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But nature dces not exist in and of itself. Nor is it left
to go its own way. It does not exist for its own sake. And
the purpose of its existence must be ascertained outside the
sphere of nature itself. Nature is only an 1nstrument; it
is only a part of a greater and more comprehensive system,
God, then, may have determined originally that at certain
points in history the natural, as we know it, should give
way to the supernatural. If there ie an end worthy of the
intervention of God, then a miracle is not out of bharmony
with the unchangeable character of Divine rule. This lies
in the unity of purpose. The same goal is pursued, but the
means of reaching it are different. Now He makes use of the
natural, again of the supernatural. There is no disruption
of the harmony that is in the Divine government. The natural
and the supernatural together form one consistent whole.
Hence, a miracle implies no after-thought on the part of God.
Miracles, not less than natural events, had their appointed
place. They are, in a sense, a departure from the law of
nature, but yet they are in perfect harmony with the laws of

6
the universe. The higher law prescribes their performance.2

Another form of unbelief which has been brought forward

in an effort to invalidate the miracles of our Savior is the

2 pigher, Op. cit., pp.491-3.
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s0-called Mythical Theory. The leading advocate cf that
theory is David Strauss. He avails himself cf all the cb-
jections frow Celsug to Paulus, which unbelief has found
possible to suggest. Although Strauss purports to ccnstruct
a life of Christ, it is quite evident that the great guestion
before his mind is the question of the truth or falsshood

of the narratives in the New Testament which record the
miracles. He begins with the premise that a miracle is

never to be believed, and the narrative in which it is found
is unhistorical. This, however, is a begging of the question,
because that is the one thing that he has tc prove. His

entire work, therefore, is a petitio principii.

Yhat is a myth? It is, in form, a narrative and the

P T

idea from which it springs is not reflectively distinguished
from the narrative, but rather is blended with it. Moreover,
there is consciousness on the part of those from whom the
myth emanates that this product of their imagination is
fictitious. With this background, we can briefly state the

Mythical Theory of Strauss.

At the time when Jesus was growing to manhood there was
a universal expectation of the coming of the Messiah., With
an intense study of the Old Testament to direct them, the
people had a fairly well-defined conception of what this

Promised King was going to be like. He would perform such
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miracles as opening the eyes of the blind, healing the sick,
and raising the dead. He would be greater than Hoses and
Elijah and all the other ancient prophets. When Christ then
began His public ministry, He attached to Himself certain
disciples who shared with Him the new belief that He was the
Messiah. He taught with power and authority in Palestine.
His fame spread quickly. After about three years, however,
He was seized by Pontius Pilate and put to death. His dis-
ciples, meanwhile, sad and disappointed because He had not
established an earthly realm, imagined that He had risen
from the dead. Hence, the cause of Jesus Christ was not
weakened, but gradually gained strength. Out of love for
their slain and, as they believed, risen Lord, there sprang
the mythical tales which we find in the Gospels. Believing
that He was the promised Messiah, they attributed to Him
the works which that Promised Messiah was to perform. -
Having thus stated the main points of the theory of Strauss,

let us see why the mythical hypothesis is untenable.

The belief of the Apostles and of Jesus Himself, that
He was the iiessiah, could not be accounted for on the theory
of Strauss, in fact, could not have existed, if the assump=-
tions set forth were true. Strauss employs a sort of syllo-
gism. There was a fixed idea that the Messiah would work

miracles; the disciples believed that Jesus was the promised



llessiah; hence, the necessity of attributing miracles to Him,
These, we are told, were the conditions which obtained at
that tiwme and which gave rige to the myths. But if the ex-
pectation existed that the kKessiah would perform miracles,
how could the disciples believe on Him in the absence of
such miracles? How could their faith stand the shock of

not seeing their dreams concerning His kingdom realized?

It must he evident to every candid reader that Strauss is
faced with a dilemma. Either the pervious ideal of the
Messiah was not so firmly fixed in the minds of the disciples,
in which case the motive for the creation of these myths is
lacking; or, being firmly engraved in their minds, their
faith in Jesus through His life-time proves that miracles

were actually performed.

Strauss says that the source of this Christian mythology
was the enthusiasm of the infant church. But when he is
called upon to explain, he admits that neither the disciples
nor the communities which were under their immediate leader-
ship could have been the authors. Whence, then, did these
myths come? Who were their authors? To these basic questions
Strauss gives only the briefest answer. He affirms that they
originated with the dwellers in secluded places in Galilee,
among whom Christ lived for a short time, and with those who

had occasionally accompanied Christ. There was, then, a com-

N
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munity of Jewish-Christian disciples, separated from the
apostles and the Christian flocks.over which they presided.
From them in thirty or forty years this extensive and co-
herent cycle of myths developed. But it must strike the
reader as a singular fact that there is no evidence whatever
for the existence of such a community in the midst of Palesg-
tine. HNo one seems to know about it, except perhaps Strauss,
How, then, could all that have been done without the know=-
ledge of the apostles or other well-informed contemporaries?
This whole body of myths could not have been kept secret for
a whole generation while the apostles traveled up and down

Palestine.27

We readily admit-that an incrustation of miracles may
easily accumulate around the memory of a certain saintly
person. Yet the miracles of our Savior appear to be miracles
with a distinct difference. In many of the ordinary chronicles
of hagiology, the miraculous is presented in such a way as
t0 glorify the hero or heroine. In neon-light fashion they
veritably flash with the greatness of the hero. This is not
the case in the accounts cf the miracles of Christ. On the
centrary, they are presented with no attempt at dramatization.
Very often, in fact, they are given in just the barest outline.
The fact that the sacred historians did not make a full pro-

duction number out of Christ's miracles is not conclusive of

37 Fisher, Op. cit., 339-359.
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anything, yet it is interesting to note this in passing, for

it does have cumulative value.za

Finally, are the‘Evangelists trustworthy? Did they
follow "cunningly-devised fables"? We answer with an empha-
tic NO. Take the case of Thodés, for example. There was a
man who would accept no evidence except that which he himself
had experienced, regardless of the testimony of his friends
and companions. In the light of the greatest of all miracles,
the Resurrection, he had to declare: "My Lord and my God!®
Surely, a man like him would not blindly accept the miracles
of Christ if they had not actually been performed. Again,
if they had beén a company of deceivers it might have been
expected that at least one of them should turn against the
rest and expose the fraud for hié own personal safety's sake.
Yet that was never done, even though—they were martyred for

their belisf.

If this were only a deception, whét possible motive could.
they have had for promulgating it? After Pentecost they had
& clear conception of the nature of the Kingdom of Christ.
Their ideas of earthly glory and power had been abandoned.
They could only expect persecution, reproach, and a violent
death. But, nevertheless, they will continue in their purpose
to bear witness to Christ. Surely, this is strange, if the

testimony borne to them was falee.89

LR T Adams, Is Belief in Miraoles Reasonable?, The Church
Quarterly Review, Vol.CXL. p.80.

29 Taylor, Qp. eit., pp.19-20.




Such is the outline of the testimony in behalf of the
miracles of our Savior. Dr. Hill, in his Lectures in Divinity,
gives this summary:

The history of mankind has not preserved a testimony
80 complete and satisfactory as that which I have now
stated. If, in conformity to the exhibitions which
these writings give of their character, you suppose
their testimony to be true, then you can give the most
natural account of every part of their conduct, of
their conversion, their steadfastness, their heroism.
But if, notwithstanding every appearance of truth, you
suppose their testimony to be false, inexplicabls cir-
cumstances of glaring absurdity crowd upon you. You
must suppose that twelve men of mean birth, of no
education, living in that humble station which placed
ambitious views out of their reach and far from their
thoughts, without any aid from the state, formed the
noblest ascheme which ever entered into the mind of man,
adopted the most daring means of executing that schemse,
and conducted it with such address as to conceal the
imposture under the semblance of simplicity and virtue.
You must suppose that men guilty of blasphemy and false-
hood, united in an attempt the best contrived, and
which in fact proved the most successful, for making
the world virtuous; that they formed this singular
enterprise without seeking any advantage to themselves,
with an avowed contempt of loss and profit, and with
the certain expectation of scorn and persecution; that
although conscious of one ancther's villainy, none of
them ever thought of providing for his own security
by disclosing the fraud, but that amidst sufferings
the most grievous to flesh and blood they persevered
in their conspiracy to cheat the world into piety,
honesty and benevolence. Truly they who can swallow 30
such suppositions have no title to object to miracles.

%0 Quoted by Taylor, Op. cit., pp.21-22.



Chapter Two. 33.
The General Purpose of our Savior's Miracles.

The reason or purpose behind any given act often deter-
mines its value and usefulness. In preparing cases for court,
the state's attorney, for example, is always vitally interested
in the question of probable motives for the crime. And so
the question: What part did the miraole‘play in our Savior's
ministry to save the world? Why is Revelation attended with
miracles? What particular end is served by the manifestation
of supernatural power in connection with Christianity? is

deserving of a full examination.

It has been said that Carnegie, the great financier and
philanthropist, donated large sums of money to certain organi-
zations with the stipulation that his name be perpetuated
thereby. Hence, the motive for the donations is really
selfish and vain. The charge that Christ worked His miracles
for a similar reason is sometimes heard. He had great power
and delighted in showing it to the people because of the
plaudits He received thereby. But if that were true, the
miracles of our Lord would lose most, if not all, of their
value to Christianity as a whole and to us as individuals.

An examination of the miracles, however, shows that that
charge is entirely untrue. The opposite is correct. In His
miracles, we discover nothing ostentatious, no striving for
a worldly repute and fame. On the contrary, many are the

times that He maintains silence. Certainly, if He had wanted




34,

glamor and prestige, He never would have given such a command.
On one occasion, at least, had He been willing, He could have
been made & King. But He fled from the eager multitude. Such

is not the action of one thirsty for renown.31

Neither, on the other hand, is the charge of Renan true.
In his famous Vie de Jesu, he observes: "Many circumstances
appear to indicate that Jesus became a thaumaturge tardily
and unwillingly. Often He performed miracles only after
prayer, with a sort of bad humour, and reproaching those who
demanded them of Him with carnality of gpirit....One would
say, at times, that the role of thaumaturge is disagreeable
to Him".32 But if the doing of miracles were disagresable
to Him, Hg simply could have chosen to stop working them,
Or, He need never have revealed to the people His marvelous
power. This argument is not conclusive but it has cumulative
value when we ;ake into consideration the attitude of our
Lord in His working of miracles. When the widow of Nain and
her friends passed by on their way to bury her son who had
en untimely death, Christ need never have raised him. There
was no request that He perform a miracle. Yet, He did. 1In
healing the wan at the pool of Bethesda, which He knew would
bring on Him the censure of His enemies, He showed a definite

willingness to perform the miracle. Nothing in the account

51 Gharles P. M'Ilvaine, The Evidences of Christianity, p.323.
32'A.B.Bruce, The Miraculous Element in the Gospels, p. 247.
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indicates a different attitude. Furthermore, His performing
miracles only after prayer, does not show tardiness but rather
His close comsmunion with His Father. Then, when He reproached
those who dexanded signs from Him, it was because they were
not interested in Him and His Kingdom but simply in having

their idle curiosities satisfied.

Up to the time that Christ began His public ministry,
He was known only in Nazareth, and there as the carpenter's
gon., To His acquaintances Hé was no different from any one
else; perhaps they noted His great honesty and perfectness
of life, but they were not aware that He was someone greater.
Horeover, when He began His ministry, 1t was necessary that
there be something which would call attention to Himself,
something which would set Him off as an extraordinary Person.
And that something was miracles. They did, indeed, draw
attention to Himself and bring listeners to the words of Him
of Whom it was said: "Never man spake like this man™(Jn.7,48).
There are many passages in Holy Seripture which tell of His
fame spreading far and wide because of these works. And
that fame was not limited to the hoi polloi but penetrated
even into Herod's court. When Jesus was on trial, Herod
himself wanted to see Jesus perform some of thoss wonders

33
of which he had heard so much.

33 See: Mt.4,24; Mk.1,45; Lk.4,14.37; 9,31; Ht.14,1,
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Toward the end of His ministry the number of people, who
were Iinterested only in His miracles, grew. In John 13, we
read how "much people of the Jews" came to Bethany ™ot for
Jesus' sake only, but that they might see Lazarus whon He
ha¢ raised from the dead". But Christ aimed to have His
miracles hidden behind Him, and not Himself hidden behind
His miracles. He "degpaired" of that fact and rebuked those
who did not see beyond the mere wonders which He performed.
Thus, one of the purpcses which the working of miracles

fulfilled was to call attention to Hiwmself.

Moreover, by performing miracles, Jesus showed Himself
to the people as a very extraordinary Person. By virtue of
His doing the miraculous, they knew that He was different
from themselves, that God must dwell in Him; that He was a
great Prophet risen up among the people. Nicodemus, a ruler
of the Jews and a member of the Sanhedrin, showed this when
he came to Jesus by night and said: "Rabbi, we know that Thou
art a teacher come from God: for no man can do these miracles
that Thou doest, except God be with him*(Jn.3,3). Although
he did not knew that Jesus was in truth the very CGod incarnate,
he did perceive that God must be with Him in a very special
way because of the miracles which He performed. The Exclama-
tion of the disciples shows the same effect of miracles
upon their minds. "What manner of man is this? "(Mt.8,37),

they cried. The question does not imply doubt as to His
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Person, but rather astonishment at new proof of His power
and an attempt to fathom the depthes of His character =nd
being. Other examples might be given to show that His

miracles set Christ off as an extraordinary person,

This naturally leads us to & discussion of the main
purpose of His miracles. What did they prove of Him? What
is their relation to His Being and Essence? Firsi of all,
the miracles prove the Deity of Christ. Some people, however,
deny this. Their argument runs as follows. The miracles
of Christ do not differ in kind from those wrought by the
prophets of the 0ld Testament. The prophets also healed
the sick and raised the dead. There is nothing in the
quality of the works of Christ which authenticates the
interprétaticn that they were proofs of His Deity. If we
look at the teaching of the New Testament, they argue, we
discover that neither Christ nor His apostles attached this
significance to His miraculous works. On the contrary, they
are said to have been worked by the Father, or by the Father
through Him, They are said to have been effected by a power
which, though it is permanently inherent in Him, was yet given
Him of God. On some occasicns they are preceded by the offer-
ing of prayer to the Father. They are declared tc be revela-
tions of the power and majesty of the Father. And ir keeping
with these representations is the fact that Jesus performed

no miracles prior to His Beptism and His official entrance
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on His public winistry, The deity of Jesus is a truth which

Tests on His own testimony and that of the apostles, and not

upon the fact that He wrought miracles which exdeeded human

power and ability.34

But the preponderance of evidence makes this position
untenavle. TFirst of sll, He had created the world. He up-
holds all things by His mighty word, as we are told in the
Epistie to the Hebrews. It is not strange, then, or diffi-
¢ult to believe that He had power of Himself to heal the
sick und ralse the dead. Besides, there are many miracles
in the performance of which He did not call upon God or
atiribpute the power to work them to His Father, miracles
which He perforwed by and in His own power. Thus Jesus
8aid: "I say unto you, arise®(Lk.7,14); " will, be thou
ciean"(kit.8,3); "Go, thy son liveth"(Jn.4,50). What is the

meaning of that majestic: "I say unto yout? It is language

indicative of His deity. He claims to do these things by His

own power. And unless Jesus Christ wielded divine authority

in a wanner in which no mere human representative and messen-

ger of God has ever wielded it, for Him to stand and declare

*I say unto you", was pure and simple, outapoken blasphemy.
And yet that word had power. He assumed to act by His own

bower, and the event showed that He did not assume t0o much,

34 Figher, Op. oit., p.497.

85 g, Eckhardt, Homiletisches Reallexikon nebst Index
Rerum, Vol.V-Z, p.406.

35
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To illustrate this further. When Christ said to the
paralytic: "Son, be of good cheer, thy sins be forgiven theet,
His enemies understood His claim aright. Shocked, they mur-
mured: "Who can forgive sins but God only?® They knew by His
statement that He was doing that in His own name and power
and hence, taking on a prerogative of God. Now observe the
proof of His deity by the performance of the miracle. Jesus
admits that only God can forgive sins, and the argument
which He adduces from the healing of the paralytio may be
amplified thus: "It is true that none can forgive sins but
God; but it is also true that none can heal this disease of
the palsy by a word, but God; if, therefore, I do that latter
work here before your eyes, you have a proof that I am entitled
to do that other work - the forgiving of sins - which belongs
to a department beyond the range of your observation or in-
vestigation. The two works, each in its own province, are
such as only God can perform, therefore by my performance
of the one I give you confirmation of my authority to do

the other“.36

It is true that there are many statements in the Sacred
Record which declare that Christ performed a certain miracle

because the Father worked it through Him. It is true that

6 Taylor, Op. c;t.,‘pp.as.ae.



Christ performed some of His miracles only after prayer. "The
primary cause'of all the New Testament miracles is the divine
volition,- dunamis theou or kyriou (Lk.5,17)...Jesus aseribes
His own miraculous works to the same source: they are wrought
in the name of the Father (Jn.10,235), and originates ek tou
patros; they are, in brief, ta erga tou patrog,- divine acts
of free will. Yet this divine power to work miracles is
represented also as having its seat in the personality of
Jesus: it is conditioned, however, on His spiritual communion
and union with the Father (see Mk.9,29; Mt.14,19; and com=-
pare Lk.17,5)“.37 But a miracle cannot be considersd apart
from Him who works it. In the person of Christ dwelt both
the human and the divine natures. While He was on earth in
His state of humiliation, He did not always make full and
complete use Sf His divine attributes which were commuanicated
to His human nature. When Christ prayed, then, or declared
that the Father was wokking the miracle through Him, 1t was
according to His human nature (Jn.5,36; Jn.11,41-42). But
when He performed His miracles in His own name and power,

38
it was according to His divine nature.

It is interesting and instructive to note how Jesus
passes by the word "equal®, when the Jews charged Him with
setting Himself up as a rival God, "making Himself equal

a7 George T. Ladd, The Doctrine of Sacred Scripture,Vol.I.,p. 304.

38 Regllexikon,Vol.V-2, p.406.




