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PUBLISHER’S PREFACE.
el

Having been frequently called upon to publish the
Reply of the Bishop of Llandaff, as an antidote to the
Age of Reason, my answer has invariably been, that from
the high estimation 1 have ever held the doctrines laid
down by Mr. Paine, and from my not feeling a conviction
of its necessity, I could neither conscientiously nor con-
sistently undertake the office ; however, finding those soli-
citations continually pressing upon me, and to convince
the Public that 1 am no _enemyito a full and impartial
investization, I have given my consent to publish the
Work, with my name attached to it; at the same time, I
(uke the opportunity of informing its readers, that the
printing and publishing are entirely at the expence of a

few gentlemen zealous for the support of the Established
Church.

R. CARLILE,

Veared S0, 150



AUTHOR’S PREFACE.

Tuis edition of the Apology for the Bible is published,
in compliance with the earnest solicitations of many serious
persons of all ranks. They have remarked to me, that the
deistical writings of Mr. Paine are circulated, with great
and pernicious industry, amongst the unlearned part of the
community, especially in large manufacturing towns; and
they have been pleased to think, that this Defence of Re-
vealed Religion might, if generally distributed, be efficaci-
ous in stopping that torrent of infidehity which endangers
alike the future happiness of individuals, and the present
safety of all Christian States. Whatever weight there may
be in this their opinion of the utility of publishing a cheap
edition of this work, I have great pleasure in complying
with their wishes. Books in support of religion are, in ge-
neral, read with less eagerness, and remembered with greater
difficulty, than those are which favour infidelity; and the
reason is obvious—men readily believe what they wish, and
the Christian Religion being opposite to fraudulent dealings
in our intercourse with others, to intemperance in the gra-
tification of our own appetites, to all the sins, crimes, and
vices which men are prone to, it cannot be a matter of sur-
prise that many profligate, many thoughtless persons should

listen with greediness to whatever tends to free them from

its influence.

Calgarth Park, May 16, 1708,
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BISHOP OF LLANDAFPF'S ANSWER

TO

Part I1. of Paine’s Age of Reason.

LETTER I.
SIR,

I uave lately met with a book of your’s, entitted—THE AcE or
Reason, part the second, being an investigation of true and fabulous
theology ; and I think it not incounsistent with my station, and the
duty I owe to society, to trouble you and the world with some obser-
vations on so extraordinary a performance. Extraordinary I esteem
it; not from any novelty in the objections which you have produced
against revealed religion (for I find little or no novelty in them), but
from the zeal with which you labour to disseminate your opinions, and
from the confidence with which you esteem them true.  You perceive,
by this, that I give you credit for your sincerity, how much soever [
may question your wisdom, in writing in such a manner on sucha
subject : and I have noreluctance in acknowledging, that you possess
a considerable share of encrgy of language, and acutencss of investiga.
tion ; though I must be atluwed to lament, that these talents have not
been applied in a manuer more uscful to human kind, and more credit-
able to yourself. |

[ begin with your preface. You therein state—that you had long
had an intention of publishing your thoughts upon religion, but that
you had originally reserved it to a later periodin life.—I hope there is
no want of charity iu saying, that it would have been fortunate for

the christian world, had your life been terminated before you had
fulilled your intention, In accomplishing your purpose you will have
unsettled the faith of thousands; rooted from the minds of the une
happy virtuous all their comfortable assurance of a future recom-
pence; have anuihilated in the minds of the flagitious all their fears of
future punishment; you will have given the reins to the domioation of
every passion, and have thereby contributed to the introduction of the
public insecurity, and of the private unhappiness usually and almost
necessarily accompanying a state of corrupted morals.

No one can think worse of confession to a priest and subsequent
absolution, as practised in the church of Rome, than I do: but I can.
not, with you, attribute the guillotinc-massacres to that cause. Men’s
minds were not prepared, as yon suppose, for the commission of all
manner of crimes, by any doctrines of the church of Rome, corrupted

as ] esteem it, but by their not thog:mghly believing cven that religion
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What may not society expect from those, who shall imbibe the prin.
ciples of your book ?

A fever, which you and those about vou expected would prove
mortal, made you remember, with renewed satisfaction, that you had
wnttt:n the former part of your Age of Reason—and you know there.
fore, you say, by «xperience, the conscientious trial of your own prin.
ciples. [ admit this declaration to be a proof of the sincerity of your
persuasion, but [ cannot admit it to be any proof of the truth of your
principles. What is conscience? Is< ity as has been thought, an in.
ternal monitor implanted in us by the Supreme Being, and dictating
to us, on all occasions, what is right or wrong? Oris it merely our
own judgment of the moral rectitude or turpitude of our own actions?
I take the word (with Mr. Locke) in the latter, as in the only intel.
figible sense. Now who sees not that our judgments of virtue and
vice, right and wrong, are not always forme:} from an enlightencd and
dispassionate use of our reason, in the investigation of truth? They
are more generally formed from the nature of the religion we profess;
from the quality of the cisil government under which we live ; trom
the general manners of the age, or the particular manners of the per-
sons with whom we associate ; from the education we have had in our
youth ; from thebooks we have read at a more advanced period ; and
from other accidental causes. Who sees not that, on this account,
conscience may be conformable or repugnant to the law of nature ?—
may be certain, or doubtful 2>—and that it can be no criterion of moral
rectitude, even when it is certain, hecause the certainty of an opinion
s no proof of its being a right opinion ! A man may be certainly
persuaded of an error in reasoning, or of an untruth in matters of
fact. It is a maxim of every law, human and divine, that a man
opght never to act in opposition to his conscience : but it will not
from thence follow that he will, in obeying the dictates of his con-
science, on all occasions act right. An inquisitor, who burns Jews
and heretics; a Robespierre, who massacres innocent and harmless

women ; a robber, who thinks that all things ought to be in common,
and that a state of property is an unjust infringement of natural
liberty :—these, and a thousand perpetrators of different crimes, may
all follow the dictates of conscience; and may, at the real or sup-
posed approach of death, remember ¢ with renewed satisfaction” the
worst of their transactions, and experience, without dismay, ¢ a con-
scientious trial of their principles.”” DBut this their conscientious
composure can be no proof to others of the rectitude of their prin-
ciples, and ought to be no pledge to themsclves of their innocence, in
adhering to them.

I have thought fit to make this remark, with a view of suggesting
to you a counsideration of great importance—whether you have ex-
amined calmly, and accordng to the hest of your ability, the argu-
ments by which the truth of revealed religion may, in the judament of
learned and impartial mtn, be established? You will allow, that
thousands of learned and impartial men, (I speak not of priests. who,
however, are, I trust, as lcarned and impartial as yourself, but of lay-
men of the most 5plend1d talents)-—you will allow that thousands of
these, in all ages, have embraced revealed religion as true. "Whether
these men have all been in au crror, enveloped in the darkness of
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ienorance, shackled by the chains of superstition, whilst you and a
few others have enjoyed light and liberty, is a question 1 submit to
the decision of your readers.

If you have made the best examination you can, and yet reject
revealed religion as an impostore, § pray that God may pardon what
| esteem your error. And whether you have made this examination
vr not,"does not become me or any man to determine. That gospel,
which you despise, has taught me this moderation ; it has said to me,
‘““ Who art theu that judgest another man’s servant ! To his ewn
master he standeth or falleth.’—I think that you are in an error;
but whether that error be to you a vincible or an invincible error, 1
presume not to determine. I koow indeed where it is said, ¢ that
the preaching of the cross is to them that perish foolishness, and that
if the go~pel be d, it is hid to them that are lost,” The consequence
of your unbelief must be left to the just and merciful judgment of him,
who alone knoweth the mechanism and the liberty of our under-
standings 3 the origiu of our opinions ; the strength of our prejudices;
the excellencies and the defects of our reasouning faculties.

I shall, designedly, write this and the following letters in a popular
manner ; hoping that thereby they may stand a chance of being
perused by that class of rcaders, for whom your work seems to be
particularly calculated, and who are the most likely to be injured by
it. The really learned are in no danger of being infected by the
poisow’ of infidelity : they will excuse me, therefore, for having en-
tered, as little as possible, iuto deep disquisitions concerning the au-
thenticity of the Bible. T'he subject has been so lcarnedly, and so
frequently, handled by other writers, that it does not want (1 had al-
most said, it does not admit) any farther proof. Auad it is the more
necessary to adopt this mode of answering your book, because you
disclaim all learned appeals to other books, and undertake to prove,
from the Bible itself, that {t is unworthy of credit. 1 hope to shew,
from the Bible itself, the direct contrary. But in case any of your

readers should think that you had not put forth all your strength, by
not referring for proof of your opinion to ancient authors; lest
they should suspect that all ancient authors arein your favour ; I will
venture to affirm, that had you made a learned appeal to all the an-
cient books in the world, sacred or profane, christian, jewish, or pa-
gan, instead of lessening, they would have established, the credit and
authority of the Bible as the Word of Grod. .

Quitting your preface, let us procced to the work itself; in which
there is much repetition, and a defect of proper arrangement. I will
follow your tract, however, as nearly as [ can. The first question
you propose for consideration is—*¢* Whether there is sufiicient au.
thority for believing the Bible to be the Word of God, or whether
there is not {” You determine this question in the negative, upon
what you are pleased to call moral evidence. You hold it impossible
that the Bible can be the Word of Ged, because it is therein said, that
the Israclites destroyed the Canaanites by the express command of
(God ; and to believe the Bible to be true, we must, you afitirm, unbe.
lieve all our belief of the moral justice of God ; for wherein, you ask,
could crying or smiling infants offend ? I am astonished that so acute
a reasoncr should attempt to disparage the Bible, by bringing forward

o -
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this exploded and frequently refuted objection of Morgan, Tindal,
and Boliogbroke. Y ou profess yourself to be a deist, and to believe
that there is a (God, who created the universe,and established the faws
of nature, by which it is sustained in existence. You profess that
from the contemplation of the works of (God, you derive a knowledge
of his attributes; and you reject the Bible, because it ascribes to God
things inconsistent (as you soppose) with the attributes which you
have discovered to belong to him ; in particular, you think it repug-
nant to his moral justice, that he should doom to destruction the cry-
ing or smiling infants of the Capaanites.—Why do you not maintain
it to be repugnant to his moral justice, that he should suffer crying or
smiling infaots to be swallowed up by an earthquake, drowned by an
insudation, consumed by a fire, starved by famine, or destroyed by
a pestilence? The Word of Godis in perfect harmony with his work ;
crying or smiling infants are subjected to death in both. We believe
that the earth, at the express command. of God, opened her mouth,
and swallowed up Korah, Dathan, and Abiram, with their wives, their
sons, and their little ones. This you esteem so repugnant to God's

moral justice, that you spurn, as spurious, the book in which the cir.
cumstance is related. When Catania, Lima, and Lisbon, were seve-
rally destroyed by earthquakes, men with their wives, their sons, and
their little ones, were swallowed up alive:—why do you net spurn,
as spurious, the book of natare, in which this fact is certainly writtex,
and from the perusal of which you infer the moral justice of God?
You will, probably, reply, that the evils which the Canaanites suffered
from the express command of God, were different from those which
are brought on mankind by the opcration of the laws of nature.—
Different ! in what ?—Not in the magsitude of theevil—notin the sub-
jects of sufferance—not in the author of it—for my philosophy, at
Jeast, instructs me to believe, that God not only primarily formed, but
that he hath through all ages execnted, the laws of nature; aund that
he will through all eternity administer them, for the general happiness
of his ereatures, whether e can, on every occasion, discern that end
or not.

I am far from being guilty of the impiety of questioning the exist.
ence of the moral justice of God, as proved either by natural or re.
vealed religion ; what I contend for is shortly this— that you have no
right, in fairoess of reasoning, to urge any apparent deviation from
moral justice, as an argument against revealed religion, because you
do not urge an eqnally apparent deviation from it, as an argument
against matural religion: you reject the former, and admit the latter,
without considering that, as to your objection, they must stand or
fall together.

As to the Canaanites, it is needless to enter into any proof of the
depraved state of their morals; they were a wicked people in the time
of Abraham, and they, even then, were devoted to destruction by God ;
but their iniquity was not then full. In the time of Moses, they werse
idolaters ; sacrificers of their own crying or smiling infants; devour-
ers of human flesh ; addicted to unnatural lust ; immersed in the fil-
thisess of all maguer of vice. Now, I think, it will be impossible to
prove, that it was a proceeding contrary to God’s moral justice, to ex-
terminate so wicked a people. He made the Israelites the cxecutors
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of his vengeance ; and, in doing this, he gave such an evident and ter-
rible proof of his abomination of vice, as could not fail to strike the
surrounding nations with astonishment and terror, and to impress on
the minds of the Israelites what they were to expect, if they followed
the example of the nations whom he commanded them to cut off.
“ Ye shall not commit any of these abominations—that the land spue
not you out also, as it spued out the nations that were before you.”
How strong and descriptive this language! the vices of the inhabit-
ants were so abominable, that the very Jand was sick of them, and
forced to vomit them forth, as the stomach disgorges a deadly poison.

I have often wondered what could be the reason that men, not des-
titute of talents, should be desironus of undermining the authority of
revealed religion, and studious in exposing, with a malignant and illi-
beral exultation, every little difficulty attending the scriptures, to po-
pular animadversion and contempt. I am not willing to attribute this
strange propensity to what Plato attributed the atheism of his time—
to profligacy of manners—to affectation of singularity—to gross igno-
rance, assuming the semblance of deep research and superior sagacity ;

—I had rather refer it to an impropriety of judgment, respecting the
manners, and mental acquirements, of human Kind in the first ages of
the world. Most unbelicvers argue as if they thought that man, in
remote and rude antiquity, in the very birth and infancy of our spe-
cies, had the same distinct conceptions of one, eternal, invisible, in-
corporeal, infinitely wise, powerful, and good God, which they them-
selves have now. This I look upon as a great mistake, and a pregnant
source of infidelity. Human kind, by long experience ; by the insti-
tutions of civil society ; by the cultivation of arts and sciences ; by,
as I believe, divine instruction actually given to some, and tradition-
ally communicated to all ; is in a far more distinguished situation, as
to the powers of the mind, than it was in the childhood of the world.
The history of man is the history of the providence of God ; who,
willing the supreme felicity of all his creatures, has adapted his ge-
vernment to the capacity of those, who in different ages were the sub-
jects of it. The history of any one nation throughout all ages, and
that of all nations in the same age, are but separate parts of one great
plan, which God is carrying on for the moral melioration of mankind.
But who can comprehend the whole of this immense design? The
shortness of life, the weakness of our faculties, the inadequacy of our
means of information, conspire to make it impossible for us, worms of
the earth ! insects of an hour! completely to understand any one of
its parts. No man, who well weighs the subject, ought to be sur-
prised, that in the histories of ancient times many things sheuld occur
foreign to our manners, the propriety and necessity of which we can-
not clearly apprehend.

[t appears incredible to many, that God Almighty should have had
colloquial intercourse with our first parents; that he should have con-
tracted a kind of friendship for the patriarchs, and entered into cove-
nants with them ; that he should have suspended the laws of nature in
Egypt; should have been so apparently partial, as to become the God
and governor of one particular nation; and should have so far dec-
meaned himself, as to give to that people a burdensome ritval of wor-
ship, s{atutes and ordinances, many of which seem to be bencath the
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digoity of his attention, unimportant and impolitic. I have conversed
with many deists, and have always found that the strangeness of these
things was the only reason for their disbelief of them : nothing similar
has happened in their time ; they will not, therefore, admit, that these
events have really taken place at any time. As well might a child,
when arrived at the state of manhood, contend that he had never either

stood in need of or experienced the fostering care of 2 mother’s kind.

ness, the wearisome attention of his nurse, or the instruction and dis.
cipline of his schoolmaster. 'The Supreme Being selected one family
from an idolatrous world ; nursed it up, by various acts of his provi.
dence, into a great nation; communicated to that nation a knowledge
of his holiness, justice, mercy, power, and wisdom ; disseminated them,
at various times, through cvery part of the earth, that they might be a
¢ ]lecaven to leaven the whole lump,” that they might assure all other
rations of the existence of one Supreme God, the creator and preserver
of the world, the only proper object of adoration.  With what reason
can we expect, that what was donc to one nation, not out of any par-
tiality to them, but for the general good, should be done to all? that
the mode of instruction, which was suited to the infancy of the world,
should be extended to the maturity of its manhood, or to the imbeci-
lity of its old age? I own to you, that when I consider how nearly
man, io a savage state, approaches to the brute creation, as to intellec-
tual excelience ; and when 1 contemplate his miserable attainments,

as to the koowledge of God, in a civilized state, when he has had no

divine tnstraction on the suhject, or when that instruction has been

forgotten (for all men have known something of God from tradition),
| cannot but admire the wisdom and goodness of the Supreme Being, in
having let himself down to our apprehensions ; in having given to man-
kind, in the earliest ages, sensible and extraordinary proofs of his ex-
tstence and attributes; in having made the jewish and christian dispen-
sations mediums to convey to all meu, through all ages, that knowledge
concerning himself, which he had vouchsafed to give immediately to
the first. I own it is strange, very strange, that he should have madc
an immediate manifestation of himself in the lirst ages of the world ;
but what is there that is not strange ? It is strange that you and | are
here—that there is water, and earth, and air, and fire—that there is a
sun, and moon, and stars—that there is generation, corruption, repro-
duction. I can account ultimately for none of these things, without
recurring to him who made every thing. I also am his workmanship,
and look up to him with hope of preservation through all eternity ; I
adore him for his word as well as for his work ; his work 1 cannot
compreliend, but his word hath assured me of all that I am concerned
to know—that he hath prepared everlasting happiness for those who
love and oley him. This you will call preachment :—1 will have done
with it ; hut the subject is so vast, and the plan of providence, in my
opinion, so obviously wise and good, that I can never think of it with-
out having my mind filled with piety, admiration, and gratitude.

In addition to the moral evidence (as you are pleased to think it)
against the Bible, you threaten, in the progress of your work, to pro-
duce such other evideuce as even a priest cannot deny. A philosopher
in search of truth forfeits with me all claim to candour and imparti-
ality 3 when he introducces railing for reasoning, vulgar and illiberal
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sarcasm in the room of argument. I will not imitate the example you
set me ; but examine what you shall produce, with as much coolness
and respect, as if you had given the priests no provocation ; as if you
were a man of the most unblemished character, subject to no prejudices,

actuated by no bad designs, not liable to have abuse retorted upon you
with success.

&

LETTER 1L

Berore you commence your grand attack upon the Bible, you wish
to establish a difference between the evidence necessary to prove the
anthenticity of the Bible, and that of any other ancient book. I am
not surprised at your anxiety on this head ; for all writers on the sub-
ject have agreed in thinking that St, Austin reasoned well, when, in
vindicating the genuineness of the Bible, he asked—*¢ What proofs have
we that the works of Plato, Aristotle, Cicero, Varro, and other pro-
fane authors, were written by those whose names they bear ; unless it
be that this has been an opirion generally received at all times, and by
all those who have lived since these authors ” This writer was con-
vinced, that the evidence which established the genuineness of any pro-

fane book, would establish that of a saered book ; and I profess my-

self to be of the same opinion, notwithstanding what you have advanced
to the contrary.

In this part your ideas seem to me to be confused ; I do not say that
you, designedly, jumble together mathematicalscience and historical evi-
dence; the knowledge acquired by demonstration, and the probability
derived from testimony.—You koow but of one ancient book, that
authoritatively challenges universal consent and belief, and that is
Euclid’s Elements.—1f [ were disposed to make frivolous objecticns, I
should say that even Euclid’s Elements had not met with vniversal con-
sent ; that there had been men, both in ancient and modern times, who
had questioned the intuitive evidence of some of his axioms, and denied
the justness of some of his demonstrations : but, admitting the truth, I
do not see the pertinency of your observation. You are attempting to
subvert the authenticity of the Bible, and you tell us that Euclid’s Ele-
ments are certainly true. What then? Doesit follow that the Bible
is certainly false? The most illiterate scrivener in the kingdom does
not want to be informed, that the examples in his Wingate’s Arith-
metic are proved by a different kind of reasoning from that by which
he persuades himself to believe, that there was such a person as Henry
VIII. or that there is such a city as Paris.

It may be of use, to remove this confusion in your argument, to
state, distinctly, the difference between the genuineness, and the au-
thenticity, of a baok. A genuine book, is that which was written by
the person whose name it bears, as the author of it. An authentic
book, is that which relates matters of fact, as they really happencd.
A book may be genuine, without being authentic; and a book may
be authentic, without being genuine. 'The books written by Richard-
son and Fielding are genuine books, though the histories of Clarissa
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and Tom Jones are fables. The history of the island of Formosa is
a genuine book ; it was written by salmanagzar; but it is not an au.
thentic book, (though it was long esteemed as such, and translated
into different languages,) for the author, in the latter part of his life,
took shame to himself for having imposed on the world, and con.
fessed that it was a mere romance. Anson’s Voyage may be consi-
dered as an authentic book, it, probably, containing a true narration
of the principal events recorded in it; but it is not a genuine book,
having not been written by Walters, to whom it is ascribed, but by
Robins.

‘This distinction between the genuineness and authenticity of a book,
will assist us in detecting the fallacy of an argument, which you state
with great confidence in the part of your work now under considera.
tion, and which you frequently allude to, ta othcr parts, as conclu.
sive evideace against the truth of the Bible. Your argument stands
thus—If it be found that the books ascribed to Moses, Joshua, and
Samuel, were not written by Moses, Joshua, and Samuel, every part
of the authority and authenticity of these books is gone at once.
presume to think otherwise. The genuineness of these books (in the
judgment of those who say that they were written by these authors)
will certainly be gone; but their authenticity may remain; they
may still contain a troe account of real transactions, though the
names of the writers of them should be found to be differcnt from
what they are generally esteemed to be.

Had, indeed, Moses said, that he wrote the five first books of the
Bible; and had Joshua and Samuel said that they wrote the books
which are respectfully attribnted to them; and had it been found,
that Moses, Joshua, and Samuel, did not writé these books: then, I
grant, the authority of the whole would have been gone at once;
these men would have been found liars, as to the gennineness of the

books ; and this proof of their want of veracity, in one point, would

have invalidated their testimony in every other; these books would
have been justly stigmatized, as neither genuine nor authentic.

An history may be true, though it should not only be ascribed to a
wrong author, but though the author of it should not be known;
anonymous testimony does not destroy the reality of facts, whether
natural or miraculous. Had Lord Clarendon published his History
of the Rebellion, without prefixing his name to it; or had the bistory
of Titus Livius come down to us, uoder the name of Valerius Flaccus,
or Valerius Maximus ; the facts mentioned in these histories would
have been equally eertaia.

As to your assertion, that the miracles recorded in Tacitus, and in
other profane historians, are quite as well authenticated as thuse of
the Bible—it, being a mere assertion destitute of proof, may be pro-
perly answered by a contrary assertion. I take the liberty then to
say, that the evidence for the miracles recorded in the Bible is, both
in kind and degree, so greatly superior to that for the prodigies men.
tioned by Livy, or the miracles related by Tacitus, as to justify usin
giving credit to the one as the work of God, and in with-holding it
from the other as the effect of superstition and imposture. This
method of derogating from the credibility of christianity, by oppos-
ing to the miracles of our Saviour, the tricks of ancient impostors,
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seems to have originated with Hierocles in the fourth century; and it
has been adopted by unbelievers from that time to this; with this dif-
ference, indeed, that the heathens of the third and fourth century ad-
mitted that Jesus wrought miracles; but lest that admission should
have compelled them to abandon their gods and become Christians,
they said, that their dpollonius, their Apuleius, their Aristeas, did as
great : whilst modern deists deny the fact of Jesus having ever
wrought a miracle. And they have some reason for this proceeding ;
they are sensible that the gospel miracles are so different, in all their
circumstances, from those related in Pagan story, that, if they admit
them to have been performed, they must admit Christianity to be true;
hence they have fabricated a kind of deistical axiom—that no human
testimony can establish the credibility of a miracle.—~This, though it
has been an hundred times refuted, is still insisted upon, as if its truth

had never been questioned, and could not be disproved.

You ¢ proceed to examine the authenticity of the Bible; and you
begin, you say, with what are called the five books of Moses, Ge-
nesis, I’xodus, Leviticus, Numbers, and Deuteronomy. Your inten-
tion, you profess, is to shew that these books are spurious, and that
Moses is not the author of them; and still farther, that they were
not written in the time of Moses, nor till several hundred years
afterwards; that they are no other than an attempted history of the
life of Moses, and of the times in which he is said to have lived, and
also of the times prior thereto, written by some very ignorant and
stupid pretender to authorship, several hundred years after the death
of Moses.”—In this passage, the utmost force of your attack on the
authority of the five books of Mosesis clearly stated. You are not
the first who has started this difficulty ; it is a difficalty, indeed, of
modern date ; having not been heard of, either in the synagogue, or
out of it, till the twelfth century. About that time, Aben Ezra, a
Jew of great erudition, noticed some passages (the same that you

have brought forward) in the five first books of the Bible, which he
thought had not been written by Moses, but inserted by some person
after the death of Moses. But he was far from maintaining, as you
do, that these books were written by some ignorant and stupid pre.
tender to authorship, many hundred years after the death of Moses.
Ilobbes contends that the books of Moses are so called, not frem
their having been written by Moses, but from their coutaining an
account of Moses. Spinoza supported the same opinion; and Le
Clerc, a very able theological critic of the last and preseat century,
once entertained the same notion. You see that this fancy has had
some patrons before you ; the merit or the demerit, the sagacity or
the temerity of having asserted, that Moses is not the author of the
Pentateuch, is not exclusively your’s. JLe Clerc, indeed, you must
not boast of. When his judgment was matured by age, he was
ashamed of what he had wrilten on the subject in his younger years;
he made a public recantation of his error, by annexing to his ¢om-
mentary on Genesis, 2 Latin dissertation—concerning Moses, thejau-
thor of the Pentateuch, and his design in composing it. If in your
future life yon should chance to change your opinion on the subject, it
will be an honour to your character, to emulate the integrity, and to

imitate the example of Le¢ Clere, The Bible is not the only book
C
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which has undergane the fate of being reprobated as spurious, after
it had been received as genuine and authentic for many ages. It hag
been maintained that the hListory of [ferodolus was wrilten in the
time of Constantine ; and that the classics are forgeries of the thir.
teenth or fourteenth century. These extravagant reveries amused the
waorld at the time of their publication, and have long since sunk intp
oblivion. You esteem all prophets to be such lying rascals, that |
dare not venture to predict the fate of your book.

Before you produce your main objectious (o the genuineness of the
books of Moses, you assert—*¢ that there is no affirmative evidence
that Moses is the author of them.”—What! no afhrmative evidence!
Ia the eleventh century, Maimonidcs drew up a coufession of faith
for the Jews, which all of them at this day admit ; it consists of only
thirteen articles ; and two of them have respect to Moses; one af-
firming the authenticity, the other the genuigeness of his books.—
'The doctrine and prophecy of Moses is true—The law that we have
was given by Moses.—This is the faith of the Jews at present, and
has been their faith ever since the destruction of their city and ten.
ple; it was their faith in the time when the authors of the New Tes.
tament wrote ; it was their faith during their captivity in Babylon;
in the time of their kings and judges; and no period can be shewn,
from the age of Moses to the present hour, in which it was not their
faith,—Is this no affirmative evidence? I cannot desire a stronger.
Josephus, in his book against Appion, writes thus—* We have only
two and twenty books which are to be believed as of divine autho.
rity, and which comprehend “he history of all ages; five belong to
Moses, which contain the original of man, and the tradition of the
succession of generations,down to his death, which takes in a compass
of about three thousand years.” Do you consider this as no alfirma.
tive evidence? Why should I mention Juvenal speaking of the volume
which Moses had written? Why enumerate a long list of profane
authors, all bearing testimony to the fact of Moses being the leader
and the law-giver of the Jewish nation? and if a law-giver, surely
a writer of thelaws. But what says the Bible? In Exodus it says—
¢ Moses wrote all the words of the Lord, and took the book of the
covenant, and read it in the audience of the people.”—In Deutero.

nomy, it says— And it came to pass, when Moses had made an end

of writing the words of this law in a book, until they were finished,
(this surely imports the finishing a laborious work), that Moses com.
manded the Levites, which bare the ark of the covenant of the Lord,
saying, Take this book of the law, and put it into the side of the ark
of the covenant of the Lord your God, that it may be there for a
witness against thee.” 'Thisis said in Deuteronomy, which is a kind
of repetition or abridgment of the four preceding books; and it is
well known that the Jews gave the name of the Law to the first five
books of the Old Testament. What possible doubt can there be that
Moses wrote the book in question? I could accumulate many other
passages from the scriptures to this purpose; but if what 1 have ad-
vanced, will not convince you, that there is affirmative evidence, and
of the strongest kind, for Moses being the author of these books,
nothing that I can advance will convince you.

What if I should grant all you undertake to prove (the stupidity
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and ignorance of the writer excepted) 2—What if I should admit,
that Samuel, or lizra, or some other learned Jew, composed these
hooks, from public records, many years after the death of Moses?
Will it follow, that there was no truth in them? According to my
logic, it will only follow, that they are not genuine books; every
fact recorded in them may be true, whenever, or by whomsoever they
were written. It cannot be said that the Jews had no public records;
the Bible furnishes abundance of proof to the contrary. I by no
means admit, that these books, as to the main part of them, were- not
written by Moses ; but | do contenil, thata book may contain a true
history, though we know not the author of it, or though we may be
mistaken in ascribing it to a wrong author.

The first argament you produce against Moses being the author of
these books is so old, that 1 do not know its eriginal anthor 3 and it is
so miserable a one, that I wonder you should adopt it—*¢ ‘Chese books
cannot be written by Moses, because they are written in the third
person—it is always, The Lord said unto Moses, or Moses said unto
the Lord. This you say, is the style and manner that historians use in
speaking of the persons whose lives and actions they are writing.”
This obsctvation is true, but it dees not extend far enough ; for this is
the style and mannernot only of historians writing of other persons,
but of eminent men, such as Xenophon and Josephus, writing of
themselves. ~ If General /Vashington should write the history of the
American war, and should, from his great modesty, speak of himself
in the third person, would you think it reasonable, that two or three
thousand years hence, any person should on that account contend,
that the history was not true? Cesar writes of himsell in the third
person—it is always Casar wade a speech, or a speech was made to
Casar; Casar crossed the Rhine; Czsar invaded Britain; but every
school-boy knows, that this circumstance cannot be addoced as a
serious argument against Cesar’s being the author of his own Com-
mentaries,

But, Moses, you urge, cannot be the author of the book of Num-
bers, becauvse he says of himsell—*¢ that Moses was a very meek man,
above all the men that were on the face of the earth.” If he said
this of himself, he was, you say, ‘“ a vain and arrogant coxcomb,

(such is your phrase!) and unworthy of crédit—and if he did not
say ity the books are without authority.” ‘This your dilemma is per«
fectly harmless ; it has not an horn to hurt the weakest logician, If
Moses did not write this little verse, if it was inserted by Samuel, or
any of his conntrymen, wha knew his character and revered his me.
mory, will it follow that he did not write any other part of the book
of Numbers? Or if he did not write any part of the book of Nume.
bers, will it follow that he did not write any of the other books of
which he is usually reputed the author; and if he did write this of
himself, he*was justified by the occasion which extorted from him
this commendation, Had this expression been wriiten in a mddern
style and manner, it would probably have given you no offence. Kor
who would be so fastidious asto find fault with an iflustrious man,
who being calumniated by his nearest relations, as guilty of pride and
fond of power, should vindicate his character by saying, My tenmiper

was naturally as meek and unassuming as that of any man upon
C2
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earth? There are occasions, in which a modest man, who speaks
truly, may speak proudly of himself, without forfeiting his general
character ; and there is no occasion, which either more requires, or
more excuses this conduct, than when he is repelling the foul and en.
vious aspersions of those who both knew his character, and had ex.
perienced his kindness; and in that predicament stood Aaron and
Miriam, the accusers of Moses. You yourself have, probably, felt
the sting of calumoy, and have beeu anxious to remove the impres-
sion. 1 do not call you a vain and arrogant coxcomb for vindicating
your character, when in the latter part of this very work you boast,
and I hope truly, ¢ that the man does not exist that can say 1 have
persecuted him, or any man, or any set of men, in the American revo-
lution, or in the French revolution; or that | have in any case re-
turned evil for evil.” 1 know not what kings and priests may say to
this ; you may not have returned to them evil for evil, because they
never, I believe, did you any harm ; but you have done them all the
barm you could, and that without provocation.

I think it needless to notice your observation upon what you call
the dramatic style of Deuteronomy; itis an ill-founded hypothesis,
You might as well ask, where the author of Czsar's Commentaries
got the speeches of Czsar, as where the author of Deuteronomy got
the speeches of Moses. But your argument—that Moses was not the

author of Deuteronomy, because the reason given in that book for
the observation of the sabbath is differcnt from that given in Exodus,
merits a reply.

You need not be told that the very name of this book imports, in
Greek, a repetition of a law; aod that the Hebrew doctors have

called it by a word of the same meaning. la the fifth verse of the
first chapter, it issaid in our Bibles, * Moses began to declare this
law ;>* but tlie Hebrew words, more properly translated, import that
Moses ¢ began, or determined, to explain the law.”” This is no shift
of mine to get over a difficulty ; the words are so rendered in aost of
the ancient versions, and by Fagius, Vetablus, and Le Clerc, men
eminently skilled in the Hebrew langnage. This repetition and ex-
planation of the law, was a wise and benevolent proceeding in Moses:
that those who were either not born, or weremere infants, wheun it was
first (forty years before) delivered in Horeb, might have an opportu.
nity of knowing it; especially as Moses their leader was soon to be
taken from them, and they were about to be settled in the midst of
nations given to idolatry, and sunk in vice. Now, where is the won-
der, that some variations and some additions should be made to a law,
when a legislator thinks fit to republish it many years after its first
promulgation ?

With respect to the sabbath, the learned are divided in opinion,
concerning its origin 3 some contending, that it was sanctified from the
creation of the world ; that it was observed by the patriarchs before
the flood ; that it was neglected by the Israclites during their bond-
age in Egypt; revived on the falling of manna in the wilderness; and
enjoined, as a positive law, at mount Sinai. Others esteem its insti-
tution to have been no older than the age of Moses; and argue, that
what is said of the sanctification of the sabbath in the book of Ge-
nesis, is said by way of anticipation. There may be truth in both
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these accounts. To me it is probable, that the memory of the crea-
tion was handed down from Adam to all his posterity ; and that the
seventh day was, for a long time, held sacred by all nations, in com-
memoration of that event; but that the peculiar rigidoess of its ob-
servance was enjoined by Moses to the Israelites alone. As to there
being two reasons given for its being kept holy-—one, that on that
day God rested from the work of creation—the other, that on that
day God had given them rest from the servitude of Egypt. I see no
contradiction in the accounts. If a man, in writing the history of
England, should ioform his readers, that the parliament had ordered
the fifth of November to be kept holy, because on that day God had
delivered the nation from a bloody-intended massacre by gunpowder;
and if, in another part of his history, he shounld assign the deliver-
ance of our church and nation from popery and arbitrary power, by
the arrival of King William, as a reason for its being kept holy ;
would any one contend, that he was not justified in both these ways

of expression, or that we ought from thence to conclude, that he was
not the author of them both ?

You think—*¢ that law in Deuteronomy inhuman and brutal, which
authorises parents, the father and the mother, to bring their own
children to have them stoned to death, for what it pleased to call stub-
bornness.”—You are aware, 1 suppose, that paternal power, among
the Romans, the Gauls, the Persians, and other nations, was of the
most arbitrary Kind ; that it extended to the taking away the life of
the child. I do not know whether the Israelites in the time of Moses
exercised this paternal power; it was not a custom adopted by all
nations, but it was by many; and in the infancy of society, before
individual families had coalesced into communities, it was probably
very general. Now Moses, by this law, which you esteem brutal and
inhuman, hindered such an extravagant power from being either intro-
duced or exercised among the Israelites. This law is so far from
countenancing the arbitrary pewer of a father over the life of his child,
that it takes from him the power of accusing the child before a magis-
trate—the father and the mother of the child must agree in bringing
the child to judgment—and it is not by their united will that the child
was to be condemned to death; the elders of the city were to judge
whether the accusation was true ; and the accusation was to be not
merely, as you insinuate, that the child was stubborn, but that he was
‘¢ stubborn and rebellious, a glutton and a drunkard.” Considered
in this light, you must aliow the law to have been an humane restric-
tion of a power improper to be lodged with any pareat.

That you may abuse the priests, you abandon your subject—

‘“ Priests,” you say, * preach up Deuteronomy, for Deuteronomy
preaches up tythes.”—I do not know that priests preach up Deutero-
nomy more than they preach up other books of scripture; but 1 do
know that tythes are not preached up in Deuteronomy, more than in
Leviticus, in Numbers, in Chronicles, in Malachi, in the law, the
history, and the prophets of the jewish nation.—You go on—** it is

from this book (chap. xxv. ver. 4.) they have taken the phrase,
and applied it to tything, ¢ Thou shalt not muzzle the ox when he

treadeth out the corn;” and that this might not escape observation,
they have noted it in the table of contents at the head of the chapter,
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thovgh it is only a single verse of less than two lines. O priesty!
priests ! ye are willing to be compared to an ox for the sake of
tythes!”—I cannot call this reasoning—and 1 will not pollute my

page by giving it a proper appellation. lHad the table of contents,
instead of simply saying—the ox is not to be muzzled——said—tythes
enjoined, or priests maintained—there would have been a little
ground for your censure. Whoever noted this phrase at the head of
the chapter, bad better reasoa for doing it than you have attributed to
them. They did it, because St. Paul had quoted it, when he was
proving to the Corinthians, that they who preacked the gospel had a
right to live by the gospel : it was Paul, and not the priests, who first
applied this phrase to tything. St. Paul, indeed, did not avail him-
self of the right he conteaded for; he was not, thercfore, interested
in what he said. The reason, on which he grounds the right, is not
merely this quotation, which you ridicule ; nor the appointment of
the law of Moses, which you think fabulous; nor the injunction of
Jesus, which you despise ; no, it is a reason founded io the nature of
things, and which no philesopher, no unbeliever, no man of common
sense can deny to be a solid reason ; it amounts to this—that ¢ the
labourer is worthy of his hire.” Nothing is so much a man’s own,
as his labour and ingenvity ; and it is entirely consonant to the law
of nature, that by the innocent use of these he should provide for his
subsistence. Hasbandmen, artists, soldiers, physician, lawyers, all
let out their labour and talents for a stipulated reward; why may not
a priest do the same? Some accounts of you have been published in
England ; but, conceiving them to have proceeded from a design to
injore your character, I never read them. [ know nothing of your
parentage, your education, or condition in life. You may have been
elerated, by your birth, above the necessity of acquiring the means of
sustaining life by the labour either of hand or head : if this be the case,

you ought not to despise those who have come 1nto the world in less fa.
vourable circumstances. If your origin has been less fortunate, you
must have supported yourself, either by manual labour, or the exercise
of your genivs. Why should you think that conduct disreputable in
priests, which you probably consider as laudable in yourseif ? I know
not whether you have not a3 great a dislike of kings as of priests : but
that you may be induced to think more favourably of men of my pro-
fession, 1 will just mention to you, that the payment of tythes is no
new institution, but that they were paid in the most ancient times,
not to priests only, but to Kings. 1 could give you an hundred in-
stances of this : two may be sufficient. Abrakam paid tythes to the
king of Salem, four hundred years before the law of Mosey wag given.
The king of Salem was priest also of the most high God. Priests,
you see, existed in the world, and were held in high estimation, for
kimgs were priests, long before the impostures, as youn esteem them,
of the jewish and christian dispensations were heard of. But as this
instance is taken from a book which you call *“ a book of contradic-
tions and lies”—the Bible ;—I will give youn another, from a book,

to the authority of which, as it is written by & profane author, you
probably will not object. Diogencs Laertius, in his Life of Solon,
cites 2 letter of Pisistratus to that lawgiver, in which he says—¢ I,
Pisistratus, the tyrant, am contentcd with the stipecnds which were
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paid to those who reigned before me; the people of Athens set apart
a tenth of the fruits of their land, not for my private use, but to be
expended in the public sacrifices, and for the general good.”

LETTER I1I.

HAvineg done with what yon call the grammatical evidence, that
Moses was not the author of the books attributed to him, you come
to your historical and chronological evidence ; and you begin with
Genesis.  Your first argument is-taken from the single word—Dan—
being found in Genesis, when it appears from the book of Judges,
that the town of Laish was not called Dan till above three hundred
and thirty years after the death of Moses; therefore the writers of
(ienesis, you conclude, must have lived after the town of Laish had
the name of Dan given to it. Lest this objection should not be ob.
vious enongh to a common capacity, you illustrate it in the following
manner :—* Havre-de-Grace was called Havre-Marat in 1793
should then any dateless writing be found, in after-times, with the
name of Havre-Marat, it would be certain evidence that such a
writing could not have been written till after the year 1793. This is
a wrong conclusion. Suvppose some hot republican should, at this
day, publish a new edition of an old history of France, and instead
of Havre-de-Grace should write Havre.Marat; and that two or
three thousand years hence, 2 man, like yourself, should, on that
account, reject the whole history as spurious, would he be justified
in so doing ? Would it not be reasonable to tell him—that the name
Havre-Marat had been inserted, not by the original author of the

history, but by a subsequent editor of it; and to refer him, for a
proof of the gepuineness of the book, to the testimony of the whole
French nation ? This supposition so obviously applies to your diffi-
culty, that 1 cannot but recommend it to your impartial attention.
But if this solution does not please you, I desire it may be proved,
that the Dan, mentioned in Genesis, was the same town as the Dan
mentioned in Judges. 1 desire further, to have it proved, that the*
Dan, mentioned in Genesis, was the name of a town, and not of a
river, It is merely said—Abram pursued them, the enemies of Lot,
to Dan. Now a river was full as likely as a town to stop a pursait.
Lot, we know, was settled in the plain of Jordan; and Jordan, we

know, was composed of the united streams of two rivers, called Jor
and Dan.

Your next difficulty respects its being said in Genesis—¢¢ These
are the kings that reigned in Kdom before there reigned any king over
the children of Israel :—this passage could only have been written, you
say, (and I think you say rightly) after the first king began to reign
over Israel ; so far from being written by Moses, it could not have
been written till the time of Saul at the least.”” I admit this inference,

but I deny its application. A small addition to a book does not de-
stroy either the genuineness or the authenticity of the whole book, 1
am not ignorant of the manner in which commentators have answered

thiz objection of Spinoza, without making the concession which I have
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made ; but I have no scruple in admitting, that the passage in gues.
tion, consisting of nine verses, containing the genealogy of some kings
of Edom, might have been inserted in the book of Genesis, after the
book of Chronicles (which was called in Greek by a name importing
that it contained things left out in other books) was written, The
learned have shewn, that interpolations have happened to other books;
but these insertions by other hands have never been considered as in-
validating the anthority of those books.

¢“ Take away from Grenesis,” you say, ‘¢ the belief that Moses was
the author, on which only the strange belief that it is the Word of
God has stood, and there remains nothing of Genesis but an anony.
mous book of stories, fables, traditionary or invented absurdities, or
of downright lies.” What! isita story then, that the world had a
beginuning, and that the author of it was God? If you deem this a
story, I am not disputing with a deistical philosopher, but with an
atheistic madman. Is it a story, that our first parents fell from &
paradisiacal state—that this earth was destroyed by a deluge—that
Noah and his family were preserved in the ark—and that the world
has been repeopled by his descendants ? Look into a2 book so com.
mon that almost every body has it, and so excellent that no person
ought to be without it, (rrotius on the Truth of the Christian Reli-
gion, and you will there meet with abundant testimony to the truth of
all the priocipal facts recorded in (zenesis. The testimony is not that
of Jews, Christians, and priests; it is the testimony of the philoso-
phers, historians, and poets of antiquity. The oldest book in the
world is (enesis; and it is remarkable, that those books which come
nearest to it in age, are those which make, either the most distinct
mention of, or the most evident allusion to, the facts related in Ge-
nesis, concerning the formation of the world from a chaotic mass,
the primeval innocence and subsequent fall of man, the longevity of
mapkind in the first ages of the world, the depravity of the antedi-
luvians, and the destruction of the world.—Read the tenth chapter
of Genesis.—It may appear to you to contain nothiog but an uninter-
esting narration of the descendants of Shem, Ham, and Japheth ; a
mere fable, an invented absurdity, a downright lie. No, sir, it is one
of the most valuable, and the most venerable records of antiquity.
It explains what all profaae historians were ignorant of—the origin of

nations, Had it told us, as other books do, that one nation had

sprung out of the earth they inhabited; another from a ericket or a
grasshopper ; another from an oak; another from a mushroom; ano-
ther from a dragon’s tooth ; then, indeed, it would have merited the
appellation youn, with so much temerity, bestow upon it. Instead of
these absurdities, it gives such an account of the peopling the earth
after the deluge, as no other book in the world ever did give ; and
the truth of which all other books in the world, which contain any
thing on the subject, confirm. The last verse of the chapter, says—-
¢¢ These are the families of the sons of Noah, after their generations
in their nations; and by these were the pations divided in the earths
after the flood.” It would require great learning to trace out, pre-
cisely, either the actual situation of all the countries in which these
founders of empires settled, or to ascertain the extent of their domi-
nions. This, however, has been done by various authors, to the satis-
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faction of all competent judges ; so much at least to my satisfaction,
that, had I no other proof of the authenticity of Genesis, I should
consider this as sufiicient. But, without the aid of learning, any man
who can Darely read his Bible, and has but heard of such people as
the Assyrians, the Elamites, the Lydians, the Medes, the Ionians, the
Thrachiens, will readily acknowledge that they had Assur, and
Elam, and Lud, and Madai, and Javan, and T3iras, grandsons of
Noah, for their respective founders; and knowing this, he will not, I
hope, part with his Bible, as a system of fables, I am no enemy to
philosophy; but when philosophy would rob me of my Bible, I must
say of it, as Cicero said of the twelve tables—This little book alone
exceeds the libraries of all the philosophers in the weight of its autho-
rity, and in the extent of its utility.

From the abuse of the Bible, you proceed to that of Moses, and
again bring forward the subject of his wars in the land of Canaan.
There are many men who look upen all war (would to God that all
men saw it in the same light) with extreme abhorrence, as afflicting
mankind with calamities not necessary, shocking to humanity, and
repugnant to reason. But is it repugnant to reason that God shouid,
by an express act of his providence, destroy a wicked nation? I am
fond of considering the goodness of God as the leading principle of
his conduct towards mankind, of considering his justice as subser-
vient to his mercy. He punishes individuals and nations with the
rod of his wrath; but I am persuaded that all his punishments origi-
nate in his abhorrence of sin; are calculated to lesscu its influence;
and are proofs of his goodness ; inasmuch as it may not be possible
for Omuipotence itself to communicate supreme happiness to the hu-
man race, whilst they countinue servants of sin,  The destruction of
the Canaanites cxhibits to all nations, in all ages,a signal proof of
God’s displeasure against sin ; it has been to others, and it is te our-.
selves, a Dencvolent warning. DMoses would bave been the wretch
yourepresent him, bad he acted by his own authority alone; but you
may as reasonably attribute cruelty and marder to the judge of the
land in condemning criminals to death, as butchery and massacre to
Moses in executing the command of God.

The Midianites, through the counsel of Balaam, and by the vicious

instrumentality of the women, had seduced a part of the Israelites to

idolatry ; to the impure worship of their infamous god Baal-Peor :—
for this offence, twenty-four thousand lsraelites had perished in a
plague from heaven, and Moses reccived a command from God ¢ to
smit¢ the Midianites who had beguiled the people.” An army was
equipped, and sent against Midian. When the army returned victo-
nous, Moses and the princes of the congregation went to meet it;
“and Moses was wroth with the officers.” He observed the women
captives, and he asked' with astonishment, * Have ye saved all the
Women alive ? Behold, these caused the children of Israel, through
the counsel of Balaam, to commit trespass agaivust the Lord in the
matter of Peor, and th-re was a plagne among the congregation.”
He then gave an order that the boys and the womnien should be put to
death, bnt that the young maidens should be kept alive for themselves.
| see nothing in this procceding, but good policy, combined with

mercy.  ‘The young men might have become dangerous avengers of,
D
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what they would esteem, their country’s wrongs; the mothers might
have agaia allured the lsraclites to the love of licentious pleasures,
and the practice of idelatry, and brought another plague upon the
congregation ; but the young maidens, vot being polluted by the flagi.
tious habits of their mothers, nor likely to create disturbance by re-
bellion, were kept alive. You give a different turn to the matter;-
you say—* that thirty-two thousand women-children were consigned
to debaachery by the order of Moses.” —Prove this, and 1 wili allow
that Moses was the horrid monster you make him—prove this, and |
will allow that the Bible is what you call it—a book of lies, wicked.
ness, and blasphemy”—prove this, or excusc my warmth, if 1 say te
you, as Paul said to Elymas the sorcerer, who sought to turn away
Sergius Panlus from the faith, ¢ O full of all subtilty, and all mis.
chief, thon child of the devil, thou enemy of all righteousness, wiit
thou not cease to pervert the right ways of the Lord 2”—-1 did not,
when I began these letters, think that | should have been moved to
this severity of rebuke, by any thing you could have written; but
when so gross a misrepresentation is made of God’s proceedings,
coolness would be a crime. The women-children were not reserved
for the purposes of debauchery, but of slavery ;—a custom abhorrent

from our manners, but every where practised in former times, and still
practised in countries where the benignity of the Christian religion
has not softened the ferocity of human nature. You here admit a
part of the account given in the Bible respecting the expedition
against Midian to be a true account: it is not unrcasonable to desire
that you will admit the whole, or shew sufficient reason why you ad-
mit one part,and reject the other. I will mention the part to which
you have paid no attention. The Israelitish army consisted but of
twelve thousand men, a mere handful when opposed to the people of
Midian ; yet when the officers made a muster of their troops after
their return from the war, they found that they had not lost a single
man! This circomstance struck them as so decisive an evidence of

God's interposition, that out of the spoils they had taken they offered
¢¢ an oblation to the Lord, an atonement for their souls.”” Do but
believe what the captains of thousands,and the captains of hundreds,
believed at the time when these things happencd, and we shall never

more hear of your objections to the Bible, from its account of the
wars of Moses.

You produce two or three other objections respecting the genuine-
nesi of the first five books of the Bible.—] cannot stop to notice
them : every commentator answers them in a manner suited to the
apprehension of even a mere English reader. You calculate, to the
_ thousandth part of an inch, the length of the iron bed of Og the king

of Basan; but you do not prove that the bed was too big for the

body, or that a Patagonian would have been fost init. You make no
allowance for the size of a royal bed ; nor ever suspect that king Og
might have been possessed with the same kind of vanity, which occu-
pied themiod of king Alexander, when he ordered his soldiers to
enlarge the size of theirbeds, that they might give to the Indians, in
succeeding ages, a greatidea of the prodigious stature of 2 Macedo-
nian. Inmany parts of your work you speak much in commendation
of science: | join with you in every commendation you can give it?




PAINE'S AGE OF REASON. 19

but you spcak of it iusech a manner as gives room to believe, that
you are a great proficient in 1t if this be the case, 1 would recom-
mend a problem to your attention, the solution of which yeu will
readily allow to be far above the powers of a man conversant only, as
you represent priests and bishops to be, in hic, hec, hoc, The prob-
lem is this—T'o determine the height to which a humao body, pre-
serving its similarity of figure, may be augmented, before it will pe-
rish by its own weight.—When you have solved this problem, we
shall know whether the bed of the king of Basan was too big for any
giant ; whether the existence of a man twelve or fifteen feet high, is
in the nature of things impossible. My philosophy teaches me to
doubt of many things; but it does not teach me to reject every festi-
mony which is opposite to my experience: had 1 been born in Shet-
fand, 1 could, on proper testimony, have believed in the existence of
the Lincolushire ox, or of the largest dray-horse in London; though
the oxen and horses in Shetland had pot been bigger than mastiffs.

LETTER 1V.

H{aving finished your objections to the genuineness of the books of
Moses, you proceed to your remarks on the book of Joshua; and
from its internal evidence you endeavour to prove, that this book was
not written by Joshua.—What then? what is your cenclusion ?—
* that it is anonymous and without authority.”—Stop a little ; your
conclusion is not connected with your premises; your friend Luclid
would have been ashamed of it. *¢ Anonymous, and therefore withe
out authority I 1 have noticed this solecism before; but as you fre-
quently bring it forward, and, indeed, your book stands much in
need of it, I will submit to your consideration another observation
on the subject.—1he book called Fleta is anonymous; but it is not
on that account without authority.—Domesday book is anonymous,

and was written above seven hundred years ago; yet our courts of
law do not hold it to be without authority, as to the matters of fact
related init. Yes, you will say, but this book has been preserved
with singular care amongst the records of the nation. And who told
you that the Jews had no records, or that they did not preserve them
with singular care? Josephus says the coantrary; and, in the Bible
itsclf, an appeal is made to many books, which have perished ; such
as the book of Jasher, the book of Nathan, of Abijah, of 1ddo, of
Jehu, of natural history, by Solomon, of the acts of Manasseh, and
others which might be mentioned. 1f any one, haviog access to the
journals of thelordsand commons, to the books of the treasury, war-
office, privy-council, and other public documents, should at this day

write an history of the reigns of (eorge the first and second, and
should publish it without his name, would any man, three or four
hundied or thousands of years hence, question the authority of that
book, when he knew that the whole British nation had received it as
an authentic book from the time of its first publication to the age in
which he lived? This supposition is in point. Thebooks of the (lid
Yestament were composed from ge records of the Jewish nation,
2
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and they have been received as true by that nation, from the time in
which they were written to the present day. Dodsley’s Anoual Re.
gister is an anonymous beok, we only know the name of its editor;
the New Apnual Register is an anonymous book 3 the Reviews are
anouymous books; but do we, or will our posterity, estecm these
books as of no authority ! On the contrary, they are admitted at
present, and will be reccived in after ages, us authoritative records
of the civil, military, and literary history of Lingiand and of Europe.
So little foundation is there for our being startled by your assertion,
“* It is anonymous and without authority.”

t{ 1 am right in this reasonin, (and | protest to you that 1 do not
see any error in it), all the arguments you adduce in proofl that the
book of Jushua was not written by Joshua, nor that of Samuel by
Samuel, are nothinz to the purpose for which .you have brought them
forward : these books may be books of authority, though all you ad-
vance against the genvineness of them should be granted. No article
of faith is injured by allowing that there is no such positive proof,
when or by whom these and some other books of holy scripture were
written, as to exclude all possibility of doubt and cavil.  "L'here is no
necessity, indeed, not to allow this. The chronological and histori-
cal difliculties, which others before you have produced, bave been an.
swered, and as {o the greatest part of them, s0 well answered, that [
will not waste the readcr’s time by entering into a particular examina-
tion of them.

You make yourself merry with what you call the tale of the sun

tanding still upon mount Gibeon, aud the moon in the valley of Aja.
lon; and you say that ¢ thestory detects itself, because there is not
a2 nation in the world that knows any thing aboutit.”’ How can you
expect that there should, when thercis nota nation inthe world whose
annals reach this ®ra by many hundred years? It happens, however,
tuat you are prchably mistaken as to the fact: a confuted tradition
concerning this miracle, and a similar ¢nc iu the time of Ahaz, when
the sun went back ten degrees, has been nreserved amongst one of the
most ancient nations, as we are informed by oue of the most ancient
historians. Herodotus, in his Duterpe, speaking of thc Egyptian
priests, says—* They told me that the sun had four times deviated
from his course, having twice risen where he uniformly goes down, and
twice gone down where he uniformly rises. This however had pro-
daced no aiteration in the climate of Ezypt; the fruits of the carth
aad the phenomena of the Nile had always becn the same.”  (Beloe’s
Transl.) The last part of this observation confirms the conjecture,
that this account of the Egyptian priests had a reference to the two
miracles respecting the sun meationed in scripture; for they were not
of that kind which could introduce any change in climates or seasons.
You would have been contented to admit the account of this miracle as
a fine piece of poetical imagery :—you may have seen some jewish doc-
tors, and some christian commentators, who consider it as such ; but
improperly, in my opinion. | think itidle, at least, if not impious,
(o undertake to explain how the miracie was performed ; but one who
15 not able to explain the mode of doing a thing, argues ill if he thence
infers that the thing was not done. We are perfectly ignorant how

the sun was formed, how the planets were projected at the creation,
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how they are still retained in their orbits by the power of gravity ; but
we admit, notwithstanding, that the sun was formed, that the planets
were then projected, and that they are still retained 1n their orbits,
The machine of the universe is in the hand of God ; he can stop the
motion of any part, or of the whole of it, with less troubie and less
danger of injuring it, than you can stop your watch. In testimony of
the rcality of the miracle, the author of the book says—*¢ Is not this
written in the book of Jasher 27  No author in his senses would have
appealed, in proof of his veracity, to a book which did not exist, or
in attestation of a fact, which, though it did exist, was not recorded
in it ; we may safely therefore conclude, that at the time the book of
Joshua was written, there was such a book as the book of Jasher, aud
that the miracle of the sun’s standing still was recorded in that book.
But this observation, you will say, does not prove the fact of the
sun's having stood still . I have not produced it as a proof of that
fact ; but it proves that the author of the book of Joshua believed the
fact, and that the people of Israel admitted the authority of the book
of Jusher. An appeal to a fabulous book would have been as sense-
less an insult wpon their understanding, as it would have been vpon
our’s, had Rapin appealed to the Arabian Nights’ Eatertainment,
as a proof of the Battle of Hastings.

| cannot attribute much weight to your argument against the zennine-
ness of the book of Joshua, from its being said that * Joshua
burned Ai, and made it a heap for ever, even a desolation unto this
day.” Joshua lived twenty-four years after the burning of Ai; and
if he wrote his history in the latter part of his life, what absvordity is
therc in saying, Ai is still in ruins, or Ai is iu ruins to this very
day 2 A young man, who had scen the heads of the rebels, in }745,
when they were first stuck upon poles at Temple Bar, might, twenty
years afterwards, in attestation of his veracity in speaking of the fact,
have justly said—Aud they are there to this very day, Whoever wrote
the gospel of St. Matthew, it was written not many centuries, pro-
bably (I had almost said certainly) not a quarter of one century after
the death of Jcsus; yet the author, speaking of the potter’s field
which had been purchesed by the chief priests with thc money they
had given Judas to betray his master, says, that it was therefore
called the ficld of blood unte this day; and in another place he says,
that the story of the body of Jesus being stolen out of the sepulchre
was commonly reported among the Jews unto thés day. Moses,
in his old age, had made use of & similar expression, when he put
the Israelites in mind of what the Lord had done to the Egyptians in
the Red sea. ¢ The Lord hath destroyed them unto this day.”
(Deut. xi. 4.)

In the last chapter of the book of Joshua it is related, that Joshua as-
sembled all the tribes of Israel to Shechem ; and there, in the presence
of the elders and principal men of Israel, he recapitulated, in a short
speech, all that God had done for their nation, from the calling of
Abraham to that time, when they were settled in the land which God
had promised to their forefathers. In finishing his speech, he said to
them—¢¢ Choose you this day whom you will serve, whether the gods
which your fathers served, that were on the other side of the flood, or
the gods of the Amorites, in whose land ye dwell: but as for me and my
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house, we will serve the Lord, Aud the people answered and said,
(G od forbid that we should forsake the lLord, to serve other Gods.”
Joshua urged farther, that God would not suffer them te worship
other gods in fellowship with him; they answered, that ¢ they
would serve the Lord.”” Joshua then said to them, * Ye are wit.
nesses against yourselves that ye have chosen you the Lord to serve
him.” And they said, ¢ We are witnesses.”” lere was a solemn
covenzat between Joshua, on the part of the Lord, and all the men
of Isracl, on their own part. The text then says—¢ No Joshua
made a covenant with the people that day, and sct them a statute
and an ordinance in Shechem, and Joshua wwrote these words in the
book of the Law of God.” llere is a proof of two things—I[irst, that
there was then, a few years after the death of Moses, existing a book
called The Book of the Law of God; the same, without doubt,
which Mouses kad written, and committed to the custody of the Le.
vites, that it might be kept in the ark of the covenant of the Lord,
that it might be a witnes: agaiost them :(—secondly, that Joshua wrofe
a part at feast of his own transactions in that very book, as an ad.
dition to it. It is not a proof that he wrote all his own transactions
in any book ; but I submit entirely to the judgment of every candid
man, whether this proof of his having recorded a very material trans.
action, does not make it probable that he secorded other material
transactions ; that he wrote the chief part of the book of Joshua;
and that such things as happened after his death, have been inserted
in it by others, in order to render the history more complete.

The book of Joshua, chap. vi. ver.26, is quoted in the first book
of Kings, chap. xvi. ver, -+t ¢ In his (Ahab’s) days did Hiel the
Bethelite build Jericho: he laid the foundation thereof in Abiram
his first-horn, and set up the gates thereof in his youngest son Segub,
according to the word of the Lord, which he spake by Joshua the son
of Nun.” lere is a proof that the book of Joshua is older than the
fir>t book of Kings : but that is not all which may reasonably be in-
ferred, 1 do not say proved, from this quotation. It may be inferred
from the phrase—according to the word of the Lord, which he spake
by Joshua the son of Nun—that Joshua wrofe down the word which
the Lord had spoken. In Baruch (which, though an apocryphal
buok, is authority for that purpose), there is a similar phrase—As
thou -pakest by thy servant Moses in the day when thou didst com-
mand him to =rite thy lax.

I thick it unnecesary to make any observation on what you say
relative to the book of Judges; but I cannot pass unnoticed your
censure of the book of Ruth, which you call ¢ an idle, bungling
story, foolishly told, nobody knows by whom, about a strolling
country girl crecping slyly to bed to her cousin Boaz ; pretty stufl,
indeced,” you cxclaim, ¢ to be called the word of God !"—]Jt seems
to me that yuu do vot perfectly comprehend what is meant by the ex-
pression—the Word of God—or the divine authority of the scrip-
tures.—I will explain it to you in the words of Dr. Law, late bishop
of Carlisle, and in those of St. Austin. My first quoiation is from
bishop Law’s Theory of Relicion, a book not undeserving your no-
tice.—*¢ The truc sense then of the divine authorily of the books of
the Old Testawent, and which, perhaps, is enough to denominale
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them 1n general divinely inspired, seems to be this: that as in those
times God has ali along, beside the inspection or superintendency of
his general providence, interfered upon particular occasions, by
giving express commissions to some persons (thence called prophets,)
to declare his will in varicus manners, and degrees of evidence, as
best suited the occasion, time, and nature of the subject; and io all
ofher cases left them wholly to themselves : in like manner be has in-
terposed his more immedinte assistance, (and netified it to them, as
they did to the world,) in the recording of thesc revelations; so far
as that was necessary, amidst the common (but from hence t{ermed
sacred) history of those times ; and mixed with various other occur-
rences, in which the historian’s own natural qualificafions were suf-
ficient to enable him to relate things, with all the accuracy they re-
quired.”—The passage from St. Austin is this—* 1 am of opinion,
that those men, to whom the Holy Ghost revealed what ought to be
received as authoritative in religion, might write some things, as men,
with historical diligence, and other things, as prophets, by divine
inspiration ; and that these things are so distinct, that the former
may be attributed to themselves as contributing to the increase of
knowledge ; and the lafter, to (xod speaking by them things apper-
faining to the authority of religion.”—Whether this opinion be right
or wrong, 1 do not hereinguire; it is the opinion of many learned
men and good Christians : and, if you will adopt it as your opinion,
you will see cause, perhaps, to become a Christian yourself; you
will see canse to consider chronological, geographical, or gencalo-
gical error—apnarent mistakes or real contradictions, as to historical
facts—needlcess repetitions and trifling interpolations. lndeed, you will
see cause to consider all the principal objections of your book to be
absolutely without foundation. Receive but the Bible as composed
by upright and well-informed, though, in some points, fallible men,
(for 1 exclude all fallibility when they profess to deliver the Word of
(i0d}, and you must receive it as a book revealing to you, in many
parts, the express will of God; and in other parts, relating to you
the ordinary history of the times. (ive but the anthors of the Bible
that credit which you give to other historians; belicve them to de-
liver the Word of (rod when they tell you that they do so; believe,
when they relate other things as of themselves and not of the Lord,
that they wrote to the best of their knowledge and capacity; and you
will be, in your belief, somcthing very different from a deist: you
may not be allowed to aspire to the character of an orthodox believer,
. but you will not be an unbeliever in the divine authority of the Bible;

though you should admit human mistakes and human opinions to exist
in some parts of it. This I take to be the first step towards the re-
moval of the doubts of many sceptical men; and when they are ad-
vanced thus far, the grace of God, assisting a tcachable disposition,
and a pious intention, may carry them on to perfection.

As to Ruth, you do an injury to her character. She was not 2
strolling girl.  She had been married ten years; and being left a
widow withnut children, she accompanied her mother-in-law, re-
terning into her pative country, out of which, with her husband aud
ker two sons, she had been driven by a famine. The disturbances in
France have driven many men with their families to America : if, ten
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vears hence. a womaun, having lost her husband and her children,
should return 10 France with her daughter-in-law, would you be
justified in calling the daughter-in-law a strolling country girl ?—RBuyt
she ¢¢ crept slily to bed to her cousin Boaz.”—1 do not find it so ip
the history. Asa person imploring protection, she laid herself down
at the foot of an agzed kinsman’s bed, and she rose up with as much
innocence as she had laid herself down. She was afterwards married

to Boaz, and reputed by all her neighbours a virtuous woman ; and
they werc more likely to know her character than you are. Whoever
reads the book of Ruth, bearing io mind the simplicity of ancient
manners, will {ind it an interesting story of a poor young woman,
following in a strange land the adnce, and affectionately attaching
herself to the fortunes of the mother of her deceased husband.

The two books of Samuel come pext under your review. You
proceed te shew that these books were not writlen by Samuel, that
they are anonymous, and thence you conclude without authority, f
necd not here repeat what ] have said upon the fallacy of your con.
clusion ; and as to your proving that the books were not written by
Samuel, you might have spared yourself some trouble if you had
recollected, that it is generally admitted, that Samuel did not write
any part of the second book which bears his name, and only a part
of the first. It would, indeed, have been an inquiry not undeserving
your notice, in many parts of your work, to lave examined what was
the opinion of learned men respecting the authors of the several books
of the Bible; you would have found, that you were in many places
fizhtire a phantom of your own raising and proving what was gene.
rally admitted. Very little cerlaiuty, I think, can at this time he
obtained on this subject : but that you may have some knowledge of
what has been conjecturcd by men of judgment, | will quote to you
a passage from Dr. Hartley’s Observations on Man. 'The author
himself dozs not vouch for the truth of his observation, for he be-
gins it with a supposition.—**1 suppose then, that the Pentatcuch con.
sists of the writings of Moses, put together by Samuel, with a very
few additions; that the books of Joshua and Judges were, in like
maunner, collected by him ; and the book of Ruth, with the first part
of the first book of Samuel, written by him ; that the latter part of
the first bock < f Samuel, and the second book, were writien by the
prophets who succceded Samuel, supposc Nathan and Gad; that the
books of Kings and Chronicles are extracts from the records of the
succeeding prophets, concerning their own times, and from the public
genealogical fables, made by Ezra; that the books of Fzra and Ne-
hemiah are collections of like records, some written by Ezire and
Nehemiah, and some by their predecessors; that the book of Lsther
was written by some eminent Jew, in or near the times of the trans-
action there recorded, perhaps Mordecat ; the book of Job by a Jew,
of an uncertain time; the Psalms by Dacid, and other pious persons;
the bouks of Proverbs and Canticles by Solomon ; the book of Iiccle-
siastes hy Solomon, or perhaps by a Jew of later times, speaking in
his person, but not with an intention to make him pass for the author :
the prophccies by the prophets whose names they bear 5 and the books
of the New Testament by the pzrsons to whom they are usually
ascribed.””—1! have produced this passage to you not merely to shew
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you that, in a great part of your work, you are attacking what no
person is interested in defending ; but to convince you, that a wise
and good man, and a firm believer in revealed religion, for sueh was
Dr. Hartley, and no priest, did not reject the anonymous books of
the Old Testament as books without authority. I shall not trouble
either you or myself with any more observations on that head ; you
may ascribe the two books of Kings, and the two books of Chreni-

cles, to what authors you please ; : am satisfied with knowing that
the annals of the Jewish nation were written in the time of Samuel,
aud, probably, in all succeeding times, by men of ability, who lived
in or near the times of which they write. Of the truth of this ob-
servation we have abundant proof, not only from the testimony of
Josephus, and of the writers of the Talmuds, but from the Old Tes.
tament itself. I will content myself with citing a few places—* Now
the acts of David the king, first and last, behold they are wrilten in
the book of Samuel the seer, and in the book of Nathan the prophet,
and in the book of Gad the seer.,” 1 Chron, xxix. 29.—¢ Now the
rest of the acts of Solomon, first and last, are they not written in
the book of Nathan the prophet, and in the prophecy of Abijah the
Shilonite, and in the visions of Iddo the seer !” 2 Chror. ix. 29.—
‘¢ Now the acts of Rehoboam, first and last, are they not written in
the book of Shemaiah the prophet, and of Iddo the seer, concerning
genealogies 7 2 Chron. xii. 15.—¢ Now the rest of the acts of Je.
hoshaphat, first and last, behold they are written in the book of Jehu
the son of Hanani,”” 2 Chron. xx. 34, Is it possible for writers to
give a stronger evidence of their veracity, than by referring their
readers to the books from which they had extracted the materials of
their history ?

““ The two books of Kings,” you say, ‘¢ are little more than a his-
tory of assassinations, treachery, and war.”? That the kings of Israel
and Judah were many of them very wicked persons, is evident from
the history which is given of them in the Bible; but it ought to be
remembered, that their wickeduess is not to be attributed to their re-
ligion ; nor werce the people of Israel chosen to be the people of God,
on account of their wickedness ; nor was their being chosen a cause
of it. One may wonder, indeed, that, having experienced so many
singular marks of God’s goodness towards their nation, they did not
at once become, and continue to be (what, however, they have long
heen) strenuous advocates for the worship of one only God, the
maker of heaven and earth. This was the purpose for which they
were chosen, and this purpose has been accomplished. For above
threc and twenty hundred years the Jews have uniformly witnessed to
all the nations of the earth the unity of (God, and his abomination of
idolatry. But as you look upon ¢ the appellation of the Jews being
God’s chosea people as a lie, which the priests and leaders of the Jews
kad invented to cover the baseness of their own characters, and which
Christian priests, sometimes as corrupt, and often as cruel, have pro-
fessed to believe,” I will plninly state to you the reasons which in.
duce me to believe that it is no lie, and I hope they will be such
reasons as you wiil not attribute either to cruelty or corruption.

To any one contemplating the universality of things, and the fabric

of nature, this globe of earth, with the men dwelling on its surface,
Lk
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will not appear {exclusive of the divinity of their souls) of more .
portance than an hillock of ants; ali of whieh, some with corn, some
with eggs, some without any thing, run hither and thither, bustling
about a little heap of dust.—This i~a thought of tize immortal Bacon
and it is admirably fitted to humble the pride of philosophy, attempt.
ing to prescribe forms {0 the proceedings, and bounds to the attributey
of God. We may as casily circum«cribe infinity, as penetrate the
sccre: purpeses ol the Almighty.  ‘There are but two ways by which
[ can acquire any kuowledge of the vature ol the Supreme Deing—
by reasoun, zud by revelation; to you, who reject revelation, there
1s hut otie.  Nuw my reason mfornh me, that (od has made a great
difference between the kinds of animals, with respect to their capa-
city of enjoying huppiness. Livery kind is perfzct in its order; but
if vi¢ compare diflerent Kinds together, one will appear to be sreatly

saporior to another.  An animal which has but one sense, hias but
one source of happiness ¢ but if it be supplied with what is suiled to
that sonse, it enjoys all the happiness of which it is capable, and 15 in
its nyure perfect. Other sorts of animals, which have two or three
sences, aud which havealso abundant means of gratitying them, enjoy
twice or thrice as much happiness as those do which have but one.
[u the camd sort of animals there is a great difference amongst indivi.
duoals, one having the senses more perfect, and the body less subject
to discase, than another. lence, if I were to form a judgment of
the divine gnodness by this use of my reason, I couid not but say that
it was partial and unequal.—** What shall we sav, then? is (rod un-
just 7 (rod forbid 1 His goodness may be unequal without being im.
perfect ; it must he estimateid from the whole, and not from a part.
livery order of beings is so suflicient for its own happiness, and so
conducive at the same time to the happiness of every other, that in
one view it seems to be made for itself alone, and in another not for
itself but for cvery other. Could we comprehend the whole of the
immense fabric which (rod hath formed, [ am persuaded that we should
see nothing but perfection, harmony, and beauty in every part of it;
but whilst we dispute about parts, we neglect the whole, and discern
nothing but supposed anomalies and defects. T'he maker of a watch,
or the builder of a ship, is not to be blamed hccause a spectator can-
not discover cither the beauty or the use of disjointed parts. And
shall we dare to accuse (rod of injustice, for not having distributed
the gifts of nature in the same degree to all kinds of animals, when
it is probable that this very inequality of distribution may be the
means of producing the greatest sum total of happiness to the whole
system I ln exactly the same manner may we reason concerning the
acts of God's especial providence. If we consider any one act, such
as tha- of appointing the Jews to be his peculiar people, as uncon-
nected with cvery other, it may appear to be a partial display of his
goodness : it may excite doubts concerning the wisdom or the benig-
nity of his divine nature.  But if we connect the history of the Jews
with that of other natious, from the most remote antiquity to the
present time, we <Lall tlm sver that they were not chosen so much
for their own beuchity or on account of their own merit, as for the
geneial benefit of mankind.  To the Egvptians, Chaldeans, Grecians,
Romaus, to all the peopic of the earth, they were forinerly, and they
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are still Lo all civilized nations, a beacon set upon an hill, to warn
them from idolatry, to light them to the sanctuary of a God hely,
just, and good. WWhy should we suspect such a dispensation of being
alir? when even from the little which we can understand of it, we
sec that it is founded in wisdom, carried on for the general good, and
analogous to all that reason teaches us concerning the nature of God.

Several things you observe are meuntioned in the book of the Kings,
such as the drying up of Jeroboam’s hand, the ascent of Llijah tuto
heaven, the destraction of the children who mocked Elisha, and the
resurrection of a2 dead man:—these cireumstances being mentioned in
the boak of Lines, and not mentioned in that of Chironicles, is a
vroof to you that they are fics. 1 esteem it a very erroneous mode
of reasoning, which, from the silence of one author concerning a

particular circumstance, infers the want of veracity in another that
mentions it.  And this observation is still more cogent when applied
to 2 book whicli ts only a supplement to, or an abridgment of, other

hooks: and under this description the book of Chronicles has been
considered by all writers, DBut though you will not believe the mira-
cle of the drying up of Jeroboam’s hand, what can you say to the
nrophecy which was then delivered concerning the future destruction
of the idolatrous altar of Jeroboam: ‘The prophecy is thus written,
1 Rings, xiii. 2.—*¢ Deliold, a child shall be born unto the house of
David, Josiah by name, and upon thee (the altar) shall he offer the
priests of the high places.”—MHere is a clear pruphecy; the name,
family, and office of a particular person are described in the year
975 (according to the Bible chronology) before Christ. Above 350
years alter the delivery of the prophecy, you will find, by consulting
the second book of Rings, chap. xxiii. 15, 16, this prophecy ful-
filled 1n all ils parts.

You make a calculaticn that Genesis was not written (ifl 800 years
after Moses, and that it is of the same age, and you may probably
think of the same authority as /Esop’s IFables.  You give, what you
call the evidence of this, the air of a demonstration—*¢¢ It has but
two stages :—first, the account of the kings of Edom, mentioned in
Genests, is taken from Chronicles, and therefore the book of Genesis
was written after the book of Chronicles :—secondly, the book of
Chronicles was not begun to be written till after Ledekiah, in whose
time Ncbuchadoezzar conguered Jerusalem, 588 years before Christ,
and more than 860 after Moses.”—lHarving answered this objection
hefore, I might be excused taking any more notice of it; butas you
huild moch, in this place, upon the strength of your argument, I
will shew you its weakness, when it is properly stated.—A few verses
in the hook of Genesis could not he written by Moscs ; therefore no
purt of Genesis could be written by Moses:—a child would deay
your therefore.—Again, a few verses in the book of Genesis could
not be written by Aloscs, because they speak of kings of Israel, there
havine been no kings of Isracl in the time of Moses ; and therefore
they could not be written by Samuel, or by Solomon, or by any other
person who lived after there were kings in Israel, except by the author
of the book of Chronicles :~—this is also an illegitimate inference from
your position.—Again, a few verses in the book of (zenesis are, word

for word, the same asa few verses in the Dook of Chronicles; there.
o &3

d A
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fore the author of the book of Genesis must have taken them from
Chronicles ;—another lame conclusion! Why might not the author
of the book of Chronicles have taken them {rom Genesis, as he has
taken many other genealogies, supposing them to have been inserted
in Genesis by Samuel 2 But where, you may ask, could Samuel, or
any other person, have found the account of the kings of Edom ?
Probably, in the public records of the nation, which were certainly
as open for inspection to Samuel, and the other prophets, as they were
to the author of Chronicles. 1 hold it needless to employ more time
on the subject.

- e W —

ETTER V.

At length you come to two books, Ezra and Nehemiah, which you
allow to be genuine books, giving an account of the return of the
Jews from the Babylonian captivity,about 536 yearsbefore Christ; but
then you say, * those accounts are nothing to us, norto any other per-
sons, unless it be to the Jews, as a part of the history of their nation;
and there is just as muchof the Word of God in those books, as there is

in any of the histories of I'rance, or Rapin’s history of England.” Here
let us stop a moment and try if, from your own concessions, it be not
possible to confute your argument. Fzra and Nehemiah, you grant, are
genuine books—*¢ put they are nothing to us.” ‘L'he very ftrst verse
of Ezra says—the prophecy of Jeremiah was fulfilled ;—is it nothing
to us to know that Jeremiah was a true prophet Do but grant that
the Supreme Being communicated to any of the sons of men a knoye
ledge of future events, so that their predictions were plainly verified,
and you will find little difficulty in admitting the truth of revealed
religion. Is it nothing to us to know that, five hundred and thirty.
six years before Christ, the books of Chronicles, Kings, Judges,
Joshua, Deuteronomy, Numbers, Leriticus, Exodus, Genesis, every
book the authority of which you have attacked, are all referred to
by Ezra and Nehemiah, as anthentic books, containing the history of
the Israeitish nation from Abraham to that very time !—Is it nothing
to us to know that the history of the Jews is true ?—It is every thing
to us ; for if that history be not true, christianity must be false. The
Jews are the root, we are branches *¢ grafted in amongst them ;” to
them pertain ¢ the adoption and the glory, and the covenants, and the
giving of the law, and the service of (od, and the promises ; whose
are the fathers, and of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came,
who is over all, God blessed for ever., Amen.”

The history of the Old Testament has, without doubt, some diffi-
eulties in it ; but 2 minute philosopher, who busies himself in search-
jng them out, whilst he neglects to contemplate the harmony of all
its parts, the wisdom and goodness of God, displayed throughout
the whole, appears to me to be like a purblind man, who, in survey-
ing a picture, objects to the simplicity of the design, and the beauty
of the execution. from the asperities he has discovered in the canvass
and the colouring. 'The history of the Old Testament, notwithstand-
ing the real difficulties which occur in it, notwithstanding the scoffs
and cavils of unbelievers, appears to me to have such ‘internal evi-
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dences of its trathy to be so corroborated by the most ancient
profane histories, so confirmed by the present circumstances of the
world, that i I were not a Christian, I would become 2 Jew. You
think this history to be a collection of lies, contradictions, blasphe
mies : I look upen it to be the oldest, the truest, the most compre-
hensive, and the most important history in the world. I consider it
as giving more satisfactory proofs of the being and attributes of God,
of the origin and end of human kind, than ever were attained by
the deepest researches of the most enlightened philosophers. The
exercise of our reason in the investigation of truths respecting the
nature of God, and the (uture expectations of human kind, is
highly useful ; but I hope I shall be pardoned by the metaphysicians
in saying, that the chief utility of such disquisitions consists in this
—that they bring as acquainted with the weakness of our intel-
lectual faculties. I do not presume to measure other men by my
standard ; you may have clearer notions than I am able to form of
the infinity of space ; of the eternity of duration ; of necessary ex-
istence, of the connection between necessary existence and intelli-
gence, between intelligence and benevolence; you may see nothing

In the universe but organized matter; or, rejecling a material,
you may see nothing but an ideal world. With 2 mind weary of
conjecture, fatigued by doubt, sick of disputation, eager for
knowledge, anxious for certainty, and unable to attain it by the best
use of my reason of matters of the ntmost importance, - I have long
ago turned my thoughts to an impartial examination of the proofs
on which revealed religion is grounded, and I am convinced of its
truth. This examination is a subject within the reach of human capae.
city ; you have come to one conclusion respecting it, 1 have come
to another ; both of us cannot be right; may God forgive him
that is in an error.

You ridicule, in a note, the story of an angel appearing to
Joshua. Your mirth you will perceive to be misplaced, whea you
consider the design of this appearance; it was to assure Joshua, that
the same God who had appeared to Moses, ordering him to pull off
his skoes, because he stood on holy ground, had now appeared to
himself. 'Was this no encouragement to a man who was about to en-
gage in a war with many nations ? Had it no tendency to confirm his
faith 2 Was it no lesson to him to obey, in all things, the commands
of God, and to give the glory of his conquests to the author of
them, the God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob? As to your wit,
about pulling off the shoe, it originates, I think, in your ignorance:

you onght to have known, that this right was an indication of reve-
rence for the divine presence, and that the custom of entering bare-
foot into their temples subsists, in some countries, to this day.

You allow the book of Ezra to be a gennine book : but that the
author of it may not escape without a blow, you say, that in matters
of record it is not to be depended on ; and as a proof of your asser-
tion, you tell us that the total amount of the numbers who returned
from Babylon does not correspond with the particulars; and that
every child may have an argument for its infidelity, you display the
particulars, and shew your own skill in arithmetic, by summing them
Up. And can you suppose that Ezra, a man of great learning, knew
so little of science, so little of the lowest branch of science, that
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he could not give his readers the sum total of sixty particular sums?
Y ou know, undoubtedly, that the Hebrew letters denoted also num-
bers; and that there was such a great similarity between some of
these letters, that it was extremely easy for a transcriber of a manu.
script to mistake a 3 for a2 J (or 2 for 20,)a 2 for 2 J (or 3 for 50,) a
Y fora ™ (or 1 for 200.) Now what have we to do with numerical
contradictions in the Bible, but to atiribute them, wherever they oc-

cur, to this obvious source of error-=the inattention of the tran.
scriber in writing one letter for another that was like it?

I should extend these letters to a length troublesome to the reader,
to you, and to myself, if 1 answered minutely every ohjection you
have made, and rectified every error inte which you have fallen; it
may be sufiicient briefly to notice some of the chicf. 'The character
represented io Job under the name of Satan, is, you say, ¢ the first
and the only time this name is meutioned in the Bible.”” Now I find
this name, as denoting an enemy, frequently occurring in the Old
Testament ; thus, 2 Sam. xix. 22, ¢ What have Il to do with you, ye
sons of Zeruiah, that ye should this day be adversaries unto me "
In the original it 15 satans unto me. Again, 1 Kings, v. 4, ¢ The Lord
my (God hath given me rest on every side, so that there is neither ad.
versary, nor evil occurrent”’—in the original, neither satan nor evil.
I need not mention other places; these are sufiicient to shew, that
the word safan, denoting an adversary, does occur in various places
of the Old Testament; and it is extremely probable to me that the
root saten was introduced into the Hebrew and other eastern lan-
guages, to denote an adversary, from its having becn the proper name

of the great encmy of mankind. I know it is an opinion of Volfaire,
that the word satan is not older than the Babylonian captivity : this
15 a mistake, for it is met with in the hundred and ninth psalm, which
all allow to have been writien by David, long before the captivity.
Now we are upon this subject, permit me to recommend to your con-
sideration the universality of the docirine concerning an evil being,
who in the beginning of time had opposed himself, who still continues
to oppose kimself, to the supreme source of all good. Amongst all
nations, in all ages, thiy upinion prevailed, that human affairs were

subject to the will of the gods, and resulated by their interposition.
Ilence has been derived whatever we have read ¢f the wandering stars
of the Chaldeans, two of them beneficent, and two malignant—hence
the Egyptian Typhc and Osiris—the Persian drimanius and Oromas-
des—the Grecian celestial and infernal Jove—the DBrama and the
<upny of the Indians, Peruvians, Mexicans—the good and evil prin-
ciple, by whatever names they may be called, of all other bharbarous
nations—aud hence the structure of the whole book of Job, in what.
ever light, of history or drama, it be considered. Now does it not
appear reasonab’e to suppose, that an opinion so ancieut and so unt-
versal hasarisen from tradition concerning the fall of our first parents;
disfigared, indeed, and obscured, as all traditions must be, by many
fabulous additions >

The Jews, you tell us. ¢ peser prayed but when they were in
trouble.” I do uot beliere this of the Jews; but that they prayed
more fervently when they were in trouble than at other timesy may be
true of tlhe Jews, and [ appreheud is true of all nations and all indis
viduals.—Buat ‘¢ the Jews never prayed for any thing hut victory.
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vengeance, and riches.”—Read Solomon’s prayerat the dedication of
the temple, and blush for your assertion—illiberal and uncharitable
in the extreme!

It appears, you observe, ¢ to have been the custom of the heathens
to personifly both virtue and vice, by statues and images, as is done
now-a-days both by statuary and by painting ; but it does not foliow

from this that they worshipped them any more than we do.” Not
worshipped them! What think you of the golden image which Ne-
buchadnezzar set up? Was it not worshipped by the princes, the
rulers, the judges, the people, the nations, and the languages of the
Babylonian empire? Not worshipped them! What think you of the
decrce of the Roman senate for fetching the statue of the mother of
the gods from Pessinum 2 Was it only that they might admire it as a
piece of workmanship? Not worshipped them ! ¢ What man is there
that knoweth not how that the city of the Ephesians was a worshipper
of the great goddess Diana, and of the image which fell down from
Jupiter 2 Not worshipped them!—The worship was universal.
¢ Every nation made gods of their own, and put them in the houses
of the high places, which the Samaritans had made—the men of Baby-
lon made Succoth-Benoth, and the men of Cath made Nergal, and the
men of amath made Ashima, and the Avites made Nibhaz and Tar-
tak, and the Sepharvites burved their children in fire to Adrammelech,
and Anammelech, the gods of Sepharvaim.” (2 Kings, chap. xvii.)
The heathens are much indebted to you for this your curiouns apology
for their idolatry ; for a mode of worship the most cruel, senseless,
impure, abominable, that can possibly disgrace the faculties of the
human mind. Had this your conceit occurred in ancient times, it
might have saved Mical’s leraphims, the golden calves of Jerobvum,
and of Anron, and quile superseded the necessity of the second com-
mandment!!! Heathen marality has had its advocates before you
the facetious gentleman who pulled off his hat to the statue of Jupi-
ter, that he might have a friend when heathen idolatry should again
be in repute, seems to have had some foundation for his improper
humour, some knowledge that certain men esteeming themselves great

philosophers had entered into a conspiracy to abolish Christianity,
some foresight of the consequeuces which will certainly attead their
success. .

[t is an error, you say, to call the Psalms—the Psalms of David.
—This error was observed by St. Jerome, many hundred years before
you were born ; his words are—* We know that they are in an er.
ror who attribute all the Psalins to David.””—You, I suppose, will
not deny, that David wrotcsome of them. Songs are of various sorts ;
we have hunting songs, drinking songs, fighting songs, love songs,
foolish, wanton, wicked songs :—if you will have the * Psalms of Da.
vid to be nothing but a collection from different song-writers,” you
must allow that the writers of them were inspired by o ordinary spi-
rit ; that it is a collection, incapable of being degraded by the name
you give it ; that it greatly excels every other collection in matter
and in manner. Compare the book of Psalins with the odes of Horace,
or Anacreon with the hymans of Callimachus, the choruses of the Greek
tragedians (no contemptible compositions any of these), and yon
will quickly sec how greatly it surpasses them ally in piety of sen.
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timent, in sublimity of expression, in purity of morality, and in
rational theology.

As you esteem the Psalms of Darid a song-book, it is consistent
enough in you to esteem the Proverbs of Solomon a jest book ; there
have not come down to uvs above eight hundred of his jests; if we
had the whole three thousand, which we wrote, our mirth would
be extreme. Let us open the book, and see what Kind of jests it
contains ; take the very first 2as a specimen—** The fear of the Lord
is the beginning of Kknowledge 5 but fools despise wisdom and instrue.
tion.”’—Do you perceive any jest in this? The fear of the Lord! What
Lord does Solomon mean ? He means that Lord who took the pos-
terity of Abraham to be his peculiar people—who redeemed that peo-
ple from Egyptian bondage by a miraculous interposition of his power
—who gave the law to Moses—who commanded the Israelites to ex-

terminate the pations of Canaan,—.Now this Lord you will not fear;
the jest says, you despise wisdom and instruction.—Let us try again

—%¢ My son, hear the instruction of thy father, and fersake not “the
law of thy mother.””—If your heart has been ever touched by paren.
tal feelings, you will see no jest in this.—Ounce more—* My son, if
sinners entice thee, consent thou not.”"—7These are the thrce first pro.
verbs in Solomon’s * jest-book !” if you read it through, it may not
make you merry ; | hope it will make you wise; that it will teach
you, at least, the beginning of wisdom-—the fear of that Lord whom
Solomon feared. Solomon, you tell us, was witty ; jesters are some-
times witty ; but though all the world, from the time of the guecn of
Sheba, has heard of the witdom of Solomon, his wit-was never heard
of before. There is a great difference, Mr, l..ﬂcl-.e teachus us, between
wit and judgment, and there is a greater between wit and wisdom.
Solomon ** was wiser than Ethan the Lizabite, and Ileman, and Chal.
col, and Darda, the scuos of Mahol.”—These men you may think were
jesters ; and o you may call the seven wize men of Greece: but yeou
will never convince the world that Solomon, who was wiser than them

all, was nothing but a witty jester. As to the sins and debaucheries
of Solomon, we have nothing to do with them but to avoid them ;
and to give full credit to his experience, when he preaches to us bis
admirable sermon on the vanity of every thing but picty and virtue.
Isaiah has a greater share of your abuse than any other writer in
the Old Testament, and the reasor of it is obvious—the prophecies
of Isaiah have reccived such a full and circumstantial completion, that,
unless you can persuade yourself to consider the whole hook (a fcw
historical sketches excepted) ¢ as one continued bombastical rant,

full of extravagant metaphor, without application, and destitute of
meaning,” you must of necessity allow its divine authority. You
compare the burden of Babylon, the burden of Moab, the burden
of Damascus, and the other deaunications of the pmphet against
cities, and Kingdoms, to ¢ the story of the knight of the burnmg
mountains, the story of Cinderella, &c.”” 1 may bave read these sto.-
ries, but I remember nothing of the subjects of them. I have read
also Isaiah’s burden of Babylon, and I have compared it with the
past and present state of Babylon, and the comparison has made such
ap impression on my mind, that it will never be effaced from my me-
mory. I shall never cease to believe that the Lternal alone, by whom
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things future are more distinctly known than past or present things
are by man, that the eternal God alene could have dictated to the
prophet Isaiah the subject of the burden of Babylon,

The latter part of the forty-fourth, and the beginning of the forty-
fifth chapter of Isaiah, are, in your opinion, so far from being written
by Isaiah, that thcy could only have been written by some person
who lived at least an hundred and fifty years after Isaiah was dead :
these chapters, you go on, * are a compliment to Cyrus, who per-
milted the Jews to return to Jerusalem from the Babylonian captivity,
about one hundred and fifty years after the death of Isaiah:’—and is
it for this, Sir, that you accuse the church of audacity and the priests
of iznorance, in imposing, as you call it, this book upon the world as
the writing of lsaiah? What shall be said of you, who, either de-
signedly, or ignorantly, represent onc¢ of the most clear and important

prophecies in the Bible, as an historical compliment, written above
ats hundred and fifty years after the death of the prophet :—We con-
tend, Sir, that this is a prophecy and not an history ; that GGod called
(yrus by his name 3 declared that he should conquer Babylon; and
descrihed the means by which he should do it, above an hundred
years before Cyrus was born, and when there was vo probability of
such an event. Porphyry could not resist the evidence of Daniel's
prophecies, but by saying, thal they were forged after the events pre-
dicted had taken place; Voltaire could not resist the evidence of the
prediction of Jesus, concerning the destruction of Jerusalem, but by
saytng, that the account was written after Jerusalem had been de-
stroved ; and you at lengthy (though, for aught I know, you may
have had predcecessors in this presumption,) unable to resist the evi-
dence of Isuial's prophecies, contend that they are bombastical rant,
without application, though the application is circumstantial ; and
destitute of meaning, though the meaning is so obvious that it cannot
be mistaken ; and that one of the most remarkable of them is not a
prophecy, but an historical compliment written after the event. We

will not, Sil', give up Daniel and St. Matthew to the impudent asser-
tions of Porphyry and Voltaire, nor will we give up Isainh to your
assertion, Proof, proof is what we require, and not assertion : we
will not relinquish our religion, in obedience to your abusive asser«
tion respecting the prophets of GGod. That the wonderful ahsurdity
of this hypothesis may be more obvious to you, I beg you to con-
sider that Cyrus was a Persian, had been brought up in the religion of
his country, and was probably addicted to the magian superstition of
two independent Beings, equal in power but different in principle,
one the author of light and of all good, the other the author of dark-
ness and all evil. Now is it probable that a captive Jew, meaning to
compliment the greatest prince in the world, should be so stupid as to
tell the prince that his religion was a lie? ¢ I aw the Lord, and
there is none else, I form the light and create darkness, 1 make peace
and create evil, I the Lord do all these things,”

But if you will persevere in believing that the prophecy concerning
Cyrus was written after the event, peruse the burden of Babylon ; was
that also written after the event? Were the Medes fhen stirred up
against IBabylon 2 Was Babylon, the glory of the kingdoms, the
beauty of the Chaldecs, then overthrown, and become as Sodom and

l‘?
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Gomorrah ?  Was it tken uninhabited?  Was it zhen neither fit for
the Arabian’s tent nor the shepherd’s fold 2 Did the wild beasts of
the desert then lie there?  Did the wild beasts of the islands then cry
in their desolate houses, and dragons in their pleasant palaces > Were
Nebuchadaezzar and Belshazzar, the son and the grandson, then cut
off 7 Was Babylon then become a possession of the bittern, and pools
of water? Was it then swept with the bosom of destruction, so swept
that the workl koows not now where to find it ?

I am uawilling to attribute bad d-signe, deliberate wickedness, to
you, ar o any man; I cannof avoid believing, that you think you
have truth on your side, and that youn are doing service to mankind i
endeavouring to root out what you esteem superstition. What I
blame you for is this—that you have attempted to lessen the anthority
of the Bible by ridicule, more than by reason; that you have hrought
forward every petty objection which your ingenuiiy could discover,
or your industry pick up, from the writings of others; and without
taking any notice of the answers which have been repeatedly given to
these objestions, you urge and enforce them as if they were new.—
There is certainfy some novelty. at least in your manner, for you go
beyond all others in bolduess of assertion, and in profancness of argua
mentation— Bolingbroke and Voltaire must yield the palm of scurri
lity to Thomas Paine.

Permit me to state {o you, what would, in my opinion, have been
a better mode of procecding : hetter suited to the character of an
hone:t man, sincere i1n his endeavours to scarch out truth. Sucha
marn, in reading the Dible, would, iu the first place, examine whether
the Bible attributed to the Supreme Peing any attributes repugnant to
holiness, {ruth, justice, goodness; whether it represented him as sub-
ject to human infirmities ¢ whether it excluded him from the governs
ment of the world, or accizned the orizin of it to chance, and an cter-
nal conflict of atoms. Fiading nothiug of this kind in the Bible, (for
the destruction of the Cansanites by his express command, I have
shewn not to be repugnant to his moral justice,) he would, in the
second place, cousider that the Iible heing. as to many of its parts, a
very old book, and written Ly various authors, and at different and
distant periods, there might probably occur some difficulti-s aund ape
parent contradictions in the historical part of it ; he would rndeavour
to remove these difficu!ties, to reconcile these apparent conuadictions,

by the reles of such sound criticism as he weuld use in examining the
contents of any other book ; aud if he found that most of them were of
a triflirg nature, arising from short additions inserted into the text as
¢xplanatory and supplemental, or from mistakes and omissions of
transcribers, he would infer that all the rest were capable of being ac-
counted for, thouzh he was not able to do it; and he would be the
more willing to make this concession, from observing, that there ran
tarough the whnle book an harmony and connection, utterly incon-
sistent with every idea of forgery and deceit. He would then, in the
third place. obsersve, that the miraculous and historical parts of this
book were so intermixed, that they counld not be separated, that they
must either both be true, or both faise ; and from finding that the his-
torical part was as well or hetter authenticated than that of any other
history, he would admit the miraculous parts; and to confirm himself
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in this belief, he would advert to the prophecies ; well knowing that
the prediction of things to come, was as certain a proof of the divine
interposition, as the performance of a miracle could be. If he should
find, as he certainly would, that many ancient propliecies had bheen
fulliiled in all their circumstances, and that some were fulflitling at tiis
very day, he would not sulfer a few seeming or real difficalties to over-
balauce the weizht of this accamulated evidence for the truth of the
Bible.  Sach, I presume to think, would be a proper conduct in all
those who are destrous of forming a rational and impartial judgment
on the subject of revealed religion.—To return,

As to your observation, that the book of [saiah as (at least in trans-
Jation) that kind of composition aud false taste, which is properly
called prose run mad—I have only to remark, that your taste for
Hebrew poetry, even judging of it from translation, would be more
correct if you would suffer yoursell to be informed on the subject by
I"shop Lowth, who tells you in his Prelections—*¢ that a pvem trans.
luzed literally from ‘he lebrew into auy other language, whilst the
same forms of the sentences remain, will still retain, even as ‘ar as
relates to versification, much of its native dignity, and a faint appear-
ance of versification.” (Gregory’s Transl.) If this is what you mean
by prose rut mad, your sbservation may be admitied.

Y ou explain at some length your notion of the misapplication made
by St. Matthew of the prophecy in Isaiah, ¢ Behold, a virgin shall
conccive and hear a soun.” That passage has been handled largely
and minutely by almost every commentator, and it is too important to
be handled superficially by any one: I am not on the present occasion
concerned to explain it. It is quoted by you to prove, and it is the
only instance you produce, that Isaiah was ¢ a lying prophet and an
impostor.”  Now I maintain, that this very ihstance proves, that he
wasa true prophet, and no impostor. ‘The history of the nrophecy,
as delivered in the seventh chapter, is this, Rezin king of Syria, and
Pekah king of Isracl, made war upon Ahaz Ling of Judah; not
merely, or, perhaps, uot at all, for the sake of plouder or the conquest
of territory, but with a declared purpose of making an eantire revolu.-
tion in the government of Judah, of destreying the royal house of
David, and of placing aaother family on the throne. Their purpose
is thus expressed : ¢¢ Liet us go up against Judah, and vex it, and let
us make a breach therein for us, and set a king in the midst of it, even

the son of Tabeal.” Now what did the Lord commission [saiah to
say to Ahaz ? Did he commission him to say, the Kings shall not vex
thee? No.—The kings shall not corquer thee 2 No.—The kings shall
not succeed against thee? No :—he commissioned him to say, ¢ It
(the purpose of the two kings) shall not stand, neither shallit come
to pass.” I demand—Did it stand, did it come to pass? Was any
revolution effected? Was the roval house of David dethroned and
destroyed 2 Yas Tabeal ever made king of Judah? No. The pro-
phecy was perfectly accomplished.  You say, ¢ Instead of these two
Kings failing in their aitempt against Ahaz, they succeeded; Ahaz was
defeated and destroyed.”” I deny the fact; Ahaz was defeated, but
not destroyed ; and even the *“ two hundred thousand women, and
sous, and daughters,” whom you represent as carried into captivity,

were not carried into captivity ; they were made captives, but they
" 2
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were not carried into captivity ; for the chief men of Samaria, being
admeonished by a prophet, would not suffer Pekah to bring the cap.
tives into the land—** They rose up, and took the captives, and wit),
the spoil cloathed all that were naked among them, and arrayed them,
and shod them, and gave them to eat aud to drink, and anointed them,
and carried all the feeble of them npou asses (some humanity, you
see, amongst these Israelites, whom you every where represent as har.
barous brates), and brought them to Jericho, the city of palm-trees,
to their brethren.” 2 Chron. xxviii. 15.—The kings did fail in their
attempt ; their attempt was to destroy the house of David, and to
make a revolution: but they made no revolution, they did net de-
stroy the houce of David, for Ahaz slept with his tathers 3 and Heze.
kiah, his son, of the house of David, reigned in his stead.

LETTER VI

ArTER what | coucaive to be a grest misrepresentation of the
character and conduct of Jeremiah, you bring forward an objection
which Spinoza and others before you much ipsisted npon, thoughat
1s an objection which neither afiects the cenmneness. hor the authen.
tieity, of the book of Jeremiah, any more than the blunder of a book-
binder, in misplacing the sheets of your performance, would lesscn
its authority.  The ubjection is, that the bouk of Jeremiah has been
put together in a disurdered state. It is acknowledged that the order
of timne is not every where observed ; but the causc of the confusion
1= not known. Some atiribute it to Baruck collecting into one volume
all the several prophecies which Jerewiahhad written, and neglecting
to put them in their proper places :—others think that the several
parts of the work were at first properly arranged, but that through
accident, or the carelessness of transeribers, they were deranged -—
others contend, that there i1s no confusion; that prophecy differs
from history, in not being subject to an accurate observance of time
and order. But leaving this matter to be settled by critical discus-
sion, let us come tva matter of greater importance—to your charge
against Jermiah for hisduplicity, and for his false prediction.  First,
as to his duplicity :

Jeremiah, on account of his having boldly predicted the destruc-
tion of Jerusalem, had been thrust inte a miry dungzeon by the prin-
ces of Judah who sought his life ; there he would have perished, had
not one of the eunuchs taken compassion on him, and petitioned
king Zedekiah in his favour, saying, ¢ These men (the princes) have
done evil 1n all that they have done to Jeremiah the prophet, (no

emall testimony llns, of the pruhity of the pruphel’s characler,) whont
they have cast into the dungeon, and heis like to die for hunger.” —
On this representation Jeremiah was taken out of the dungeon by
an order from the king, who soon afterwards sent privately for him,
and desired him to conceal nothing from him, binding himself, by an
vath, that whatever might he the nature of his prophecy, he wonld
not put him ta dexth, or deliver hins into the hands of the princes who
vnught his e, Teremiah delivered to liim the purpose of Cod res-
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pecting the fate of Jerusalem.  The conference being ended, the
king, anxious to perform his oath, to preserve the life of the pro-
phet, dismissed hum, saying, *‘ Let no man know of these words, and
thou shalt not die.  But if the princes hear that 1 have talked with
thee, and they come unto thee, and say unto thee, Declare unto us
now what thou hast said unto the king, hide it not from us, and we
will not put thee to death ; also what the king said unto thee : then
thon shalt say unto them, I presented my supplication before the
kine, that he would not cause e to return to Jonathan’s house to
dic there.  Then came all the princes unto Jeremiah, and asked him,
and he told them according to all these words that the king had com-
manded.”—Thus, vou remark, ¢ this man of God, as he is call-
cd, could tell a lie, or very strongly prevaricate ; for certainly he
did not go tu Zedekiah to make his supplication, neither did he make
1.7 It s not said that he told the princes he went to make his sup-
plication, but that he presented it : now it is said in the preceding
chapter, that he did make the supplication, and it is probable that
i this conference he renewed it ; but be that as it may, I contend
that Jeremiah was not guilty of duplieity, or, in mure intelligible
terms, that he did not violate any law of nature, or of civil society,
in what he did on this occasion. Ile told the truth, in part, to save
his 1ife ; and he was under no ebhgation to tell the whole to men who
were certainly his enemies, and no good subjects to his king. * In
a matter (says Puffendor{) which I am not ebliged to declare to an-
other, 3l'] cannot, with safety, conceal the whole, I may fairly dis-
cover no more than a part.””  Was Jeremiah under any obligation to
declare to the princes what had passed in his conference with the
king ! You may as well say, that the house of lords has a right to
compel privy counsellors to reveal the king’s secrets. The king
cannot justly require a privy counsellor to tell a lie for him ; but he
may require him not to divulge his counsels to those who have no
right to know them. Now for the false prediction—I will give the
description of it in your own words.

*“ In the 34th chapter is a prophecy of Jeremiah to Zedekiah, in
these words, ver. 2.—* Thus saith the Lord, Behold, I will give this
city into the hands of the king of Babylon, and will burn it with fire;
and thou shalt not escape out of his hand, but thou shalt surely be
tuken, and delivered into his hand; and thine eyes shall behold the
eyes of the king of Babylon, and he shall speak with thee mouth to
mouth, and thou shalt go to Babylon, Yet heur the word of the Lord,
() Zedekiak, king of Judak ; thus saith the Lord, Thou shalt not die
by the sword, hut thou shalt die in peace ; and with the burnings of thy
fathers, the former kings that were before thee, so shall they burn odours
for thee, and will lament thee, saying, A, Lord ! for 1 have pronounced

the word, saith the Lord.

‘* Now, instead of Zedckiah beholding the cycs of the king of
Babylon, and speaking with him mouth to mouth, and dying in pcace,
and with the burnings of odours, as at the funeral of nis fathers (as
Jeremiah had declared the Lord himself had proneunced), the re-
verse, aceording to the 53d chapter, was the case; it is there stated,
verse 100, * That the king of Babylon slew the sons of Zedekiah be-
fore hiis eves; then he put vut the eyes of Zedckiah, and bound him
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chains, and carried him to Babylon, and put him in prison till the day
of his death.” W hat can we say of these prophets, but that they are im-
postors and hiars 7"’ | can say this,that the prophecy youhave produced,
was fulfilled in all its parts: and what then shall be satd of those who call
Jeremiah a liar and an iinpostor ? Here then we are fairly at issue—you
affirm that the prophecy was not fulfilled, and Faflirm that it was fulfill-
ed in all its parts. ¢ 1 will cive this city into the hands of the kKing of
Babvylon, and he shall burn it with fire:”” so savsthe prophet; what
says the hustorv? *¢ They (the forces of the king of Babylen ) burnt
the house of God, and broke down the walls of Jerusalem. aud burnt
all the palaces thercof with fire.” (2 Cliron. xxxvi. 14.)  ** Then
shalt nut escape out of his band. but shalt surely he tuken, and del:-
vered 1ntoe his hand:” so savs the prophet; what savs the history?
“* The men of war fied by might, and the king went tie way towards
the plain, and the army of the Chaldees pursued after the king, and
overtovk him in the plains of Jericho @ and all lis army were scat-
tered from hun; so thev fook the king, and drought him up to the
king of Balylon, to Riblah.” (2 Kings, xxv. 3.)—The prophet goes
vn, ° Thine eyes shall behold the eves of the king of Babylon, and
he shall speak with thee mouth to mouth.”  No pleasant circun-
stance this to Zedekiah, who had prevoked the king of Babylon by
revolting fromr him! The listory says, *“ The king ot Babylon cave
Jjudgment upon Zedekiah,” or, as it iy more hterally rendered from
the Hebrew, ¢ spalke judgments with heim at Riblah””  ‘The prophet
concludes this part with, ** And thou shalt ¢o to Babylon:™ the
history says, *“ The Kingr of Babylon bound him in cheins, and car-
ried hiin to Babilon, and pat hunn prison Gl the day of hus death.”
(Jer. it 11.) -* Tho: shalt not die by the sword.”  He dul not die
by the sword, he did pot fall in battle.—* But thou shalt die in
peace.” He did die in peace, he neither expired on the rack, nor
on the scaffuld; was neither stranvled nor poisoned ; no unnsual fate
of captive kings! he died peaceably in his bed, though that bed was
in a prison.— Amd with the burnings of thy fathers shiall they burn
odours for thee.” I cannot prove from the iustory that tlis part of
the pruphecy was aceomphlishied, nor can you prove that it was not.
The probability 1s, that it was accomphshed; and I have twy rea-
sons on which I ground this probability.—Daniel, Shadrach, Mes-
chach, and Abednego, to say nothing of other Jews, were men of
ereat authority 1n the court of the King of Babylon, before and after
the commencement of the imprisonment of Zedekiah; and Daniel
continued In power ull the subversion of the kingdom of Babylun
by Cyrus. Now it seems to me to be very probable, that Daniel,
and the other great men of the Jews, would both have inclination to
request, and influence enough with the king of Babylon to obtain,
permission 1o bury their deceased prince Zedekiah, after the manner
of lus fathers. But if there had heen no Jews at Babylon of conse-
quence enough to make such a request, stll it is probable that the
king of Babylon would have ordered the Jews to bury and lament
their departed prince, after the manner of their country. Monarchs,
like other men, are conscious of the instability of human condition ;
and when the pomp of war has ceased, when the insolence of con-

quest 15 abated, and the fury of resentment subsided, they seldom
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fail to revere royalty even in its ruins, and grant without reluctance
preper obsequies to the remains of captive kings.

Y ou profess to have been particular in treating of the books
ascribed to Isaiah and Jeremiah.—Particular! in what? You have
particuiarized two or three passages, which you have endeavoured to

represeny as ohjectionable, and which I hope have been shewn, to the
reader’s satisfaction, to he not justly liable to your censure; and you
have passed over all the other parts of these books witheut notice.
Had you been particular in your examination, you would have found
cause to admire the probity and the intrepidity of the characters of
the authors of them; you would have met with many instances of
subline composition ; and, what is of more consequence, with many
instances of prophetical veracity : particularities of these kinds you
have wholly overlooked., I cannot account for this; I have no right,
no tnclination, to call vou a dislionest man : am [ justified in consi-
dering you as 1 man not altogether destitute of ingenuity, but so en-
tirely under the dominmon of prejudice in every thing respecting the
Bibie, that, like a corrupted judge previously determined to give
scntence on one side, you are negligent in the examination of truthi ?

Y ou proceed to the rest of the prophets, and you take them collec-
uvely, carelully however selecting for your observations such parti-
cularitics as are best calculated to render, if possible, the prophets
odiotts or ridiculous in the cyes of your readers. You confound
prophiets with poects and musicians: I would distingwish them thus;
many prophets were poets and musicians, but all poets and musicians
were not prophets.  Prophecies were often delivered in poetic
langnage and measure; -but flights and metaphors of the Jewish
poets have not, as you aflirm, been foolishly erected into what are
now called prophecies—they are now <alled, and have always been
called, prophccies—because they were real predictions, some of
which have received, some are now receiving, and all will receive,
their full accomplishment.

That there were false prophets, witches, necromancers conjurers,
fortune-telfers, among the Jews, no persun will atiempt to deny ; no
nation, harbarous or civilized, has been withont them: but when
you would degrade the pruphets of the Old Testament te a level
with these conjuring, dreannng, strolling gentry—when you would
represent them as spending their lives in fortune-telling, casting na-
tivities, predicting riches, fortunate or unfortunate marriages, con-
juring for lost goods, &e. 1 must be allowed to say, that you wholly
mistake their office, and misrepresent their character : theiroffice was
to convey to the children of Israel the commands, the promises, the
threatenings of almighty God; and their character was that of men
sustaining, with fortitude, persecution in the discharge of their duty.
There were false prophets in abundance among the Jews ; and if you
oppose these to the true prophets, and call them both party prophets.
you have the hberty of doing so, but you will not thereby confound
the distinction between truth and falschood. False prophets are
spoken of with detestatton in many parts of Scripture, particularly
by Jereminh, who accuses them of prophesying lies in the name of

the LOl'{l, saying, “ [ have dreamed, I have dreamed:—Behold, I
am against the prophets, saith the Lord, that use their tonguces, and
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sav, He saith : that prophesy false dreams. and cause my people ty
err by their lies, and by their lightness.”  Jeremiah cautions his
countrymen against giving credit to their prophets, to their diviners,
to their dreamers, (o their enchanters, tv their sorcerers, ¢ which
speak unto you. saying. Ye shall not serve the king of Babylon.”
You caanot think more contemptibly of these gentry, than they were
thought of by the true prophets at the ume they lived; but, as
Jeremiah says on this subject, ** what s the chaff to the wheat?”
what are the false prophiets to the true ones! Every thing good is
liable to abuse; but who argues against the use of a thing from the
abuse of 1t? against physicians, berause there are pretenders to
physic >  Was [salah a fortune-teller, predicting riches. when e
said to Kine Hezekiali, ** Behold, the days come, that ail that is in
thine house, and that which thy fathers have laid up in store unul
this day, shall be cairied to Babylon: nothing shall be left, satth the
Lord.  And of thy sons that shall issue from thee, which thou shalt
beget, shall they take away, and they shall be eunuchs in the palace
of the king of Babylon.” Fortune-tellers generally predict good
luck to their simple customers, that they may make something by
their trade; but Isaiah predicts to a monarch desolation of his couns
trv, and ruin of lus family. This prophecy was spoken in the yeur
before Christ 713; and, above an bundred years afterwards, 1t was
accomplished ; when Nebuchadnezzar took Jerusalem, and carried
out thence all the treasures of the house of the Lord, and the treasures
of the king's house, (2 Kings, xxiv. i3.) and when he commanded
the master of lus eunuchs, (Dan. 1. 3.} that he should take certain of
the children of Israel, and of the king’s seed, and of the princes,
and educate them fur three yvears, tll they were able to stand before
Lile king.

Jehoram king of Isracl. Jehoshaphat king of Judah, and the king
uf Edon, going with their armies to make war on the king of Moab,
came into a place where there was no water either for their men or
cattle.  In this distress they waited upon Ehsha (an high honour for
one of your conjurers) by the advice of Jehoshaphat, who knew
that the word of the Lord was with him.  The prophet, on sceing
Jehoram, anidolatruus prince, who had revolted from the worship of
the trie (iod, come to consult him, said to hii—** Get thee to the
prophets of thy father and the prophets of thy mother.”™ This you
think-shews [llisha to have been a party prophet, full of venom and
vulzarity—it shews lim to have been a man of great conrage, who
respected the dignity of his own character, the sacredness of his
office as a prophet of God, wlhose duty it was to reprove the wickerd-
ness of kinges, as of other men.  He ordered them to make the valley
where they were full of ditches :—this, vou sav, ** every countryman
could have told, that the way to get water was to dig for i1:7"—but
this is not a true representation of the case; the ditches were not dug
that water might be gotten by digeine for ity but that they might
hold the water when it should niiraculously come, ¢ without wind or
rain,’ from another country:; and it did come ¢ from the way of
Fdom, and the country was lilled with water.,”  As to khsha’s curs-
my the httle children who had mocked him. and their destruction m
consequence of s nnprecation, the whole story nmst be taken
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together. The provocation he received is, by some, considered as
an tasult offered to him, not as a man but as a prophet, and that the
persons who offercd i1t were not what we understand by little children,
but grown-up youths; the term child being applied, in the Hebrew
langnage, to grown-up persons. Be this as it may, the cursing was
the act ot” the prophet; had 1t been a sin, it would not have been
tollowed by a miraculous destruction of the offenders ; for this was the
act of God, who best knows who deserve punishment. What effect
such a stgnal judgment had on the idolatrous inhabitants of the land.
s no where said; butit is probable it was not without a good effect.

Fzekiel and Daniel lived during the Babylonian eaptivity ; you
allow their writings to be gentine.  In this you differ from some of
the greatest adversaries of christianity ; and in my npinion cut up,
by this concession, the very root of your whole performance. Itis
next to an impossibility for any man, who admits the book of Daniel
to be a genuine bouk, and who examines that book with intelligence
and impartiality, torefusc his assent to the truth of christianity. As
to vour saying, that the interpretations which commentators and priests
have made of these bm)ks, unly shew the fraud, or the extreme fD”}'.
to which eredulity and priesteraft can go; 1 consider it as nothing but
a proof of the extreme folly or fraud to which prejudice and infidelity -
can carry a minute philosopher. Y ou profess a fondness for science ;
I will refer you to a scientifiec man, who was neither a commentator
nor a priest—to I'erguson.—!In a tract entitled—The Year of our Sa-
viour 8 Crucifixion ascertained ; and the darkness, at the time of his
crucifixion, proved to be supernatural-—this real philosopher interprets
the remarkable prophecy in the 9th chapter of Daniel, and concludes
lus dissertation in the following words—*Thus we have an astrono-
mical demonstration of the truth of his antient prophecy, seeing that
the prophetic year of the Messiah’s being cut off, was the very same
with theastronomical.” [havesomewhere read an account of a solemn
disputation which was held at Venice, in the last century, between a
Jew and a Christian :—~the Christian strongly arcued from Daniel’s
prophecy of the séven weeks, that Jesus was the Messiah whom the
Jews had long expected, from the predictions of their prophets :-—the
learned Rabbi, who presided at this disputation, was so forcibly struck
by the argument, that he put an end to the business by saying,—* Let
us shut up our Bibles ; for if we proceed in the examination of this
prophecy, it will make us all become Christians.”’~~Was it a similar
apprehension which deterred you from so much as opening the book
of Daniel? You have not produced {rom it one exceptionable passage.
[ hope you will read that book with attention, with intelligence, and
with an unbiassed mind follow the advice of our Saviour when he
quoted this very prophecy— Let him that readeth understand™—
and [ shall not despair of your conversion from deism to christianity.

In order to discredit the authority of the books which you allow to
be genuine, you form a strange and prodigious hypothesis concerning
Ezekiel and Daniel, for which there 18 no manner of foundation either
In history or probability. You suppose these two men to have had
nodreams, no visions, no revelation from God Almighty ; but to have
pretended to these things ; and. under that disguise, to have carried
on an enigmatical correspondence relative to the recovery of their

G
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country from the Babylonian yoke. ‘That any manin his senses should
frame or adopt such an hypothusis, shiould have so little regard 1o his
own reputation as an nmnartial inguirer after truth, so hittle respect
for the understanding of his readers, as to obtrude 1t on the world,
would have appeared an incredible civcumstance, had not you made
it a fact.

Y o1 quote 2 passage from Ezekiel; in the 28th ehapter, verse 11,
speaking of Egypt, itis said—*¢ No foot of man shall pass through it,
nor foot of beast shall pass through it, neither shall it be inhabited
forty years:’—this, you say, ¢ nevercame to pass, and consequently
it 1s false, as all the books 1 have already reviewed are.” Now that
this did come to pass, we have, as Bishop Newton observes, *the
testimonies of Megasthenes and Berosus, two heathen historians, who
lived about 300 years before Christ ; one of whom affirms, expressly,
that Nebuchadnezzar conquered the greater part of Africa; and the
other affirms it, in eflect, 1n saying, that when Nebuchadnezzar heard
of the death of his father. having settled lus affairs ¢n Egypt, and
committed the captives whom he took in Ligypt to the care of some of
his friends to bring them after him, he hasted directly to Babylon.”
And if we had been possessed of no testimony in support of the pro-
phecy, it would have been an hasty conclusion, that the prophecy
never came to pass; the history of Egypt, at so remote a period, be-
ing no where accurately and circumstantiallv related. 1 admit that
no pertod can be pointed out from the age of LXzekiel to the present,
in which there was no foot of man or beast to be seen for forty years
i all Egypt; butsome think that only a part of Egypt is here spoken
of ; and surely you do not expect a literal accomplishment of an hy-
perbolical expression, denoting great desolation ; importing that the
trade of Egypt, which was carried on then, as at present, by caravans,
by the foot of man and beast, should be annihilated. Had you taken
the trouble to have looked a little farther into the book from which
you have made your quotation, you would have there seen a pro-
phecy delivered about two thousand years ago, and which has been
fulfilling from that time to this—** Egypt shall be the basest of the
kingdoms, neither shall it exalt itself any more above the nations—
there shall be no more a prince of the land of Egypt.”’—This you may

call a dream, 2 vision, a lie: | esteem it a wonderful prophecy ; for
¢ as 1s the prophecy, so has been the event. Egypt was conquered
by the Babylonians ; and after the Babylonians by the Persians; and
after the Persians it became subject to the Macedonians; and after
the Macedonians to the Romans; and after the Romans to the Sara-

cens; and then to the Mamalucs; and is now a province of the
Turkish empire.”

Suffer me to produce to you frum this author not an enigmatical

letter to Daniel respecting the recovery of Jerusalem from the hands
of the king of Babylon, but an enigmatical prophecy concerning Ze-
dekiah the king of Jerusalem, beforc it was taken by the Chaldeans.—
““1 will bring him (Zedekiah) to Babylon, to the land of the Chal-
deans : yet shall he not see it, though he shall die there.”—Ilow!
not see Babylon, when he should die there! low, morcover, is ths
consistent, you may ask, with what Jeremiah had foretold~that Ze-
dekiah should sce the eyes of the king of Babylon 2—This darkness of
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expression, and apparent contradiction between the two prophgts,
induced Zedekiah (as Jusephus informs us) to give no credit to esther
of them ; yet he unhappily experienced, and the fact 1s worthy your
.observation, the truth of them both. Ile saw the eyes of the king of
Babylon, not at Babylon, but at Riblah ; his eyes were there put out ;
and he was carried to Babylon, yet he saw it not ; and thus were the
predictions of both the prophets verified, and the enigina of Ezekiel
explained.

As to your wonderful discovery that the prophecy of Jonah isa
book of some gentile, ¢ and that it has been written as a fable, to
expose the nonsense, and to satirize the vicious and malignant cha-
racter of a Bible prophet, or a predicting priest,” I shall put it, co-
vered with Aellebore, for the service of its author, on the same shelf
with your hyypothesis concerning the conspiracy of Daniel and Ezekiel,
and shall not say another word about it.

Y ou conclude your objections to the Old Testament in & triumph-
ant style; an anery opponent would say, in a style of extreme arro-
gance, and sottish self-sufficiency.—* I havegone,” yousay, “through
the Bible (mistaking here, as in other places, the Old 1estament for
the Bible) as 2 man would go through a wood, with an axe on his
shoulders, and fell trees; here they lie; and the priests, if they can,
may replant them. They may, perhaps, stick them in the ground,
but they will never grow.”—And 8 it possible that you should think
s highly of your performance, as to behieve, that you have thereby
demolished the authority of a book, which Newton himself estcemed
the most authentic of all histories; which, by i1ts celestial light, illu-
mines the darkest ages of artiquity ; which is the touchstone where.
by we are enabled to distinguish between true and fabulous theology,
between the God of Israel, holy, just, and good, and the impuwre rab-
ble of heathen Baalim ; which has been thought, by competent judges,
to have afforded matter for the laws of Solon, and a foundation for
the philosophy of Plato; which has been illustrated by the labour of
learning, in all ages and countries; and been admired and venerated
for its piety, its sublimity, its veracity, by all who were able to
read and understand 1t? No, Sir; you have gone indeed through
the wood, with the best intention in the world to cut it down; but
you have merely busied yourself in exposing to vulgar contempt a
few unsightly shrubs, which good men had wisely concealed from
public view; you have entangled yourself in thickets of thorns and
briars ; you have lost your way on the mountains of Lebanon; the
goodly cedar trees whereof, lamenting the madness, and pitying the
blindness of your rage against them, have scorned the blunt edge

and the base temper of your axe, and laught unhurt at the feeble-
ness of your stroke.

In plain language, you have gone throngh the Old Testament
hunting after difficulties, and you have found some real ones; these
vou have endeavoured to magnify into insurmountable objections to
the authority of the whole book. When it is considered-that the
Old Testament is composcd of several books, written by different

authors, and at different periods, from Moses to Malachi, comprising
an abstracted history of a particular nation for above a thousand

vears, | think the real difficulties which occur in it, are much fewer,
G2
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and of much less importance, than could reasonably have been ex-
pected. Apparent difficulties you have represented as real ones,
without hiuting at the manner in which they have been explained.
You have ridiculed things held most sacred, and calumniated charac-
ters esteemed most venerable; you have excited the scoffs of the pro-
phane ; increased the scepticism of the doubtful ; shaken the faith of
the unlearned ; suggested cavils to the ‘¢ disputers of this world;”
and perplexed the minds of honest men who wish to worship the God
of their fathers in sincerity and truth.—This and more you have done
in going through the Old Testament ; but you have not so much as
glanced at the great design of the whole, at the harmony and mutual
dependence of the several parts. You have said nothing of the wis-~
dom of Godia selecting a particular people from the rest of mankind,
not for their own sakes, but that they might witness to the whole
world, in successive ages, his existence and’ attributes; that they
might be an instrument of subverting idolatry, of declaring the name
of the God of Israel throughout the whole earth. It was through
this nation that the Egyptians saw the wonders of God ; that the Ca-
naanites (whom wickedness had made a reproach to human nature)
{alt his judgments; that the Babyloniaus issued their decrees—** ‘L'hat
none should dare to speak amiss of the God of Israel—that all should
fear and tremble befpre him ;" —and it is through them that you and I,
and all the world, are not at this day worshippers of idols. - You have
said nothing of the gooduness of (zod in promising, that, through the seed
of Abraham, all the nations of the earth were to be blessed ; that the
desire of all pations, the blessing of Abraham to the (zentiles, should
come. You have passed by all the prophecies respecting the coming
of the Messiah ; though they absolutely fixed the time of his coming,
and of his being cut off; described his oflice, character, condition,
sufferings, and death, in so circumstantial a manner, that we cannot
but be astonished at theaccuracy of their completion in the person of
Jesus of Nazareth. You have neglected noticing the testimony of
the whole Jewish nation to the truth both of the natural and miracu-
lous facts recorded in the Old Testament. That we may better judge
of the weight of this testimony, let us suppose, that God should now
manifest himself to us, as we contend he did to the Isracelites in Egypt,
in the desert, and in the land of Canaan; and that he should continue’
these mauifestations of himself to our posterity for 2 thousand years

or more, punishing or rewarding them according as they disobeyed or
obeyed his commands ; what would you expect should be the issue?
You wouold expect that cur posterity would, in the remotest period of
time, adhere to their God, and maintain against all opponents the
truth of the books in which the dispensations of God to us and to
our successors had becen recorded. ‘They would not yield to the ob-
jections of men, who not having experienced the same divine govern-
ment, should, for want of such experience, refuse assent to their tes-
timony. No; they would be to the then surrounding nations, what

the Jews are to us, wituesses of the existence and of the moral govern-
ment of God,
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3 LETTER VIL

“ Tuwe New Testament, they tell us, is founded upon the prophe-
cies of the Old; if so, it must follow the fate of its foundation.”—
Thus you open your attack upon the New Testament ; and I agree
with you, that the New Testament must follow the fate of the Old;
and that fate is to remain usimpaired by such efforts as you have
made against it. The New 'lestament, however, is not founded
solely on the prophecies of the Old. If an heathen from Athens or
Rome, who had never heard of the prophecies of the Old Testament,
had been an eye-witness of the miracles of Jesus, he would have made
the same conclusion that the Jew Nicodemus did—¢ Rabbi, we know
that thou art a teacher come from God; for no man can do these
miracles that thou doest, except God be with bim.”’—QOur Saviour
tells the Jews—*¢ Had ye believed Moses, ye would have believed
me ; for he wrote of me:”—and he bids them search the seriptures,
for they testified of him :—but, notwithstanding this appeal to the
prophecies of the Old Testament, Jesus said to the Jews, ‘¢ Though
ye believe not me, believe the works”~——¢¢ helieve me for the very
works sake”—¢¢ if | had not done among them the works which
none other man did, they had not had sin.””—These are sufficient
proofs that the truth of Christ’s mission was not even {o the Jews,
much less to the Gentiles, founded solely on the truth of the prophe-
cies of the Old Testament. So that if you could prove some of these
prophecies to have been misapplied, and not completed in the person
of Jesus, the truth of the Christian religion would not thereby be
overturned.—That Jesus of Nazareth was the person, in whom 2ll
the prophecies, direct and typical, in the Old Testament, respecting
the Messiah, were fulfilled, is a proposition founded on those prophe-

cies, and to be proved by comparing them with the history of his life.
That Jesus was @ propket sent from God, is one proposition—that

Jesus was the prophet, the Messiah, is another: and though he cer-

tainly was both @ prophet and (%e prophet, yet the foundations of the
proof of these propositions are separate and distinct,

The °¢ mere existence of such a woman as Mary, and of such a
man as Joseph, and Jesus is,” you say, ‘“ a matter of indifference,
about which there is no ground either to believe or to dishelivve.”—
Belief is different from knowledge, with which you seem kere to cou-
found it. We know that the whole is greater than its part—and we
know that all the angles in the same segment of a circle are equal to
each other—we have intuition and demonstration as grounds of this
knowledge; but is there no ground for believing that the sun will
exist to-morrow, and that your father existed before yon? You con-
descend, however, to think it probable, that there were such persons
as Mary, Joseph, and Jesus; and, without troubling yourself about
their existence or non-existence, assuming, as it were, for the sake of
argument, but without positively granting (heir existence, you proe
eeed ta inform us, ¢ that it is the fable of Jesus Christ; as told in the
New Testament, and the witd and vicienary dectrine 1aised thercon,”
sgainst which vou contend.  You will not repute it a fuble, that there
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was such a manas Jesus Christ; that hc lived in Judea ncar eighteen
hundred yearsago; that he went about doing good, and preaching,
not ouly in the villages of (alilee, but in the city of Jerusalem ; that
he had several followers who constantly attended him ; that he was
put to death by Pontius Pilate; that his disciples were numerous a
few years after his death, not only in Judea, but in Rome the capital
of the world, and in every province of the Roman empire; thata par.
ticular day has been observed in a religious manner by all his fellow.
ers, in commemoration of a real or supposed resurrection ; and that
the constant celebration of baptism, and of the Lord’s supper, may
be traced back from the present time to him, as the author of thoss
institutions. These things constitute, I suppose, no part of your
fable; and if these things be facts, they will, when maturely con-
sidered, draw after them so many other things related in the New
Testament concerning Jesus, that there will be left for your fable but
very scanty materials, which will require great fertility of iavention
before you will dress them up into any form which will not disgust
even a superficial observer.

‘The miraculous conception you esteem a fable, and in your mind it
is an obscene fable.—Impure indeed must that man’s imagination be,
who can discover any obscenity in the angel’s declaration to Mary.—
The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the power of the Highest
shall overshadow thee : therefore that Holy thing which shall be born
of thee shall be called the Son of God.—I wonder you do not find
obscenity in Genesis, where it is said, ¢ The Spirit of God moved
upun the face of the waters,” and brought order out of confusion, a
world out of a chaos, by his fostering influence.  As to the Christian
faith being built apon the heathen mythology, there is no ground what-
cver for the assertion; there would have been some for saying, that
much of the heathen mythology was built upon the events recorded
in the Old Testament.

Y ou come now to a demonstration, or, which amounts to the sams
thing, to a proposition which cannot, you say, be controverted :—first,
¢“ That the agrcement of all the parts of a story does not prove that
story to be true, because the parts may agree and the whole may be
false ;~—secorndly, That the disazrcement of the parts of a story
proves that the whole cannot be true. The agrcement does not prove
truth, but the disagrcement proves falsehood positively.” (reat use,
I perceive, is to be madc of this proposition. You will pardon my
un:Kilfulness in dialects, if 1 presume to controvert the truth of this
abstract proposition. as applied to any purpose in life. The agree-
ment of the parts of a story implies that the story has been told by,
at least, twa persons (the life of Doctor Johnson, for instance, by
Sir John Hawkinsand Mr. Boswell). Now, I think it scarcely pos-
sible for even two persons, and the dilliculty is increased if there are
more than two, to write the history of the life of any onc of their
acquaintance, without there being 2 considerable difference between
them, with respect to the number and order of the incidents of his
li!fe. Some things will be omitted by one, and wmentioned by the
other ; some things will be briefly touched by onec, and the same
thinzs will be circumstautially detailed by the other; the same things,
whicht are mentioncd in the same way by them both, may not be
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mentioned as having happened exactly at the same point of time;
with other possible and probable diflerences, DBut these real or ap-
parent difliculties, in minute circomstances, will not invalidate their
testimony as to the material transactions of his life, much less will
they render the whole of it a fable. If several independent wit-
nesses, of fuir character, should agree in all the parts of a story (in
testifying, for instance, that a murder or a robbery was committed at
a particular time, in a particular place, and by a certain individual),
every court of justice in the world would admit the fact, notwith-
standing the abstract possibility of the whole being false :—again, if
several honest men should agree in saying, that they saw the king of
France beheaded, though they should disagree as to the figure of the
guillotin, or the size of his cxecutioner, as to the king’s hands being
bound or loose, as to his being composed or agitated in ascending
the scaffold, yet every court of justice in the world would think,
that such diflerence, respecting the circumstances of the fact, did not
invalidate the evidence respecting the fact itself. When you speak of
the whole of a story, you cannot mean every particalar circumstance
connected with the story, but not essential to it ; you must mean the
pith and marrow of the story ; for it would be impossible to establish
the truth of any fact (of admirals Byng or Keppel, for example, hav-
ing neglected or not neglected their duty), if a disagreement in the
evidence of witnesses, in minute points, should be considered as an-
nihilating the weight of their evidence in points of importance. In a
word, the relation of a fact differs essentially from the demonstration
of a theorem. if one step is left out, one link in the chain of ideas
constituting a demonstration is omitted, the conclusion will be de-
stroyed ; buta fact may be established, notwithstanding a disagree-
ment of the witnesses in certain trifling particulars of their evidence
respecting it.

You apply your incontrovertible proposition to the genealogies of
Christ given by Matthew and Luke—there is 2 disagreement between
them ; therefore, you say, ¢ If Matthew speak truth, Luke speaks
falschood ; and if Luke speak truth, Matthew speaks falsehood ; and
thence there is no authority for believing either; and if they caunot
be believed even in the very first thing they say and set out to prove,
they are not entitled to be believed in any thing they say afterwards.”

I cannot admit cither your premises or your conclusion :—not your
concluston ; because two authors, who difler in tracing back the pedi-
gree of an individual for above a thousand years, cannot, on that
account, be esteemed incompetent to bear testimony to the transactions
of his life, unless an intention to falsify could be proved against them.
If two Welsh historians should at this time write the life of any re-
markable man of their country, who had been dead tweanty or thirty
years, and should, through different branches of their genealogical
tree, carry up the pedigree to Cadicallon, would they, oun account of
that difference, be discredited in every thing they said? Might it not
be helicved that they gave the pedigree as they had found it recorded
in different instruments, but without the least intention to write a false-
hood? 1 cannot adinit your premises; because NMatthew speaks truth,
and Luke speaks truth, thovgh they do not speak the samne truth; Mat-
thew giving the genealogy of Joreph the reputed father of Jesas, and
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L.uke giving the gencalogy of Mary the real mother of Jesna. Tf yoq
will not admit this, other explanations of the difficulty might be given .
but I hold it sufficient to say, that the authors had no design to deceive
the reader, that they took their accounts from the public registers,which
were carefully kept, and that had they bheen fabricators of these genen-
logies, they wouldl have been exposed at the time to instant detection -
and the certainty of that detection would have prevented them from
makinz the attempt to impoce a false genealogy on the Jewish nation.

But that you may citectually overthrow the credit of these genea.
logies, vou make the following calculation : —% From the bivih of
David te the birth of Christ is upwards of 1080 years; and as there
were but 27 full generations, to find the average age of each person
mentioned in St. Matthew's list at the time that his first son was hor,
it ix only neceszary to divide 1080 by 27, which gives -10 years for
each person. As the life-time of man was then "« of the same ex.
tent it is now, it is an absurdity to suppose, that 27 generations
should all be old bachelors; before they married. So far from this
genealozy being a solemn trath, it is nat even a reasonable lie.”—
This argument assumes the appearance of arithmeticz! accuracy, and
the conclusion 15 in a style which even its truth would not excuse :—
vet the argament is good for nothing, and the conclusion is not true.
You have read the Bible with some attention; and you are extremely
liberal in imputing to it lies and absurdities ; read it over again, espe-
cially the books of the Chronicles, and you will there fied, that in
the gencalogical list of St. Matthew, thice generations are omitted
between Joram and Ozias; Joram was the father of Azariah, Azariah
of Joash, Joash of Amaziah; and Amaziah of Ozias.—I enquire not,
in this place, whence this omission proceeded; whether it is to he
attributed to an error in the gencalogical tables from whence Matthew
took his account, or to a corruption of the textof the evangelist; stillit
is an omission. Now, if you will add these three generations to the
a7 you mention, and divide 1080 by 30, you will find the average age,
when these Jews had each of them their first-born son, was 36. They
married soouer than they ought to have done, according to Aristotle,
who fixes thirty-seven as the most proper age when a man should
marry. Nor was it necessary that they should have been old ba-
chelors, though each of them had not a son to succeed him till he was
thirty-six ; they might have been married at twenty, without having a
son till they were forty. You assume, in your argument, that the
first-born son succeeded the father in the list—this is not true. So-
lomon succeeded Darvid ; yet David had at least six sons, who were
grown to manhood before Solomon was born; and Rehoboam had at
least three sons before he had Abia (Abijah) who succeeded him.—
It is needless to cite more instances to this purpese ; but from these,
and other circumstances, which might be insisted upon, I can see no
ground for believing, that the gevealogy of Jesus Christ, mentioned
by St. Slatthew, is not a solemn truth.

Y ou insist much upon seme things being mentioned by one evan-
gelist, which are not mentioned by all or by any of the others; and
you take this to be a reason why we should consider the gospels, not
as the works of Matthew; Mark, Luke, and John, but as the pro-
ductions of some ynconnecled individuals, each of whom made his
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own legend. [ do not admit the truth of this supposition ; but I may
be allowed to use it as an argument against yourself—it rémoves every
possible suspicion of fraud and imposture, and confirms the gospel
history in the strongest manner. Four unconnected individuals have
each written memoirs of the life of Jesus; from whatever source they
derived their materials, it is evident that they agree in a great many
particulars of the last importance ; such as the purity of his manners ;
the sanctity of his doctrines ; the multitude and publicity of his mi-
racles; the persecuting spirit of his enemies ; the manner of his death;
and the certainty of his resurrection; and whilst they agree in these
great points, their disagreement-in points of little consequence, is
rather a confirmation of the truth, than an indication of the falsehood
of their scveral accounts. IHad they agreed in nothing, their testi-
mony ought to have been rejected as a legendary tale; had they agreed
in every thing, it might have been suspected that, instead of uncon-
nected individuals, they were a set of impostors, The manner in
which the evangelists have recorded the particulars of the life of Jesus,
is wholly conformable to what we experience in other biographers,
and claims our highest assent to its truth; notwithstanding the force
of your incontrovertible proposition.

As an instance of contradiction between the evangelists, you tell
us, that Matthew says, the angel announsing the immaculate concep-
tion appeared unto Joseph ; but Luke says, he appeared unto Mary.
The angel, sir, appeared to them both; to Mary, when he informed
her that she should, by the power of (od, conceive a son ; to Joseph,
some months afterwards, when Mary’s pregnancy was visible ; in the
interim she had paid a visit of three months to her cousin Elizabeth.
It might have been expected that, from the accuracy with which you
have read your Bible, you could not have confounded these obviously
distinct appearances; but men, even of candour, are liable to mis-
takes, Who, you ask, would now believe a girl, who should say
she was gotten with child by a ghost?—Who, but yourself, would
ever have asked a question so abominably indecent and profane ? I
cannot argue with you on this subject. You will never persuade the
world, that the Holy Spirit of GGod has any resemblance to the stage
ghosts in Hamlet or Macbheth, from which you seem to bave de-
rived your idea of it.

The story of the massacre of the young children by the order of
Herod, is mentioned only by Matthew ; and therefore you think it
is a lic. We must give up all history, if we refuse to admit facts re.
corded by only one historian. Matthew addressed his gospel to the
Jews, and put them in mind of a circumstance, of which they mast
have had a melancholy remembrance; but GGentile converts were less -
interested in that event. The evangelists were not writing the life of
Herod, but of Jesus ; it is no wonder that they omitted, above half
a century after the death of Herod, an instance of his cruelty, which
was not essentially connected with their subject. The massacre,
however, was probably known even at Rome ; and it was certainly
correspondent to the character of Herod. John, you say, at the
time of the massacre, * was under two years of age, and yet he
escaped ; so that the story circumstantially belies itself.”’-—John was
six months older than Jesus ; and you cannot prove that he was not
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beyond the age to which the order of llerod extended ; it probably
reached no farther than to those who had completed their first year,
without including these who had entered upon their second: but
without insisting upon this, still I contend that you cannot prove
John to have been under two years of age at the time of the mas.
sacre ; and I could give many probable reasons to the contrary. Nor
is it certain that John was, at that time, in that part of the country
to which the edict of Herod extended. But there would be no eud
of answering, at length, all your little objections.

No two of the evangelists, you observe, agrece in reciting, exactly
in the same zords, the written inscription which was put over Christ,
when he was crucified. I admit that there is an unessential verbal
difference; and are yon certain that there was not a verbal difference
in the inscriptions themselves 7—One was written in Hebrew, anether
in Greek, another in Latin; and, though they had all the same
meaning, yet it is probable, that if two men had translated the e
hrew and the Latin into Greek, there would have been a verbal dif-
ference between their translativas. You have rendered yourself
famous by writing a book called The Rights of Man :—had you been
guillotined by Robespierre, with this title, written in I'rench,
English, and German, and affixed to the guillotine—Thomas Paine,
of America, author of the Rights of Man—and had four persons,
some of whom had seen the execution, aud the rest had heard of it
from eye-witnesses, written short accounts of your life twenty years
or more after your death, and one had said the inscription 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—and a fourth, Thomas Paine, of America, the author
of The Rights of Man—would any man of common sense have
doubted, on account of this disagreement, the veracity of the authors
in writing your life 2~——* The only one,” you tell us, ¢ of the men
called apostles, who appears to have been near the spot where Jesus
was crucifled, was Peter.”—This your assertion is not true—we do
not know that Peter was present at the crucifixion ; but we do know
that John, the disciple whom Jesus loved, was present; for Jesus
snoke to him from the cross.~—You go on, ‘¢ But why should we be-.
lieve Peter, convicted by their own account of perjury, in swearing
that he knew not Jesus ?” I will tell you why—because Peter sin-
cerely repented of the wickedness into which he had been betrayed,
through fear for his life, and suffered martyrdom in atiestation of the
truth of the Christian religion.

But the evangelists disagree, you say, not only as to the super-
scription on the cross, but as to the time of the crucifixion, ¢ Mark
saying it was at the third hour (pine in the morning), and John at
the sixth hour (twelve, as you suppose, at noon).” Various solutions
liave been given of this diiticulty, none of which satisfied Doctor
Middleton, much less can it be expected that any of them should sa-
tisfy you ; but there is a solution not noticent by him, in which many
judicious men have acquiesced—That John, writing his gospel in
Asia, used the Roman method of computing time, which was the
same 45 our 0Wn ; ~o thiat by the sixth hour, when Jesus was con-
denencd, we are to understand sis o'clock in the morning ; the inter-
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mediate time from six to nine, when he was crucified, being em-
ployed in preparing for the crucifixion. But if this difficulty should
be still esteemed insuperable, it does not follow that it will always
remain 50 ; and if it should, the main point, the crucifixion of Jesus,
will not be affected thereby.

{ caunot, in this place, omit remarking some circumstances at-
tending the crucifixion, which are so mpatural, that we might have
wondercd if they had not occurred. Of all the disciples of Jesus,
John was heloved by him with a peculiar degree of affection 3 and,
as kindness produces kindness, there can be little doubt that the re-
gard was reciprocal. Now whom should we expect to be the at-
tendants of Jesus in his last suffering? Whom but John, the friend
of his heart >—\Whom but his mother, whose soul was now pierced
through by the sword of sorrow, which Simeon had foretold ?—
Whom but those who had been aitached to him through life; who,
having been healed by him of their infirmities, were impellea by gra-
titude to minister to him of their substance, to be attentive to all his
wants?-—These were the persons whom we should have expected to
attend his execution; and these were there. To whom would an ex-

piring son, of the best affections, reccommend a poor, au:l, probably,
a widowed mother, but to his warmest friend :—And this did Jesus.
—Unmindful of the extremity of his torture, and anxious to alleviate
the burden of her sorrows, and to protect her old age from future
want and misery, he said to his beloved disciple—* Behold thy
mother! and from that hour that disciple took her to his own home.”,
I own to you, that such instances as these, of the conformity of
events to our probable expectation, are to me genuine marks of the
simplicity and trath of the gospel ; and {ar outweigh a thousand little
objections, arising from our ignorance of mauners, times, and cir-
cumstances, or from our incapacity to comprehend the means used by
the Supreme Being in the moral government of his creatures.

St. Matthew mentions several miracles which attended our Saviour’s
crucifixion—the darkness which overspread the land—the rending of
the veil of the temple—an earthquake which rent the rocks—and the
resurrection of many saints, and their going into the holy city.—
¢ Such,’”’ you say, *“ is the account which this dashing writer of the
book of DMatthew gives, but in which he is not supported by the
writers of the other books.” This is not accurately expressed ; Mat.
thew is supported by Mark and Luke, with respect to two of the mi.
racles—the darkness—and the rending of the veil :—and their omis.
sion of the others does not prove, that they were either ignorant of
them, or disbelieved them. I think it idle to pretend to say positively
what influenced them to mention only two miracles; they probably
thovght them sufficient to convince any person, as they convinced the
centurion, that Jesus ** was a righteous man”—=* the Son of God.”
And these two miracles were better calculated toproduce general con-
viction, amongst the persons for whose benefit Mark and Luke wrote
their gospels, than either the earthquake or the resurrection of the
saints, ‘T'he earthquake was, probably, confined to a particular spot,
and might, by an objector, have beeu called a natural phenomenon ;

and those to whom the saints appeared might, at the time of writing
H 2
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the gospels of Mark ¢nd Luke, have been dead: but the darkness
mast have been generally known and remembered ; and the veil of the
temple might still be preserzed at the time these authors wrote.—As

to John not mentioning any of these miracles—it is well known that

his zospel was written as a kind of supplement to the other gospels;
he has therefore omitted many things which the other three evangelists
had related, and he has added several things which they had not men.
tioned ; in particular, he has added a circumstance of great import-
ance ; he tells us that he saw one of the soldiers pierce the side of
Jesus with a spear, and that blood and water flowed through the
wound ; and lest any one should doubt of the fact, from its not be.
ing mentioned by the other evangelists, he asserts it with peculiar
earnestness—*¢ And he that saw it bare record, and his record is true:
and he knoweth that he saith true, that ye might believe.””—John saw
bloed and water flowing from the wound ; the blood is easily account-
ed for; bot whence came the water? The anatomists tell us—that it
came from the pericardium—so cousistent is evangelical testimony
with the most carious researches into natural science!— Y ou amuse
yourself with the account of what the Scripture calls many saints,
and you cail an grmy of saints, and are angry with Matthew for not

having told you a great many things about them.—It is very possible
that Matthew might have known the fact of their resurrection, with.
out knowing every thing about them; but if he had gratified your
curiosity in every particular, I am of opinion that you would not
have believed a ward of what he had told you. I have no curiosity
on the subject: it is enough for me to know that ¢ Christ was the first
fruits of them that slept,” and ¢ that all that are in the graves shall
hear his voice and shall come forth,” as those holy men did, who
Leard the voice of the Son of God at his resurrection, and passed from
death to life. If I durst.indulge myself in being wise above what is
written, I might be able to answer many of your inguiries relative
to these saints : but 1 dare not touch the ark of the Lord, I dare not
support the aathority of scripture by the boldness of conjecture.
Whatever difficulty there may be in accounting for the silence of the
other evangelists, and of St. Paul also, on this subject, yet there isa
greater difticulty in supposing that Matthew did not give a true narra-
tion of what had happened at the crucifixion. If there had been no
supernatural darkness, no earthquake, no rending of the veil of the
temple, no graves opened, no resurrection of holy men, no appear.
ance of them unto many—if none of these things had been true, or
rather if any one of them had been falsc, what motive could Mat-
thew, writing to the Jews, have had for trumping up such wonderful
stories ¢ lle wrote, as every man does, with an intention to be believ-
ed; and yet every Jew he met would have stared him iu the face, and
told him that he was a liar and am impostor. What author, who
tweoty years hence should address to the French nation an history of
Louais X V1. would venture to affirm, that when he was belieaded there
was darkness for three hours over all France? that there was an earth-
quake ? that rocks were split ? graves opened ? and dead men brought
to life, who appeared to many persous in Paris 2—1It is quite impossi-
ble to suppose, that any one would dare to pablish such obvious lies ;
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and I think it equally impossible to suppose, that Matthew would
have dared to publish his account of what happened at the death of
Jesus, had not that account been generally known to be true.

LETTER VIIL

Tue ¢ tale of the resurrection,” you say, ‘¢ follows that of the
crucifixion.”—You have accustomed me so much to this kind of lan-
guage, that when I find you speaking of a tale, 1 have no doubt of
meeting with a truth, From the apparent disagreement in the ac-
counts which the evangelists have given of some circumstances respect-
ing the resurrection, you remark—¢ If the writers of these books
had gone into any court of justice to prove an glibi, (for it is of the
nature of an alibi that is here attempted to be proved, namely, the

absence of a dead body by supernatural means), and had given their
evidence in the same contradictory manner, as it is here given ; they

would have been in danger of having their ears cropt for perjury, and
would have justly deserved it”-—¢¢ hard words, or hanging,” it seems,
if you had been their judge. Now 1 maintain, that it is the brevity
with which the account of the resurrection is given by all the evange-
lists, which has occasioned the seeming confusion ; and that this con-
fusion would have been cleared up at once, if the witnesses of the
resurrection had been examined before any judicature. As we caonot
have this viva voce examination of all the witnesses, let us call up
and question the evangelists as witnesses to a supernatoral alibi.—Did
you find the sepulchre of Jesus empty ? One of us actually saw it
empty, and the rest heard from eye-witnesses, that it was empty,—
Did you, or any of the followers of Jesus, take away the dead body
from the sepuichre? All answer, No.—Did the soldiers, or the Jews,
take away the body 2 No.—~How are you certain of that? Because
we saw the bely when it was dead, and we saw it afterwards when it
was alive.—How do you know that what you saw was the body of
Jesus? We had been long and intimately acquainted with Jesus, and
knew his person perfectly.—Were you not aflrighted, and mistook a
spirit for a hody 2 No; the body had flesh and bones; we are sure
that it was the very body that hung upon the cross, for we saw the
wound in the side, and the print of the nails in the hands and feet,—
And all this you are ready to swear? We are; and we are ready to
die also, sooner than we will deny any part of it.—This is the testi.
mony which all the evangelists would give, in whatever court of jus-
tice they were examined; and this, I apprehend, would sufficiently
establish the alibi of the dead body from the sepulchre by supernatu-
ral means.

But as the resurrection of Jesus is a point which you attack with
all your force, I will examine minutely the principal of your objec-
tions ; I do not think them deserving of this notice, but they shall
have it. The book of Matthew, you say, *¢ states that whes Christ
was put in the sepulchre, the Jews applied to Pilate for a watch ora
guard to be placed over the sepulchre, to prevent the body being stolen
by the disciples.”—1 admit this account, but it is not the whole of
the account: you have omitted the reason for the request which the
chief priests made to Pilate—*¢ Sir, we remember that that deceiver
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said, while he was yet alive, After three days I will rise again.,”—J¢
is material to remark this; for at the very time that Jesus predicted
his resurrection, he predicted also bis crucifixion, and all that he
should suffer from the malice of those very men who now applied to
Pilate for a guard.—¢* He shewed to his disciples, how that he must
go unto Jerusalem, and suffer many things of the elders, and chief
priests, and scribes, and be killed, and be raised again the third day.”
(Matt. xvi, 21.)  These men knew full well that the first part of this
prediction had been accurately fullilled through their malignity ; and,
instead of repenting of what they had done, t‘m}, were so infatuated
as to suppose, that by a a zuard of soldiers thoy could prevent the com.

pletion of the second.—The other books, you observe, ¢¢ say nothing
ahout this application, nor shout the sealing of the stone, nor the
cuard, nor the watch, and according to these accounts there were
none.”—This, sir, 1 deny. The other hooks do not say that there
were none of these things; how often must 1 repeat, that omissions
are not contradictions, nor silence concerning u fuct a denial of it ?
You go on—*¢ The book of Matthew centinues its account, that at
the end of the sabbath, as it began to Jawn, towards the first day of
the week, came Mary Magdalene and the other Mary to see the
sepulchre. Mark says it was sun-rising, and John says it was dark.
Luke says it was Mary Magdalene, and joanna, aud Mary the mother
of James, and other women, that came to the sepulchre; and John
says that Mary Magdalene came alone. So well do they agree about
their first evidence! they all appear, however, to have known most
about Mary Magdalene; she wasa woman of a large acquaintance,
and it was not an ill conjecture that she might be upon the stroll.”’—
This is along paragraph ; I will answer it dlstmctl) ;—first, there is
no disagreement of eﬁdence with respect to the time when the women
went to the sepulchre; all the evangelists agree as to the day on
which they went; and as to the time of the day, it wgs early in the
morning ; what court of justice in the world would sztTaside this evi-
dence, 23 insufficient to substantiate the fact of the women’s having
gone to the sepulchre; becanse the witnesses differed as to the degrec
of twilight which lighted them on their way? Sccondly, there is no
disagreement of evidence with respect to the persouns who went to the

sepulchre. John states that Mary Magdalene went to the sepulchre;
but he does not state, as you make him state, that Mary Magdalene
went alone; she might, for any thing you have proved, or can-prove,
to the contrary, have been accompanied by all the women mentioned
by Luke: isit an unusual thing to distinguish by name a principal
person going on a visit, or an embassy, without mentioning his subor.
dinate attendants ? Thirdly, in opposition to your insinuvation that
Mary Magdalene was 2 common woman, 1 wish it to be considered,
whether there is any scriptural authority for that imputation; and
whether there be or not, I must contend, that a repentant and re-
formed woman ought not to be estecmed an improper witness of a
fact. The conjecture, which vou adopt concerning her, is nothing
less than an illiberal, indecent, unfounded calumny, not excusable in
the mouth of a libertine, and intolerabie in your's.

The book of Matthew, you ohserve, goes on to say—** And be-
hold, there was an earthquake, for the angel of the Lord descended
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from heaven, and came and rolled back the stone from the door, and
sal upon it :—hut the other books say nothing about any earthguake,”
—what then ; does their silence prove that there was none /—*¢ nor
about the angel rolling back the stone and sitting wpon it ;”’—what
then ? does their silence prove that the stone was not rolled back by
an angel, and that he did not sit upon it >—*¢ and according to their
accounts there was no angel sitting there.” This conclusion T must
deny ; their accounts do not say there was no angel sitting there, at
the time that Matthew says he sat upon the stone. They do not deny
the fact, they simply omit the mention of it; and they all take notice

that the women, when they arrived at the SE'plllChl'e, found the stone
rolled away ; hence it is evident that the stone was rolled away &e-
fore the women arrived at the sepulchre ; and the other evangelists,
giving an account of what happened to the women when they reached
the sepulchre, have merely omitted giving an account of a transaction
previous to their arrival. Where is the contradiction ? What space
of time intervened between the rolling away the stone, and the arrival
of the women at the sepulchre, is no where mentioned ; but it cer-
tainly was long enough for the angel to have changed his position;
from sitting on the outside he might have entered into the sepulchre;
and another angel might have made his appearance; or, from the
first, there might have been two, one on the outside rolling away the
stone, and the other within. Luke, you tell us, ¢ says there were
two, and both sitting.”—It is imnpossible, 1 grant, even for an angel
to be sitting and standing at the same instant of time; but Luke aund
John do not speak of the same instant, nor of the same appearance.
—Luke speaks of the appearance to all the women ; and John of the
appearance to Mary Magdalene alone, who tarried weeping at the
sepulchre after Peter and John had left it. But I forbear making any
more minute remarks on still minuter objections, all of which are
grounded on this mistake—that the angels were secn 2t one particular
time, in one particular place, and by the same individuals.

As to your inference, from DMatthew’s using the exprestion wnlo
this day, *¢ that the book must have been manufactured after a lapse
of some generatious at least,” it cannot be admitted against the po.
sitive testimony of all antiquity. That the story about stealing away
the body was a bungling story, 1 readily admit; but the chief priests
are answerable for it; it is not worthy either your notice or mine,

except as it is a strong instance to you, to me, and to every body,
how far prejudice may mislead the understanding.

You come to that part of theevidence in those books that respects,
you say, ‘¢ the pretended appearances of Christ after his pretended
resurrection ; the writer of the book of Matthew relates, that the
augel that was sitting on the stone at the mouth of the sepulchre, said
to the two Marys, (chap, xxviii. 7.) ¢ Behold, Christ is gene before
you into Gealilee, there shall you see him.” 'Lhe gospel, sir, was
preached to poor and illiterate men: and it is the duty of priests to
preach it to them iv all its purity ; to guard them against the errors of
mistaken, or the designs of wicked men, You then, who can read
your Bible, turn to this passage, aud you will find that the angel did
not say, ‘¢ Behold, Christ #s gone before you into Galilee,”-~but,
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¢ Behold, he gocth before you into'Galilee.” I know not what Bibie
you made use of in this quotation, none that I have seen render the
original word by—he is gone ;~—=it might be properly rendered, he will
go : and it is literally rendered, he is going. This phrase does not
imply an immediate setting out for Galilee ; when a man has fixed
upon a long journey to London or Bath, it is common enough to say,
he is going to London or Bath, though the time of his going may be
at some distance. Even your dashing Matthew could not be guilty
of sucha blunder as to make the angel say &e is gone; for he tells us
immediately afterwards, that, as the women were departing from the
sepulchre to tell his disciples what the angels had said to them, Jesus
himself met them. Now how Jesus could be gone into (Galilee, and
yet meet the women at Jerusalem, I leave you to explain, for the blun.
der is oot chargeable upon Matthew. I excuse your introducing the
expression—*¢ then the eleven disciples went away into Galilee,” for
the quotation is rightly made ; but had you turned to the Greek Tes.

tament, you would not have found in this place any word answering to
then; the passage is better translated——and the eleven. Christ had
said to his disciples, (Matt, xxvi. 32.) ¢ After I am risen again, I will
go before you into Galilee :—aund the angel put the women in mind of
the very expressionand prediction— e és risen, as he said; and be-
hold, he goeth before you into Galilee. Matthew, intent upon the
appearance in Galilee, of which there were, probably, at the time he
wrote, many living witnesses in Judea, omits the mention of many
appearances takea notice of by John, and, by this omission, seems to
connect the day of the resurrection of Jesus, with that of the depar-
ture of the disciples for Galilee. You seem to think this a great dif.
ficulty, and incapable of solution ; for you say—¢ Itis not possible,
unless we admit these disciples the right of wilful lying, that the wri.
ters of these books could be any of the eleven persons called dis-
ciples; for if, according to Matthew, the eleven went into (Galilee to
meet Jesus i1t a mountain, by his own appointment, on the same day
that he is said to have risen, Luke and John must have been two of
that eleven; yet the writer of Luke says expressly, and John im.
plies as much, that the meeting was that same day in a house at Jeru-

salem ; and, on the other hand, if, according to Luke and John, the
cleven were assembled in a house at Jerusalem, Matthew must have
been one of that eleven; yet Matthew says the meeting was in a
mounotain in Galilee ; and consequently the evidence given in those
books destroys each other.”” When I was a young man in the uni-
versity, I was prefty much accustomed to drawing of consequences;
bat my Alma Mater did not suffer me to draw consequences after your
maunner ; she taught me—that a false position must end in an ahsurd
conclusion. [ have shewn your position—that the eleven went into
(zalilee on the day of the resurrection—to be false; aud hence your
consequence—that the evidence given in those two books destroys
each other—is not to be admitted. You ought, moreover, to have
considered, that thc feast of unleavened bread, which immediately
followed the day on which the passover was eaten, lasted seven days;
and that strict observers of the law did not think themselves at liberty
to leave Jerusalem, till that feast was ended; and this is a collateral
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nronf that the disciples did not go to (salilee on the day of the re-
surrection.

You certainly have read the New Testament, but not, I think,
with great attention, or you would have known who the apostles
were. In this place you reckon Luke as one of the eleven, and in
other places you speak of him as an eye-witness of the things he
relates ; you ought to have known that L.uke was no apostle; and he
tells you himself, in the preface to his gospel, that he wrote from the
testimony of others. If this mistake proceeds from your ignorance, .
you are not a fit person to write comments on the Bible; if from de-
sign (which I am unwilling to suspect), you are still less fit; in either
case it may suggest to your readers the propriety of suspecting the
truth and accuracy of your assertions, however daring and intempe.-
rate.—*¢ Of the numerous priests or parsons of the present day,
bishops and all, the sum total of whose learning, according to you,
‘*'isa b ab, and hic, hec, hoc, there is not one amongst them,” you

say, ** who can write poetry like Homer, or science like Euelid.”—
If I should admit this (though there are many of them, I doubt not,
who understand these authors better than you de), yet I cannot admit
that there is one amongst them, bishops and all, so ignorant as to rank
Luke the evangelist among the aposties of Christ. I will not press
this point ; any man may fall into a mistake, and the consciousness of
this fallibility should create in all men a little modesty, a little diffi-
dence, a little caution, hefore they presume to call the most illustrious
characters of antiquity, liars, fools, and knaves.

You want to know why Jesus did not shew himself to all the peo-
ple after his resurrection.—This is one of Spinoza’s objections; and
it may sound well enough in the mouth of a Jew, wishing to excuse
the infidelity of his countrymen; but it is not judiciously adopted by
deists of othcr nations. God gives us the means of health, but he
does not force us to the use of them; he gives us the powers of the
mind, but he does not compel us to the cultivation of them ; he gave
the Jews opportuuities of sceing the miracles of Jesus, but he did
not oblige them to believe them. They who persevered in their in-
credulity after the resurrection of Lazarus, would have persevered

also after the resurrection of Jesus. Lazarus had been buried four
days, Jesus but three ; the body of Lazarus had begun to undergo
corruption, the body of Jesus saw no corruption; why should you
expect, that they would have belicved in Jesus on his own resurrec-
tion, when they had not believed in him on the resurrection of La-
zarus ? When the Pharisees were told of the resurrection of Lazarus,
they, together with the chief priests, gathered a council, and said—
“ What do we? for this man doeth many miracles, If we let him

thus alone, all men will believe on him :—then from that day forth
they took counsel together to put him to death.” The great men at
Jerusalem, you see, admitted that Jesus had raised Lazarus from the
dead; yet the belief of that miracle did not generate conviction
that Jesus was the Christ ; it only exasperated their malice, and acce-
lerated their purpose of destroying him. Had Jesus shewn himself
after his resurrection, the chief priests would probably have gathered
another council, have opened it with, What do we? and ended it

with a determination to put hiim to death. As to us, the evidence of
I
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the resurreciion of Jesus, which we have in the New Testament, i
far more convincing, thano if it had been related that he shewed him.
self to every man in Jerusalem; for then we should have had a sus.
picion, that the whole story had been fabricated by the Jews.

You think Paul an improper witness of the resurrection; I think
him one of the fittest that could have been chosen ; and far this rea.
son—his testimony is the testimony of a former encmy.- Ile had, in
his own miraculous conversion, sufficient ground for changing his
opinion as to a matter of fact; for believing that to have been a fact,
which he had formerly, through extreme prejudice, considered asa
fable. For the truth of the resurrection of Jesus he appeals to above
two hundred and fifty living witnesses ; and before whom does he
make this appcal i—DBefore his enemies, who were able and willing to
blast his character, if he had advanced an vntruth.—You know, un.
doubtedly, that Paul had resided at Corinth near two years; that,
during a part of that time, he had testified to the Jews, that Jesus
was the Christ; that, finding the bulk of that mation obstinate in
their unbelief, he had turned to the Gentiles, and had converted many
to the faith in Christ ; that he left Corinth, and went to preach the
gospel in other parts; that, about three years after he had quitted
Corinth, he wrote a letter to the converts which he had made in that
place, and who after his departure had been split into different facs

tions, and had adopted different teachers, in opposition to Paul,

From this account we may be certain, that Paul’s letter, and every
circumstance in it, would be minutely examined. 'The city of Co.
rinth was full of Jews; these men were, in general, Paul's bitter
enemies; yet, in the face of them all, he asserts, ¢¢ that Jesus Christ
was buried ; that he rose again the third day; that he was seen of
Cephas, then of the twelve; that he was afterwards seen of above
five hundred brethren at once, of whom the greater part were thea
alive.”” An appeal to above 250 liring witnesses, is a pretty strong
proof of a fact; but it becomes irresistible, when that appeal is
submitted to the judgment of enemies. St. Paul, you must ailow,
was a man of ability ; but he would have been an ideot, had he put it
in the power of his enemies to prove, from his own letter, that he was
a lying rascal. They neither proved, nor attempted to prove, any
such thing ; and, therefore, we may safely conclude, that this testi-
mony of Paul to the resurrection of Jesus was true; and it is a tes-
timony, in my opinion, of the greatest weight.

You come, you say, to the last scene, the ascension; upon which,
in your opinion, ‘‘ the reality of the future miscion of the disciples
was to rest for preof.”—] do not agree with you in this. ‘The reality

of the future mission of the aposties might have been proved, though
Jesus Christ had not visibly ascended into heaven. Miracles are the
proper proofs of a divine mission; and when Jesus gave the apostles
a commission to preach the gospel, he commanded them to stay at
Jerusalem, till they ¢ were endued with power from on high.” Mat-
thew has omitted the mention of the ascension; and John, you say,
has not said a syllable about it. ] think otherwise. John has not
given an express account of the ascension, but has certainly said
something about it ; for he informs us, that Jesus said to Mary—

¢* Touch me not ; for [ am not yet ascended to iny father; but go to
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my brethren, and say unto them, I ascend unto my father aud your
father, and to my God and your God. ¢ This is surely saying some.
thing about the ascension; and if the fact of the ascension be not
related by John or Matthew, it may reasonably be supposed, that the
omission was made, on acconnt of the notoriety of the fact. That
the fact was generally known, may be justly coliected from the refe.
rence which Peter makes to it in the hearing of all the Jews, a very
few days after it had happened—*¢¢ This Jesus hath God raised up,
whercof we all are witnesses. Therefore being dy the right hand of
(fod exalted.”~=Paul bears testimony also to the ascension, when he
says, that Jesus was received up into glory. As to the difference you
contend for, between the account of the ascension, as given by Mark
and Luke, it does not exist; except in this, that Mark omits the par.
ticulars of Jesus going with his aposties to Bethany, and blessing them
there, which are mentioned by Luke., But omissions, I must often
nut you in mind, are not contradictions.

You have now, you say, gone through the examination of the
four books ascribed to Matthew, Mark, Luke, and John ; and when
it is considered that the whole space of tiine, from the crucifixion to
what is called the ascension, is but a few doys, apparentiy not more
than three or four, and that all the circumstances are reported to have
happened near the same spot, Jerusalem, it is, 1 believe, impossible to

find, in any story upon record, so many, and such ;;laring ahsurdilics,
contradictions, and falsehoods, as are in these books,””—What am 1
to say to this? Am I to say that, in writing this paragraph, you have
forfeited your character as an honest man? Or admitting your
honesty, am ] to say that you are grossly ignorant of the subject ?
Let the reader judge—John says, that Jesus appeared to his disciples
at Jerusalem on the day of his resurrection, and that Thomas was not
then with them. The same John says, that after eight duys he appeared
to them again, when Thomas was with them. Now, Sir, how apparently
three or four days can be consistent with really eight duys, 1 leave
you to make out. But this is not the whole of John's testimony,
either with respect to place or time—for he says-—After these things
(after the two appearances to the disciples at Jerusalem on the first
and on the eighth days after the resurrection) Jesus shewed himself
again to his disciples at the sea of T%berias. The sea of Tiberias, 1
presume you know, wasin Galilee; and (ralilee, you may know, was
sixty or seventy miles from Jerusalem: it must have taken the dis-
ciples some time, after the eighth day, to travel from Jerusalem into
(alilee. 'What, in your own insulting language to the priests, what
have you to answer, as to the sume spot Jerusalem, as to your ap-

parently three or four days2 But thisis not all. Luke, in the begin-
ning of the Acts, refers to his gospel, and says, ‘¢ Christ shewed him-
self alive after his passion, by many infailible proofs, being seen of
the apostles forty days, and speaking of the things pertaining to the
kingdom of God:" instead of four, you perceive there were forly
deys between the crucifixion and the ascension. I need not, I trust,
after this, trouble myself about the falsehoods and contradictions
which you impute to the evangelists; your readerscannot but be upon
their guard, as to the credit due ti:r your assections, however bold and
2
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improper. You will suffer me to remark, that the evangelists were
plain men ; who, convinced of the truth of their narration, and con-
scious of their own integrity, have related what they knew, with ad.
mirable simplicity. They seem to have said to the Jews of their time,
and to.say to the Jews and unbclievers of all times—We have told
you the truth; and if you will not believe us, we have nothing more
to say. Had they been impostors, they would have written with more
caution and art, have obviated every caril, and avoided every appcar-
ance of contradiction. This they have not done; and this 1 consider
as a proof of their honesty and veracity.

John the baptist had given his testimony to the truth of our Saviour’s
mission in the most unequivocal terms; he afterwards sent two of his
disciples to Jesus, to ask him whether he was really the expected
Messiah or not, Matthew relates both these circumstances : had the
writer of the book of Matthew been an impostor, would he have inva.
lidated John’s testimony, by bringing forward his real or apparent
doubt > Impossible! Matthew, having proved the resurrection of
Jesus, tells us, that the cleven disciples went away into Galilee into a
mountain where Jesus had appointed them, and “ when they saw him,
they worshipped him: but some doubted.”—Would an imposter, in
the very last place where he mentions the resurrection, and in the con-
clusion of his book, have suggested such a caril to unbelievers, as to
say—some doubted ? lmpossible! The evangelist has left us to col-
lect the reason why some doubted: the disciples saw Je:us at a
distance, on the mountain ; and some of them fell down and worship-
ped him; whilst others doubted whether the person they saw was
really Jesus; their doubt, however, could not have lasted long, for in
the very next verse we are told, that Jesus came and spake unto them.

Great and laudable pains have been taken by many learned men, to

harmonize the several accounts given us by the evangelists of the re-
surrection. 1t doesnot secm to me to be a matter of any great conse-
quence to christianity, whether the accounts can, in every minute
particular, be harmonized or not; since there is no such discordance
in them, as to render the fact of the resurrection doubtful to any im-
partial mind. If any man, in a court of justice, should give positive
evidence of a fact; and three others should afterwards be examined,
and all of them should confirm the evidence of the first as to the fact,
but should apparently differ from him and from each other, by being
more or less particular in their accounts of the circumstances attending
the fact ; ought we to doubt of the fact, because we could not har-
monize the evidence respecting the circumstances relating to it 2 The
omission of any one circumstance (such as that of Mary Magdalenc
having gone twice to the sepulchre; or that of the angel having, after
he had rolled away the stone from the sepulchre, entered into the
sepulchre) may reoder an harmony impossible, without having re-

course to supposition to supply the defect. You deists laugh at all
such attempts, and call them priestcraft. 1 think it better then, in
arguing with you, to admit that there may be (not granting, howcver,
that there is) an irreconcileable difference betwecn the evangelists in
some of their accounts respecting the life of Jesus, or his resurrection.
Bc it so; what then? Daocs the difference, admitting it to be real,
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destroy the credibility of the gospel history in any of its essential
points 2 Certainly, in my opinion, not. As I look upon this to be a
general answer to most of your deistical objections, I profess my sin-
cerity, in saying, that I consider it as a true and sufficient answer 3
and 1 leave it to your consideration. I have, purposely,in the whole
of this discussion, been silent as to the inspiration of the evangelists ;
wcll knowing that you would have rejected, with scorn, any thing I
could have said on that point: but, in disputing with 2 deist, I do
most solemnly contend, that the Christian religion is true, and worthy
of all acceptation, whether the evangelists were inspired or not.

Unbelicvers, in general, wish to conceal their sentiments; they
have a decent respect for public opinion ; are cautious of affronting
the religion of their country ; fearful of undermining the foundations
of civil society. Some few have been more daring, but less judicious ;
and have, without disguise, professed their unbelief. But you are
the first who ever swore that he was an infidel, concluding your
deistical creed with—So help me (od! 1 pray that God may help
vou: that he may, through the influence of his holy spirit, bring you
to a right mind; convert you to the religion of his Son, whom, out of
his abundant love to mankind, he sent into the world, that all who be.
lieve in him should not perish, but have everlasting life.

You swear, that yon think the Christian religion is not true. 1
give full credit to your oath ; it is an oath in confirmation—of what?
—nf an opinion. It proves the sincerity of your declaration of your
opinion ; but the opinion, notwithstanding the oath, may be either
true or false. Permit me to produce to you an oath not confirming
un opinion, but a fact; it is the oath of St. Paul, when 'he swears to
the Galatians, that, in what he told them of his miraculous conversion,
he did not tell a lie: * Now the things which [ write unto you, be.

hold, before (zod, 1 lie not :—do but give that credit to Paul which I
zive to you, do but consider the difference between an opinion and a
fact, and I shall not despair of your becoming a Christian.

Deism, you say, consists im a belief of one (xod, and an imitation
of his moral character, or the practice of what is called virtue ; and
in this (as far as religion is concerned) you rest all your hopes. There
is nothing in deism but what is in Christianity, but there is much in
Christianity which is not in deism. ‘The Christian has no doubt con.
cerning a future state; every deist, from Plato to Thomas Paine, is
on this subject overwhelmed with doubts insuperable by human rea-
son. The Christian has no misgivings as to the pardon of penritent
sinners, throngh the intercession of a mediator; the deist is harrassed
with apprehension lest the moral justice of God should demaund, with
inexorable rigour, punishment for transgression. 'The Christian has
no doubt concerning the lawfulness and the eflicacy of prayer; the
deist is disturbed on this point by abstract considerations concerning

the goodness of (zod, which wants not to be intreated ; concerning
his foresicht, which has no need of our information ; concerning his
immutability, which cannot be changed through our supplication.
The Christian admits the providence of (God, and the liberty of human
actions ; the deist is involved in great difficultics, when he undertakes
the proof of either. The Christian has assurance that the Syirit of

God will help his infirmities ; the deist does net deny the possibility
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that (God may have access to the human mind, but he has no ground
to believe the fact of his either ealightening the understanding, in.
fluencing the will, or purifying the heart.

LETTER IX.

¢ Tuosg,” you say, ** who are not much acquainted with ccclesi-
astical history, may suppose that the book called the New Testament
has existed ever since the time of Jesus Christ ; bat the fact is histori-
cally otherwise ; there was no such book as the New "Lestament till
more than three hundred years after the time that Christ is said to have
lived.”—This paragraph i3 calculated to mislead common readers; it
15 necessary to unfold its meaning. The book, called the New Testa-
ment, consists of twenty seven different parts; concerning seven of
these, viz. the Egistle to the Hebrews, that of Jamres, the second of
Pcter, the second of Jahn, the third of John, that of Jude, and the
Revelation, there were at first some douvhts ; and the question, whe-
ther they should be received into the canon, might be decided, as ail
questions concerning opinions must be, by vote. With respect to the
other twenty parts, those who are most acquainted with ecclesiastical
history will tell you, as Du Pin does after Eusebius, that they were
owned as canonical, at all times, and by all Christians. Whether the
council of Laodicea was held before or after that of Nice, is not a
seltled point; all the books of the New Testament, except the Revela.
tion, are enumerated as canonical in the Coustitutions of that council;
but it is a great mistake to suppose, that the greatest part of the
books of the New Testament were not in general use amongst Chris-
fians, long before the council of Laodicea was held. This is not
merely my opinion on the subject; it is the opinion of one much
better acquainted with ecclesiastical history than 1 am, and, probably,
than you are—osheim. ¢ The opinions,” says this author, ¢ or
rather the conjectures, of the learned concerning the time when the

bonks of the New Testament were collected into one volume, as also
about the authors of that collection, are extremely different. This
important question is attended with great and almost insuperable dif-
ficulties to us in these latter times. [t is however sufficient for us to
know, that, beforc the middie of the second century, the greatest
part of the books of the New Testament were read in every Christian
society throaghout the world, and recrived as a divioe rule of faith
and manners. Hence it appears, that these sacred writings were
carefully separated from several human compositions upon the same
sabject, either by some of the apostles themselves, who lived so long,
or by their disciples and successors, who were rpread abroad
throungh all nations. We are 'well assured, that the four gospels
were collected during the life of St. Joho, and tlat the three first
received the approbation of this divine apostle. And why may we
not suppose, that the other books of the New Testament were ga-
thered together at the same time? What renders this highly pro-
bable is, that the most urgent necessity required its being done. For
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not long after Christ’s ascension into heaven, several histories of
his life and doctrines, full of pious frauds, and fabulous wonders,
were composed by persons, whose intentions, perhaps, were not
bad, but whose writings discovered the greatest superstition and
ignorance, Nor was this all: productions appeared, which were
imposed on the world, by frandulent men, as the writings of the holy
apostles. These apocryphal and spurious writings must have pro-
duced a sad confusion, and rendered both the history and the doctrine
of Christ uncertair, had not the rulers of the chuerch used all possible
care and diligence in separating the books that were truly apostolical
and divine, from all that spurious trash, and conveying them down
to posterity in one volume.”

Did you ever read the apology for the Christians, which Justin
Martyr presented to the emperor Antoninus Pius, to the senate and
peopie of Rome? 1 should sooner expect a falsity in a petition, which
any body of persecuted men, imploring justicc, should present to the
king and parliament of Great Britain, than in this apology.~—Yet in
this apology, which was presented not fifty years alter the death of
St. John, not ounly parts of all the four gospels are quoted, but it is
expressly said, that on the day cailed Sunday, a portion of them was
read in the public assemblies of the Christians, I forbear pursuing
this matter farther ; else it might easily be shewn, that probably the
gospels, and certainly some of St. Paul’s epistles, were known to
Clement, Ignatius, and Polycarp, contemporaries with the apostles.
These men could not quote or refer to books which did not exist:
and therefore, though you could make it out that the book cailed
the New Testament did not formally exist under that title, till 350
years after Christ; yet 1 hold it to be a certain fact, that all the
books, of which it is composed, were written, and most of them re-
ceived by all Christians, within a few years after his death. .

Y cu raise a difficulty relative to the time which intervened between
the death and resurrection of Jesus, who had-said, that the Son of man
shall be three days and three nights in the heart of the earth.—Are
you ignorant then, that the Jews used the phrase three days aud
three nights, to denote what we understand by three days i—It is

satd in (enesis, chap. vii. 12, ¢ The rain was upon the earth forty
days and forty nights;” and this is equivalent to the expression,
(ver. 17.) * And the flood was forty days upon the earth.”’ Instead
then of saying threc days and three nights, let us simply say—three
days—and you will not object to Christ’s being three days—IF'riday,
Saturday, and Sunday, in the heart of the earth. I do not say that
he was in the grave the whole of either Friday or Sunday ; but an
hundred instances might be produced, from writers of all nations, in
which a part of a day is spoken of as the whole.—Thus much fpr the
defence of the historical part of the New Testament. "
You have introduced an account of Faustus, as denying the ge-
nuineness of the books of the New Testament. Will you permit that
great scholar in sacred literature, Michaelis, to tell you something
about this Faustus ?—* He was ignorant, as were most of the African
writers, of the Greek language, and acquainted with the New Tes-
tament merely through the chaonel of the Latin translation ; he was
not only devoid of a sufficient fund of learning, but illiterate in the
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highest degree. An argument which he brings against the genuinene.s
of the gospel affords sufficient ground for this assertion : for he con.-
tends, that the gospel of St. Matthew could not have been written by
St. Matthew himself, because he is always mentioned in the third per.-
son.” You know who has argued like Faustus, but } did not thisk
myself authorized, on that acccunt, to call you illiterate in the highest
degree : but Michaelis makes a still more severe conclusion concern-
ing Faustus ; and he extends his observation to every man who ar-
gued like him.—* A man capable of such an argument must have
been ignorant not only of the Greek writers, the knowledge of which
could not have becn expected from Faustus, but c¢ven of the Com.
mentaries of Cesar. And were it thought improbable that so heavy a
charge could be laid with justice on the side of his kunowledge, it
wou!ld fall with double weight on the side of his honesty, and induce
us to suppose, that, preferring the arts of sophistry to the plainness
of truth, he maintained opinions which he believed to be false.”
(Marsh’s Transl.) Never more, 1 think, shall we hear of Meses nat
being the author of the Peuntateuch, ou account of its being written
in the third person.

Not being able to produce any arcument to render questionable
either the genuineness or the authenticity of 5t, Paul’s Epistles, you
tell us, that ““itis a matter of no great importance by whom they
were written, since the writer, whoever he was, attempts to prove his
doctrine by argument : he does not pretend to have been witness to
any of the scenes told of the resurrection and ascension, and he de.
clares that he had not believed them.” That Paul had so far resisted
the evidence which the apostles had given of the resurrection and
ascension of Jesus, as to be a persecutor of the disciples of Christ, is
certain ; but I do not remember the place where he declares that he
had not believed them, The high priest and the senate of the children
of Israel did not deny the reality of the miracles, which had been
wrought by Peter and the apostles; they did not contradict their tes.
timony concerning the resurrection and the ascension; but whether
they believed it or not, they were fired with indignation, and took
counsel to put the aposties to death: and this was also the temper of
Paul; whether he believed or did not believe the story of tle resur-
rection, he was exceedingly mad against the saints. The writer of
Paul’s Epistles does not attempt to prove his doctrine by argument :
he in many places tells us, that his doctrine was not taught him by
man, or any invention of his own, which required the ingenuity of

argoment to prove it :—¢ 1 certify you, brethren, that {he gospel
which was preached of me, is not after man, ¥or I neither received
it of man, neither was [ taught it, but by the revelation of Jesus
Christ.”  Paul does not pretend to have been a witness of the story
of the resurrection, but he does much more: he asserts, that he was
himself a witness of the resurrection. After enumerating many ap-
pearances of Jesus to his disciples, Paul says of himself, ¢ Last of
all, he was scen of me also, as of one horn out of due time.” Whe-
ther you will admit Paul to have been a frue witness or not, you
cannot deny that he pretends to bave been a witneis of the re-
surrection.

The story of bis being struck to the ground, as he was journeying



PAINE'S AGE OF REASON. 65

{o Damascus, has nothing in it, you say, miraculous or extraor-
dinary : you represent him as struck by lightning.—It is somewhat
extraordinary for @ man, who is struck by lightning, to have, at the
very time, full possession of his understanding; to hear a voice
issuing from the lightning, speaking to him in the Hebrew tongue,
calling him by his name, and entering into conversation with him.
His companions, you say, appear not to have suffered in the same
manner :—the greater the wonder. Il it was & common storm of
thunder and lightning which struck Paul and all his companions to
the ground, it is somewhat extraordinary that he alone should be
hurt ; and that, notwithstanding his being struck blind by lightning,
he should in other respects be so little hurt, as to be immediately able
to walk into the city of Damascus. Se diilicult is it to oppose truth
by an hypothesis !—In the character of Paul you discover a great deal
of violence and fanaticism; and such men, you observe, are never
good moral evidences of any doctrine they preach. Read, sir, Lord
Lytticton’s OQbservations on the Conversion and Apostleship of St. Paul ;
and T think you will be convinced of the contrary. That elegant
writer thus expresses his opinion on this subject—** Besides all the
proofs of the Christian religion, which may be drawn from the pro-
phecies of the Old Testament, from the necessary connection it has
with the whole system of the Jewish religion, from the miracles of
Christ, and from the cvidence given of his resurrection by all the
other apostles, I think the conversion and apostleship of St.Paul
alone, duly considered, is, of itself, a demonstration sufficient to
prove Christianity to be a divine revelation.” I hope this opinion
will have some weight with you; it is not the opinion of a lying
Bible-prophet, of a stupid evangelist, or of an a b ab priest—but of
a fearned layman, whose illustrious rank received splendor from his
talents.

You are displeased with St. Paul ¢ for setting out to prove the re-
surrection of the same body.”—You know, 1 presume, that the re-
surrection of the same body is not, by all, admitted to be a scriptural
doctrine.—*¢ In the New Testament (wherein, I think, are contained
all the articles of the Christian faith) I find our Saviour and the apos-
tles to preach the resurrection of the dead, and the resurrection from
the dead, in many places; but 1 do not remember any place where the
resurrection of the same body is so much as mentioned.”” 'This obser-
vation of Mr. Locke I so far adopt, as to deny that you can produce
any place in the wntings of St. Paul, wherein he sets out to prove the

resurrection of the same body. 1do not question the possibility of
the resurrection of the same body, and I am not ignorant of the man-

ner in which some learned men have explained it (somewhat after the
way of your vegetative speck in the kernel of a peach); but as you
are discrediting St. Paul’s doctrine, you ought to shew that what you
attempt to discredit #s the doctrine of the apostle. As a matter of
choice, you had rather have a better body ;—you will have a better
body,—¢ your natural body will be raised a spiritual body, your cor-
ruptible will put on incorruption.”” You are so much out of humour
with your present body, that you inform us, every animal in the crea-
tion excels us in something. Now I had always thought, that the

single circamstance of our having hands, and their having none, gave
K
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us an infinite soperiority not only over insects, fishes, snails, and
spiders (which you represent as excelling us in locomotive powers),
but over all the animals of the creation ; and enabled us, in the lan.
guage of Cicero, describing the manifold utility of our hands, to make
as it were a new nature of things. As to what you sayabout the con-
sciousness of existence being the only conceivable idea of a future life
—it proves nothing either for or against the resurrection of a body,
or of the same body; it does not inform uvs, whether to any or fo
what substance, material or immalterial, this consciousness is aunexed.
I leave it, however, to others, who do not admit personal identity to
consist in consciousuess, to dispute with you on this point, and wil-
lingly subscribe to the opinion of Mr. Locke, ¢ that nothing but cou-
sciousness can unite remote existences into the same person.”

From a caterpillar’s passing into a torpid state resembling death,
and afterwards appearing a splendid butterfly,and from the (supposed)
consciousness of existence which the animal had in these different
states, you ask, ¢ Why must I belicve, that the resurrection of the
same body is necessary to continue in me the consciousness of existence
hereafter 2’—1 do not dislike analogical reasoning, when applied to
proper objects, and kept within due bounds :—but where is it said in
scripture, that the resurrection of the same body is necessary to con.
tinue io you the consciousness of existence? Those who admit a con.
scious state of the soul between death and the resurrection, will con-
tend, that the soul is the substance in which consciousness is conti-
nued without interruption :—those who deny the intermediate state of
the soul as a state of consciousness, will contend, that consciousness
is not destroyed by death, but suspended by it, asitis suspended
during a sound slecp ; and that it may as easily be restored after death,
as after sleep, during which the faculties of the soul are not extinct,
but dormant.—1Those who think that the soul is nothing distinct from
the compages of the body, not a substance but a mere quality, will
maintain, that the consciousness appertaining to every individual per-
son is not lost when the body is destroyed ; that it is known to God:
and may, at the general resurrection, be annexed to any system of
matter he may think fit, or to that particular compages to which it
belonged in this life.

In reading your book I have been frequently shocked at the viru-
fence of your zeal, at the indecorum of your abuse in applying vul-
gar and offensive epithets to men who have been held, and who will
long, I trust, continue to be holden, in high estimation. I know
that the scar of calumnyis seldom wholly effaced, it remains long
after the wound is healed; and your abuse of holy men and holy
things will be remembered, when your arguments against them are
refuted and forgotten. Moscs you term an arrogant coxcomb, n chief
assassin ; Aaron, Joshua, Samuel, and David, monsters and impostors ;
the Jewish Kings a parcel of rascals; Jeremiak and the rest of the
prophets, liars ; and Paul a fool, for having writtcn one of the sub-
limest compuositions, and on the most important subject, that ever oc-
cupied the mind of man—the lesson in our burial service ;—this lesson
you call a doubtful jargon, as destitute of meaning as the tolling of
the bell at the funeral.—Mecn of low condition! pressed down, as
you often are, by calamities generally incident to human nature, and
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groaning under Durdens of misery peculiar to your condition, what
thought you when you heard this lesson read at the funeral of your
child, your parent, or your friend? Was it mere jargon to you, as
destitute of mecaning as the tolling of a bell —No.—You understood
from it, that you would not all sleep, but that you would all be chang-
ed in a moment at the last trump ; you understood from it, that this
corruptible must put on incorruption, that this mortal must put on
immortality, and that death would be swallowed up in victory; you

understood from it, that if (notwithstanding profane attempts to sab-
vert your faith) ye continue stedfast, unmoveable, always abounding
in the work of the Lord, your labour will not be in vain.

You seem fond of displaying your skill in science and philosophy ;
you speak more than once of Euclid ; and, in censuring St. Paul, you
intimate to.vs, that when the apostle says—one star diftereth from
another star in glory—he ought to have said—in distance.—All men
sce that one star differeth from auother star in glory or brightness;
but few men knomw that their difference in brightness arises from their
differencein distance; and I beg leave to say, that even you, philo-.
sopher as you are, do not know it. You make an assumption which
you cannot prove—that the stars are equal in magnitude, and placed
at o/ fferent distauces from the earth ;—but you cannot prove that they
are not different in magnitude, and placed at equal distances, though
none of them may be so near to the earth, as to have any sensible
annual parallax.—I beg pardon of my readers for touching upon this
subject ; but it really moves one’s’indignation, to see a smattering in
philosophy urged as an argument against the veracity of an apostle.—
¢ Little Jearning is a dangerous thing.”

Paul, you say, affects to be a naturalist ; and to prove (you might
more properly have said illustrate) his system of resurrection from the
principles of vegetation—¢* Thou fool,” says he, ¢ that which thou
sowest is not quickened except it die :”’—to which one might reply, in
his own language, aund say—*¢ Thou fool, Paul, that which thou sow-
cst is nol quickenecd except it die not.” It may be seen, I think, from
this passage, who affects to be a naturalist, to be acquainted with the
microscopical discoveries of modern times ; which were probably nei-
ther known to PPaul, nor to the Corinthians; and which, had they
heen known to them both, would have been of little use in the illuse
tration of the subject of the resurrection. Paul said—that which
thou sowest is not quickened except it die :~every husbandman in
Corinth, though unable perhaps to define the term death, would ua-
derstand the apostle’s phrase in a popular sense, and agree with him
that a grain of wheat must become roften in the ground Dbefore it
could sprout; and that, as God raised from a rotten grain of wheat,
the roots, the stem, the leaves, the ear of a new plant, he might also
cause a new body to spring up from the rotten carcase in the grave.—
Doctor Clarke observes, * In like manner as in every grain of corn

there is contained a minute insensible seminal principle, which is itself
the entire future blade and ear, and in due season, when all the rest
of the grain is corrupted, evolves and unfolds itself visibly to the eye;
so our present mortal and corruptible body may be but the exuvie, as
it were, of some hidden and at present insenstble principle (possibly

the present scat of the soul), which at the resurrection shall discover
K2



68 BISHOP OF LLANDAFF S ANSWER TO

itself in its proper form.” I do not agree with this great man (for
such I esteem him) in this philosophical conjecture ; but the quotation
may serve to shew you, that the germ does not evolve and unfold it-
self visibly to the eye till all the rest of the grain i8 corrupted ; that
is, in the language and meaning of St. Paul, till it dies.—Though the
authority of Jesus may have as little weight with you as that of Paui,
yet it may not be improper to quote to you our Saviour’s expression,
when he foretells the numerous disciples which his death would pro.
duce—< Except a corn of wheat fall into the ground, and die, it abi.
deth alone: bat if it die, it briogeth forth much fruit.””’—You per-
ceive from this, that the Jews thought the death of the grain was ne-
cessary to its re-production :—hence every one may see what little
reason you nad to object to the apostle’s popular illustration of the
“possibility of a2 resurrection.  Ifad he known as much as any natura.
list in Europe does, of the progress of an animal from one state to
another, as from a worm to a butterfly (which you think applies to
the case), 1 am of opinion he would not have used that illustration
in preference to what he has used, which is obvious and satisfactory.
Whether the fourteen epistles ascribed to Paul were written by
him or not, is, in your judgment, a matter of indiflerence.—So far
from being a matter of indifference, I consider the genuineness of
St. Paul’s epistles to be a matter of the greatest importance; for if
the epistles, ascribed to Paul, were written by him (and there is
unquestionable proof that they were), it will be difficult for you, or
for any man. upon fair principles of sound reasoning, to deny that
the Christian religion is true, . The argument is a short one, and ob.
vious to every capacity. It stands thus :—St. Paul wrote several let-
ters to those whom, in different countries, he had converted to the
Christian faith ; in these letters ke affirms two things ;—first, that he
had wrought miracles in their presence ;—secondly, that many of
themselves had received the gift of tongues, and other miraculous gifts
of the Iloly Ghost.——The persons to whom these letters were address-
ed must, on reading them, have certainly known, whether Paul af.
firmed what was true, or told a plain lie; they must have known,
whether they had seen him work miracles; they must have been con.
scious, whether they themselves did or did ot possess any miraculous
gifts.—Now can you, or can any man, believe, for a mowment, that
Paul (a man certainly of great abilities) would have written public
letters, full of lies, and which could not fail of being discovered to be
lies, as soon as his letters were read Z—Paul could not be guilty of
falschood in these two points, or in either of them ; and if either of
them be true, the Christian religion is true. References to these two
points are frequent in St. Paul’s epistles: I will mention only a few.
In his Epistle to the Galatians, he says (chap. iii. 2, 5.) ¢« This only
would I learn of you, received ye the spirit (gifts of the spirit) by
the works of the law 2>—He ministereth to you the spirit, and worketh
miracles among you.’—To the The:salonians he says (1 'Thess. ch. i.
5.) ¢ Qur gospel came not unto you in word only, but also in power,
and in the Holy Ghost.”—To the Corinthians he thus expresses him-
self: (1 Cor. ii. 4.) “* My preaching was not with eunticing words of
man's wisdom, but i the demounstration of the spirit and of power;”
—and ke adds the reason for his working miracles—< That your faith
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should not stand in the wisdom of wen, but in the power of God.”—
With what alacrity would the faction at Corinth, which opposed the
apostle, have laid hold of this and many similar declarations in the
letter, had they been able to have detected any falsehood in them!
There i§ no need to multiply words on so clear a point—the genuine-
ness of Paul’s Epistles proves their authenticity, independently of
every other proof; for it is absurd in the extreme to suppose him,
under circumstances of obvious detection, capable of advancing what
was not true ; and if Paul’s EFpistles be both genuine and authentic,
the Christian religion is true.—Think of this argument.

You close your observations in the following manner :—*¢ Should
the Bible (meaning, as I have before remarked, the Old Testament)
and Testament hereafter fall, it is not I that have been the occasion.”
You look, I think, upon your production with a parent’s partial eye,
when you speak of it in such a style of self-complacency. The Bible,
sir, has withstood the learning of Porphyry, and the power of Julian,
to say nothing of the manichean Faustus—it has resisted the genius
of Bolingbroke, and the wit of Follaire, to say nothing of a nume-
rous herd of inferior assailants—and it will not fall by your force.
You have barbed anew the blunted arrows of former adversaries;
you have feathered them with blasphemy and ridicule ; dipped them
in your deadliest poison; aimed them with your utmost skill ; shot
them against the shield of faith with your utmost vigour; but, like

the feeble javelin of aged Priam, they will scarcely reach the mark,
will full to the ground without a stroke.

_— - — - " e here—r

LETTER X.

Tue remaining part of your work can hardly be made the subject
of animadversion. It principally counsists of unsupported assertions,
abusive appellations, illiberal sarcasms, strifes of words, profane bab-
blings, and oppositions of science falsely so called. I am hurt at being,
In mere justice to the subject, under the necessity of using such harsh
language; and 1 am sincerely sorry that, from what cause I know
nof, your mind has received a strong bias in every point respecting
revealed religion. You are capable of better things ; for there is a
philosophical sublimity in some of your ideas, when you speak of
the Supreme Being, as the Creator of the universe. That you may not
accusc me of disrespect, in passing over any part of your work without
bestowing proper attention upon it, I will wait upon you through
what you call your—conclusion.

You refer your reader to the former part of the Age of Reason ;
in which you have spoken of what you cstcem three frauds—mystery,
miracle, and prophecy.---I have not at hand the book to which you
refer, and know not what you have said on these subjects ; they are
subjects of great importance, and we, probably, should differ essen-
tially in our opinion concerning them ; but, I confess, I am not sorry
to be excused from examining what you have said on these points.
The specimen of your reasoning, which is now before me, has taken
from me every inclination to trouble cither my reader, or myself, with
any observations on your former book.
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Y ou admit the possibility of God's revealing his will to man; yet
‘“ the thing so revealed,” you say, ¢ is revelation to the person only
to whom it is made ; his account of it to another is not revelation.”.-.

This is true 3 his account is simple testimony.  You add, there is no
¢ possible criterion to judge of the truth of what he says.”--.'T'his |
positively deny ; and contend, that a real miracle, performed in attes-
tation of revealed truth, is a certain criterion by which we may judge
of the truth of that attestation. 1 aln perfectly aware of the objec-
tions which may be made to this position ; I have examined them with
care ; I acknowledge them to be of weight; but 1 do not speak un.
advisedly, or as wishing to dictate to other men, when I say, that |
am persuaded the position is true. So thought Moses, when, in the
matter of horah, he said to the Israclites—¢¢ If thcse men die the
commen death of all men, then the Lord hath not sent me.”—So
thought Elijah, when he said—¢ Lord God of Abraham, Isaac, aud
of lIsrael, let it be known this day, that thou art God in [srael, aud
that § am thy servant ;”’— and the people, before whom he spake, werc
of the same opinion: for, when the fire of the Lord fell, and con.
sumed the burat sacrifice, they said---*¢ The Lord, he is the (rod.”.--
So thought our Saviour, when he said---¢ The works that I do in my
Father’s npame, they bear witness of me;”--cand, *“ If 1 do not the
works of my Father, believe me not.”” What reason have we to be-
lieve Jesus speaking in the gospel, and to dishelieve Mahomet speak-
ing in the Roran? Both of them lay clain to a divine commission ;
and yvet we receive the words of the one as a revelation from (vod,
and we reject the words of the -other as an imposture of man. The
reason is evident; Jesus established his pretensions, not by alledging
auy secret communication with the Daity, but by working nnmerous
and indubitable miracles in the presence of thousands, and which the
most bitter and watchf{ul of his enemies could aot disallow ; but Ma-
homet wrought no miracles at all.—Nor is a miracle the only criterion
by which we may judze of the truth of a revelation. If a series of
prophets should, through a course of many centurics, predict the ap.
pearance of a certain person, whom God would, at a particular time,
scitd iuto the world for a particular end ; and at length a person should
appear, in whom all the predictions were minutely accomplished ;
such a completion of prophiecy would be a criterion of th2 truth of
that revelation, which that person should dcliver to mankind. Orif
a person should now say (as wany false prophets have said, and are
datly saying,) that tie had a commission to declare the will of (rod;
and, 2sa proof of his veracity, should predict—that, after his dcath,
lie would rise from the dead on the third day ;—the completion of such
a prophecy would, I presume, be a sufficient criterion of the truth of
what this man might have said concerning the will of God. Now I
tell you (says Jesus to his disciples, concerning Judas, who was to
betray him,) before it come, that when it is come to pass ye may be-
lieve that | am he. In various parts of the gospels our Saviour, with
the utmost propriety, claims to be received as the messenger of God,
not only from the miracles which he wrought, but from the prophecies
which were fulfilled in his person, and from the predictions which he
himself dedivered.  Tence, instead of there beinr no criterion by
which we may judae of the truth of the Christian revelation, there
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ave clearly three. It isan easy matter to use an indecorous flippancy
of language in speaking of the Christian religion, and with a superci-
lious negligence to class Christ and his apostles amongst the impostors

who have figured in the world ; but it is not, I think, an easy matter
for any man, of good sense and sound erudition, to make an impartial
examination into any one of the three grounds of Christianity which
] have here mentioned, and to reject it.

What is it, you ask, the Bible teaches >—The prophet Micah shall
answer you: it teaches us—* to do justly, to love mercy, and to
walk humbly with our God ;’—justice, mercy, and picty, instead of
what you contend for—rapine, cruelty, and murder. What is it,
you demand, the Testament teaches us 2 You answer your question—
to believe that the Almighty comwitted debauchery with a woman.—
Absurd and impious assertion! No, sir, no; this profane doctrine,
this miserable stuft, this blasphemous perversion of scripture, is your
doctrine, not that of the New Testament. I wiil tell you the lesson
which it teaches to iufidels as well as to believers; it is a lesson
which philosophy never taught, which wit cannot ridicule, nor so-
phistry disprove ; the lesson is this—*¢* The dead shall hear the voice
of the Son of Ged, and they that hear shall live :—all that are in
their graves shall come forth; they that have done good, unto the

resurrection of life; and they that have done evil, uato the resur-
rection of damnation.’

The moral precepts of the gospel are so well fitted to promote the
happiness of mankind in this world, and to prepare human nature for
the future enjoyment of that blessedness, of which, in our present
state, we can form no conception, that I had no expectation they
would have met with your disapprobation. You say, howeverye
‘““ As to the scraps of morality that are irregularly and thinly scata
tered in those books, they make no part of the pretended thing,
revealed religion.”—* Whatsoever ye would that men should do te
you, do ye even so to them.’——1Is this a scrap of merality? Is it not
rather the concentrated essence of all ethics, the vigorous root from
which every branch of moral duty towards cach other may be de-
rivedf Duties, you know, are distinguished by moralists into duties
of perfect and imperfect obligation ; does the Bible teach you nothing,
when it instructs you, that this distinction is done away ?>—when it
hids you put on bowels of mercics, kindness, humbleness of mind,
meekness, long-suffering, forbearing one another, and forgiving one
another, if any man have a quarrel against any.” These, and pre~
cepts such as these, you will in vain look for in the codes of Frederic
or Justinian ; you cannot find them in our statute books ; they were
not taught, nor are they taught, in the schools of heathen philo-
sophy 3 or, if some one or two of them should chance to be glanced
at by a Plato, a Seneca, or a Cicero, they are not bound upon the
consciences of maokind by any sanction. It 1s in the gospel, and in
the gospel alene, that we learn their imporfance; acts of benevo-
ience and brotherly love may be to an unbeliever voluntary acts, to a
Christian they are indispeusable duties.—Is a new commandment no
part of revealed religion? ¢¢ A new commandment I give unto you,
That ye love one another:” the law of Chyistian benevolence is en-
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joined us by Christ himself in the most solemn manner, as the distin-
guishing badge of our being his disciples.

Two precepts you particularise as inconsistent with the dignity and
the nature of man—that of not resenting injuries, and that of loving
enemies. Who but yourself ever interpreted literally the proverbial
phrase, ¢ If a man smite thec on thy right cheek, turn to him, the
other also 7 Did Jesus himself turn the other check when the officer
of the high priest smote him ¢ It is cvident, that a patient acquies-
cence under siicht nersonal injuries is here cnjoined; and that a
Froneness to revenge, which iustigates men to savage acts of brutality,
for cvery trifling ofience, is forbidden. As to loving encmics, it is
explained in another place, to mean, the doing them all the good in
our power; ‘if thine enemy hunger, feed him; if he thirst, give him
drink;” and what thiuk you is more likely to preserve peace, and to
promote Kind affections amongst men, than the returning good for
evil I Christianity does not order us to {ove in proportion to the in.
jury; “ it does not offer 2 premiumn for a crime,” it orders us to let
our benevolence extend alike to ail, that we may emulate the De-
nignity of (+od himself, who maketh ¢ his sun to rise on the evil and
on the good.”

In the law of Moses, retaliation for deliberate injuries had been
ordained—an eye for an eye, a tooth for a tooth.—_dristolle, in his
Treatise of Morals, says, that some thought retaliation of personal
wrongs an equitable proceeding 3 Rhadamanthus is said to have given
it bis sanction; the decemviral laws allowed it; the commou law of
England did not forbid it; and it is said to be still the law of some
countries, even in Christendom : but the mild spirit of Christianity
absolutely proaibits, not only the retaliation of injuries, but the in.
dulgence of every resentful propensity.

¢ 1t has been,” you aflirm, ** the scheme of the Christian church
to hold man 1n ignorance of the Creator, as it is of government to
hold him in ignorance of his rights.”—1 appeal to the plain sense of
any honest man to judge whether this represcntation be true in either
particular, When he attends the scrvice of the church, does he dis-
cover any design in the minister to keep him in ignorance of bhis
Creator 32—Arc not the public prayers in which he joins; the lessons
which are read to him ; the sermons which are preached to him, all
calculated to impress upon his mind a strong conviction of the mercy,
justice, holiness, power, and wisdom of the one adorable God,
blessed for ever: By these means, which the Christian church hath
provided for our instruction, 1 will venture to say, that the most un.
learned congregation of Christians in (rreat Britain have more just
and sublime conceptions of the Creator, a2 more perfect knowledge of
their duty towards him, and a stronger inducement to the practice of
virtue, holiness, and temperance, than all the philosophers of all the
heathen countries in the world ever had, or now have. If, indeed,
your scheme should take place, and men should no longer believe
their Bible, then would they soon become as tgnorant of the Creator,
as all the world was when God called Abraham from his kindred;
and as all the world, which has had no communication with either
Jews or Christians, now is. Then would they soon bow down to
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stocks and stones, kiss their hand (as they did in the time of Job,
and as the poor African does now,) to the moon walking in bright-
ness, and deny the God that is above; then would they worship
Jupiter, Bacchus, and Venus, and emulate, in the transcendant fagi-
tiousness of their lives, the impure morals of their gods.

What design has government to keep men in ignorance of their
rights 2 Noue whatever.—All wise statesmen are persuaded, that the
more men know of their rights, the better subjects they will become.

Subjects, not from necessity but choice, are (he [irmest friends of every
government. ‘The people of Gireat Dritain ure well acquainted with
their natural and social rights ; they understand them better than the
people of any other country do; they know that they have a right to
he free, not only from the capricious tyranny of any one man’s will,
but from the more afflicting despotism of republican factions; and it
is this very knowledge which attaches them to the constitution of
their country. 1 have no fear that the people should know teo much
of their rights ;: my fear is that they should not know them in all their
relations, and to their {ull extent. The government does not desire
that men should remain ia ignorance of their rights; but it both desires,
and requires, that they should not disturb the public peace, under
ain pretences; that they should make themselves acquainted, not
merely with the rizhts, but with the duties also of men 1n civil society.
[ am far from ridiculing (as some have done) the rights of man; I
have long ago nuderstood, that thie poor as well as the rich, and that
the rich as well as the poor, have, by nature, some rights, which no
human government can justly take from them, without their tacit or
express consent ; and some also, which they themselves have no power
to surrender to any government.  QOune of the principal rights of man,
in a state either of paturc or of society, is a right of property in the
fruits of his industry, ingenuity, or gocd fortune.—Does government
hold any man in ignorance of this right 2 So much the contrary, that
the chief care of governmnent is to declare, ascertain, modify, and de-
fend this right; nay, it gives right, where nature gives none; it pro-
tects the goods of an intestate; and it allows a man, at his death, to
dispose of that property, which the law of nature would cause to
revert into the common stock. Sincerely as I am attached to the
liberties of mankind, I cannot but profess myself an utter enemy to
that spurious philosophy, that democratic insanity, which would equa-
lize all property, and level all distinctions, in civil society. Personal
distinctions, arising from superior probity, learning, eloquence, skill,
courage, and from every other excellency of talents, are the very
blood and nerves of the body politic ; they animate the whole, and iovi-
gorate every part; without them, its bones would become reeds, and
its marrow water; it would presently sink into a fetid senseless mass
of corruption.—Power may be used for private ends, and in oppesition
o the public good ; rank may be improperly conferred, and insolently
‘ustained ; riches may be wickedly acquired, and viciously applied:
but as this is neither necessarily, nor generally the case, I caunot agree
with those who, in asserting the natural equality of men, spurn the
instituted distinctions attending power, rank, ani) riches.— But [ mean
ol to enter into any discussion on this subject, farther than to say,
that your crimination of government appears to me to be wholly un-

I.
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founded ; and to express my hope, that no one individual will be g9
far misled by disquisitions on the rights of man, as to think that he
has any right to do wrong, as to forget that other men have rights ay
well as he.

You are animated wih proper sentiments of piety, when you speak
of the structure of the vniverse. No one, indeed, who counsiders it
with attention, can fail of having his mind filled with the supremest
veneration for its Author. Who can contemplate, witho.. astonish,.
ment, the motion of a comet, runnmg far beyond the orl of Saturn,
endeav-uring to escape into the pathless regions of unhounded space,
vet feeling. at its ntmost distance, the attractive influence of the sun,
nearing, as it were, the voice of Geod arresting its p __ress, and com.
pelling ity after alapse of ages, to reiterateits ancient course !—Whe
can comprehend the distance of the stars from the earth, and from

each other? It is co great, that it mocks our conception ; our very
imagination is terrified, confounded, and lost, when ve arc told, that
a ray of light, which moves at the rate of above ten millions of miles
in 2 minute, will not, though ¢mitted at this instant from the brightest
star, reach the earth in less than six years.—We think his earth a
great globe; and we see the sadw ickedness, which individuals are
often guilty of, in scraping together a little dirt : we view, with stjll
greater astonishment and horror, the mighty ruin which has, in ali
azes, been brought upon human kind, by the low ambition of con.
tending powers, to acquire a temporary possession of a little portion
oi its surface. But how does the whole of this globe sink, as it were,
to nothiug, when we consider that a million of earths will scarcely
vqual the bulk of the sun; that all the stars are suns; and that
miilions ol su nsconstitute, probably, buta minute portion of that ma-
terial world,which (God hath distributed through the immensity of space!
—Systems, however, of insensible matter, though arranged in ex
guisite order, prove only the wisdom and the power of the great Archi-
tect of nature.—As percipient beings, we look for something more—
for his goodness—and we cannot open our e¢yes without seeing it.
Every portion of the earth, sea, and air, is full of sensitive beings,

capable, in their respective orders. of cnjoying the good things which ©
God has prepared for their comfort. All the orders of beings are ;
enabled to propagate their kind ; and thus provision is made fora -
successive continuation of happiness. Individuals yield to the lawof .
dissolution inseparable from the material structurc of their bodies: but -

no gap is thereby left in existence ; their place is occupied by other
individuals capable of participating in the goodness of the Almighty.

)

Countemplations such as these fill the miad with humility, benevolence, j
and piety. But why should we stop here? why not contemplate the
goouness of God in the redemption, as well as in the creation of the

world? By the death of his only begotton Son Jesus Christ, he hath
redeemed the whole human race from the eternal death, which the

transgression of Adam had entailed on all his posterity.— Y ou believe |

nothing about the transgression of ‘Adam. The history of Eve and
the serpeat excites your contempt; you will not admit that it1s either
a real history, or anallegorical representation of death entering intothe
world through sin, through disobedience to the command of God.-—-:Be
it so.—You find, however, that death doth reigun over all mankind,
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by whatever miean it was introduccd : this is not a matter of belie

but of lamentable knowledge.—The New Testament tells us, that,

throvgh the merciful dispensation of God, Christ hath overcome death

ood restored man to that immortality which Adam had lost :—this
ajso you refuse to believe.—Why ¢ Because you cannot account for
the propriety of this redemption.-.-Miserable reason! Stupid cbjection,
What is there that you can account for ? Not for the germibation of a
blade of grass, nor forthe fail of a leaf of the forest...und will you refuse
to eat the fruits of the earth, because God has not given you wisdom
equal to his own? Will you refuse to lay hold on immortahity, because
he has not given you, because he, probably could not give to sucha being
as man, a full manifestation of the end for which he designs him, nor
of the means requisite for the attainment of that end? What father
of a family can make level to the apprehension of his infant children,

all the views of happiness which his paternal goodness is preparing
for them? How can he explain to them the utility of reproof, cor.
rection, instruction, example of ail the various weans by which he
forms their minds to piety, temperance, and probity? Weare children
in the hand of God; we are in the very infuncy of our existence; just
separated from the womb of eternal duration ; it may not be possible
for the IFuther oftheuniverse tgexplain to us (infants inapprehension!)
the goodness and the wisdom of his dealings with the sons of men.
What qualities of mind will be necessary for our well-doing through all
cternity, we know not; what discipline in this infancy of existerce
maybe necessary for generating these qualities, we know not; whether
God could or could not consistently with the general good, have for-
given the transgression of Adam, without any atonement, we know
not; whether the malignity of sin be not se great, so opposite to the
general good, that 1t cannot be forgiven while it exists, that is, whilst
the mind retains 2 propensity to it, we know not: so that if there
should be much greater difficulty in comprehending the mode of God’s
moral government of mankind than there really is, there would be no
reason for doubting of its rectitude. If the whole human race be
considered as but one small member of a large community of free and
inteltigent beings of differeat orders, and if this whole community be
subject to discipline and laws productive of the greatest possible good
to the whole system, then may we still more reasonably suspect our
capacity to comprehend the wisdom and gooduess of all GGod’s pro-
ceedings in the moral government of the universe.

You are lavish in your praisc of deism; it is so much better than
atheism, that | mean not to say any thing to its discredit; it is not,
however, without its difficulties. What think you of an uncaused
cause of every thing ? of a Being who has no relation to time, not
being older to-day than bhe was yesterday, nor younger to-day than
ne will be to-morrow ? who has no relation to space, not being a part
here and a part there, or a whole any where-? What think you ﬂfan
omniscient eing, who cannot know the future actions of a man? Or,
if his omniscience enables him to know them, what think you of the
contingenr. of human actions? And if human actions are not cone
lmﬂenl what think you of the morality of actiouns, of the distinction
between vice and virtue, crime and innecence, sin aud duty ?  What

think you of the infiuite goodness of a Being, who existed through
L2
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eteruity, without any emanatien of his goodness manitested 1o tle
creailon of sensuive beings 2 OUry i vou cuntead that there has been
an elernal creanion, what think you of an cireet coeval with ifs cause,
¢f matter not posterior to iis Mahker?  What think you of the cx.
isteuce of cn‘ neral and Imtural, in the work of an infinite Bemg
POWErUly Wist, 2hd ﬂoud W hat think you of the gift of freedom of

will, when the abuse of freedom becomes the cause of general misery?
I could proposce to yvour consideration a great mary other questiong
of a similiar tendency. the co.templation of wiich has driven nota
few frum deisu to ather-my, just as the dilliculties in vevealed religion
have driven yourseif, and svme others, from coristianity (o deism,
I'or my own part, I can see no reason why either revealed or natural
retigion shuuld be abandoned, on account of the difficuliies which
atiend cither of them, 1 look up to the incomprehensibie Maker of
heaven and ol wilh unspeakable admiration and seif.anoihilation,
andain a deist --1 contemplate, with the utmost gratitude and humility
of mind, bis unsearchable wisdom and goodness in the redemption of
the worlu irem the cternal death, through the intervention of his Son
Jesus Christy and am a Christiun.--As a deist, I have little expectation;
as a Christian, 1 have no doubt of a future state. [ speak for myself,
and may be in an error, as to the ground of the first part of this opi.
niofi.  1ou, and other men, may conclude differently. I'rom the
inert nature of maltf.r---frc:m the faculties of the human mind...
from the apparent imperfection of God’s moral government of the

world-.-from many moedes of analegical reasoning, and from other
sourccs, some of the philosophers of antiquity did collect, and modern
philosophers may, perhaps, collect a strong probahtllty uf a future ex.
istence : and not only a future existence, but (which is quite a distioct
question) of a future state of retribution, proportioned to our moral
concuct in this worid. Far beit from me to loosen any of the obli-
gations of virtue; but I must confess,that [ cannot, {rom the same sources
of arrumentation, derive any positive assurance on the subject. ‘T'hink
then with what thankfulness of heart I reccive the Word of God, which
teil: me. that though ¢ in Adam (by the condition of our nature) alldie,
vet “iu Cari-t (by the covenant of arace) shall all be madealive.”” 1 lay
houd oo *cworual life as the giftof God through Jesus Christ.” | consi-
der it ot as any appendage ta the natute 1 derive from Adam. hut as
the f1ee gift of the Almighty, tirovgh his Son, whom he hath constitu-
teid Lerd of allthe Saviour, the Advocate, and the Judge of human kind,
- Detsm.”” vou afiinn, ¢ teaches us, without the possibility of being
mistaken, all that is necessary or proper to be kuown.”--—There are
three things, which all reasonable men admit are necessary and proper
to be known—the being of God—theprovidenceof GGod—a future state
of retribution.  Whether these three truths are so taught us by deism,
that there1suo possibilityof being mistaken concerning any of them, let
the hivtory of philosophy, and of idelatry, and superstition, in all ages
ar-d countries, determine. A volume might be filled with an aL('UUHt
oi them’stakesinio which the createst reasoners have fallen, and of the
uncertainty in whu h they lived, with respect (o every oie of thes
potats. 1 wai advert, briefly, oniy 1o the } 1st of them. Notwithstan-

ine theithustrions Lihours of (fuvs m(r Cudicor thy Clurke, Beater, and
ef abave two hundrod other modecn swriters on th.. subject, the pelor el

L Y
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mortality or immortality of the human soul is as little understood by
us, 85 it was by the philosophers of (sreece or Rome. The opposite
opinions of Plate and of KEpicurus, on this subject, have their several
supporters amongst the learncd of the present age, in Great Britain,

(:ermany, France, 1taly, in every enlightened part of the world ; and

they who have been most seriously occupied in the study of the ques-
tion concerning a future state, as deducible from the nature of the
human soul, are least dispused to give from reason a positive decision
of it either way. The importance of revelation is by nothing rendered
more apparent, than by the discordant sentiments of learned znd good

men (for I speak not of the ignorant and immoral) on this point. They
shew the iunsufiiciency of human reason, in a course of above two

thousand years, to unfold the mysteries of human nature, and to fur-
nish, from the contemplation of it,any assurance of equality of our future
condition. If youshonld ever become persuaded of this insufficiency
(and you canscarce {ail of becoming so, if you examine the matter
deeply,) you will, if you act rationally, be disposed to investigate, with
seriousness and impartiality, the truth of Christianity. You will say
of the gospel, as the Northumbrian heathens said of Paulinus, by
whom they were converied to the Christian religion---*¢ The more we
reflect on the nature of our soul, the less we know of it. Whilst it
animates our body, we may know some of its propertics ; but when
once separated, we know not whither it goes, or from whence it came.
Since, then, the gospel pretends to give us clearer notions of these
malters, we ought to hear it, and laying aside all passion and prejudice,
follow that which shall appear most conformable to right reason.”
What a blessing is it to beings, with such limited capacmes as our’s
confessedly are, to have God himself for our instructor in every thing
which 1t much concerns us to know! We are principally concerned
in knowing—not the origin of arts, or the recondite depths of science
—not the histories of mlghty cempires desolating the globe by their
contentions—no* the subtilties nf logic, the mysteries of mataphysics,
the sublimities of poetry, or the niceties of criticism.—These, and

subjects such as these, properly occupy the learned leisure of a few;
but the bulk of human kind have ever been, and must ever remain,

ignorant of them all; they must, of necessity. remain in the same

state with that which 2 German emperor voluntarily put himself into,
when he made a resolution, bordering on barbarism, that he would
never read a printed bovk.  We areall, of every rank and condition,
equally concerned in kuowing what will become of us after death ;
—and, 1 we are to live agmin, we are interested 1n knowing whe.
ther it is possible for us to do any thing whilst we live here, which
may render that future life an happy one. -—~-Now, ‘¢ that thing called
Christianity,” as vou scoflingly speauk—that last best gift of Almighty
(iod, as | esteem it, the gospel of Jesus Christ, has given us the most
clear and satisfactory information on both these points. It tells us,
what deism never could have told us, that we shall certainly be raised
from the dead—that, whatever be the nature of the soul, we shall
certainly live for vver—and that, whilst we live here, it is possible
for us to do much towards the rendermn‘ that everlasting life an happy

one.—These are tremendous tenths (o Dad men ; they cannot be re-

ceived and reflected on with indifference by the best : and thewsuy -
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cest to all such a cogent motive to virtuous action, as deism could no

furmish even to Brutus himself,

Some men have been warped to infidelity by viciousness of life;
and some may have hypocritically professed christianity from pros.
pects of temporal advantage: but, being a stranger to vour charae.
ter, I neither impute the former to you, nor can admit the latter as
operating on myself. The generality of unbehevers are such, from
want of information on the subject of religion ; having been engaged
from their youth 1n struggling for worldly distinction, or perplexed
with the incessant intricacies of business, or bewildered in thie pursuits
of pleasure, they have netther abilitv, inclination, nor leisure, to en.
ter into critical inquisitions conceruning the truth of christianity.

Men of this description are svon startled by objecticns which they are
not competent to answer ; and the loose morality of the age (su op-
posite to Christian perfection!) co-operating with their want of
scriptural kuowledge, they presently get nid of their nursery faith,
and are seldom sedulvus in the acquisition of another founded, not
on authority, but sober mvestigauon. Presuming, however, that
many deists arcas sincere in their belief as 1 am 10 mine, and knowing
that some are more able, and all as much interested as myself; to
make a rational inquiry into the truth of revealed religion, 1 feel no
propensity to Judge uncharitably of any of them. They do not thank
as | do, on a subject surpassing all uthers in impertance ; but they
are not. on that account, to be spoken of by me with asperity of lan-
guage, to be thought of by me as persons alienated from the mercies
0of God. The gospel has been offered to their acceptance ; and, from
whatever cause they reject it, I cannot but esteem their situation to

be dangerous. Under the influence of that persuasion I have been
induced to write this book. [ do not ex nect to derive from 1t etther
fame or profit; tncse are not improper incentives to honourable acu-
vity ; but there is a time of life when they cease to direct the judg-
ment of thinking men. Yhat I have written will not, I {ear, make
any impression on you; but | induige an hope, that it may not be
without its effect on some of vour readers.  Infidelity is n rank weed,
it threatens to overspread the Jand; its reot is principally fixed
amongst the great and opulent, but yon are endeavouring to extend
the maligmity of its poison through all the classes of the community.
There is a cliss of nen, for whom | have the g¢reatest respect, and
whom I am a2nxious tu preserve from the contamination of your irre-
ligion—the merchants, manufacturers, and tradesmen of the king-
dom. [ consider the influence of the example of this class as essen-
t'al to the welfare of the community. I know that they are in genc-
.+l given to readine, and desirous of information on all subjects. I
tins hittle book should chance to fall into their hands after they have
read your’s, and they should think that any of vour objections to the
authority of the Bible have not been fully answered, 1 entreat them
to attribute the omission to the brevity which [ have studied ; to my
desire of avoidinge learned disquisitions ; to my madvertency ; to my
inability ; to anv thins rather than o an inpossibihty of completely
ohvisting every difficulty you have bronght forward., 1 address the
wire vequest to such of the yvouth of both sexes, as may unhappily
av e ymbabed. from your writings, the pojcon of infidelits ; hescech-
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ing them to believe, that all their religious doubts may be removed,
though it may not have been in my power to answer, to their satis-
faction, all your objections. I pray God that the rising generation
of this land may be preserved from that *¢ evil heart of unbelief,”
which has brought ruin on a neighbouring rnation; that neither a neg-
lected education, nor domestic irreligion, nor evil communication, nor
the fashion of a licentious world, may ever induce them to forget,
that religion alune ought to be their rule of life.

In the conclusion of my Apology for Christianity, 1 informed Mr.
Gibbon of my extreme aversion to public controversy. 1 am now
twenty years older than I was then,and ] perceive that this my aver-
sion has increased with my age. I have, through life, abandoned my
little iterary productions to their fate : such of them as have been
attacked, have never received any defence from me ; nor will this
receive any, if it should meet with your public notice, or with that of
any other man.

Sincerely wishing that you may become a partaker of that faith in
revealed religion, which is the foundation of my happiness in this
world, aud of all my hopcs in another, I bid you farewell.

R. LANDAFF.
Celgarth Park, Jun. 20, 1796,
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