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tome; the day of my new-birth. Shefhield is the place where I
experienced this great change. Laft Tuefday was a fortnight, I
went.to Mr. Bramwell’s, to iriftruét him in the French Language

- I had been reading the Bible all the morning, and was. particularly
affeGted with fome paffages in. which Pardon is promifed to the
Penitent, and we are affured that whatfoever we'afk in faith we
fhall have. * I prayed earneftly that Gop would pardon me, and
was enabled to truft-in his Word. I laid down the book, firmly
perfuaded I fhould fee his Salvation. It then was fnggefted to my
mind that Gop bad faid, “ The effeftual fervent prayer of a
righteous man availeth much,” and 1 thought I fhould do well to
defire Mr. Bramwell to pray for my converfion. - That day he
dined with us at Mr. Holy’s, and after dinner he defired me to
return with him to his houfe. M;i. H. Taylor joined us, and
after fome converfation on indifferent fubjeéls, at leaft, indifferent
to me, Mr. Taylor propofed prayer betore he left us. I fell ca

. my knees expefting to receive the Blefling I fo much defired. They
began to pray for my converfion: when by degrees my heart was
much affeéted, till I was diffolved in tears. Mell. T. and B. ap-

- peared to me to pray by the affiftance of the Holy Spirit, and the
Room to ‘be filled with the Prefence of Gop. No doubt Gop
was in the midft of us. I trembled as a criminal before his tribunal,
and with many fighs and tears befought him to forgive my finse
He gracioufly looked on my diftrefs and did not {uffer me to re-
main long in this anguifh of mind, but in his abundant mercy
fpoke thefe kind words to my heart, ¢ I will remember thy fins
no more: I will wipe away all tears from thine eyes.” I believed.
I felt an affurance of pardon. My foul was fiiled with joy un-
fpeakable, and all I could fay for a {eafon was, * O infinite good-
nefs! doft thou condefcend thus to notice a wretch' like me.”

- From that moment I have rejoiced in the Lord, and his Spirit
. hath witnefled with my fpirit, that I am a child of Gob. I feel
- that Gop dwells in me and I in him. "And as Chrift prayed that
the faithtul might be one in him,- I now feel united to them as [

- never did before. Gob grant we may never be difuniced, but
that our union may be more and more intimate, in time and in ~
Eternity. Thus prays the whole foul of him who is your f{incere
friend for ever, Du PonTAavICE.

* Letrer IL from the Bifhop of Landaff to Thom. Paine.

% JD EFORE you commence your grand attack upon the Bible,
A you wifh to eftablith a difference between the evidence ne-
. celfary to prove the authénticity of the Bible, and that of any

" other ancient books. I am not furpriled at your anxiety on this
. head ; for all writérs on'the fubjeft have agreed in thinking that
~ St. Auitin reafloned- well, when, in vindicating the genuinenefs of
_the Bible, he atked —*¢ What proofs have we that the works of
" Plato, Ariftotle, Cicero, Varv, -and other profane authors, were

. written
g |
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written by thofe whofe names they bear ; unlefs it be that this hae
been an opinion generally received at all times, and by all thofe
who have lived {ince thefe authors ?” This writer was convinced,
that the evidence which eftablifhed the genuinenels of any pro-
fane -book, would eflablifh that of a facred book ; and I profefs
myfelf to be of the fame opinion, notwi:hftanding what you have
advanced to the contrary.

In this part your ideas feem to me to be confufed ; I do not fay
that you, deﬁoned!y, jumble - together mathematical {cience and
hiftorical evidence ! the knowledge acquired by demonflration,
and the prohability derived from teftimony.—You know but of one
ancient book, thut authoritatively challenges univerfal confent and
belief, and that is Euclid’s Elements. — It I were difpofed to
make frivolous objettions, 1 fhould fay that even Euclid’s Ele.
ments had not met wih univerfal confent ; that there had been
men, both 1n ancient and modern times, who had queftioned the
intuinive evidence of {ome of his axioms, and denied the jufnefs
of {fome of bis demonftrations : but, admiting the truth, I do not
fee the pertinency of your obfervation. You are attempting to
{ubvert the authenticity of.the Bible, and vou tell us that Euclid’s
Elements are certainly true. — What then ? — Does it follow that

the Bible is certsinly falfe ? The moft illiterate fcrivener in the

kingdom does not want to be informed, that the examples in his
ngates ‘Arithmetic, are proved by a-different kind of reafon-
ing from that by which he perfuades himfelf to believe, that there
was fuch a perfon as Henry VIIL or that there 1s fuch a city as
Paris.

It may be of ufe, to remove this confuﬁon n your argument
to flate, diftinéily, the difference between the genuinenefs, and
the authentncxty, of a book. A genuine book, is that which was
written by the perfon whofe name it bears, as the author of it
An authentic book, is that which relates matters of takt, as they.
really happened. A book may be genuine, without being authen.
tic; and a book may be authentic, without being genuine.  The
books written by Richardfon and Fielding are genuine books,
though the hifiories of Clariffa and Tom Jones are fables. The
hiftory of the ifland of Formof(a is a genuine book ; it was written
by Pfalmanazar; but it is not an authentic book, (though it was
long efleemed as "fuch, and tranflated into different languages) tor
the author, in the lauer part of bhis life, took thame to himfelf for
having impofed on the world, and confeffed that it was a niere
romance. Anfon’s Voyage may be confidered as an authentig
book, it, probably, conteining a true narration of the principal
events recordcd i it; but it is not a genuine book, having not
been written by Walters, to whom it is afcribed, but by Robins.

This diftin&ion between the genuinenefs and authentxcxt) of a
book, will «ffiit us in detefting the fallacy of an argument, which
you ftate with great confidence in the part of your “work now un-
der confideration, and which you lrequently allude to, in other

parts,
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parts, as conclufive evidence againt the truth of the Bible. Your
argument ftands thus — If it be found that the books afcribed 10
Moles, Jofhua, and Simucl, were not written by Moles, Jothua,
and Samuel, every part of the authority and auhenticity of thefe
books is gone at one.—1 prefume to think ctherwife. "The ge-
nuinenefs of thefe books (in the judgment of thofe who fay that
théy were wntten by thele authors) will certainly be gone; but
their authentici'y may remain ; they may flill contain a true account
of real wanfations, though the names of the writers of them’
fhould be found to be different from what they are generally efteem-
ed to be. '

- Had, indeed, Mofes faid that he wrote the five firft books of the
Bible ; and had Jofhua and Samuel faid that they wrote the books
which are refpeétively attributed to them ; and had it been found,
that Mofes, Jofhua, and Samuel, did not write thefe books ; then,
I grant, the authority of the whole would have been gone at once ;
thefe men would have been found liars, as to the genuinénels of
the books; and this proot of théir want of. veracity, in one point,
‘would have invalidated their teftimony in every other; thefe
books would have been juftly ftigmatized, as neither genuine nor
authentic. '

An hiftory may be true, though it fhould not only be afcribed
to a wrong author, but though the author of it fhould not be
known; anonymous teftimony does not deftroy the reality of
fafts, whether natural or miraculous. Had Lord Clarendon pub-
lithed his Hiftory of the Rebellion, without prefixing bis name to
it; or had the hiftory of Titus Livias come down to us, under
the name of Valerius Flaccus, or Valerius Maximus ; the faéls
mentioned in thefe hiftorics wouid have been equally certajn.

- As to your aflertion, that the miracles recorded in Tacitus, and
in other profane hiflorians, are quite as well authenticated as thofe
of the Bible — it, being a mere aflertion deftitute of proof, may
be properly anfwered by a contrary affertion. -1 take the liberty
then to fay, that the evidence for the miracles recorded in the
Bible is, both in kind and degree, fo greatly fuiperior to that for
the prodigies mentioned by Livy, or the miracles related by Ta-
citus, as to juftify us in giving credit to the cone as the work of.
God, and in with:-holding it from the other as the effeft of fuper-
ftition and impofture. This method of-derogating from the cre-
dibiility of chriftianity, by oppofing to the miracles of cur Saviour,
the tricks of ancient impofiors, feems to have originated with
Hierocles in the fourth century ; and it has been adopted by unbe-.
lievers from that time.to this; with this difference, indeed, that,
. the heathens of the third and fourth century admitted that Jefus
wrought miracles ; but left that admifion fhould have compelled |
them to abandon their gods and become chriftians, they faid, that,
their Apollonius, their Apuleius, their Arifleas, did as great:,
Wbilﬁ modern deifts deny the faft of Jefus havigg ever wrought a
miracle, And they have fome reafon. for this proceeding ; they,
- ’ are

-
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are f{enfible that the Gofpel Miracles are fo different, in all their
circumftances, from thofe related in pagan flory, that, if they:
admit them to have been performed, they muft admit Chriftianity
to be true; hence they have fabricated a kind of deiftical axiom
—that no human teftimony can eftablifh the credibility of a mi-
racle. — This, though it has been an hundred times refuted, is
fil! infiffed upon, as if it’s truth had never been queitioned, and
could not be difpioved.

You ¢ proceed to examine the authenticity of the Bible ; and
vou begin, you fay, with what are called the five books of Mofes,
Genefis, Exodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy. Your
intention, you profefs, is to fhew that thefe books are fpurious,
and that Mofes is not the author of them; and ftill farther, that
they were not written in - the time of Mofes, nor till feveral hun.
dred years afterwards ; that they are no other than an attempted
hiftory of the life of Mofes, and of the times in which he is faid
to have lived, and alfo of the times prior thereto, written by fome
very ignorant and flupid pretender to authorfhip, feveral hundred
years after the death of Mofes.” — In this paflage the utmotft force
of your attack on the authority of the five books of Mofes is clear-
ly flated. You are not the firft who has flarted this difficulty ; it
is a difficulty, indeed, of modera date ; having not been heard
of, either in the fynagogue, or out of it, till the twelfth century.
About that time Aben Ezra, a Jew of great erudition, noticed
fome paffages (the {ame you have brought forward) in the five
firft books of the Bible, which_ he thought had not been written
by Mofes, but inferted by fome perfon after the death of Mofes.
But he was far from maintaining, as you do, that thefle books
were wtitten by fome ignorant and ftupid pretender to authorthip;
many- bundred - years after the death of Mofes. Hobbes contends
that the books of Moles are fo called, not from their having been.
written by Mofes, but from their containipg an acceunt of Mofes.
Spinoza. fupported the -{fame opinion : and Le (lerc, a very able
theological critic of the laft and prefent century, once entertained:
the fame notion. You fee that this fancy bas had fome patrons
before you ; the merit or the demerit, the {agacity or the temerity:

of having aflerted, that Mofes is not the author of the Pentatench; -

is not exclufively your’s.  Le Clerc, indeed, you muft not boaft
of. When his judgmest was matured by .age, he was athamed:
of what -he had-written on the {ubjet in his younger years; he
made a public recantation of his error, by annexing to his. com-
mentary on Genefis, a Latin diflertation — concerning Mofes, the
author of- the. Pentateuch, and his defign in compofing it: If in:
your future life you fhould chance to change your opinion:on the:
fubjedt, 1t wil -be an honour to your charaéter to emulate the in=
tegrity, and -to imitate the example of Le Clerc. The Bibleis:
not the only book which-has.undergone the tate of being repro«i
bated as {purious, after.it had been received as genuine and .authensr -
tic for many ages. It has-been maintained that the hiftory.of:.
2 Herodotys
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- Herodotus-wis written in the time of Conflantine : and that the
Claffics aré fargeries of ‘the. thirteenth or fogrieenth century. Thefe.
extravagant, reveries amyféd the world at the time of -their publi-
cation, and have long fince funk into oblivion. You efteem a}l

piophets ta be fuch lying; raftals, that I dare not venture to predit
the fate of :your book,” .. - SRR . .

Before youw produce yotir main obje€tions to-the genuinenefs of
the ‘books of Mofes, you affért < ** that there is no affirmative
evidence that Mofes is the author of them.” =< What | no affirma-
tive evidéntel In the i1th eentury Maimonides drew up a con-
feflion of faith for the- Jews, which all of -them at this day admir;
it confifts of only thirteen articles ; and twp-of them have refpeét
to Mofes; one affirming the authenticity. ' the other the genuine-

- niefs of 'his ‘boeks. — The dofirine and prophecy of Mofes is true

~The law'that we have was given' by Mofes. — This is the fiith

" of the. Jews at-prefent, -and’has been their’faith ever fince the de.
firution: of their city and temple; it wis their faith in the time
when the authors of the New Teftament wrote ; it was their faith
durinig their captivity in Babylon ; in the time of their kings and

"judges; and no period can 'be’ fhewn, from the age of Mofes to
‘the prefent hour, in which-it ‘was not their faith.— Is this no
affirmative evidence?- 1 cannot defire a firanger.  Fofephus, in

_ his book againft Appion, writes thus—* We have only two and

~ twenty books which are to be believed as of divine authority, and
which comprehend the hiftory of all ages; five, belong to Mofes,

~which contain the original of man, and ‘the tradition of the fuc-

. ceflion- of generations, down to his death, which takes in a com-
pals of about three thoufand years.” Do you confider this as no
affirmative ¢vidence ? ' Why fhould I mention Fuvenal fpeaking
of the volume which Mofes had written? Why enumerate a long
lift of prophane authors, all bearing teflimony to the faét of Mo/es
being tlie leader atid law-giver of the jewifh nation ? and if a law-
?‘iVer,f furely, a writer of the laws. But what fays the Bible ?
In Exodus it fays --- “Mofes wrote all the words of the Lord,
and' took the book of:ﬁ covenant, and read in the audience of

 the ‘people.” -.- In Deutefonomy it fays.-- ** And it came to pafs,
.when Mofes had made an end of writing the words of this law
in a book, until they were finithed, (this furely imports the finith-
ing a laborious work,) that Mofes commanded the' Levites which
‘barethe ark’ of the covenant of the Lord, faying, * Take this

‘book of the law, and put it in the fide of the ark of the covenant

_ of the Lord your God, that'it may be there for a witnefs againft

thee.” This is faid in Deuteronomy, which is a kind of repeti-

. tien- or abridgment of the four ‘preceding bovks; and it is well

‘knewn that the Jews gaveé the name of the Law to the firfk five
boolks of the Oid Teflament.. What poffible doubt can thete be

that ‘Mofes wrote the books in' queftion? I could accumulate
sy other paflages' from the {criptures: to this purpofe; but if

VoL XIX, Nov. 17g6. E ' ' what
, E o 4
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-what 1 have advanded will not convinee you that there is affirma.
=tive: evidence, ‘anid- of the ftrongeft kind,for’ Mofes’sbeinjr the
- -author of ‘thefe books, nothing that-I!can-advance will convince

Cdyeli- - Tl e Dasnl e el s s

‘y “What if I {hoold grant-all ‘youy undertake to prove (the ftupidity

and ignorance of the writer excepted) ? --- What if: 1 théuld admi,

“that Saniuel or Ezra, or fome other learned Jew,. compofed thefe
" .books, from public records, many.years afier the-death of Mofes}

-Will it follow, that there was no_truth. in them? According tp

my logic, it ‘will. only follow, that they are not genuine.books;

.every fa&t recorded in them may be true,. whenever,. or by whom.

foever they were written. It cannot be faid that the Jews had.np

~public records; .the Bible furnifhes -abundance of proof to the
~conugary. - I by no.megnsadmit, that.thefe books, as to:the, maip
part of them, were notwritten by. Mofes; but I do.contend,: that

_abook may contain:a;irug hiftory, though we know .not the.author

.of it, .or though we. may. be miftaken in afcribing it to a wrong -

ERREE T LAY
Siiaa \

. ','author, DR SO SRS RS TP P -.‘
. The firft argument you.produce:agaiaft, Mofes being the author
. .of thefe books is fa old, that I:do not know it’s original author;
and it is fo.miferable a one, that I,wonder you fhould adopt it
~--- “ Thefe books. cannot be: written. by Mofes, becaufe they are
‘written in_the third-perfon --- it isalways, The Lord faid unto
‘Mofes, or Mafes, faid unto the Lord,: This, you fay, is the flyle
‘and manner that hiftorians ufe in {peaking of the perfons whole
“lives. and aflions’they are writing.”.. This obfervation is true, but
it does not extend far. enough ; for this is, the fiyle and manper ngt
.only of hiftorians writing of other perfons, but of .eminent ‘men,
duch as Xemophon and Fofephus, writing of themfelves. If Ge.
xeral Wafkington fhould write. the: hiftary of: the American wa,
“and fhould, from his great modefty, fpeak of himfelf: in the third
“perfon, would you think it reafonable. that, two or.three,thoufand
«years- hence,. any perfon fhould, on, thataceount, contend, that
the ‘hiftory was not true? . Cefar. writes: of himfelf in the third
-perfon ---1t is always, Cefar made a fpeech, or a {peech.was made
.. 1o Ceafar, Czlar crofled the Rhine, Cexfar invaded Britain.; byt
.every {chool-boy knows, that this circumftance cannot be adduced
as a ferious argument againft Cxfar’s being the author of his own
Commentaries, O
. . .But Mofes, you urge, cannot be the anthor. of the hook of
XNumbers, --- becaufe he fays of himfelf --- «* that Mofes. was 2
...very meek man, aboye all the men that were on.the face.of the
‘earth.” If he faid this of himlelf, he was, you fay, * a vain,and
" ;arrogant coxcomb, (fuch is your phrafel): and unworthy of credit
+--and.if he did not fay it, the book akxsz without autherity,.’,-Lhis
3 i s 1t"heas not.an horn to:huit

yoyr dilgmma is_ periefily. harmle

~the weakeft logician., 1f .bees._gl_'fq;li;'qé;{w_ﬁj‘te.tB,is,.:l'i‘t_.‘:lqygrf‘e,fjf
. it was inferted by Samugl, .or-any. of ‘his countrymen, who knew
Liy charafler and révered his'memory, will.it {olow that bedid
. YT not
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not-write:any other ?qrg, of the book of Numbers.? .Orif he did .
Pl y RS ST E B ¢ . PRt H ) H e . - FRE U :

nop: write 4ny: part of the book of Numbers, will it follow that he.
did not;writ¢ any of the, other books of which he is ufvally repu..
ted the, anthor?, And'if he did ‘write this of himfelf, he. was,
juftified by the occafion, which extorted from him this commen-
dations  Had this expreflion been written, in'a modern flyle and,

mapner, it 'would probably haye given you no offence.. Far who
woulld'be' fo faftidious as 10 find fault with an illoffrious'mhn, Who,

- being calumniated by his neareft relations, as guilty of pride and
forid o potwer, fhould vindicate his charaéler by faying, My, temis’
pét “Was natural)y- as ‘tnéek and undffuming 4§ that’of any man®
upon.earth? - There are otcafions, in which-d modélt man, who'
fpeaks traly, ‘may.fpeak proudly of ‘himfetf; without forfeiting his
gedieral chataltery and there 1s mo occafion, which either more

requires, of hore exculfes: this conduét, than-when he is repelling

the * fdul ‘and envious afperfions of thofe who'both knew his cha-
ri€tér dndhad experienced his kindnefs : and in that predicament
ftbéd  Aaion ‘and” Miriam, the accufers of Mofes. You yourfelf
have; probably, felt the fling of calumny, and have been anxious to
remove theimpreflion. I do not call you avain and arrogant coxcomb
for vindicating your charater, when incthe latter ‘part of this very
work you‘boail, and I hope truly; ¢ ‘that-thé man doés not exift
that can Tay I have ‘peifecuted him, or aiy ‘man, or any fet of
fen;: in“the American tevolution, or in the French revolation ; -
or that' I have in any cafe returned evil for" evil.” I know not
‘what®kings -and -priefts may fay ‘to this;-youmay-not have re-
turned to ‘them evil for evil, becaufe they never, I believe, did
yoir“any harm; but you'have done them all the harm you ¢could,
and that"without provocation. - R o
~.. T think it needlels to notice your obfervation upon what you.
call” the “dramatic ftyle of Deuteronomy : it.is an ill-founded hy-
pothefis. " You might as well afk, where ‘the author of Cafar’s
Commentarjes got the {peeches of Cefar, as where the adthor of
Deuteroriomy” got the fpeeches of Mofes, . But your argument = -
that Mofes was not the author of ‘Deuteronomy, becaufe the rea-’
on giveft in that book for'the obfervation of the fabbath'is differ.
ent-from that given in"Exodus, merits a reply, = - - o
_You ficed not be told that the very name of - this book impérts,
in. Greek, a repetition of a law; and that the Hebrew doftors
ix;i}re called it by a word of the fame meaning. "In the fifth verfe :
of the 'firft chapter it is faid in our Bibles, ** Mofes began to de- -
clare this law ;” but the Hebrew words, more properly tranflated; :
import that Mofes * began, or determined, to explain the law.* .’

. This'is'no fhift of mine to get over a difficulty ; the words are fo -
- réndered in moft of the ancient verfions,  and by Fagius, Vetabtus,
aid Le Clerc, men eminently {killed in the Hebrew language:

This repetition and explanation of the law,” was a wife'and bené: *
~volent proceeding in Mofes; that thofe who were either not born;. .
or were miere infants, when it was firft (fory years beforej deliz -
o 0 T4 Ee e
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vered in Horeb, might have an oppartunity, of knowing it ; "efpe..
ciallyas Mofes their leader was foon‘to be takén from them, and they
were ‘about to be fetiled in the midft 'of ndtiops given to ‘idolatry
and Tunk in vice. Now where is the wonder, that fome variations,
apd fome additions, fhould be made to a law, 'when a legiflator-

- thinks fit to republifh it many year after.it’s firft. promulgatron ?*

“'With refpeft to the fabbath, the learned are ‘divided in opinion
concerning .it’s. origin; fome contending, that it was fanétified '
from. the creation 6f the woild ;- that it.was obferved by the patri.
archs before the flood ; that it was neglefted by the Ifraelités during -
theit bondage in Egypt ;. revived on the falling, of mapna in,the
wildernefs ; and enjoined, as a pofitive law, at mount. Sinai.
Qthérs efteem it’s iftitution to have been no older than the age
of Mofes; and argug, that what is faid of the. fan&ification. of the
fabbath in the book of Genefis, is {aid-by way of -anticipation.
Theie may be truth in both thefe accaunts. To me it is probable,
that the memory of the creation was kanded down from Adam to
all his poiterity ; and that the feventh dey was, fora long time, -
beld facred by all natigns, in commemoration of that event ; but
that the peculiar rigidnefs of "it’s obfervance was enjoined by
Mofes ta the Iraelitgs alone.. As to there being two reafons given
for it’s.being kept holy, -r~ one,_that o that day God refted from
the work of creation --. the other, that.en that day God had given
them reft from the fervitude of Egypt --- I {fee no contradiétion in
the accounts. If a,man, in writing the hiftory of England, fhould
inform his readers, that the parliament had ordered the fifth of No.
vember to be kept holy, becaufe on that day God had delivered
the nation from a bloody-intended maffacre by gunpowder; and
if, in another part of his hiftory, he fhould aflign the deliverance
of our church and nation from popery and arbitrary power, by
the airival of King William, as a reafon for it’s being kept holy;
would “any one contend, that he was not juftified in both th’ef:
ways of expreffion, or ‘that we ought from thence to conclude,
that he was not the author of them'both? ~ o

- . You think ---* that Jaw in Deuteronomy ishuman and bruta!‘,

. which authorizes parents, the father and the mother, to bring their
own children to have them ftoned to death for whatit is pleafed
to call ftubbornnefls.” — You are awate, I'fuppofe, that .P@‘?m?l
power, amongft the Romans, the Gauls, the Perfians, and other-
nations, was of the moft arbitrary kind ; that it exténded to the
taking away the life of the child. "I do not know whether the 1
raelites in the time of Mofes exercifed -this paternal power; it
was not a cuftom adopted by all nations, but it was by many ; and
in the infancy of fociety, beforc individual families had coalefced
into communities, it was probably very general. Now Mofes, by
this law, which you efteem brutal and irhuman, hindered fuch an
extravagant power from being either introduced or exercifed
5mbng& the Ifraelites. This law is fo far frqm.cou!}teﬂaﬂCln.B
the arbitrary power of a father over the life of his chx_ld; ;gt it
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takes from him the '156Wer' of "a’cc‘uﬁng' the child before a-magil.’

trate --- the father'and the mother of the child ‘muft agree n bring-

ing the child to judgment --- and -it’is not by their united wilk

that the child was. to be condemmed to death ; the elders:of the
city were. to judge whether the accufation was true; and the ac.
cofagion was to -be not. merely, as you infibuate, that the ehild
was ftubborn, buf that tie was ¢ ftubborn and rebellious, a glutton
and:a drunkard.”’ ‘Confidered in this light, you muftallow the
law to have been an hutane reftrition of a power improper wo
be lodged with any parent. =~ - I :
. That you ay abufe the priefts, youabandon your fabje&t —
¢ Priefls, -you "i;ay," pieach up. Deuteronomy, for Desteronomy
preaches.up tythes.” ... I.do not know that priefts preach up Deu<
teronomy, more than, they preach: up other books-of fcripture ;
but I do.know’ that tythes aré mot preached up in Deuterono.
my, more than in Leviticus, in Numbers, in Chronicles, in Mad
lachi, :in’ the law, the hiftory, and the prophets of the jewifh ma.
tion, --- Yoia .gg on---* It 1s from this book, chap. xxv.:ver. 4,
they have taken the phrafe, and applied it to tything, * Then
fhalt not muzzle the ox when 'he treadeth out the corn i and
that this might not efcape obfervation, they have noted it‘in the
table of \contens at the head of the chapter, though it is only 2
fingle verfe of lefs than two lines. O'priefts! ‘priefls! ye are
willing to .be compared to an ox for the fake of tythes!”...Y cana
not call this---reafoning-~-and I will not pollute my page by giving
it.a_proper appellation,  Had the table of contents, inflead of
fimply faying --- the ox is not to be muzzled ---{aid ~- tythes en.
joined, ‘or priefts to be maintained ---there would have been a

little ground for your cenfure. Whoever noted this phrafe at the-

head of the chapter, had better reafon for doing it than you have
attributed to them.” - They did it, becaufe St. Paul had quoted it,
when he was proving to the Corinthians, that they who preached
the gofpel had a right.te.live by the gofpel : it was Paul, and not
the priefts, who firft applied this phrafe to tything. St. Paul, in-
deed, did not avail himfelf of the right he conrénded for; he
was not, therefore, intérefled in:what he faid. The reafon, on
whichi he grounds theright, is not.merely this quotation, which
you ridicule ; nor' the appeintment . of the law of Mofes, which
you - think fabulous ; wor the injunétion of Jefus, which.you def-
pile; no, it is a reafon founded in the nature of things, and
Awhich mo philofopher, no unbeliever, no man of common fenle
tan deny to be a folid reafon: it emounts to this -— that  « the
labourer” is” worthy of his hire.” Nothing is {o much.a man’s
, own, as his labourand ingenuity ; and it is intirely confonant to
the Jaw of nature, that. by the innocent ufe of thefe he thould
~ provide for his fubfiftence. Hufbandmen, artifts, foldiers, phy-
* ficians, lawyers, altlet out their labour and talents for a ftipulated
reward : why may: not a prieft do the fame ? Some accounts of

you have been publifhed in England ; but, conceiving them to .

have
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have proceeded from a defign. to injure your charafler, I never
sead them. :I.know naihing of your parentage, your education,’
or condition.in life. You:may have been ‘elevated; by your birth,”’

abové :the heceffity of -acquiring the means” of fufthininig 1ife by
the labm')r.eigher_of_hand,gr;;he;% + if this bé’the &aft, ‘You ‘dughit’
net to defpife thofe who have come: into the world in' lefs fa¥%our.’
able. ¢ircumftances. . If .your origin has been Jéfs fortunate) yot
muft- have: fupported- yourfelf, .either by ‘manual~labour, of the’ '
exercife. of  your .genius,, Why fhould you think that coffdd¢¥’ -
difreputable in priefts, which you probably confider };ﬁs’l’aqdaﬁieﬁ’ﬁ?
yourfelf#: I- know. not. whether you have not-as great a diflikeé of
kings - as - of priefts - but; that you may-be induced to think ‘more,
favourably of-men of my. profeffion, I will juft niention'td you
that: the .payment of ‘tythes . is: po new inftitution, bot that they
were.-paid ‘in. the moft ancient “times, not to priefts only, but to;
kings::: L-could give you an hundred inftances’of this : “two may
be {ufficient,: Abrakam paid tythes to_the king of Sale,’ four
hundred -years before the law of Mofes was given. The king of
Salem -was prieft alfo of the moft high God. Priefts, yon-fee;
exifiéd in the world, and. were:held Sr;gh_igh_ eftimation, for kings'.
were 'priefls, Jong before the impoflures, as you’efteem them, of
the jewith and chriftian difpenfations were heard of.  But as this
tnflance is taken-from a-book which you call *a book of contras
dittions.and Jjes” --- the Bible; --- I will give you ancther, from
2 book, to- the. authority .of which, as 1t Ts writtém by ‘a profane
author, youprobably will not objeft. ~Diggenes Laertius, in his
lite of Solou, cites a letter of Pififtratus to‘:_tfa;_ lawgiver, in which
he fays---*I: Pififtratus, the tyrant, am contented with' the ftiv
pends which were paid to thofe who Teigned before me ; the peo-
ple of Athens {et apart a teuth of the truits of their land, not for
my private ufe, but to.-be expended in the public facrifices, and
for the general good.” ..~ ~..° . -

A fhort account of the Life and Death of Mr, Joun Br ETTELL?
. by his Brother, Mr. JEREMIAR BRETTELL. - -

OBN BRETTELL was born at Stourbridge in Worcefterfhire,

~ in the year 1742. His parents were Members of the Church
ot England, and having the form of religion, they taught their
children early to remember the Sabbath, to pray in private, and
confcientioufly to regard the daily difcharge of that duty. As my
brother ‘grew up, he was frequently troubled for fuch parts of his
conduft as he thought wrong, and was fenfible. that he wa_me_i
fomething 1n religion which he had not. - He frequently repeated
the Ten Commandments, and made many refolutions to be good:
but his rifing paflions and growing inclinations to folly, led him
as’ often t6 break them. He then endeavoured to fatisfy himfelf,
by hoping for a fuwure day, when he fhould better perform his
purpofes.. About this time, one of his Coufins with whom he

a was




