficient ;" and he goes to the old
Hebrew Testament and quotes passages,
which certainly, wherever he reads seem
to refer to Jesus; but as soon as I read
them, they secem just the reverse. Now,
I wish with your kind permission to read
some quotations from a learned authority,
but before doing so I thought of just
comparing a passage he has quoted from
the New Testament with a few I have
cut from the same book. He has shown

.

us of course the beautiful and the best
passages he could possibly find of this
good individual—of this God of my
friend, who was to do all this good. Now
with your permission, I will just, in
opposition to what he has read, sce how
good these seem to you  Luke xii. 49,
81: “I am come to send fire on the
earth, and what will I, if it be alrcady
kindled ; suppose ve that I am come to
give peace on earth? Nay, but rather
division.” Well that is true; he has been
the cause of division; I belicve it.
Matthew x. 34, 36:

“Think not that I am come to send peace on
earth: T came not to send peace. but & sword.
For I am come to set A man at variance ngainst
his father, and the dnughter against her mother,
and the daughter-in-law agninst her mother-in-
Irw. And a man's foes shall be they of Lis own
household.”

I think this has been fulfilled with a
vengeance. Mark xvi. 16: *He that
believeth and is baptised shall be saved ;
but hethat believeth not shall he damned.”
Matthew x. 14. * Whosoever shall not
receive you nor hear your words, when
ye depart out of their house or city, shake
off the dust of your feet.”” Here is kind-
ness ! * Verily, I say unto you, it shall be
more tolerable for the land of Sodom and
Gomorrah in  the day of judgment
than for that city.” I only pity those
poor Africans where the Missionarics go
to teach these things; they would be far
better off if they had never seen them,
for one thing is certain, that if they had
never heard the gospel they could not be
expected to obey it.  Mark iv. ii.: “And
he said untv them, unto you it is given to
know the mystery of the kingdom of God;
but unto them that are without, all these
things are done in parables, that seeing
they may seeandnot perceive ; and hearing
they may hear and not understand ; lest
at any time they should be converted and
their sins should be forgiven them.”
Then my friends, if I do not understand,
Jesus is  responsible.  He spoke in
parables that I might be deccived. If he
18 son of God, and if he has power to
enlichten and yet withhiolds that
enlightenment, how dare you blame me
for not understanding ? 1 sce it doesn’t
please you for me to show you the bad
passages, but when my friend quotes the
good ones and leaves the bad ones out, it
80 happens that I was prepared with the
bad oncs. I give my opponent the
sentence ‘‘Lest at any time they should
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be converted and their sins be forgiven
them.” What becomes of the missionaries,
if Jesus hus nothing else to do but keep
the people blind. Let us go a little
farther. In Matthew iv. 8, we arc told
that the devil took Jesus into an excecding
high mountain; and shewed him all the
kingdoms of the world. My friend has
just given you a grand eulogy on Jesus;
he says he is not man, and I agree with
him—no man would use such words.
Here is Jesus, who is no man, but the
son of God; here is Jesus, who is
supposed to have been present, when
God created the world, and was there to
assist him, according to my friend's
theory.

Mr. Roberts: No.

Mg. STery : Actually taken up ‘o the
topmost mountain by thedevil himself; and
for what purpose do you think ¥ Why for
the purpose of shewing him the whole
world. Jesus ought to have known the
whole world long before the devil knew
it ; Jesus, who was there when God made
the world, ought to have known that it
was not a plane as he must have thought
at that time; else the devil must have
been cleverer than he, and took him up
to decerve him. If Christ had been God,
he would have known that it was a globe,
and that therefore, however high he
might go, he could not see it all. But
there is another good thing Jesus did.
Mark v. 11:

“Now there wag there nigh wunto the
mountains a great herd of swine feeding. And
allthe devils besought him, saying, Send us into
the swine, that we may enter into them. And
forthwith Jesus gave them leave. And the
unclean spirits went out, and entered into the
ewine: and the herd ran violently down & steep
place into the sea, (they were about two
thousand) and were choked in the sea.”

I want to know the use of this, let us
just examine it. I can only understand
this by thinking that Christ was a Jew
who did not like pigs. If so, however, it
could not justify him, unless he previously
made a bargain with the owners of them.
There were a legion of devils—that is
3000. How were they divided amongst
the pigs? 2000 pigs and 3000 devils—
Were there two devils to some pigs and
one to others, or was there one devil and
a half to each pig? (Confusion.) Oh,
friends, this is legitimate. My friend has
shown me his reasons and quoted to me
good deeds of Jesus, and told me why

I should believe him. He has blamed all
the Jews for not accepting Jesus; and I
come here to show why I do not aceept
him, and to show why my fathers rejected
him. How unfair it would be to allow
M-r. Roberts to suy all he likes, and not to
hearme. But supposing Christ had wanted
to get rid of the devils—I wish he had
got rid of all the devila—couldn't he
have destroyed them without drowning
the pigx? But the thing of itself looks
80 absurd.  “Now this was nigh unto
the mountains.”” We very seldom see
& mountain with a steep hill running
down into the sea; if they had been
under rocks near the sea coast it would
have been more intelligible. But I
suppose it is one of my friend’s grand
mysteries, and I will leave him to explain
it. Then again Mark xi. 12-14, 20, 21.

““And on the morrow, whon they were come
from Bethany, he was hungry: And seeing a fig
trce afar off baving leaves, he came if haply he
might find anything thereon: and when he
came to it. he found nothing but leaves; for the
time of the figs was not yet. And Jesusanswered
and said unto it, No man eat of fruit of theea
hereafter for ever. And his disciples heard it.™

‘‘And in the morning. as they passed by, they
saw the fig tree dried up from the roots. And
Peter calling to remembrance saith unto -him,
Master, behold, the fig tree which thou cursedst
is withered away.”

I should like to know the beauty of
this passage. He goes to the ﬁg tree,
knowing—for he was the Son of God,
mind—knowing it was not the time of
year for figs to grow. How much more
reasonable it would have been to make
the figs grow all at once than commit the
absurdity of cursing a tree, and causing
it to grow nothing at all. One would have
been quite as easy to do as the other,
But I leave that for those who believe in
Christ to reconcile. I ghall now proceed
to speak about the New Testament. He
says the original is lost. but that we have
got a copy of the Greek. More shame for
you, you ought to have taken better care
of it. It seems rather singular that a
valuable document like this should have
got lost. But Mr. Roberts—because I
made an assertion last night which don’t
seem toagree with histheory,as he seems to
have come here with, ready cut and dried
arguments against me—said I disagreed
with all the writers of my nation. That
is just the identical thing I announced the
first night. I said I was not here as

— e
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representing any body of Jews; that I
came here to represent myself only, and
I place my words and arguments—having
been brought up to the Hebrew faith—
against those of Mr. Roberts. 'Who has
more right to explain the Hebrew than a
Jew who has been brought up with the
Hebrew language? But I will bring you
an authority. Mr. Roberts says all the
scribes before me differ from me; I will
shew that the scribes on the Christian
side differ from Mr. Roberts. Mosheim,
considered one of the fairest and most
honourable writers on ecclesiastical
history that ever wrote, who exposes the
falsitics of his own people as well as
speaking against the Jews at other times
—Ilet us hear what he says: “The place
of his birth has not been hitherto fixed
with certainty, notwithstanding the deep
and laborious researches of the qeamed in
the matter.”” This is what Mosheim says,
whodevoted the wholeof his time to search-
ing every Greek and Latin book, in orderto
see what could be found in favour of Christi-

anity. Here you have his words. He
says * There is nothing surprising in this
when we consider that the first Christians

laboured under the same difficulties, and
were divided in their opinions concernin

the time of Christ’s birth. That whic

appears most probable is that it happened
about 6 months before the death of Herod.’’
Mosheim leaves it in doubt ; it shews the
honesty of the writer: when a man is
uncertain, he should not pin his faith to
anything. Mr. Roberts says Matthew
wrote Matthew. Let us see whether he
did or did not.  Firat volume, page 65—

“The distance of time and the want of
records, leaves us at a loss with respect to many
interesting circumstances of the peregrinations
of the apostles; nor have we any ocertain or
Pprecise accounts of the limits of their voyages,
of the particular countries where they soj d

That js just what I say, I am here as
an impartial inquirer after truth, and I
cannot receive it. I will now read with
ﬁ)ur permission the 381st page, where

osheim says:

“If the enthusiastic frenzy of the monks
exaggerated, in & manner pernicious to the
interests of morality, the discipline that is obli-
gatory upon Christians, the interests of virtue
and true religion suffered yet more grievously
by two monstrous errors which were almost
universally adopted in this century, and became
& source of innumerable calamities and mischiefs
in the succeeding ages. The first of these max-
ims was ‘ That it was an act of virtue to deceive,
and lie, when by that means the interests of
the church might be promoted ; and the second
equally horrible, though in another point of view,
was, that ‘errors in religion, when maintained
and adhered to after proper admonition, were
punishable with civil penalties and corporal
tortures.” The former of these erroneous
maxims was now of & long standing; it had been
sdopted for some ages past, and had produced
an incredible number of ridiculous fables, ficti-
tious prodigies, and pious frauds, to the
unspeakable detriment of that glorious cause
in which they were employed. And it must be
frankly confessed, that the greatest men and
most eminent saints of this centary, were more
or less tainted with the infection of this corrupt
principle, as will appear evident to such as
look with an attentive eye into their writings
and their actions. We would willingly except
from this charge, s mbrose and Hilary, Augustin,
Gregory Nazianzen, and Jerome; but truth,
which is more respectable than these venerable
fathers, obliges us to involve them in the general
scousation. We may add also, that it was, pro-
bably, the tagion of this pernicious maxim,
that engaged Bulpitius Beverus, who is far from
being, in the g al, a puerile or credul
historian, to attribute so many miracles to St.
Martin. The other maxim, relating to the
Justice and expediency of punishing error, was

nor of the times and places in which thoy'
finished their glori The stories that
are told concerning their arrival and exploits
among the Gauls, the English, the Spaniards,
the Germans, the Americans, the Chinese, the
Indians, and the Russi , are too tio in
their nature, and of too recent a date to be
ived by an impartial enquirer after truth.
The greatest part of these fables were forged
after the time of Charlemagne, when most of the
Christian churches contended about the an-
tiquity of their origin with as much veh

introduced with those serene and peacetul times
which the accession of Constantine to the
imperial throne procured to the church. It was
from that period approved by many, enforced
by several examples during the contests that
arose with the Priscillianists and Donatists,
confirmed and established by the authority of
Augustin, and thus transmitted to the following
ages.

When we cast an eye towards the lives and
morals of Christians at this time, we find, ag
formerly, a mixtore of good and evil; some

88 the Arcadians, Egyptians, and Greeks dis-
puted formerly about their seniority and
precedence.”

inent for their piety, others infamous for their
crimes. The number, however, of immoral and
unworthy Christians began so to increase, that
the examples of real piety and virtue became
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extremely rare. When the terrors of persecution
were totally dispellcd s when the church, secured
from tho efforts of its «nemick, enjoyed the
sweets of prosperity and peace; when most of
the bishops exhibited to their flock the conta-
gious exanples of arrogance, luxury, cffcminacy,
animosity, and strife, wi'h other vices too
numerous to mention; when the inferior rulers
and doectors of the church fell into slothful aud
oprrobrious neslivenco of the dutics of their
respective st ions, and enored in vain wrang-
lings and idle d:~putes, that ze]l and aitention
thit were due to the enlinr - of picty wnd to the
instraction of their peopie, und wh n (1o com-
plete the enorumity of this horrid  detail)
maultitudes were drawn into the profcs-ion of
Christianity, not by the power of comviction and
argument, but by the prospeet of gain and the
fear of punishicit: then it was, iundeed, no
wonder that the ch.urch was contaminated with
Bhoals of proflicate Christisns, and that the
virtuous few were, in a manner, oppresxed and
overwbolmied with the superior numbers of the
wicked aud licentious.”

“Multitudes were drawn into the
profession of Christianity,” from what,
do yon think? Muosheim sgys “mnot by
the power of conviction or argument,” as
I have come here to-night ; but two things
drove them to it. My friend taunts me
with being bliud, and not being able to
see, but I can sce. I can find out these
arguments from Mosheim.  They were
driven to muke a profession, not by these,
but ‘“by a prospeet of gain, and the fear
of punishment."” Those were the reasons. 1
say in face of such authorities as these
what are we to believe? I can also quote

ou others; I can quote you Dr. Lardner,
{)r. Alexander, and numecrous others,
who have devoted their whole lives to
find out every particle of truth, and the
conclusion they have come to is that there
i8 no evidence that these documents are
genuine.  How can I deal with a subject
like this, when he says he cannot accept
my authority. Ihave here authorities like
Mosheim which I leave to your judgment
and consideration.

(Time called.)

Mr. RoBerts: With the corruptions
of the early ecclesiastical saints, I have
nothing whatever to do. I should be
quite as willing as Mr. Stern to prefer
anindictmentagainst the heads and pillars
of the church that present themselves
before the world as the Church of Christ.
But that is not the question we are at all
discussing ; we are discussing whether

‘the facts recorded of and principles enun-

cinted by Jesus of Nazareth justify the
belief entertained concerning him thag
he is the Messiah. In so far as Mr.
Stern’s remarks have borne upon that
point, I will briefly natice them, thougrh
there is very little indeed to notice.  The
attitude tuken by Christ with regard to
the fig-tree is perfectly explicable in view
of the object intended to be accomplished,
and that object was the illustration to
his disciples of the power of faith, as
the context shews. When the disciples
had recognised the result of Christ's
words to the fig tree, he said to them
if they had faith as much as 8 grain of
mustard seed, they would not only be able
to do what he had done but much stranger
things than that. Is it a very wondertul
thing for a teacher to illustrate what
he wants to teach to children? (for the
disciples were children then in relation
to the great truths which lay at the
bottom of the system of the truth of
which Jesus was the centre). Mr. Stern'’s
criticism is & mere child’s eriticiam. He
then finds fault with Jesus for sending
the herd of pigs into the Sea of Galilee.
It shews how little apprehension he has
of his own system, the system he speaks
of under the name of Juduism; for what
i8 Juduaism if it be not a system of
obedience based on the law of Moses?
Was it not a commandment to eschew
the use, aud therefore the cultivation of
the pig: It was; and Jesus in his
treatment of the great herd of swine
illustrated the fact which he stated at
another time in these words: *Think
not that I have come to destroy the law
and the prophets; I am mnot come to
destroy but to fulnl” Jesus vindicated
the Jewish law in the very thing which
this Jew finds fault with him for doing.

Then he tinds fault with Jesus for
uttering a true prophecy—* Think mnot
I am come to send peace on earth.”
Mr. Stern admits that the work of Jesus
has had precisely the etfect which Jesus
foretold. His mission was not at that
time to bring the peace that the world
will afterwards see, when he comes again.
The object was to tuke out from amongst
Jews and Gentiles afaithful people, upon
the basis of voluntary obedience, and he
well knew that these principles, operating
upon society, would produce these results
of -division of whose occurrence Mr.
Stern is & witness.

Then he asks why are the Jews to
be held responsible for not believing,

———
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if they have been made blind? I do not
say that they will be held responsible.
Their blindness is a national punishment
for a former oftence for which they were
responsible. He mistakes me for a mis-
sionury. I am as much prepared to
maintain that the clerical doctrine of
damnation in hell is unfounded in truth,
as 1 am that Mr. Stern's doctrine of the
Messinh is opposed to the prophets.
I am prepared to prove that the rule of
God's moral government is that the pun-
ishment of sin iy death—that death will
at last obliterate every trace of diso-
bedience from the universe; all disobe-
dicnt Jews as all disobedient Gentiles.
I admir that if the popular doctrine were
true—that blinded Israel will be sent
to live in eternal agony—there would
be great foree in Mr. Stern's argument ;
but it has no force aguinst my position.
‘We are all born into the world without
inheritunce of eternal life; and Jesus
of Nazareth said “ If ye believe not that
I am he, ye shall die in your sins.”
Therefore, if he be the Measiah, Mr.
Stern and the unbelieving Jews generally
are doomed. But suppose there was
auy force at all in Mr. Stern's argument
on being made blind—I mean any force
against Jesus, would it not recoil upon
Mr. Stern's own prophets? Does Mr.
Stern believe in the prophets? He says
he is an orthodox Jew; and therefore
I am bound to assume that he does.
Let me then call your attention to Isaiah
vi. 9, where this mission is confided to
Israel, as the merited punishment of
Israel for having, century after century,
rebelled aguinst the servants of God.
¢ Go and tell this people, hear ye, indeed,
but understand not ; and see ye, indeed,
but perceive not. Make the heart of
this pcople fat, and make their ears
heavy, and shut their eyes ; lest they see
with their eyes and hear with their ears,
and understund with their heart, and
convert, and be hcaled.” And if any
man challenges God's right to do such a
thing, we shall simply have an illustra-
tion of a finite mortal eriticising the
doings of unsearchable wisdom.

Mr. Stern’s position with regard to the
originals is really too trifling to notice.
I deny that he can produce the Hebrew
originals of the writings of Moses, if he
means the real documents that he wrote—
the very parchment which the pen of
Moses moved updn in inscribing the
words he wrote. The documents vo
longer exist ; for it was not in the nature

|
i

of the substance on which they were
written to lust 8o long; but does that
fact interfere with the faith of the Jews?
That it does not, is evident from Mr.
Stern’s belief in them; and again I say,
if Mr. Stern can believe in the writings
of Moses, in the abscuce of the originals,
having otherwise good reasons for doing
80, he cannot tind fault with me under
precisely gimilar circumstances, doing the
same thing with regard to the New
Testament.

Having noticed 8o much in his last
speech as calls for notice, I proceed with
the evidence upon which I was engaged,
and I do so by anticipating a retort
that might be made in connection with
the evidence I have already produced.
It may be said that Jesus of Nazareth, in
the Eosition in which he is put forward
a8 God manifest in the flesh, is an
interference with the Jewish doctrine
delivered by Moses, that there is but one
God. I, therefore, wish to eall your
attention to this, that the doctrine of the
New Testament is not that Jesus is a
second God, but that he is subordinately
related to the great fountain of universal

ower, who revealed himself to Israel by

oses and the prophets. This can be
shewn by quoting the testimony of those
who quoted the testimony of Christ.
I first refer you to the Acts of the
Apostles ii. 22, where Peter, the leader
of the Apostles, gives the definition in
these words: “Ye men of Israel
hear these words. Jesus of Nuzareth,
a man approved of God among you by
miracles and siyns which Gop pIp by
him in the midst of yeu, as ye, your-
selves also know.”” This docs not present
the Trinitarian idea, which 1 admit is a
great obstacle with the Jews; but an
obstacle that does not exist in my case,
because I wuphold the doctrine that
there is but one God the Father and one
Lord Jesus Christ, his son. In Acts x.
38, we have the same doctrine enunciated.
Peter again being the speaker whilst in
the house of Cornelius, where he says
that Gop anointed Jesus with the power
which he exercised. In 1 Cor. iii. 23, we
find God put in 8 position of supremacy
over Jesus. Paul, writing to the
Corinthians, says “ All things are yours,
whether Paul or Apollos, or Cephas, or
the world, or life, or death, or things
to come: all are yours, and ye are Christ’s,
and Christ 18 Gop’s.” In this you see
a gradually-ascending chain; we are
at 5::; bottom ; Christ intermediate; God




52

THREE NIGHTS' DISCUSSION,

at the top, an order which you will see
presented in 1 Cor. xi. 3: “1 would have
you to know that the head of every man
is Christ, and the head of the woman is
the man; and the head of Christ 18
Gon.” In Ephesians iv. 5-6, the same
idea stands prominently out: “There is
one Lord (that is the Lord Jesus Christ)
. . . one God and Father of all,
who i8 ahove all and through all, and in
you all.” In the first chapter of Hceb,,
a very beautiful epistle, you find Paul
presenting Jesus in the same light:
* Gop, who at sundry times and in divers
manners, spake, in time past, uuto the
fathers by the prophets, hath, in these
last days, spoken unto us by His Sun,
whom He hath appointed heir of all
things, by whomalso He made the worlds;
who being the brightness of llis glory
and the express image of His person,
and upholding all things by the word of
His power, when he had by himself
yurged our sins, sat down by the right
hand of Majesty on high, being made so
much better than the angels, as he hath
by inheritance obtained a more excellent
name than they. For unto which of the
angels hath he said, Thou art my son,
this day have I begotten thee; and
again, I will be to him a futher, and he
shall be to me a sont”’

It is thus shewn that God spoke
through Jesus of Nazareth; and this is
a doctrine which is surely not impossible
for a Jew to receive, seeing that God
spake through the angel at the bush, and
when that angel appearcd to Mo~ s, did
he not say *“I ax THE GoD OF ABRAHAM,
the God of Isaac,and the God of Jucob?”
If God can speak through an angel,
surely he can speak through a mun who
was begotten by himself, and whom He
has provided as a channel of approach
to himself. In 1 John i. the same
doctrine is prerented : * That which was
from the beginning which we have
heard, which we have scen with our eyes,
which we have looked upon and our
hands have handled, of the word of life
(for the life was manifested. and we have
seen it and bear witness, and shew unto

ou that eternal life which was with the

‘ather and was manifested unto us); that
which we have seen and heard declare we
unto you, that ye also may have fellow-
ship with us; and truly our fellowship is
with the Father, and with His son Jesus
Christ.”” In the gospel of John, the
first two verses, you have the same
doctrine expressed* “In the beginning

was the word, and the word was with
God, and THE WORD WaS GOD; the same
was in the beginning with God, and
was manifested unto us, in the person of
Jesus of Nazareth.”

(Time called.)

Mz. Stcry:  Of course these long
sentences ave perfectly understood by Mr.
Roberts—that everything is God. Mr.
Roberts understands it and I hope you do.

Sut still my friends that is his Christian
love toward me: he taunts me wi.h
romething like madness: that I, a single
Jew,shouldcomeforward to criticise J esus.
Does he think this will gain him credit?
Why I should have thought that at least
he would have reserved it for some other
occasion. He taunted me with being a
Jew and with having the madness to
come forward. Why did he accept the
challenge ? I expected you were a gentle-
man, sir (turning to Mr. Roberts); I
expected you were an honourable man.
I expected I was coming before an English
audience who would allow me an oppor-
tunity, though a Jew, of expressing my
opinion. Why taunt me withit? Why
make use of the term, and address me
by the name with the greatest sarcasm.
How would you like to be called a
Methodist P ¢ This Methodist,” or “this
Quaker,” or “this Roman Catholic "’
I would have more respect for my oppon-
ent. But I will leave this matter, appeal-
ing to your own sense of justice and to
your judgment, as to how far Mr. Roberts
was justified. He saysit doesn’t matter ;
we must take no notice of what “tkis
Jew " says about producing the originals.
For if I ask him to produce the originals
of the New Testament, he asks me to
produce the originals of Moses. If this
i8 the right way of arguing the subject,
I do not know what sort of logic you
will call it. You do not doubt Moses ;
then why ask me to produce the originals ?
But as to the New Testament writings,
I doubt them upon the greatest authority.
My friend says the evidence he produces
is overwhelming. Indeed! It doesn't
seem to affcct me. He says Christ Jesus
is the Son of God, and he makes him up
& mystery—three in one and one in three
—you know.

r. Roberts: No, no.

Tur CuarrMaN here interposed, saying :
Mr. Stern’s expression applies to those
who hold the Trinitarian doctrine; Mr
Roberts has stated that he doesn’'t hold
the Triuitarian doctrine,
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Mr. Stern:
give reasons against Jesus of Nazareth,
and I class Mr. Roberts among Christians
gcnerall{. (Confusion, which lasted some
time.) have lost five minutes, and I
claim it from you. I was going to address
those who do not call Mr. Robertsa gentle-
man; but I will keep my temper, my
friend, only if he should try to throw
something on my head, I will try
to give him one back again. © When
I challenged Mr. Roberts, I didn’t think
of coming here to ask your opinions as
to what I should say. gave him the
challenge, and he knew very well that I
came here to deny that Jesus of Nazareth
was the Messiash., How can I deny it
unless you allow me to speak what I
have to say against him? How is it
possible 7 Another thing; you would
not like, as Englishmen, that it should
go forth that discussion was not allowed
in the Temperance Hall, in 1871, that
the one on the side of Jesus had all the
favour shewn him, and the Jew was not
allowed to express his opinions; you

would really not like that. With your
permission I will as calmly as possible
examine the subject. My friend says

bring the originals of Moses; I gimp]
say this, Moses i8 not in discussion, {
told him this last night, that when we
discussed Christianity vrrsus Judaism, I
should be prepared to bring all documents
which are necessary. I have quoted from
Mosheim what he says about the earliest
fathers who were supposed to be the
translators of these documents, and here
is something more. * As this divine
religion was to be propagated to the
ends of the earth, it was necessary that
_ Christ should choose a certain number of
persons through the whole course of his
ministry. To answer the facts of this
grand mystery, it required such men as
the apostles were. They were the lowest
of the low; it was impossible to get
respcctable men.” ILet us go further.
“And these apostles (page 63,) were
men without education.”  So Mosheim
considers.  But the Jews were blind.
Although Jesus was continually working
miracles, he shut the eyes of the Jews
sothat they could notsee. Ichalleng: d Mr.
Roberts to discuss this question. 1 would
not give a challenge to the man whom
Mr. Monaet defeated ; T wanted a learned
man like Mr. Roberts, yet I expect from
a learned man that he will at least give
fair play. Jesus called thirteen persons,
only one of whom had acquaintance with

I have come here to

Jewish and Christian learning. The
others were picked men of “mean extrac-
tion,” respectable men he could not get.
The only apostle who had any learning
was Paul. Mr. Roberts told me last
night that Matthew wrote in Hebrew,
and the rest in Greek. I ask him how
can he expect that illiterate and poor
Jews, who never knew anything about
hilosophy, to write in Greek ? fshould
ike you to find me a man among
the poorest and meanest of the Christ-
ians who could write as these
illiterate Jews are said to have written.
I say how is it possible for me to believe
documents upon such authority, when I
have such authorities as those I can bring
in support of my arguments ? How can
I believe the New Testament? How
unreasonable from a learned man; I
say it truly ; for I know Mr. Roberts to
be a learned man; how unreasonable
for a gentleman of his learning and
understanding to answer me in the way
he does. His friends ask me to keep my
temper, but surely you must admit that
I, like others, am a creature of circum-
stances; I cannot help it when it rises
within me, I can simply control it. I am
not made the same as & personage whom
I do not think it necessary to mention.
I will quote a few more beautiful senten-
ces to see whether this shall be the means
of making me embrace Christanity. I
shall commence with Peter. John xviii.
10: “Then Simon Peter having a sword,
drew it and smote the High Priest's
servant and cut off his right ear. The
servant’s nume was Malchus.” That
is how it states it in John. In Acts iii.
23, it says: ‘It shall come to pass that
everyone which will not hear that pro-
phet, shall be destroyed from among the
eople.” Those are Peter's own words.

uke xxii. 64: “Then took they him
(Christ) and led him and brought him
unto the Hizh Priest’s house, and Peter
followed afar off. When they had kin-
dled a fire in the midst of the hall and
were set down together, Peter sat down
among them ; but a certain maid behcld
him as he sat by the fire, and earncsily
lonked upon him and said, this man was
also with him ; and he denied her, saying
Woman, I know him not.”” Now then
here Peter lays down a rule, that who-
ever denies that prophet shall be cut off,
and yet this cowardly liar himself denies
him, perhaps two or three hours after
these very words were spoken. What reli-
ance can be pluced in books which contra-
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Peter didn't say it before he denied him.)
If he didn’t say it, then why does it say
he did? The book must be wrong and
liable to error, the sume as all other books.
If these are the words that are to lead
me to Christ, I wish to remain where 1
am. I will quote some other passages.
2 John, 10th verse: “If there come any
unto you and bring mnot this doctrine,
receive him not into your house, neither
bid him God specd.”  'This has been
fultilled with a vengeance. 1 dure say
my friend will say 1 ent the ground from
under my feet again. “Ncither bid
him God speed.”  There has been a
time within the last fifty years, when a
Jew could not live in sight of London:
could not get a house there.

Tue CuareMaNy here said Mr. Stern
had lost some time in complaining about
the audience not giving him a hearing.
He didn’t think that was just, there had
been a little interruption, but it was very
slight. He would advise Mr. Stern not
to luse time by making unmnecessury
complaints. If there was any material
interruption, he would immediately put a
stop to it.

Me. Roserts: Ladies and Gentlemen,
I wish there were time to follow all the
little points Mr. Stern has raised. 1 must
content mysclf with oue or two. They
are all cqually fullacious, and the last
is certainly no exception. The case of
Peter is notin the pusition he represented.
Moses does mnot say * Whosoever shall
deny that prophet shall be cut off,” but
whosoever will not hearken to “that
prophet,” in the sense of ultimately
recciving and submitting to him, shall
be destroyed.  Iis disciple Peter, under
greut pressure gave way to the temptation
to deny him for a moment. It waus but a
moment. Immediately “he went out
and wept bitterly.” And is there no such
thing as forgiviness? Is not the God
of Isracl a gracions God, forgiving
iniquity and transgression ¥ Have the
Jews no sins to be forgiven, and will not
forgiveness be extended to them if they
repent?  Kven the murder of His own
Sin. He offers to forgive on conditions
of repentance and faith.

Then he raised a question with regard
to men who wrote the New Testament.
He admits they were illiterate, and
contends  they were unable to write
these docianents, and therefore it was not
written by them. I answer the argument
upun the priuciple that shines through

dict each otherin thismanner. (A voice: | this little remark of the Jews which we

fiud in John vii. 15, where it says the
Jews marvelled, saying * How knmoeth
this man (Jesus) letters, HAVING NEVER
LEarNED ?'' Let Mr. Stern answer that
question with recard to Jesus, and Le
will auswer it with regard to his disciples.
It is one of the strongest evidences of the
Messinhship of Jesus that in cennection
with his word, illiterate men performed
thut which was impossil.le for them to do
unless supernaturally assisted, which they
were. 'Lhe Npirit war sent upon them
and produced results which caused the
Jews to marvel.  As we read in Acts iv,
13, *Now when they saw the boldness
of DPeter and John, and perceived that
they were wnlrarned and ignorant men,
THEY MARVELLED.” What is the explan-
ation? They had something besides
their illiteruteness.  What was it?  God
waorked with them, confirming their words
with signg following. 'The promise of
Christ was fulfilled, that the Spirit of
trath should come to them and bring
all things to their remembrance, what-
soever he had spoken to them.

Then Mr. Stern seemed to be very
much stung by my calling him a Jew.
From my point of view, it is the most
honourable name in the earth. Salvation
is of the Jews. Christ wnsa Jew. All
the apostles were Jews, I look forward
to the time when ten men shall take hold
of the skirts of him that is a Jew and
say “We will go with thee, for we
have heard that Gop 18 witi THEE.” But
when the time comes, the “God with
them " will be Jesus of Nazareth whom
they crucified—Emmanuel.

The next branch of my argument is,
that Jesus of Nuzareth was the Messiah
because of the great works which he-
wrought; because of the miracles that
he performed, none of which will be
controverted as to their nature if admitted
to have taken place. The opponents of
Christianity give the answer to them
that Mr. Monaet gave. Jesus told his
disciples they were not to receive false
Christsalthongh theyshouldshew signsand
wonders.—(Mark xiii. 22.) The argu-
ment is that if false Christs could
work signs and wonders, the working of
xigms and wonders is no sign that Jesus

vas the true Christ. The answer to that
is that Christ admitted the possibility of
other men doing the things that appeared
miraculous, but restcd his claims on the
vast difforence between what he did and
what other men did. e chullenges

—
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comparison. He says in John xv. 24, “If
I had not done among them the works
WHICH NONE OTHER MAN vID, they had
not had sin.” Where was there ever a
man before him, or since, that walked
upon the sea, and stilled the tempest by
a word of command? Where is the man
that ever fed thousands of people with a
few loaves of bread? Where was ever
the man before him that raised the dead
by a word? Never in all the category of
talse Christs—ucever in all the history of
impostures, has there Leen any approach
to these great wonders, which, as Paul
said of other things. were not done in a
corner. If time admitted, which it
does not, I should have liked to go very
largely into this point, to demonstrate
the historic reality of the things related
of Christ. But I must hastily pass on to
the last point of my argument which is,
that Jesus of Nazareth was the Messinh,
because he rose from the dcad. Now
my evidence upon that question is very
simple, but exceedingly strong—strong
because of its simplicity. What are the
facts of the casef They are such as are
not doubted, ax regards the principal of
them at all events; and that is this, that
after Jesus of Nazareth was crucified by
Pilate at the instigation of the Jews, his
disciples proclaimed to the Jewish public
that he had risen again. They did not
say “We belicve it because somebody
has told us, or becanuse we are convinced
ag a matter of arrument that it must
be 80; because we have some theory on
the matter.,”” No. They said, * He is
risen again, for we have seen him, wg
HAVE EATEN AND DRUNK WITH HIM SINCE
HE ROSE FROM THE DEAD. We are his
witnesies.,” 1 will just quote one
specimen of the kind of testimony they
gave on this most important point. In
Acts x. 40, you find Peter—who denied
his Lord, but was forgiven—declaring
“ Him Gud, raised up the third day and
shewed him openly ; not toall the people,
but unto witnesses chosen before God,
even to us who did cat and drink with
him after he rose from the dead.” The
testimony did not relate to a single inter-
view with the Lord merely ; but applied
to & period of forty days, during which
he repeatedly shewed himself to his
disciples.  *“To whum also e shened
himself alive after h's pusiion, by MaNY
INFALLIBLE PROQYS, 11('17:1] seen of them
forty days, and speaking of the things
pertaining to the kingdom of God.”—
(Acts i. 3.) Now thcse men everywhere

i every specics of deprivation.
. we have to believe first that they were

declared the same thing, and with one -
uniform result—that namcly of persecu-
tion: at the very threshold of their career,
the authorities laid hold of Peter and put
him in prison, and contizcated the
gouods of all in Jerusalem who dared
to believe his testimony. The other
disciples gave the same testimony. They
went. everywhere throughout the regions
of Judea and Samaria declaring that the
Lord had rizen, and had commanded them
to preach fuith in him for the remission
of sins. The result to the disciples was
in every case the sume. It brought upon
them degradation, and evil, and pain;
and at lust, in almost every case, death.
Now what is the explanation of such an
extraordinary phenomenon? Mr. Stern
asks your attention to a thief at the bar
as affording an explanation; he says,
¢ Oh, a thief will tell a story of course, to
get himeelf out of a scrape.” Justso;
but where is the man that will tell a story
to get himself into a scrape? The way
for the disciples to have kept out of the
scrape was to hold their tongues; or
having got into the scrape, the way to
get out of it was to tell just the very
opposite story to that which they told.
If they had said, “We confess we have
been decciving the people. Jesus never
rose, but is now rotting in the place there
we laid his stolen dead body,” they would
immediately and gladly have been let out
of the scrape and praised amongst the
Jews as honestmen.  Instead of that, they
persisted in a declaration which if not
true, was of no benctit to them, but
brought them continually into that which
Mr. Stern suggests they made to get
out of—a scrape. -

The facts upon which my argument is
based are doubted. No man can deny
that the Christians of the first century
testificd that Christ had risen because
they had scen him, and no man can deny
that this testimony brought upon them
herefore

honest men ; for none but honest men
will bring upon themselves continued
poverty, starvation, and death, by
adhering to a statement. Why is a lie
ever told ? That the liar may get good
to himself or screen himself from harm
—Tlike Mr. Stern’s thief. Did the disciples
of Christ screen themselves from harm by
what they said? On the contrary Paul
said “for Christ's sake we both hunger
and thirst, and are naked, and are
buffeted and have no certain dwelling-
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place. We are made as the filth of the
world and off-scouring of all things unto
this day.” These were mno liars. There
is only one hypothesis upon which you
can get rid of their testimony,and that
is not a sustainable one, namely,
that they were mad. This I suppose
is the hypothesis that Mr. Stern would
select. But it will be very hard work
to maintain it in the face of the mar-
vellous combination of greatness and
goodness which he admits in saying that
illiterate men could not write such
epistles as the apostles wrote. There
is no man can read the epistles of Paul
and say he was a madman. They shew
him to have been a cool, clear-headed,
logical, practical, sensible man; and
having mentioned his name, I will speak
of his case, which forms one of the
strongest hulwarks of the Christian faith;
for the facts of his case must have been
intimately known at the time. Brought
up at the feet of Gamaliel who was a
man of tEreat authorit% as a leader
amongst the Pharisees, Paul, when the
disciples first began to declare that Christ
had risen, took the lead in endeavouring
to extirpate them as a class from the
nation. A man of great intelligence,
8 man of learning, and of undoubted
honesty of purpose, and of extraordinary
energy and enterprise. All of a sudden,
this man whilst on his way to Damascus,
with letters from the Sanhedrim empow=
ering him to apprehend Christians—all
of a sudden, this man turns round and
begins to preach the faith he sought
to destroy. What is the explanation of
this extraordinary incontrovertible fact ?
Let me read Paul's own explanation of
it, and judge ye between Mr. Stern and
Paul. Acts xxiii. brings before us Paul,
who after a prolon journey among
the Gentiles, testifying the mission of
Christ, appears in } erusalem, Some of
the Jews recognise him and say “Men
of Israel, help; this is the man that
teaches all men everywhere against the
people and the law, and this place.”
A great uproar ensues, in which Paul
is likely to be torn to pieces. He is at
length rescued by the Roman soldiers,
and he asks permission to address the
people from the stairs; and obtaining
permission, delivers this speech, which
is Paul's explanation of an otherwise
inexplicable career:

¢ Men, brethren, and fathers, hear ye my
defence which I makc now unto you. And when

they heard that he spake in the Hebrew tongue
to them, they kept the more silence: and he
saith, I am verily a man which am a Jew, born
in Tarsus, a city in Cilicia, yet brought up in
this city at the feet of Gamaliel, and taught
according to the perfect manner of the law of
the fathers, and was zealous toward God, a8 ye
all are this day. And I persecuted this way
unto the death, binding and delivering into
prisons both men and women. As also the high
priest doth bear me witness, and all the estate
of the elders: from whom also I received letters
unto the brethren, and went to Damascus, to
bring them which were there bound unto
Jerusalem, for to be punished. And it came to
pass, that, a8 I made my journey, and was
come nigh unto Damascus about noon, suddenly
there shone from heaven a great light round
about me. And I fell unto the ground, and
heard a voice saying unto me, 8aul, Saul, why
persecutest thou me? And I answered, Who art
thou, Lord? And he sald unto me, I am Jesus
of Nagareth, whom thou persecutest. And they
that were with me saw indeed the light, and
were afraid; but they heard not the voice of
him that spake to me. And I said, What shall
I do,Lord? And the Lord said unto me, Arise,
and go into Damascus; and there it shall be
told thee of all things which are appointed for
thee to do. And when I could not see for the
glory of that light, being led by the hand of
them that were with me, I came into Damascus.
And one Ansnias, a devout man according to
the law, having a good report of all the Jews
which dwelt there, came unto me, and said unto
me, Brother Saul, receive thy sight. And the
same hour I looked upon him. And he said,
The God of our fathers hath chosen thee, that
thou shouldest know His will, and see that Just
One, and shouldest hear the voice of his mouth.
For thou shalt be his witness unto all men
of what thou hast seen and heard. And now
why tarriest thou? Arise and be baptized, and
wash away thy sins, calling on the name of
the Lord. And it came to pass, that, when I wag
come again to Jerusalem, even while I prayed
in the temple, I was in a trance; and saw him
saying unto me, Make haste, and get thee
quickly out of Jerusalem; for they will' not
receive thy testimony concerning me. And
I said, Lord, they know that I imprisoned and
beat in every synagogue them that believed
on thee: And when the blood of thy martyr,
Stephen, was shed, I also was standing by, and
consenting unto his death, and kept the raiment
of them that slew him. And he said unto me,
Depart: for I will send thee far hence unto the
Gentiles. And they gave h'm audience unto
this word, and then lifted up their voices, and
said, Away with such & fellow from the earth;
for it is not fit that he should live.

(Time called.)
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Mr. Sterx: You have heard the

beautiful s that my friend has
just quoted : all I have to say is, “I don’t
lieve it.”” I still keep to my subject;

I hold these are lies, forgeries, and
falsehoods, and I will tell you why—
because I take against Mr. Roberts the
statements of Mosheim. My friend says,
‘What interest was it to those men to lie ¥
Mosheim says they considered it a virtue
to lie, when the interests of the Church
required it. And these documents, the
originals of which you say are lost—
more shame for you, that you didn’t take
better care of them. Mr. Roberts has
quoted from St. Paul some timd sayings,
but I will quote some of the bad ones.
Paul says, I robbed other churches and
took wages of them, to do you service.”
My friend has such a nice way of quoting
all the good things, and leaving all the
other things out. Am I to believein a
man who actually acknowledges that he
has robbed other churches and taken
wages, to do them service? That is very
mild! I will quote two or three more

ages of Paul: “For if the truth of
god hath more abounded through my lie
unto His glory, why yet am I judged as
a sinner?”’—(Rom. 1ii. 7.) If he really
has robbed and lied in the interests of the
Church, why should he be looked upon as
a sinner? Again, “If any man be
ignorant, let him be ignorant.”—(1 Cor.
xiv. 38.) The (I;Jhurch acqm{:d the
greatest power when its people were
ignorant, and ke&t them ignorant. Why?
Because if they had not, they might have
been able to read those Christian books.
Now that the people have got to under-
stand, what is the result? Even this
New Testament of yours, which Mr.
Roberts brings as an authority, which
Mr. Roberts says contains truths, is now
sent up to the Synod, in London, to be
altered. Why? Because the people can
see the forgeries and falsehoods the book
oontains; and they want to take them
out, and to put something else in their
stead. (A voice: It's alie) My friend
says it 18 a lie, but it is a fact. (Some
confusion here occurred, and the Chairman
had some difficulty in restoring order.)
How unreasonable it is; my friend is
allowed to quote good things out of the
book, % Elwaﬂt to shew you the bad
ones. y does he persist in quoting them,
when I say they are lies and falsehoods.
I tell you they are forgeries. I say,
* Bring proofs.” And you ingist upon
quoting Paul ; then why not allow me to

quote his bad sayings ? My friend doesn't
like me to do this. Paul says, *“As we
said before so say I now again, if any
man preach unto you any other gospel
than ye have received, let him be
accursed.”” Are these a godly man’s
words? Does it take Jesus to inspire
Paul—your dead Jesus who has risen
again, as you presume; does it take
Jesus to die and be crucified for the
purpose of inspiring Paul to tell lies?
Does it take all that for Paul to say,
‘“Let any man be accursed,” because he
doesn’t believe the doctrine of this book.
If this is all, I say I will remain with
those who do not believe it all my life;
and if I am to be accursed for it, I will
take my chance. “A man that is an
heretic ~after the first admonition,
reject.” Why must I be rejected,
simply because I won't believe these
forgeries? “I would that they were cut
off that tromble you. Nevertheless,
being crafty, I caught you with guile.”
That is what Paul says. *“But (Acts
xiii, 8) Elymas the Sorcerer withstood
them.” *Then Saul (who is also called
Paul), filled with the Holy Ghost, set his
eyes on him, and said, ‘Oh, full of all
subtlety and of all mischief, thou child of
the devil, thou enemy of all righteousness,
wilt thou not cease to pervert the right
ways of the Lord? d now behold
the hand of the Lord is upon thee, and
thou shalt be blind, not secing the sun
for a season.’ And immediately there
fell on him a mist and a darkness, and he
went about secking some to lead him by
the hand.” 1 do not believeit. “And
some days after (Acts xv. 36), Paul said
unto Barnabas, ‘Let us go again and
visit our brethren in every city where we
have preached the word of the Lord, and
see how they do.” And Barnabas deter-
mined to take with them John, whose
surname was Mark; but Paul thought
it not good to take him with them, who
had departed from them from Pamphylia,
and went not with them to the work.
And the contention was 8o sharp between
them, that they departed asunder, one
from the other.” That is a very nice
thing, isn’tit? *For this cause . . .
God gave them up unto vile affections.”
- is is a passage from Rom. i. 26-27;
I advise everyone but ladies to read it; I
think it is too disgusting for them; it is
really too disgusting; it just caught my
eye. I will give you another; of course,
I must leave you to be the judge, now, of
Puul. “Ina moment, in the twinkling
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of an eye, at the last trump; for the
trumpet shall sound and the dcad shall
be raised incorruptible, and we shall be
changed :”’ this is what is said in the
New Testament. * For the Lord himself
shall descend from heaven with a shout,
with the voice of the archangel and the
trump of God, and the dead in Christ
shall rise first:’ that is what Paul
said.—(1 Cor. xv.) “We who are alive
and remain shall be caught up together
with them “in the clonds.” Let us only
hope it will not be a damp cloud, or they
will catch cold. “To meet the Lord in
the air, and so shall we ever be with
the Lord.” What—in the air? I wish
them well over it. I don't want to be
there. That is one of the grand
mysteries, and I will leave it to my
friend to explain. My friend has stated
that no man ever did what Jesus did.
He walked on the sea. Of course I
don’t believe it; but suppose he did,
what does that prove to me? Does it
rove that he is Son of God? Is it proof
ecause & man walks on the sea, and is
born of a woman without a father, that
heis the Son of God? Tomeit only proves
that he can do something which I do not
know how to do. What has he done?
I am nure if he had only left the secret
behind, it would be some good. Tell me
what good he has done? Then Mr.
Roberts quotes to me that beautiful
passage about Christ turning water
into wine. I will refer you to the
passage. “Jesus saith unto them, Fill
the water pots with water; and
they filled them up to the brim. And he
said unto them, Draw out now, and bear
unto the governor of the feast, and they
bare it. When the ruler of the feast
had tasted the water that was made
wine and knew not whence it was (but
the servants that drew the water knew)
Yes, the servants knew all about it,
ecause they knew the trick], the
governor of the feast called the bride-
groom and said, Every man at the
beginning doth set forth good wine, and
when men have well drunk, then that
which is8 worse ; but thou hast kept the
ood wine until now.” If this is a test
gor a man to be looked upon as the Son of
God—and God himself sometimes—if this
is a test for me to believe in him, why
then there is a friend of mine in Bir-
mingham, whom I have not seen for the
last eight ycars, he not alone can turn
the water into wine, but he will take a
bottle of water, and he will pour out of

| that buttle all sorts of wine; you have

only got to mention what sort you want,
and he will rive it to you. But do Ilook
upon Professor Hermann as a God, or
connected, in any way with a ghost—
I mean the Holy Ghost; I told you so;
Ido not know the meaning of the word
whost, nor Holy Ghost, nor do I know
where he gets his translation from.
Well, Professor Hermann can do some-
thing which I do not know how to do;
but his servants know very well, as did
the servants of Jesus. But it is not
becanse he can do that, that I ehall
worship him ; my friend doesn’t want me
to worship Professor Hermann., Well, my
friend didn’t quote this, but it happens,
very fortunately, that I have it here: “I
saw the dead.small and great, stand before
God; and the books were opened ; and
another hook was opened, which is the
book of life; and the dead were judged
out of those things that were written in
the books according to their works. And
the sea gave up the dead which were in
it, and death and hell delivered up the
dead which were in them.” I should
like to know what my friend means by
hell? I donot know any Hebrew word
that would give him snch a translation.
“ And death and hell were cast into the
lake of fire!" I should like to know
how that could be done. I should like to
know how large hell is, and how large
the lake of fire is to throw the lot into.
These are some of the grand mysteries
again. I do not believe it; but he will
explain it to you, no doubt. “I am he
that liveth and was dead, and have the
keys of hell and death.”
{Time called.)

Mgz. RoBerts: I refer Mr. Stern to a
well known word in his own language
for the Scripture idea of hell, and that
is sheol of which the word hades is
the Greek equivalent. The meaning he
has unintentionally supplied in his last
quotation in saying that Jesas has the
keys of it. Sleol is a place unseen; a
well known Hcebrew equivalent for the
grave. Ho says he does not believe in
the Holy Ghost.

Mr. Stern: In ghosts.

Mr. Roberts: Does he believein Ruacka
kodush?

Mr. Stern: Yes, in Ruacha kodush.

Mr. Roberts: That is the Holy Spirit
of which the English phrase “Holy
Ghost " is a corruption. The Holy Ghost
that came upon Mary at Bethlehem,
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and led to the production of this mar-
vellous man, was the Holy Spirit of the
Mighty One of Isracl. Surcly there
ought to be nothing difficult in this for
a Jew to receive. As for the extreme
modesty which he professed as a bar
to the full discussion of the subject,
I will only say that the Scriptures of
truth, honour, and common seise recog-
nize none of the prurient mysteries that
are known cnly to impure minds. *To
the pure all things arve pure, but unto
them that are defiled and unbelieving
is nothing clean.” The only other point
in his remarks which I will notice is his
quotations from Mosheim. I altogether
deny the applicability of Mosheim’s
testimony to the matters T have produced.
To what age of Christianity does
M :heim's testimony refer?  Does it
rcfer to the days of the apostles and
their disciples? Will it be said of them
that they taught fulschood as a virtue?
Never, never!  Mosheim's remarks have
reference to those dark ages in European
history when a corrupt and Jesuitical
priesthood were in the ascendancy. and
tlic people demoralized by their teaching.
And it indicates the desperateness of Mr.
Stern’s case that he finds it necessary
to even insinnate that such principles
were those of Christ Jesus, who was
“holy, harmless, undefiled, and without
gin.””  His attempt to prove them to
have been the principles of the apostles
by quotations from the writings of Paul,
is even more to be deprecated than his
attempt to make the early Christians
respousible for papal corruption. He has
quoted a statement of Paul—“If the
truth of God hath more abounded through
my lie unto His glory,” as if it were
a definition by Paul of Paul's principles;
whercas it is really a suggestion that
Paul puts into the mouth of a supposed
caviller,and which heinstantly repudiates,
saying that he is slunderously reported
when represented as saying “ Let us do
evil that good may come.” Mr. Stern
has added himself to the list of Paul's
slunderers, but I dare say that gives him
little concern. I am sorry the time is
8o limited with so much that might be
considered, but 1 must make the best
of it. I must rapidly summarise what
remains to be said. Usuully the Jews,
‘in their opposition to Jesus, point to
ahe testimony of the prophets that the
Jewish Messiah is to reign in Jerusalem
a8 universal King of the earth, and ask
how Jesus answers to that. I admit that

the Jesus of popular preaching does not
answer to it, but I sgould like to have
shewn that the case is altogether different
with the Jesus of the New Testament.
I should have liked by copious references
to show that the mission of Jesus of
Nuzareth is to return a second time to
the scene of his sufferings, and there
to be exalted as King of Israuel and
Monarch of the Whole World. But the
time failing, I must content myself with
that simple definition, and proceed to say
that in all possible things by which the
Jewish Messiah  could " be recognised,
Jesus of Nuzareth answers to them.
have proved their applicability to him,
as to -

1.—The time when he should appear.

2.—The pluce (Bethlehem) where he
should be born,

3.—The family from which it was
promised he should be extracted.

4.—The character in which he should
first be manifested.

6.—The way in which the Jews should
receive him.

6.—The manner in which they should
treat him,

7.—The manner of his death.

8.—The eflects of his death.

9.—Hix resurrection.

10.—The marvellous relation he should
sustain both to his own nation and the
Gentiles as the manifestation’ of divine
power and wisdom.

And as T have intimated, T could largely
shew that Jesus of Nuzaveth, necording
to the predictions of the New Testaument
will answer in the fullest particulars to
all that is promired concerning the
Messiah's coming glory. I now simply
have to deal briefly with the attitude
of the Jewish nation toward him. "L'hey
unanimously reject him, althongh they
did not do %0 in the generation in which
he appeared, (for as they are obliged to
admit, many thousands of Jews believed
on him,) they take comfort from their
collective unbelief. They seem to think
it impossible that they can be mistaken
in the matter. Have they forgotten their
past history ¥ Let me remind them that
in all their generations, they have shewn
themselves wonderfully prone to go astray
from things divine. They have in many
cases accepted false Christs. I dare
say Mr. Stern, if he is informed enough,
can recall passages in the history of his
nation in which they have submitted to
the leadership of undoubted impostors,
men who have in no particular answered
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to the description of their Messiah in the
;)rophets. Time after time have they
allen into that snare and led themselves
into national disasters, in which they
would have been destroyed had it mot
been for the watchfulness of the great
Supreme Ruler, who for the sake of his
own great mame, has preserved them a
remnant to this time. I will read the
description of them by Moses 3,000 years
ago, and ask you to mark how signally
his words have been verified in the whole
course of their history since, and certainly
not least of all, in their treatment of
Jesus of Nazareth. In Deuteronomy
xxxi. 16, you have a wonderful com-
position introduced thus:

And the Lord said nnto Moses, Behold, thon
shalt sleep with thy fathers; and this people will
rise up, and go a whoring after the gods of the
strangers of the land, whither they go to be
among them, and will forsake me, and break my
covenant which I have made with them. Then
my anger shall be kindled against them in that
day, and I will forsake them and I will hide my
fuce from them, and they shall be devoured, and
many evils and troubles shall befal them; 8o
that they will say in that day, Are not these
evils come upon us because our God is not
among us? And I will gurely hide my face
in that day. for all the evils which they shall
have wrought in that they are turned unto other
gods. Now,, therefore, write ye this song for
you and teach it to the children of Israel;
put it in their mouths that this song may be
a witness for me against the children of Israel.
For when I shall have brought them into the
land which I sware unto their fathers, that
floweth with milk and honey, and they shall
have eaten and filled themselves, and waxen fat,
then will they turn unto other gods, and serve
them, and provoke me, and break my covenant.
And it shall come to pass, when many evils
and troubles are befallen them, that this song
shall testify against them as a witness; for it
shall not be forgottem out of the mouths of
their seed.

Moses therefore wrote this song the
same day, and we have it now, and I wi
read it to you.—(Deut. xxxii.)

Give ear, O ye heavens, and I will speak:
and hear, O earth, the words of my mouth.
My doctrine shall drop as the rain, my speech
shall distil as the dew, as the small rain npon
the tender herb, and as the showers upon the
grass. Because I will publish the name of the
Lord: asc:ribe ye greatness unto our God. He
is the Rock, his work is perfect: for all his
ways are judgment: a God of truth and withont
fniquity, just and right is he. They have
corrupted themselves, their spot is not tho spot
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of His children : they are a perverse and crooked
generation. Do ye thus requite the Lord, O
foolish people and unwise? is He not thy Father
that huth bought thee? hath He not made
thee, and established thce? Kemember the
days of old, consider the years of many genera-
tions: ask thy father, and he will shew thee;
thy elders, and they will tell thee. When the
Most High divided to the nations their inherit~
ance, when He sepurated the soms of Adam,
he set the bounds of the people according to
the number of the children of Israel. For
the Lord's portion is his people; Jacob is the
lot of bis inheritance. He found him in &
desert land, and in the waste howling wilderness
he led him about, he iustructed him, he kept
him as the apple of Lis eye. As an eagle stirreth
up her nest, fluttereth over her young. spresde.h
abroad her winzs, taketh them, beareth them
on her wings: So the Lord alone did lead him,
and thiere was no stranzwe god with him. He
made him ride on the high piaces of the earth,
that he might eat the increase of the ficlds; and
he made him to suck honey out of the rock,
and oil out of the flinty rock. Butter of kine,
and milk of sheep, with fat of lambs and rams
of the breed of Bashan, and goats, with the
fat of kidneys of wheat; and thou did«t drink
the pure blood of the grape. But Jcshurun
waxed fat, and kicked—thou art waxen fat, thca
art grown thick, thou art covered with fatness—
then he forsook God which made him, and
lightly esteemed the Rock of bis salvation.
They provoked him to jealousy with strange
gods, with abominations provoked they 2im to
anger. They sacrificed unto devils, not to God ;
to gods whom they knew not, to new gods that
came newly up, whom your fathers feared not.
Of the Rock that begat thee thou art unmindful,
and hast forgotten God that formed thee. And
when the Lord saw it, he abhorred them because
of the provoking of his sons, and of his
daughters. And he said, I will hide my face
from them, I will see what their end shall be:
for they are a very froward generation, children
in whom is no faith. They have moved me
to jealousy with that which is not God: they
have provoked me to anger with their vanities:
and I will move them to jealousy with those
which are not a people, [and I sm here to-night
as an illustration of the fulfilment of this.] I will
provoke them to anger with a foolish nation.
For a fire is kindled in mine anger, and shall
burn unto the lowest hell, and shall consume
the earth with her increase, and set on fire
the foundations of the mountains. I will heap
mischiefs upon them; I will spend mine arrows
upon them. They shall be burnt with hunger,
and devoured with burning heat, and with bitter
destruction: I will alko scud the teeth of benstg
upon them, with the poison of serpents of the
dust. The sword without, and terror within,
shall destroy buth the young man and the virgin,

———
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the suckling also with the man of grey hairs.
I said, I would scatter them into corners, 1
would make the remembrance of them to cease
from among men. Were it not that I feared the
wrath of the encmy lest their adversaries
should bebave themselves strange'y, and lest
they should say, Our hand is high, and the Lord
hath not done all this. For they are a nation
void of counsel, neither is there any under-
standing in them. O that they were wise, that
they understood this. that they would consider
their latter end. How should one chase a
thousand, and two put ten thourand to flight,
except their Rock had sold them, and the Lord
bad shut them up?

(Time called.)

M=r. SterN: The big guns have been
fired, and the battle is over, but so far
from my friend making any impression
on me, so far from his shots having hurt
me, so far from the arguments pointed at
me having made the least impression to
make me embrace Christianity, they have
only brought out the greater feelings I
have against it. (Hisses.) Oh! hiss
away, and it will only shew your beauti-
ful Christianity. (Renewed hissing.) It
will only shew you can hiss what does
not please you. My friend taunts me
becauge I said I don't believe in the Holy
Ghost ; but he has not told the difference
between an ordinary ghost and a holy
one. I, like him, have a great deal more
to say. It would take me at least three
weeks more to say all I have to say ; and
I am perfectly satisfied that if I only had
the time to give verse and chapter for
you to go home and compare them, I am
perfectly satisfied you would never believe
in Jesus any more. My friend asked me
if I believed in rwacha kodush? Of
course ; the word rwach is “wind,” and
kodush is holy, and if a holy wind some-
times causes virgins to conceive, I should
advise all respectable ladies to keep out
of the draught. (A voice: Itisblasphemy.)
Then I will blaspheme as long as I live.

The gentleman (8 Jew converted to
orthodox Christianity,) who thus charac-
terized the remarks of Mr. Stern, then
rose and attempted to obtain a hearing
for himeelf, repeatedly exclaiming, in an
excited maunner, that he would not allow
blasphemy in his presence.

The Chairman refused to hear him, and
after some minutes’ confusion the gentle-
man was prevailed upon to sit down.

Mr. Stern: I consider that that gentle-
min has come here for the purpuse of
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disturbing the meeting. I am sure we
have gone on very nicely, with the
exception of a few interruptions. I am
sure I will excuse them. 1 was perfectly
satixficd that I should say something you
would not like. Well, my friend sayx he
will place me along with the slanderers of
Paul. If I have slandered him I am sure
I have slandered him truthfully from my
convictions. I have come forward like a
man and publicly anunounced my con-
victions ang if I zave slandered Paul, I
wish to be judged by those great intellects
that are to be found in this country. The
next thing my friend asks me is respecting
the ages to which one of my quotations
from Morheim refers. He says the
statements he makes with reference to
the poliey of the early church do not refer
to the apostles. I have told you that
they could not write, that they were
illiterate men, that they could not write
these books at all. But my friend says
they did write them, although they could
not. He says the originals have been
lost; and when I quote Mosheim, I quote
him merely to shew what sort of people
they were who are supposed to have writ-
ten them. I say the translators have mis-
represented everything, and these things
could never have been in existence or
there would have been something left of
them. I want to know what the discussion
has been about. He has yet to shew me
why Jesus was crucified, why he was to be
three days and three nights in the grave,
and yet only remained thirty hours, and
why he should rise again and go to
heaven: and I yet want to know where
in the Hebrew there ix an equivalent for
the word heaven at allt We have not
got an equivalent for heaven, so I do not
know where Jesus is. But has he been

. crucified at all? that is the question. I

maintain that according to the rules of
English Grammar he has not.—(Luke
xxiii. 26.) * And as they led him (Jesus)
away they laid held upon one Simon, a
Cyrenian, coming out of the country, and
on him (Simon) they laid the cross that
he might bear it after Jesus.” I wish
you particularly to pay attention to these
few passages; it says they caught hold
of one Simon coming out of the country
and on him they laid the cross, *And
there followed him.” The last person
alluded to is Simon, mind you. **And
there followed him (Simon) a great com-
pany of people, and of women, which
also bewailed and lamented him (Simon).”
But Jesus turning unto them said,

P etk e s s
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“Daughters of Jerusalem, weep not for
me, but weep for your children, &e.”
This was superfluous, for they did not
weep for him but for Simon. * Aud
when they were come to the place which
is called Calvary, there they crucified
him.” Now the last person alluded to is
Simon; therefore, it must huve been
Simon they crucificd.  “Then said Jesus,
Father, forgive them for they know not
what they do.”” (A voice: is that Simoen
as well¥) No, but Jesus who shouted
out from the crowd, * Father, foryive
them, they know not what they do,” they
are crucifying poor Simon, and they think
it is me. Well, this discussion for the
E‘osont ends to-night. I thank you
indly for the attention you have given ;
for although you have somectimes inter-
rupted me, it still is a great credit to the
town of Birmingham that you have at
last allowed a Jew to come forward for
the first time, to express his opinions
ublicly whether he isin the right or not.
cre never was a time when a Jew came
forward in England before; and T am
gure that out of England no Jew would
be allowed to do what I have done here

i
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It xhews that we have in England at least
arrived at the time when we can tolerate
other opinions as well as ourown. I will
close in the sublime words of one of the
finest female writers that ever graced the
ficld of literature and moral philosophy.

“Long have the naticns slept—hark to that
sound!
The sleep is ended, and the world awakes:
Man rises in his strength, ang looks around,
While on his ~izht the dawn of reason breaka.
Lo! Knowledgedrawsthe curtain from his mind,
Quells Faney's vision, snd his rpirit tames
Deep in his brenst, tirat law to seck and tind.
Which kings would write in bloud, and priests
in flames.
Shout, Earth | the creature man, till now the foe
Of thee, and all who tread thy parcot breast,
Hencefortii, xhall learn himself and thee to know,
And in that knowledge shull be wise and blest.”

The meetings closed with a vote of
thanks to Mr. Wrirhe for presiding, in
response to which he remarked that the
whole of the debate had been conducted
with even greater decorum than they
might have expected from the nature of
the subject

e

160c85

N

V- \"T

Y)




CHRISTADELPHIAN PUBLICATIONS.

—S SR IR

To be had of R. ROBIERTS, Atheneum Rooms, Temple Row, Birminglam.

. WORKS OF DR. THOMAS.

ELPIS ISRAEL, 478 pp., 6s6 1, postase e\tra.

EUREKA, in 8 vols.; an Expo-ition of the Apocalypse, 2114 pp., 28-0i., postage

extra.

ANASTASIS: on Re-urrection and Julgment, 9d. post free; in America, 38 cents.

PHANEROSIS: Mosaic and Nazarene Teaching concerning God, 738 pp.; td. post
free; in Amerien, 35 cents.

WHAT IS THE TRUTH? or Pilate’s Question Auswered in an Expo~ition of the
Gospel of the Kingdom of Godj; 2id. post free; in America, 11 ccuts,

CATECHESIS: or Scriptural Instruction on Mortality, Immortality. and Judgment,
in the form of question and answer; 24 post free; in Aerien, 11 ceuts,

DESTINY OF THE BRITISH EMPIRE; a compi.ation from Dr.Thomas's works;
7d. post free; in America, 21 cents.

THE REVEALED MYSTERY: expounded in & Summary of Christinnity, a
Discour-e on Eternal Life, with an Analysis of the Kingdom of God, aud a
Synopsis of the One Faith taught by the Aposues; 8d. pust frce; in Awmerica,
10 cents,

HERALD OF THE KINGDOM : several back vols., 4s4d. each; in America, 2 dols.

PICTURIAL ILLUSTRATION OF GOD MANIFESTATION; post free, 337d.

OTHER WORKS.

TWELVE LECTURES on the Teaching of the Bible in relation to the Faiths of
Ciristendom 5 by R. RoBeRrTs, Birminghaw; 878 pp., 2slud. post free; in
Americs, 1 dollar U8 cents.

THE CHRISTADELPHIAN, a Mounthly Periodical, edited by R. RoBERTS.

EVERLASTING PUNISHMENT NOT ETERNAL TORMENTS; being a Reply to
the “ REv.” DRr. ANGUS'S arguments in favour of the populir view of the
future state of the unrighteous, by R. RoBERTS, 8d., post lree; iu America,
80 cents.

THE DECLARATION; the Truth defined in a series of Propositions, with proof-
texts in full; 52 pp., 3d., post free; in America, 10 ceuts.

DISCUSSION ON THE IMMORTALITY OF THE SOUL, between R. ROBERTS
and K. C. NIGHTINGALE ; 8d. post free; in America, 80 cents.

THE CHRISTADELPHIAN HYMN BOOK: Psalms, Hymng and Anthems, with
Music in both nutations; 850 pp., cloth, 6s56d.; lenther, 753d.; postage extra.
THE GOOD CONFE-~ION: elaborated in aconversation between a Christndelphian
and a beiicving stranger desiring to be imnnersed into the name Christ;

by R. RosEurs, 8id., post free; in America 16 cents.

CHRISTADELPHIAN SHIELD; serial papers in answer to orthodox arguments
against lthe Truth; by J. J. ANDREW, Loudon; 1d. per copy, or 13 copi-s post
free, 10d.

THE BAPTISTS AND THE MILLENNIUM., 4}d. post free.

MEANING OF CHRISTADELPHIAN MOVEMENT: a Report of Four Days’
Gathering in Birmingham; post-free 94d.; Anierica, 40 cents.

MISCELLANEOUS PAMPHLETS.—The Kinudom of God, 2id., or 10 cents—
Record of the Birminghmin Ecclesia, 64d., or 20 cents—Bible Companion,
24d., or 10 cents—Odology, 14d., or 7 cents—all post free.






Digitized by
Google



Digitized by \ad QO
Google



	Front Cover
	A THREE NIGHTs ...
	PR E F A C E . ...
	WAS JESUS OF NAZARETH THE ...
	THREE NIGHTS’ Discussion. 85 ...
	42 ...
	CHRISTADELPHIAN PUBLICATIONS. ...
	| | | | | | | | | | ...

