, LETTER VII. , Arminian Magazine Consisting of Extracts and Original
Treatises on Universal Redemption, 20 (1797:July) p.326

.

" 226 | Bithop of Laxpars's Apology for the Bisie. o

it in feafon or cut of feafsn, 2 Tim. iv. 1. He thathas the hapy
talent of Parisur Preaching, has fometimes done more for Chrift
and fouls in the {pace of a few minutes, than by the labour of
many days, in the ufual courfe of preaching in the pulpit. Ow
chara&er fhould be all of a piece, and we fhould help forwad
the fuccefs of our public miniftrations by our private addreffes to
the hearts of men, wherc Providence favours us with juft oc.
¢afions. : :

In order to promote this work of particular watchfulnefs over
the flock of Chrift, where he has made you a fthepherd and over-
feer, it is ufeful to keep a catalogue of their names, and now and
then review them with a paftoral eye and affeftion. This wil
awaken and incline you to lift up proper petitions for each of them,
fo far as you are acquainted with their circumftances in body or

aind. This will excite you to give thanks to God on account of
thofe who walk as becomes the Gofpel, and who have either be-
gun, or procceded and increafcd in the chriftian life and temper
by your miniftry : You will obferve the namcs of the negligent
and backfliding Chriftians, to mourn over them and admonifh
them : You will be put in mind how to difpofc of your timein
chriftian vifits, and learn the better t& fulfil your whole minifty
among them. : ‘

We fhall enlarge no farther in the enumeration of our dutie,
which would cafily fwell into a volume, if they were fet before
our eycs in their full extent : But in general, we fay, thefe are
the methods whereby we muft < take hecd to ourfelves, if we
would fulfil the miniftry that we have received of Chrift.” To
fupply what is omitted, read frequently, 2nd with holy attention,
the Epiftlcs of Paul to Timothy and Titus, which will fumil
you richly with dircétions for your work.

[ To be concluded in the next. ] | | i
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FroM THE stz{oxv- ofr LANDAFF to THOMAS PAINE.i
[ Centinued from ptzgc 285. ] 1

€« HE New Teftament, they tell us, is founded upon the

-prophecies of the Old ; if fo, it muft follow the fate of
it’s foundation.”—T hus you open your attack upon theNew Tel-
tament ; and I agree with you, that the New Teftament muft fols
low the fate of the Old ; and that fate is to remain unimpaired by
fuch efforts as you have made againft it. The New Teftamet
however, is not founded {olely on the prophecies of the Old.
a heathen from Athens or Rome, who had never heard of the

- prophecies
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‘_'mpbecies of the Old Teftament, had been an eye-witnefs of the mi-
ricles of Jelus, he would have madz the fame conclufion that the Jew
Nicodemus dic—¢¢ Rabbi, we know that thou art a teacher come from
‘God 5 for no man can do thefe miracles that thou doeit, except God be
with him.”” — Our Saviour tells the Jews,<— ¢ Had ye believed Mofes,

would have believed me ; for be wrote of me :”—and he bids them
fearch the Scriptures, for they teftified of him :—Buyt, notwith{tanding
shis appeal to the prophecies of the Old Teftament, Jefus faid to the
Jews, Though ve believe not me, believe the works.”-—RBelieve me
for the very works’ fake.”—¢ If I had not done among them the works
which none other man did, they had not had fin.”’—Thele are {ufficient
roofs that the truth of Chrift’s miflion was not even to the Jews,
much lefs to the Gentiles, founded folely on the truth of the prophecies
of the Old Teftament.  So that if you could prove {ome of thefe pro-
ccies to have been mifapplied, and not completed in the perfon of
Jefus, the truth of the Chriftian religion would not thercby be over-
wmed.—That Jelus of Nazareth was the perfon, in whom all the pro--
phei;ics, direft and typical, in the Old Teltament, refpeéting the Mel-
fb, were fulfilled, is a propofition founded on thofe prophecies, and
tobe proved by comparing them with the hiftory of his life. That
elus was & prophet fent from God, is one propofition—that Jefus was
the prophet, the Mefliah, is another : and though he certainly was both
aprophet and the prophet, yet the foundations of the proof of thefe
Prdpéﬁtions are {eparate and diftin€t.

“The * mere exiftence of fuch a woman as Mary, and of fuch a man
s Joleph, and Jefus, is,”” you fay, ¢ a matter of indifference, about
which there i1s no ground either to believe or to difbelieve.—Belief is
different from knowledge, with which you here feem to confound it.
We know that the whole is greater than its part — and we know that
dl the angles in the fame fegment of a circle are equal to each other—
we have intuition and demonftration as grounds of this knowledge ;
hut is there no ground for belief of paft or future exiftence? Is there
10 ground for believing that the fun will exift to-morrow, and that your
father exifted beforc you ?  You condefcend, however to think it pro-
hable, that there were fuch perfons as Mary, Jofeph, and Jefus ; and,
without troubling yourfelf about .their exiftence or non-exiftence, al-
fiming, as it were, for the fake of argument, but without pofitively
gnntng, their exiftence, you proceed to inform us, “ that it is the fa-
ble of Jefus Chrift, as told in the New Teftament, and the wild and
vifionary doftrine raifed thereon,”” againft which you contend. You
will not repute it a fable, that there was fuch a man as Jefus Chrift;
that he lived in Judea near eighteen hundred years ago ; that he went
sbout doing good, and preaching, not only in the villages of Galilee,

“bitin the city of Jerufalem ; that he had feveral followers who con-
'_‘&ntly attended him ; that he was put to death by Pontius Pilate ; that
his difciples were numerous a few years after his death, not only in Ju-
g, but in Rome the capital of the world, and in every province of
ﬁ‘lb Roman empire ; that a particular day has been obferved in a reli-
/#ous manner by all his followers, in commemoration of a real or fup-
-poled refurre@ion ; and that the conftant ceclebration of baptifm, and of

’he‘LOYQS ftlppi’r,'may be traced back from the prefent time to him,
o o as
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.as the author of thofe inftitutions. Thefe things conftitute, Ifup'poﬁ, :

no part of your fable; and if thefe things be fatls, they will, whey

- maturely confidered, draw after them {o many other things related i

the New Tefltament concerning Jefus, that there will be left for yoy
fable but very fcanty materials, which will require great fertility of ip.
vention before you will drefs them up in any form which will not df.
guft even a fuperficial oblerver.

The miraculous conception you efteem a fable, and in your mind i
is an obfcene fable.—Impure indeed muft that man’s imagination be,
who can difcover any oblcenity in the angel’s declaration to Mary :—
¢ The Holy Ghoft thall come upon thee, and the power of the Higheft
{hall overfhadow thee : therefore that Holy Thing which {hall be bom
of thee {hall be called the Sen of Ged.””—1 wonder you do not find
obfcenity in Genefis, where it is faid, ¢ The Spirit of God moved upbn
the face of the waters,”” and brought order out of confufion, a world
out of a chaos, by his foftering influence. As to the chriftian faith
being built upon the heathen mythology, there is no ground whatever
for the affertion ; there would have been fome for faying, that much of
the heathen mythology was built upon the events recorded in the Ol
Teftament.

You come now to a demonftration, or, which amounts to the fime

thing, to a propofition which eannot, you fay, be controverted :—firf

¢ That the agreement of all the parts of a ftory does not prove that
flory to be true, becaufe the parts may agree and the whole may
be falfe ; — fecondly, that the difugreement of the parts of a flory
proves that the whole cannot be true. The agreement does not prove
truth, but the difegreement proves falfehood pofitively.””  Great ule,
I perceive, is to be made of this propoﬁtion. You will pardon my
unikilfulnels in dialctiics, if 1 prefume to controvert the truth of this
abftrat propofition, s applied to any purpofe in life. The agreement
of the parts of a ftory implies that the ftory has been told by, at leaf,
swo perfons {the life of Dr. Johnfon, for mftance, by Sir John Haw.
kins and Mr. Bofwel). Now I think it fcarcely poflible for even two
perfons, and the difficulty is increafed if there are more than two, to
write the hiftory of the life of any one of their acquaintance, with.
out there being a confiderable difference between them, with refpeft to
the number and order of the incidents of his life. Some things will,
be omitted by one, and mentioned by the other ; fome things willbe
briefly touched by one, and the fame things will be circum{lantially de-
tailed by the other ; the fame things, which are menti ned in the fame
way by them both, may not be mentioned as having happened exattly
at the fame point of time, with other poffible and probable differences.
But thefe real or apparent difficulties, in minute circumftances, will
not invalidate their teftimony as to the material tranfaltions of his life,
much lefs will they render the whole of it a fable, If feveral inde-

endent witnefles, of fair charafer, {hould agree in all the parts of 2
ftory, (in teftifying, for infiance, that a murder or a robbery wis
committed at a particular time, in a particular place, and by a certain.
individual,) every court of uftice in the world would admit the fol,

notwithflanding
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pdwithftanding - the abftrat poflibility of the whole being falfe: —
gy if-feveral honeft men {hould agree in faying, that they faw the
king: of France beheaded, though they fhould difagree as to the figure
of the guillotine, or the fize of his executioner, as to the king’s hands
‘beinig: bound' or: loofe, as to his being compofed or agitated in afcendin
the [caffold, yet every court of juftice in the world would think, that
fuch difference, refpeing the circumftances of the faét, did not inva-
lidite ‘theievidence refpefting the falt itfelf. When you fpeak of the
whole of: a' flory, you cannot mean every particular circumftance con-
jefted with the ftory, but not effential to it ; you muft mean the pith
aid marrow: of the ftory; for it would be impoflible to eftablifh the
tuth of any: fact, (of admirals Byng or Keppel, for example, having
negtetted:or mot negleéted their duty,) if a dilagreement in-the evidence
of witneffes, in minute points, fhould be confidered as annihilating the
weight -of their- evidence in points of importance. In a word, the re-
‘htion of a-fa& differs effentially from the demonftration of a theorem.
If one ftep ‘is left out, one link in the chain of ideas conflituting a de-
monftration is omitted, the conclufion will be deftroyed; but a fatt
my be eftablifhed, notwithftanding a difagreement of the witnefles in
certain trifling particulars of their evidence refpetting it.

~You apply your incontrovertible propofition to the genealogies of
Chrift given by Matthéw and Luke— there is a difagreement between
them’; theréfore, you fay, ¢ If Matthew fpeak truth, Luke {peaks
filthood ; and if Luke fpeak truth, Matthew f{peaks falfehood ; and
herice there is no authority for believing either ; and if they cannot be
believed even in the very firft thing they fay and fet out to prove, they
i not entitled to be believed in any thing they fy afterwards.” &
annot admit either your premifes or your conclufion — not your con-
cdufions becaufe two authors, who differ in tracing back the pedigres
of an individual for above a thoufand years, cannot, on that account,
be efteemed incompetent to bear teitimony to the tranfaétions of his
I, unlefs an intention to falfify could be proved againft them. If
two'Wellh ' hiftorians fhould at this time write the life of any remark-
dle mah' of their country, who had been dead twenty or thirty years,
ad fhould through different branches of their genealogical tree, carry
- 9 the pedigree to Cadwallon, would they, on account of that differ-
tce, be difcredited in every thing they faid ? Might it not be believed
that they gave the pedigree as they had found it recorded in different
infruments, but without the leaft intention to write a falfehood ? —
I cannot admit your premifes; becaufe Matthew fpeaks truth, and
Luke fpeaks truth, though they do not fpeak the fame truth ; Matthew
gying the genealogy of Jofeph the reputed father of Jefus, and Luke
guing ;the, genealogy of Mary the real mother of Jefus. If you will
ngtadmit this, other explanations of the difficulty might be given ; but
lholditfufficient to fay, that the.authors had no defign to deceive the rea-
&, that they took.their accounts from the public regifters, which were
trefully kept, and that had.they been fabricators of thefe genealogies,
d}?yiw\quld have been expofed at the time to inftant detetion ; and the
artanty of that deteftion would have prevented them from making
% attempt to impofe a falfe genealogy on the jewifh nation. :
Vou, XX, July 1997 ‘ '
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But -that you may cffetually overthrow the credit of thefe genes:
gies, you make the following calculation :— ¢ From the birth of Dayig
to the birth of Chrift is upwards of 1080 years; and as there: were bug
27 full generations, to find the average of each perfon mentioned iy
St. Matthew’s lift at the time his firft fon was born, it is only neceffary
to divide 1080 by 27, which gives 40 years for each perfon. ~ Asthe
life-time of man was then but of the {ame extent it is now, it is an'ab}
furdity to fuppofe, that 27 generations fhould all be old bachelors; be!
fore they married. So far from this genealogy being a {olemn truth,
is.not even a realonable lie.””—This argument affumes the appearance of
arithmetical accuracy, and the conclufion s in a ftyle which even its
truth -would not excufe : — yet the argument is good for nothing, and
the conclufion is uot true.  You have rcad the Bible with fome atten-
tion; and you are extremely liberal in imputing to it lies and abfurdi-
ties ; read it over agaim, cfpecially the bocksof the Chronicles, and
you will there find, that, in the gencalogical lift of St. Matthew, three
gencrations airc omitted between Joram'and Ozias;  Joram .was the fa.
ther of Azarial:, Azariah of Joath, - Joath of Amauzh, and Amazih
of Ouias.— 1 enguirc not, i this placc, wheneg this omiflion pro:
ceeded; wlhicther it is to be attributed to an error in the genealogical
tables from whence Matthew took his account, -or to a corruption of
the text of the evangelift; fill it is an-omiffion, Now if you-will dd
thefe three generations to the 27 you mention,- and divide 1080 by g0,
youwill find the average age whern thefe jews had each of them. theirfirk
fon born was g6.- They married fooner than they ought to have dong,
dccording to Ariftotle, "who fixes thirty-feven as the moft proper age
when a man fhould marry.  Nor was it neceffary that they {hould have
been old bachelors, though each of ‘them had not a fon to fucceed him,
till he was thirty-fix ; they might have been married at twenty,  with,
out having a fon till they were forty. You affume in your argtment, !
that the firlt born fon fuccecded the father in the lift — this isnot-trueq
Solomon fuccecded  David ; yet Dayid had at leaft fix Tons, who were
grown to manhood before Soloizon was born ; and Rehobeam had at
leaft three fons before he had "Abia TAbijuh) who fuccceded him,—It
3s ‘needlefs to cite more inflances to this purpofe; but from:thele; and,
other circumftances which might be infifted upon, I can fee no ground
for believing, that the genealogy of Jéfus Chrift, mentioned by St.
Matthew, 1s not a {olemn truth, o ’ e

You infift much upon fome things heing mentioned by one evange!

1ift, which are not mentioned bv.all or by any of the others; and you

take this to be a reafon why we fhould confider thé gofpels, not as the
works of Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John, but as the produ&ioni"
of fome unconnefled individuals, eachh of whom made his own legend:
1 do not admit the truth of this fuppofition; but I may be allowed to
ufe it as an argument againft yourfelf — it removes every poffible fuipt:
cion of fraud and impofture, and confirms the gofpel hiftoryin the
firongeft manner. Four unconncéied individuals have each written me’
moirs of the life of Jefus; from whatever fource they derived ther
materials, it is evident that they agree in a great many particulgrs’q'f thc
lalt importance; fuch as the purity of his manners; the fanétity of hi
qoGlrines ; the multitude and publicity of his miracles;’ theipéri?C}l?ﬁlg
‘ ’ a pirit
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5 °of ‘his enemies; the manner of his death 3 and the certainty of his
sefutreftion ; ‘and whilft they agree in thefe great points, their difagree-
iment: in points of little confequence, 1s rather a confirmation of the
uth; than an indication of the fallchood, of their feveral accounts. —
Had they agreed:in nothing, their tcltimony ought to have been rejeéted
as.alegendary tale; had they agreed in every thing, it might have been
{ﬁfpe&ed that, "inftead of ‘uncon_ne&ed individuals, they were a fet cf
impoftors. The manner, in which the evangehils have recorded the
quticulars- of the life of Jefus, is wholly conformable to what we ex-

rience in other biographers, and clarns our highelt afient to it’s truth,
notwithftanding the force of your incontrovertible propefition.

“+As an miftance of contradiction between the evangelifls, you tell us,
that Matthew fays, the angel announcing the immaculate conceprion
if)pca'xjed unto Jofeph; but Luke fays, he appeared unto Mary. —
The angel, fir, appeared to them both; to Mary, when he informed
her that the fheuld, by the power of God, conceive a fon ; to Joleph,
fome months afterwards, when Mary’s pregnancy was vifible; in the
interim {he had paid a vifit of three months to her ¢oufin Elizabeth.
{t might have been expedied, that, from the accuracy with which you
have read your Bible, you could not-have confounded thefe obvicufly-
diftin€t appearances 3 but men, even of candour, are liablé to miftakes.
Who, you afk, would now believe a girl, who fhould fay fhe was got-
ten -with child by a ghoft? — Who, but yourfelf, would ever have
aked a queftion fo abominably indecent and profane? I cannot argue
with you on this {ubje€t. You will never perfuade the world, that the
Holy Spirit of God has any refemblance to the ftage ghofts in Hamlet
ot Macbeth, from which you feem to have derived your idea of it.

The ftory of the maffacre of the young children by the order of
Herod, is mentioned only by Malthew ; and therefore you think it is
afie. 'We muft give up all hiftory if we refule to admit faéts recorded
by only one hiftorian. Matthew addrefled his gofpel to the jews, and
put them n mind of a circumftance, of which they muft have had a
melancholy remembrance ; but gentile converts were lefs interefted in
that event. The evangelifts were not writing the life of Herod, but
of Jefus; it is no wonder that they omitted, above half a century after
the death of Herod, an inftance of his cruelty, which was not eflentt
aly conneted with their fubje€t. The maffacre, however, ‘was pro:
- bably known even at Rome; and it was certainly correfpondent to the
* charaler of Herod. John, vou fay, at the time of the maffacre, ¢ was
“under two years of age, and yet he efcaped ; fo that the ftory circum-
fantially. belies itfelf.”” — John was fix months older than Jefus; and
you cannot prove that he was not beyond the age to which the order of
Herod extended ; it probably reached no farther than to thofe who had
‘completed their firft year, without iricluding thofe who had entered up-
‘on their fecond: but without infifting upon this, {till I contend that
“you cannot prove John to have been under two years of age at the
time of the maffacre; and I could give many probable reafons to the
contrary. -Nor is it certain that John was, at that ume, in that part
of the country to which the edit of Herod extended. But there
would be no end of an{wering, at length, all your little objeétions.

Y 2 ' | No
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No two of the evangelifts, you obferve, agree in-reciting;:eiallly i
the fame words, the written infcription which was . put over Chft
when he was crucified. — I admit that there is an uneflential verhg
difference ; and are you certain that there was not a verbal difference in
the infcriptions themfelves? — One was written in Hebrew, anotheria
Greek, another in Latin; and, though they had all the fazn‘evmaning-,
{et it is probable, that if two men had tranflated the Hebrew and the

atin into Greek, there would have been a verbal difference between
their tranflations. You have rendered yourfelf famous by writing a
book called — The Rights of Man: — had you been guillotined by
Robefpierre, with this title, written in French, Englifh, and German,
and affixed to the guillotine — Thomas Paine, of America, author of
The Rights of Man — and had four perfons, fome of whom had feen
‘the execution, and the reft had heard of it from eye-witnefles, written
fhort accounts of your life twenty years or more after your death, and
one had faid the infcription was — This is Thomas Paine, the author
of The Rights of Man — another, The author of The Rights of
Man — a third, This is the author of The Rights of Man — anda
fourth, Thomas Paine, of America, the author of The Rights of Man
— would any man of common fenfe have doubted, on account of this
difagreement, the veracity of the authors in writing your life? —
¢ The only one,” you tell us, ¢of the men called apotles; who ap-
pears to have been near the fpot where Jefus was crucified, was Peter.”
— This your affertion is not true — we do not know that Peter was
prefent at the crucifixion; but we do know that John, the difciple
whom Jefus loved, was prefent; for Jefus fpoke to him from the
crofs.-— You go on, “But why fhould we believe Peter, convifted
by their own accourit of perjury, in {fwearing that he knew not Jefus?”
1 will tell you why — becaufe Peter fincerely repented of the wicked-
nels into which he had been betrayed, through fear for his life, and
{uffered martyrdom in atteftation of the truth of the chriftian religion.

But the evangelifts difagree, you fay, not only as to the fuperfcrp-
tion on the crofs, but as to the time of the crucifixion, ¢ Mark faying
it was at the third hour (nine in the morning), and John at the {ixth
hour (twelve, as you fuppofe, at noon).” Various folutions have betn
given of this difficulty, none of which fatisfied Dottor Middleton,
much lefs can it be expetted that any of them fhould fatisfy you; but-
there is a folution not noticed by him, in which many judicious men
have acquiefced — That John, writing his gofpel in Afia, ufed the
Roman method of computing time; which was the fame as our own;
fo that by the fixth hour, when Jefus was condemned, we are to und_g:r-
ftand fix o’clock in the morning; the intermediate time from fix to
nine, when he was crucified, being employed in preparing for the
erucifixion. But if this difficulty fhould be ftill efteemed infuperable,
it «does not follow that it will always remain fo; and if it fhould, the
main point, the crucifixion of Jefus, will not be affected thereby. .

1 cannot, in this place, omit remarking fome circumftances attégid-
ing the crucifixion, which are fo natural, that we might have WOﬂd?‘?‘i;
1f they had not occurred. Of all the difciples of Jefus, John was be-
loved by him with a peculiar degree of affeétion ; and, -as kindriefs pro-
guccs kindnefs, there can be little doubt that the regard was repgfoFalg
Gepb b deeisto ot T aili e R v v 4 wade es s e sas s il . - oW
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Now whom.fhould we expe& to be the attendants of Jefus in his laft
ﬁgcmg? ‘Whon but John, the friend of his heart ? — Whom but
s mother, ‘whofe - foul was now pierced through by the fword of for- *
sowy'which Simeon had foretold ¥ — Whom but thofe, who had been
améhed to him through life ; who, having been healed by him of their
infirmities, were impelled by gratitude to minifter to him of their fub-
flance, to be attentive to all his wants P—Thele were the perfons whom
we dhould have expefted to attend his execution ; and thefe were there.
T whom would an expiring fon, of the beft affettions, recommend a
poor, and, probably, a widowed mother, but to his warmeft friend ?
‘And this did Jefus, — Unmindful of the extremity of his own
torture, and anxious to alleviate the burden of her forrows, and to
fpmm& her old age from future want and mifery, he faid to his beloved
. diliiple — ¢ Behold thy mcther! and from that hour that difciple took
Yer to his own home.”” I own to you, that fuch inftances as thefe, of
the conformity of events to our probable expectation, are to me gen-
uicemarks of the fimplicity and truth of the gofpels; and far outweigh
athoufand little objeftions, arifing from our ignorance of manners,
tmés, and circumftances, -or from our incapacity to comprehend the

ntans ufed by the Supreme Being in the moral government of his
creatures, ; :

- 8t. Matthew mentions feveral miracles which attended our Saviour’s
ftifixion — the darknefs which overfpread the land — the rending of
the veil of the temple — an earthquake which rent the rocks — and
the refurreftion of many faints, and their going into the holy city. —
“Such,” you fay, ‘s the account which this dafhing writer of the
book of Matthew gives, but in which he is not fupported by the wri-
ters of the other books.”” This is not accurately exprefled ; Matthew
isfupported by Mark and Luke, with refpe&t to two of the miracles —
the darknefs — and the rending of the veil : — and their cmiffion of
the other does not prove, that they were either ignorant of them, or
dibelieved them. I think it idle to pretend to fay pofitively what in~
Sienced them to mention only two miracles; they probably thought
them fufficient to convince any perfon, as they convinced the centurion
thit Jefus ¢ was a righteous man”” — ¢ the Son of God.” And thefe
two miracles were better calculated to produce general ‘conviftion,
monglt the perfons for whofe benefit Mark and Luke wrote their gof-
pds, than either the earthquake or the refurre@ion of the faints.- The
tirthquake was, probably, confined to a particular {pot, and might, by
a objefter, have been called a natural phenomenon ; and thofe to whom
the {aints appeared might, at the time of writing the golpels of Mark
wd Luke, have been dead: but the darknefs muft have been generall
known and remembered; and the veil of the temple might ftill be pre-
frved at the time thefe authors wrote — As to John not mentioning
‘my of thefe miracles — it is well known that his gofpel was written as
3 kind of fupplement to the other gofpels; he has therefore omitted
many things which the other three evangelifts has related, and he has
wded feveral which they had not mentioned ; in particular, he has ad-
ted 2 c@rcumﬁance of great importance; he tells us that he faw one of
the- foldiers pierce the fide of Jefus with a fpear, and that blood and
¥ikrflowed through the wound; and left any one fhould doubt of the
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faft, from it’s not being mentioned by the other evangelifts, he ifferis
it with peculiar earneftnefs — ¢*And he that faw it, .bare récoi"d',"":‘afﬁ&-
his record is true: and he knoweth ‘that he faith true; that ye might
believe.”” — John faw blood and water flowmg from the wound; the
blood is “eafily accounted for ; but whence came the water? Theas
tomifts tell us— that it came from the pericardium : = fo confifteiit
evangelical teftimony with the moft curious refearches” into natug
fcience! — You amufe yourfelf with the account of what the feriptur
calls many fants, and you callan army of faints, and ‘are angty wifh
Matthew for not having told you a great many things about then,
— It isvery poffible that Matthew might have known the falof
their refurretion, without knowing every thing about them; butif
he had gratified your curiofity in every particular, I am of opinion th
vou would not have believed a word of what he had told you, [I'have
no curiofity on the fubjett; it is enough for me to know that ¢ Chrit
was the firft fruits of them that flept, and that all that are in the graves
fhall hear his voice and fhall come forth,’* as thofe holy men did, who

heard the voice of the Son of God at his refurreétion, and paffed from

death to life. If I durlt induige myfelf in being wile above what i

-written, -1 might be able t6 anfwer many of your inquiries relative to

thefe faints: but I dare not touch the ark of the Lord, I dare not fup:
port the authority of {cripture by the boldnefs of conjefture. Whatever
difﬁculty_‘there may be in accounting for the ﬁlencc:. of theother evange. .
lifts, and of St. Paul alfo, on this fub_]t_z&, yet there is a greater difficulty
in {fuppofing that Matthew did not give a true narration of what had
happened at the crucifixion. 1f there had been no fupernatural dark-
nefs, no earthquake, no rending of the veil of the temple, no grve
opened, no refurre@tion of holy men, no appearance of them.unto

" many—if none of thefe things had been true, or rather if any one of

them had been falle, what motive could Matthew, writing to the jews
have had for trumping up fuch wonderful ftories? He wrote, asevery

mman. does, with an intention to be believed ; and yet every jew he met

would have ftared him in the face, and told him that he was a liar and
an impo&or. ‘What author, who twenty years hence fhould addrefsto
the French mnation an hiftory of Louis X VI, would venture to affim,
that when he was beheaded there was darknefs for three hours overll
France? that there was an earthquake ? that rocks were {plit ? graves
'epencd ? and dead men brought to life, who appeared to many perfons
in Paris? — It is quitc impoffible to fuppofe, that any one would i
to publith fuch obvious lies; and I think it equally impoffible to fup:
pole, that Matthew would have dared to publifh his account of whit
happened at the death of Jelus, had not that account been geqqﬂl{
known to be true. L

[ To be continued in our next, |
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