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all in ali ; and of fpeculative opinions (which is the tafthionable
name now for doctrinal fentiments) as things of very little confe-
-quence.  Thus, by pircing the doctiine of the gofpel at a diftance
trom practical godhinels, the unwary are led to conclude, that i
‘has no fort of dependence on them. The effeét of this has been,
that others, from an attachment to do&rinal principles, have run
‘to the contrary extreme. They write and preach in favour of
dorines, and what are called the privileges of the gofpel, and ut-
terly neglet thete fubje@ts which immediately relate to prattice,
In fome places you may hear experimental religion extolied above
all things, even at the expence of chriftian practice and of found
do&rine.  But furely, the gofpel ought not to be'mangled and torn
to pieces. Take away its doCtrines, and you take away the food
of God’s people. Infift on them.alone, and you transform us inte
religious epicures. *And you may as well talk of the pleafure you
“experience in eating, when you are actually deprived of fufte-
nance, or of the exquifite enjoyments of a flate of total inactivity,
-as boaft of experimental religion, unconne&ed with doGtrinal and
practical godlinefs. The conduct of a man who walks with God
-appears to me to refemble, in fome meafure, that of the induftrious
hufbandman, who eats that he may be ftrengthened to, labour; and
labours, that he may find pleafure in fitting down to a meal.—
But, my time is gone.  Bulinefs calls me away. Imuft therefore
take my Jeave. . :
Crifp. Farewcll, my dear friend. But I hope we fhall {foon
have ai oppgrtunity of fome further couverfation on this fubjeét.

F.

Remarks upon Hume's Lffay on Miracles; iore efpecially upon
the Arguments advanced in the firft part of this Effay.

N this effay Mr. Hume feems greatly to pleafe himfelf
with the idea, tnat he has difcovered an argument which,
in the view of reafon and philofophy, muft forever render
all miracles wholly incredible.
.. He therefore labours, with great fubtilty and plaufibi-
lity, to demonttrate, that no human teftimony can cver
afford any probable, much lefs fatisfactory, proof of their
truth; and, with much fatisfa@ion and felf-complacency,
he appears to exult in his fancied victory: for, as miracles
are infeparably conne&ed with the chriftian religion, he
well knew they muft ftand and fall together. Imagining,
thergfore, that he had given a fata] blow to the credibilit);
, 0
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of miracies, he flattered himfeif that he had overthrown
the whole fyftem of revelation.  And fince Mr. Hume, in
this laboured effay, firikes at the foundation of our religion,
and aims to deprive us of the glorious hopes of life and im-
mortality through the gofpel;.and fincc he gloffes his {pecious
reafoning with the plaufible appearance of demonftration,
it becomes a matter worthy of the attention of the friends
of chriftianity, and efpecially at the prefent time, when in-
fidelity is ftruggling to rear its head, and 1ts votaries are
boafting of the ftrength of their arguments, as unanfwer-
able. -
It is therefore defigned to offer fome remarks upon the
arguments advanced 1n this eflay, efpecially in the firft
part of it. Our author obferves, that experience is our
only guide in reafoning concerning matters of fact. Thus
it is from paft experience that we expect heat in {ummer,
cold in winter, and better weather in June than in Decem-
ber. All the crédibility of human tefimony is alfo derived
from experience—from paft experience of the conforrmity
between teftimony, and the thing teftified. ,

Had we not found by experience, that mankind, through
a fenfe of fhame for being detected in falthood, and on
various other accounts, were commonly inclined to {peak
the truth, and that there was generally fome agreement
between facts, and the reports of witnefles; we could not
give any rational credit to human teftimony. The evi-
dence of teftimony is therefore founded whoily ors experi-
ence. A miracle is a violation of the common laws of na-
ture, eftablifhed by a conftant uniform experience. As,
therefore, a miracle is a violation of the laws of nature, efta-
blifhed by a conftant, unalterable experience, fo, of courfe,
there is a full and entire proof, from experience, againft every
mit'acle; yea, as great a proof as can be derived from expe-
rience.

Now, the evidence of teftimony, as before obferved, de-
pends wholly upon experience, and, therefore, at beft, can-
not amount to more than a fu¥l and entire proof of this kind.
But as there is a full, entire proof, from experience, againt

the miracle, that being contrary to our conftant uniform
experience,
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experience, it appears, that no poflible human teftimony
can afford any rational proof, or even probability of a mi-
racle. For were there the higheft poflible proof, from hu-
man teftimony, in {fupport of a miracle, and had we found
from expericnce, that human teftimony was always true,
even in this cafe there would be no more than a full and
entire proof, from experience, in fupport of it. On the con-
trary, there would be a full, entire proof, from our conftant
experience, againft the miracle. Here, then, there would
be two full, entire proofs, both drawn from experience, and
dire@ly contradiétory : of courfe, they would mutually
annihilate and deftroy each other, and leave the matter per- .
fetly doubtful, without any probability on the one fide or
the other. This would be the cafe, had it been found, by
experience, that human teftimony was always certain. But,
fince it appears, from experience, that this is often falfe and
uncertain, and that mankind are frequently guilty of falfe-
hood or miftake, it is manifeft, that no human teftimony-can
ever be fufficient to render a miracle in the leaft degree pro-
bable, fince, in the nature of the cafe, there muft be a full
proof, from our own conftant experience, againft it.

This is the fubftance and fcope of Mr. Hume’s reafon-
ing in the firft part of his effay, and the conclufion, which
ke fancied, muft deftroy all rational belief of miracles.—
And this conclufion will neceffarily follow from the prin-
ciples upon which he grounds his reafoning. If thefe are
jaft and well founded, they will neceffarily prove, that no
poflible human teftimony can ever be fufficient to render a
miracle in the leaft degree probable, |

But let us attend, for 2 few moments, to fome of the con-
fequences which will neceflarily refult from thefe principles
and this reatoning. How would it be poffible for a perfon,
upon this {cheme, ever to have a rational belief of any phe-
nomenon which was contrary to his own experience?” For
inftance, fuppofing a perfon, who had no experimental ac-
quaintance with the loadftone or magnetic attrattion, thould
be informed, that there was a certain ftone, to whicha large
piece of iron would hang fufpended without any fupport:
this would contradi® his conftant uniform experience;

confequently
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confequently he would, from his own experience, have a
full proof againft this phenomenon. Of courfe, the higheft
poffible human teftimony, in favour of 1t, could no more than
counterbalance this entire proof againft it from the perfon’s
own experience. And fo, according to Mr. Hume’s prin-
ciples, the united teftimony of the whole human race would
be utterly infufficient to prove the exiftence of magn:tic at-
trafffon to one who had never feen it. This alfo would
be the cafe with earthquakes, volcanoes, and many other
phenomena.  As thele things would be directly contrary to
the experience of thofe who were unacquainted with them,
fo, according to the reafoning in this eflay, they would, from
their own experience, have a full proof againft them. Con-
fequently no. poflible human teftimony could ever render
fuch events in the leaft degree credible.” In fhort, we could
never have any rational belief of any fa& different from
our own experience and obfervation.

Thefe confequences, it appears, will inevitably follow
from the arguments advanced by Mr. H. but how con+
trary are they to the plaineft diGtates of common fenfe?
Would not the perfon be juftly deemed devoid of reafon,
or out of his fenfes, who fhould adopt thefe principles in
- his common condué, and refufe to believe every -thing
different from his own experience, though {upported by
the higheft poffible teftimony? Had there been an earth-
quake juft before my birth or remembrance, and were it
uniformly teftified by all who were living at that period,
would 1t not be deemed very unreafonable to difbelieve it,
hecaufe I had never experienced one?  But, according to
Mr. H. I fhould have a full proof againft this earthquake
from my own experience, and fo could never rationally .
believe it upon any poffible human teftimony. It is ma-
nifeft then, that the principles upon which Mr. H.’s rea-
foning againtt the credibility of miracles is founded, will
neceflarily lead to confequences which are contrary to the
plaineft di@ates of reafon and common fenfe; and it will
neceflarily follow front them, that we never ought to be-
lieve any thing different from our own experience. Thus

it would, in a great meafure, deftroy the evidence of hu-
man
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man teftimony, one of our greateft fources of informations
and confine our knowledge and ideas to the narrow circle
of our own perfonal experience, or, at fartheft, to things
which are fimilar to this.

Further, fuppofing that all authors, in all natidns and
languages, had infornied, that, in the year 17060, the fun,
for ten days, rofe in the weft, and went down in the eaft:
fuppofe alfo, that all perfons who were then living, uni-
verfally teftified to the truth of this miraculous fact; could
any in fuch circumftances reafonably doubt of the truth of
this wonderful event? It could not be rationally fuppofed,
that mankind in all countries could be deceived about fuch
a fact; or, that all nations fhould univerfally unite in fa-
bricating and fupparting fuch a falfhood; no reafonable, in-
telligent perfon could fuppofe it. Surcly then, in the view
of reafon and common fenfe, fuch general teftimony
would be fufficient to render this miraculous event fully
eredible; and it would feem, that no rational, well inform-
ed mind could doubt 1t. -

But, according to the drift of Mr. H.’s reafoning, all -
this evidence would be fo far from giving any rational cre-
dibility to this fa@, that it would not be {ufficient to ren-
der it, in the leaft degree, probable. For, according to
bim, our conftant uniform experience of the fun’s pafling
from eaft to weft, would amount to a full proof againft
the fa&, that the {un rofe in the weft; and our evidence,
from human teftimony, be it ever fo perfe@, could amount
to no more than a full proof from experience ; confequent-
Iy, in this inftance there would be two complete proofs,
from experience, directly oppofite; the one in favour, and
the other againit the miracles and thefe two oppofite proofs
being equal, muft juft counterbalance and deftroy each
other. Thus, according to this gentleman’s reafoning, all
this evidence, from human teftimony, would gt be fuffici-
ent even to render the fa& probable; and it would be
wholly unreafonable to pay it the leaft credit, though af-
ferted by all hiftorians, and teftified by all who lived at
that period. But is not this conclufion; neceffarily refult-
ing<from the principles advanced in this effay, very contrary

to
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to the plaineft dictates of reafon and common fenfe? It
was {o manifeftly unreafonable, that Hume himfelf dare
not avow it: for, notwith(’canding all his reafoning to the
contrary, yet he finally allows, that there may be fuch mi-
raculous events as will admit of proof from human tefti-
mony. Had there been an account in all authors, in all
languages, and had the fame been confirmed by traditions
among all nations, that, from the firft of January, 1600,
there was total darknefs over the whole earth for the_{pace
of eight days, he allows that fact ought not to. be doubt-
ed. ¢ Itis evident,” fays he, that *“ our prefent philofo-
phers, inftead of doubting the fa&, ought to receive it
as certain, &c.” But does not this conclufion contradi&
the whole fcope of his reafoning? For this eight days
darknefs would be dire&ly contrary to the common laws of
nature, eftablifhed by a firm, unalterable experience, and
fo, as real a miracle, according to Mr. H.’s awn defcrip-
tion, as raifing the dead, ftopping the fun in 1ts daily
courfe, or any other miracle recorded in" the fcriptures;
confequently, according to his reafoning upon the {ubject,
we fhould have a full, entire proof, derived from a con-
ftant, unalterable experience againtt this miraculous event.
And, as the higheft evidence, from teftimony, in favour of
it, could not exceed a full, complete preof, fo, of courfe,
could not be more than fufficient to counterbalance the
oppofing evidence. Therefore, upon the principles on
which he grounds his arguments againft the belief of mira-
cles, and according to the whole drift of his reafoning up-
on this fubjec, there could not be the leaft probakyjlity
In favour of this miraculous darknefs; and yet he declares,
that inftead of doubting the fad, ‘it ought to be reccived
as certain.  Is here not a manifeft inconfiftency and con-
tradiction? Does he not fairly concede, that ‘a miracle
may be proved by human teftimony, and thus give up
every point he was labouring to eftablith? It certainly bas
this appearance. And how does he attempt to extricate
himfelf from this difficulty, and to get rid of the appa-
rent inconfiftency ? ¢ Cur prefent philofophers,” he ob-

ferves, “ought to reccive it as certaip, and anght t}‘:
fearch
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fearch for the caufes whence it might be derived. The de-
cay, corruption, and diffolution of nature, 1s an event ren-
dered probable by fo many analogies, that any pheno-
menon which feems to have a tendency towards that ca-
taftroplhie, comes within the reach of human teftimony, if
that teftimony be very extenfive and uniform. Here,. to
fave the appearance of contradicting his own principles and
arguments, he pretends that this miraculous darknefs would
betoken the decay and diflolution of nature, and there-
fore ought to be received upon human teftimony, merely
becaufe it would be an event, rendered probable by many
analogies. ,But is not this a mere pretence, a fubtle eva-
fion, to cover his inconfiftency? For how does it appear,
that there feing fuch a darknefs upwards of 100 years be-
fore, could be reafonably confidered as a token of the de-
cay and diffolution of nature? Its tendency towards that
cataftrophe, if it had any, would be fo remote and im-
perceptible, that it could rationally have little or no in-
fluence in rendering it credible. It is manifeft, then, that
the reafon why fuch a fupernatural darknefs ought to be
fully credited is, that it would be fupported by fuch ex-
tenfive human teftimony, and not that it would be pro-
bable from analogy, as Mr. H. pretends ; for this would
be fo remote and uncertain, that it could have very little,
if any, influence upon our belief. For let the extraordi-
nary event have been of fome other kind, which could not
be confidered as a fymptom of a tendency in nature to dif-
folution, yet, when thus fupported by human tetimony,
it could be no more rationally difbelieved than the fa
be mentions. Suppofe, for inftance, that inftead of the
~ eight days darknefs, all authors, in all languages, had in-
formed, that in 1600 there appeared two funs for the {pace
of a month; and fuppofe alfo, that theré’was a ftrong uni-
form tradition of this remarkable event in all countries,
without any variation or contradi®ion: Would not this
fact, thus fupported by univerfal teftimony, be as firmly
believed as the eight days darknefs ? And would it not be
as unreafonable to difbelieve it, although it could not be
confidered as an indication of the decay and diffolution of

nature}
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natare? If fo, then it is evident, that this phenomenon of
the darknefs would not be believed, becaufe an event ren-
dered probable by analogy, but merely becaufe fupported
by fuch extenfive human teftimony ; confequently, Mr.
H'’s. fpecial reafon why this eught to be credited upon hu-
man teftimony, rather than any other miraculeus event,
appears to be a groundlefs evafion. It is manifeft, then,
from what Mr. H. fays concerning this extraordinary dark-
nefs, that he does, in fa&, allow, that human tcftimony
may be a fufficient proof of miracles: and by this he
has plainly contradiéted the whole drift of Ins reafoning.
For his fundamental arguments, if they prove any thing,
will neceflarily prove, that no human teftimony can ever
render a miracle in the leaft degree probable.

Since, therefore, our author’s reafoning is founded on
principles, which lead to confequences {o contrary to the
- plaineft di®tates of common fenfe, and he himfelf has plain-
ly contradited it, we may be certain, that there muft be
fome falacy in his pretended demonftration; and this, up-
on examination, we fhall find to confift in the idea, that
our umiform experience of the common conrfe of nature affords
a proof wkich is direélly contrary to any proof that can be ad-
duced in favour of a miracle, or a deviation from thofe coms
mon laws. Bat this fuppofition, upon which the chief
ftrength of his reafoning depends, is a perfeét fallacy ; for
thefe two proofs relate to different faés, which are not at
all contradi®ory; but may both be true with entire con-
fiftency.  For inftance, fuppofing for 10,000 days, my
conftant unvarying experience teaches ine, that the fun
rifes and fets once in 24 hours. Happening, however, to
be confined from the light for the fpace of a month, I am
informed by all around, as far as I can get inteiligence, that
in this period, the fun once continued 48 hewmrs in the ho-.
rizon. Here then, according to our author, are two en-.
tire proofs directly contradictory ; but is. this the cafe?
By no means; for thefe two proofs relate to different and
diftinét fadts. The evidence arifing from my own per-
fonal experience, concerns the time only which was th.c
fubje& of my experience. Whereas, the proof from tefti-

Vol. II. No. 1. G mony
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mony refpeds a different time, concerning which I had na
perfonal experience, as I was confined from the light. The
proofs then for thefe diftinct iacts are not at all inconfiftent
or contradictory; both may be true. It may be true, ac-
cording to my own experience, that the fun did nfe and
“{et once in 24 hours, as long as I had perfonal knowledge
about the time. It may alfo be true,according to the uni-
verfal teftimony of others, that the fun did continge in
view 48 hours. Nor would this evidence from teftimony,
at all contradié the experience of my fenfes with refpe
to this particular fa&, as by the fuppofition I had no per-
fonal experience about it, either for or againft it. Had I
known, from my own fenfes, that the fun did rife and fet as
ufual at that time, when others teftified that it was in the
horizon for 48 hours, the two proofs, from experience 2nd
teftimony, would then be directly contradictory, as they
would refpeé the fame fa&, and {o could not both be true.
But fince thefe two proofs (in the inftance firft ftated) re-
late to different fads, it is manifeft that there is no incon-

fiftency or contradiétion between them. -
And this 1s juft the caufe with refpe@ to the miracles
recorded in the fcriptures. ¢ The evidence in favour of
them does not at all contradict our experience with refpect
to thofe particular fadls, as by {uppofition our experience
does not extend to them. Thus the miracle of the fun’s
ftanding ftill in the days of Jofhua, does not contradiét the
evidence of our experience and fenfes.  The proof in fa-
vour of that miracle relates to one time and fact, but the
evidence of our own experience refpeéts different times and
fa&s. Both thefe proofs, therefore, may be true without
any inconfiftency. It may be true according to the proof
from the feriptures, that the fun did ftand. ftill in the days
of Jofhua. It-may alfo be true, according to the evidence
of our fenfes, that the fun has never flood fill in our
days. It is plain, therefore, that thereis no inconfiftency -
or contradiction between thefe two proofs, becaufe they re-
late todifferent events. Had we lived at that time, and
{een with our own eyes, that the fun did not fland ftill, then
the teftimony in favout of that miracle, would have been
| ~ contrary
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eontrary to our experience and fenfes; and in fuch a cafe

Mr. Hs. reafoning would juftly apply.  But fince we did
not live at that period, and had no experience about the
fac, either for or againft it, it is manifeft that our expe-
rience does not contradi@ the proof in favour of this mira-
cle; and thefe fame obfervations will apply to all the other
miracles mentioned in the word of God. They are fadts,
to which our perfonal experience does not extend ; there-
fore, the evidence in proof of them does by no means
contradi@ the evidence of our own fenfes or experience.
‘The fuppofition then, that the evidence from human tef-
timony, in proof of a miracle, muft be contradictory to
the evidence of our own fenfes and experience, and incon-
fiftent with it, appears to be very falfe and unjuft; and
upon this fallacy depends the chief force and plaufibility
of Mr. H’s. reafoning. This, therefore, being detected -
and removed, his arguments lofe their greateft force, and
his whole fabric, reared with fuch art and labour, falls to
the ground.

But fince the fuppofition which has been now mention-
ed appears to be the foundation of our author’s reafonipg,
by which he endeavours to demonftrate, that no human
teftimony can render miracles credible, it may be well per-
haps to pay fome further attention toit, and fee whither 1t
will lead. Suppofing then, according to our former ftate-
ment, that being confired from the light for the fpace of a
month, I am informed by all around me, that in this pe-
riod the fun once continued 48 hours in the horizon.—
Here then, according to Mr. H. are two proofs direétly
contradictory; the one, from teftimony, in favour of the
miraculous fac ; the other, from my own experience, agamnit
it, and thefe mutually counterbalance and deftroy each
other. Suppofing then, inftead of being informed of this
wonderful event, I had feen it with mine own eyes. Here
then, upon thefe principles, the evidence of my own expe-
riences would be contradictory to themfelves: for if my
former experience afforded a direc proof againft this event,
when informed of it by others, it muft alio afford a di-

re&t proof againft it, when feen by me with my own eyes:
o ' ior
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for the fa@t is juft the fame. According to our author then,

1 fhall have cxperience againft experience, counterbalanc-
ing and deftroying each other. In this cafe he direéts to
dedu& the fmaller number from the greater, that we know
the exadt force of the fuperior evidence, and may propar-

tion our faith accordingly. As, therefore, in this inftance
my experiences would be 10,000 on one fide, and one on
the other; {o, of coyrfe, there would be 30,000 degrees of
evidence to one, that the {un did rife and fet as u{ual.—
- T ought, therefore, to believe it did, without any hefitation,

although diredtly contrary to what I faw with my own eyes;

and though I thould fee the fun continue 48 hours in the
horizon hundreds of times, yet it would be unreafonable

to belieye it, until I had thus feen it more than 10,000
tinies, and had more experjences for than againftit. And

when my experiences for the fun’s remaining in view 48

hours fhould be 10,000, and thus juft equal my contrary

experiences, then they would exadly counterbalance and

defiroy each other; confequently I muft remain in perfe&

equilibrip, without believing, that the {un did continue in

the horizon either 12 or 48 hours. Thefe, and many

other moft abfurd confequences will neceffarily refult from

the {uppofitien, that the evidence of our fenfes and expe- .
rience dire@ly contradiéts all miraculous fa@s, and affords

a direct proof againft them.

For, if this were the cafe, there would be fome difficul-
ty in proving a miracle from our own fenfes, as from hu-
man teftimony ; and as already fhewn, it would be whally
unreafonable to belieye any extraprdinary event, although
feen with my eyes, until our experiences for it exceed thofe
againft it. ‘Thefe confiderations plainly manifeft the falf-
hood of the fuppofition on which the force and plaufibi-
lity of Mr. FI’s. reafoning chiefly depends; and they ful-
ly evince, that the evidence of our fenfes and experience
does, by no means, contradi® the proof of miracles, cons
cerning which we have had no perfonal experience, either
for or againft them,

From the obfervations made in the courfe of thefe re-
marks, it appears, that the fcope of Mr. H’s. reafoning in

the
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the firft part of his effay, if it proves any thing, will necef-
farily prove, that no poffible human teftimony can ever
afford any rational preof of any extraordinary fact or event,
different from our own experience; and thys it will lead
to confequences directly contrary to the plaineft dictates of
reafon and common fenfe.

It al{o appears, that by allowing there may be miracles
which will admit of proof from human teftimony, he
has fairly contradi@ed the principles and general drift of
his own reafoning. And it likewife appears, that the chief
force and plaufibility of his reafoning, in this firft part of
his eflay, by which ke endeavours to prove the incredibi-
lity of .miracles from human teftimony, depend upon the
fallacious fuppofition, that evidence of our own experi-
ence afford a full and dire& proof againft any evidence,
which can be derived from teftimony mn favour of & mira-
cle. But this fuppofition being groundlefs, the whole chain
of reafoning depending upon it falis to the ground.

It appears, then, notwith{tanding all Mr. Hume has la-
boured to demontftrate to the conarary, that miracles may
be rationally proved, and rendered fully credible by human
tetimony. This being eftablithed, the only quettion 1s,
whether the miracles recorded in the fcriptures are thus
{upported by rational, credible evidence.—And that this
is in fact the cafe, has been often clearly fthewn by writers
upon this fubje@t.—And were it neceflary to our prefent
purpole, it might be fully evinced, that thefe miracles are
{upported by all thofe proofs which could be rationally ex-
pected, and are neceffary to give full fatisfa@ion to a can-
did, judicious mind, :

But before we conclude, we fhall make a brief remark
upon a paﬂ'age in the fecond part of this effay. ¢ But
thould this miracle be afcribed to any new fyftem of reli-
glon, men, in all ages, have been {o impofed upon by ridi-
culous ftories of that kind, that this very circumftance would
be a full proof of a cheat,-and fufficient with all men of
fenfe, not only to make them reject the fad, but even re-
jett it without farther examination.” Qur author, in this
and fome following paffages, infinuates, that religiaus xlni_

racles,
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racles, or thofe afcribed to fome new fyftem of religion, are
much more fufpicious and incredible than any other, and
gherefore ought to be rejected without any further exami-
nation; but certainly this is a moft unreafonable infinua-
tion: for a miracle is a fupernatural interpofition or vi-
olation of the laws of naturc, by the immediate agency, di-
rection or permiffion of the Supreme Being. Reafon would
therefare tcach, that miracles would not be wrought, and
the conrfé of nature, thus violated, except to anfwer fome
important purpofes. But what end can be more important
or worthy the fupernatural interpofition of God, than the
eftablifhment of religion and a divine revelation? This is
a matter which concerns not one nation only, but all man-
Xind; not one generation only, but thoufands; not only
their prefent, butalfo their everlafting happinefs. Thus,
religion involves in it, by far, the moft important concerns
on earth, .

If, therefore, miracles were ever wrought on any ac-
count, it would be moft reafonable to fuppofe that they
would be in favour of this moft important concern: for
nothing feems fo worthy of a divine and fpecial interpofi-
tion as-this, confequently, miracles, in favour of religion,
other things being equal, are, by far more credible thgn
any others; and thefe, if any, may be rationally believed
upon human teftimony. How unreafonable and unjuft
then the infinuation, that of all miracles thofe conneéted
with religion are worthy of the leat credit! What bitter-
nefsand prejudice does this infinuation manifeft againft the
religion of the Bible? /

"T'o conclude then, in the ftrain of Mr. Hume, is it not

very wonderful and miraculous, that any man of fenfe
fhould adopt principles of reafoning,’ fo fraught with ab-
{urdity, and neceffarily involving confequences, fo contrary
to the plameft dictates of common fenfe? And fhould 3
perfon act according to thefe principles in his common
conduct, he would be a ftand:ag miracle of folly and ab-
{urdity; and would be as great a deviation from reafon and
common fenfe, as a miracle is from the common laws of
nature, H.

o



