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EDITOR’S INTRODUCTION TO VOLUME VI

This number of the Simon Greenleaf Law Review
focuses on the English heritage in law, theology,
d apologetics.

This “Reader’s Feast” (to misapply an expression
11 in common use at the Inns of Court!) features
e publication of the 1985 Warburton Lecture deliver-
on July 14, 1985, at Lincoln’s Inn, London, Eng-
nd, by the Rev. Felix V.A. Boyse, Preacher to Lin-
In’s Inn and former Chaplain of Her Majesty the
een at Hampton Court Palace. His topic: “Cyprian,
.awyer and Bishop: A Study in Christian Leader-
ship.” The Warburton Lectureship was founded
n 1768, with the object, as expressed in the last will
and testament of its founder, “to prove the truth of
revealed religion in general, and of the Christian in
sarticular . . . .” Lecturers have included such great
ames as Alfred Edersheim, author of The Life and
mes of Jesus the Messiah.* The Simon Greenleaf
hool of Law is deeply gratified that its Law Review
s been chosen for the dissemination in print of
such a distinguished scholarly contribution.

- Also included in this number of the Law Review:
an analysis of the theological thought of one of the
greatest 18th-century English apologists, Thomas
Sherlock, Master of the Temple Church and author
of The Tryal of the Witnesses of the Resurrection of
Jesus (the text of The Tryal is reprinted in my Juris-

e N

*Edersheim’s Warburton Lectures were delivered in 1880-1884, and are still
_in-print under the title, Prophecy and History in Relation to the Messiah (reprint
&d.; Grand Rapids, Mich.: Baker Book House, 1980).



prudence: A Book of Readings**); the photolitho- ¥
graphic reprinting of the full texts of two other for-
gotten apologetic classics, William Webster’s The
Fitness of the Witnesses of the Resurrection of Christ
consider’d; In Answer to the principal Objections
against them (1731), together with its sequel, The §
Credibility of the Resurrection of Christ, upon the 3}
Testimony of the Apostles (1735); trial lawyer Lloyd
Paul Stryker’s essay, “Barristers and Solicitors — A
Plea for a Divided Bar”’; and a selection of the deeply
moving sermon notes recorded in 1602-1603 by young
barrister John Manningham of the Middle Temple,
who sat under future translators of the King James ¢
Bible such as Lancelot Andrewes — and who also
attended the first performance of Shakespeare’s
| Twelfth Night (in Middle Temple Hall), with Shakes-
| peare himself in the company.

In bringing such materials to the legal and theologi-
cal public, the Simon Greenleaf School of Law evi-
dences its commitment to a biblical and cultural
philosophy of legal education unique on the American

. scene today, but characteristic of the English Bar in
| the days of “Old Western Man” (to use C.S. Lewis’
| expression). '

Good reading!.

J.W.M.

**Strasbourg, France: International Scholarly Publishers, 1974; available in the
United States from the Simon Greenleaf School of Law.




THE THEOLOGICAL THOUGHT OF
THOMAS SHERLOCK (1678-1761)
Master of the Temple

Edward Carpenter
M.A., B.D.,, AK.C.

DITOR’S NOTE: The essay to follow is reproduced from
‘dward Carpenter’s Thomas Sherlock 1678-1761 (London:
.P.C.K., 1936), where it comprises chap. 8 (pp. 231-62) of
his comprehensive monographic treatment of the life and
ought of that great 18th-century Christian apologist and
Aaster of the Temple Church, London. Sherlock’s most influ-
ntial work was The Tryal of the Witnesses of the Resurrection
f Christ (1729), photolithoprinted in its entirety in Dean
ontgomery’s Jurisprudence: A Book of Readings (Strasbourg,
rance: International Scholarly Publishers; available from
_the Simon Greenleaf School of Law for $22 postage paid).
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THE THEOLOGICAL THOUGHT OF
THOMAS SHERLOCK (1678-1761)

"uE cighteenth century witnessed an attack on official Chris-
anity which was both serious and severe.? The fires of
entcenth century religious fervour soon burnt themselves
, and the early eighteenth century watched the smouldering
es with a certain cynical disdain. In the light of the New-
jan discoveries, and the general acceptance of the reign of
which was the inevitable result, the religious struggles of
he Commonwealth appeared almost indecent. The arbitrary
Jod of the Puritans gave way before the rational God of the
w cosmology, and to many who could remember the
xtravagance and excesses of a century before, this came as a
rofound relief. The universe and God Himself wer¢ subject
0 one uniform law and this law could be apprehended by the
son. The collapse of the regime of Cromwell, on the other
nd, led to a licence in morals which the Church could not
estrain, and which its patron, the King, appeared to do his
est to encourage. Contemporary literature and diaries show
only too plainly how great was the reaction from the strictness
the Puritans. The result was that those interested in the
eneral welfare of the country proclaimed the rule of right
ving as the end and purpose of religion, and to this end
noralist and theologian, philosopher and bishop worked
ogether, It seemed possible, therefore, on philosophical and
ractical grounds, that the eighteenth century would usher in
, period when the personal God of the Christians would be
swallowed up in the mechanical law of the universe, and the
pecific doctrines of Christianity displaced by the simple rules
f right conduct.

The seventeenth century again was one of political unrest
nd this gave little opportunity for the calmer spirits to
fluence the nation. The issue between Protestant and

*This introduction has been drawn from: (1) Sir Leslic Stephen:
nglish Thought in the Eighteenth Century, (2) Encyclopedia
ritannica, Ninth Edition.
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Catholic was, till 1688, still undecided, and the relation of
the Church of England to the various sects involved many
difficulties. One thing, however, was abundantly clear: the
seamless robe of medieval Catholicism was broken for ever,
and the Church of England could not take its place: dissent
had come to stay. The breaking up of Christendom into sects
and parties could not fail to impress itself on many minds, and
it suggested that all parties could not be right in the narrow
spirit which they professed. As early as 1650 Selden wrote :
“ Religion is like the fashion: one man wears his doublet
slashed, another laced, another plain, but every man has a
doublet, we differ about the trimming.” This division, un-
fortunately, impaired the effectiveness of Christianity as a
social force, and suggested to many that some bases of
morality should be found independent of the shifting sands of
religious controversy. Hobbes saw in the will of the Prince
the criterions of conduct, and religion his humble servant.
This feeling after universality in religion was further deepened
when Newton by his epoch-making discoveries banished for
ever the notion of an arbitrary and capricious Deity. As long
however as the Church of England was fighting against the
claims of the Roman Catholics, the rationalizing process was
carried on under the guise of Protestantism: not till the
primary liberties which were assailed by the Catholics had
been safeguarded by the expulsion of James II. in 1688 did
Deism really emerge as distinct from any “ official ” branch of
Protestantism. Protestantism in its very essence, was, of
course, rationalist, and the arguments which Chillingworth
and his school used against the Catholics were later adapted
by the Deists against revelation itself. Arminianism also
revived the rational side of English theology.

John Locke was the parent of the eighteenth century in all
branches of thought, and he marked out the whole trend of
English theology for a century in his work, The Reasonableness
of Christianity, published in 1695. In this, he claimed to have
approached Christianity through the Scriptures alone, and to
have come to the conclusion that the only qualification
necessary for a Christian was that he should acknowledge
Jesus Christ as Lord. This facile proposition was subsequently
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“explained as necessarily implying belief in the personal
tterances of Christ and in His Miracles, but this does not
adically alter the fact that the work was rationalistic to the
ore. Certain fundamentals of religion had been taught by
hrist; apart from these, all attempts to fix a catalogue of
undamentals were illusory.

This work of Locke's was followed in 1696 by John
Toland’s Christianity not Mysterious.  This consisted
largely in a logical working out of the philosophical principles
of Locke. His main thesis was, briefly, that * there were no
facts or doctrines of the Gospel or the Scripture which when
evealed were not perfectly plain, intelligible and reasonable :
hat the supposition of the doctrines of the Gospel being
_repugnant to clear and distinct ideas and common notions led
into absurdities and inevitable scepticism, because (in Locke’s
_philosophy) it was impossible to know anything but by its
attributes.” The mysteries of Christianity were not really
_mysterious except in so far as they had been disclosed by
revelation; once disclosed they were perfectly intelligible.
Certain mysteries had, however, crept into the Church by the
admission of many Levitical rites and ceremonies, and by the
‘mixing up the simple religion of Christ with heathen
philosophy.

The passage from Locke to Toland was clear, but it is
_important to remember that Toland claimed to be fighting for
Christianity, and he regarded his work as “a vindication of
' God’s revealed Will against the most unjust imputations ™
which occasioned ‘“so many atheists & Deists.” The
importance of his work was great, and was felt, almost
instinctively, at the time. He was bringing the New Testament
to the bar of reason and rejecting what was not agreeable:
reason was becoming legislative. He regarded the teaching of
 Christ as simple and clear, and thus the whole emphasis was
on the moral standard and not on the doctrinal and specifi-
cally Christian truths. Also, he had attempted an historical
criticism of the canon itself, which, though rudimentary and
hardly historical, was sufficient to indicate the way.

The main currents of early eighteenth century theology were
thus foreshadowed, and as the century dawned the Deists
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emerged more and more into the open, and the covering mask
of Protestantism was often completely thrown aside. The
march of events was shown clearly in Tindal's Christianity
as old as creation (a title borrowed from a sermon of
Sherlock’s), published in 1730. The rules of morality, he
maintained, were immutable, simple and eternal, and as fixed
as the mechanical laws of the universe. This unalterable law
could be discovered by the reason of man and true religion
consisted in following its dictates. Christianity was only a
republication of this law, and was valid only so far as it was
consistent with this natural religion apprehended by the
reason. Therefore, much of the New Testament was rejected
on this a priori test. Priestcraft and all dogmatic doctrines
were simply unnecessary. ‘ The religion of nature is abso-
lutely perfect; revelation can neither add to nor take from its
perfection.”

Enough has been said to illustrate the general trend of the
attack on Christianity. Against positive religion was placed
the religion of nature. The specific revelation of God in the
Old and New Testament was attacked in the name of reason.
Lord Herbert, brother of the devout Christian poet,
rationalized religion into five concrete propositions, thereby
attempting for religion, what his friend Grotius had done for
law. Blunt and Toland brought to the fore the historical
accuracy of the canon: Woolstan devoted his crazy intellect
to the refutation of the Christian miracles, by maintaining an
analogical interpretation. Annet endeavoured to explain
away the resurrection of Christ.

The Old Testament came under the especial disfavour of
these sponsors of natural religion. The Jewish race was
despised “ as worshippers of a local deity which they carried
about in a trunk.” Morgan delighted in recording the
“ immoralities ” of the Old Testament, and Collins in his
Discourse on Free Thinking, opposed the argument of
prophecy on which he contended (rather arbitrarily) the claim
of Christianity must ultimately rest.

Specifically Christian truths such as the Trinity and the
Atonement were rejected as antagonistic to reason, and
encumbrances to religion which should be ratienal, intelligible
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nd accessible to all men without the need of learned study.
Briefly, then, religion was to be rationalized, simplified and
larified. The immutable principles or morality were to be
the keystone of the new arch of knowledge and life in
 accordance with its rules was to be the aim of man. The
eists formed no single school and were independent men of
some wrote under the name of Christian,
thers of Christian Deists: others simply as Deists.

It was amongst such times as these that Thomas Sherlock’s
 labours as a Christian Bishop were placed, and he has an
 honoured place among such names as Bishops Butler, Berkeley,
Gibson, and Archbishop Secker. His writings against Benjamin
Hoadley in the famous Bangorian controversy (circa 171 5),
first made him well known as one of the most able writers on
 the orthodox side. In 1725 he published six sermons under
 the title of The Use and Intent of Prophecy in the Several
_ Ages of the World. These were written against Anthony
 Colling Discourse on the Grounds and Reasons of the
. Christian Religion, published in 1724, which had maintained
that the fulfilment of prophecy by the events in Christ’s life
 was all “secondary, secret, allegorical and mystical * but that
_ a strict fulfilment of prophecy was the only valid proof of
_ Christianity. In 1729 appeared Sherlock’s most famous work,
The Trial of the Witnesses of the Resurrection of fesus, an
answer to Woolstan’s Discourses on Miracles and a vindica-
tion of the Resurrection. In 1749 he republished his Use
and Intent of Prophecy with two dissertations added, one on
“The Sense of the Ancients before Christ upon the Circum-
stances and Consequences of the Fall,” and the other on
_ «The Authority of the Second Epistle of S. Peter.” The last
~ of his published works were the four volumes of his Dis-
 courses which appeared during the years 1754—8, of which
collection a fifth, containing his “ Occasional Discourses,” was
published after his death. These, for the critic of his theological
views are the most valuable, containing the sermons which he
preached, as Master, in the Temple Church. Not directly
aimed against the Deists, they yet bear on all sides the imprint
of their attacks: delivered before an eminent and learned
' society, Sherlock was able to adopt 2 legal phraseology and
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presentation of his case which best suited his particular talents,
It is from these Discourses that most of the following material
is taken.

Thomas Sherlock was one of the most prominent of the
Anglican Churchmen who opposed the criticism of the
scriptural revelation. In religion, as in politics, he adopted
the authoritarian position, and he was a vigorous defender of
the Ecclesia Anglicana in matters theological as well as secular.
He was “ convincingly orthodox,” and even Gibson never
impugned his lack of zeal in these matters. He was not an
original thinker and no such claim can be made for him: but
he possessed a keen intellect which, well applied, made him
the master of the common tendencies of his day. He wrote,
above all, as a lawyer to whom the New Testament was the
Scripta Lex, and he analysed the case of the infidels and
Deists as a prosecuting counsel would that of a prisoner at the
bar. Yet he was always cautious and rational and reflects
admirably the mind of his time. The searching doubts which
perplexed the honest spirit of Butler, or the conscientious
scruples which made Samuel Clarke browse in the perilous
fields of unorthodoxy, never came within his experience. He
had little confidence in subtle sophisms which, he wrote
“ afford Speculation rather than Profit,”* or in philosophy
which “ has furnished Difficulties on every Side ”* and was
the * Origin of Infidelity.”* Here Sherlock had a lesson for
his own and future generations in stressing the limitations of
the human reason when it abandons the salutary discipline of
facts and history. His style is clear and masculine, which
admirably suits his precise ideas. The force of his English is
meritorious in an age which delighted in the rounded periods
of a pedantic school. His terseness of expression may be seen
in such typical phrases as: * Bread is the Nourishment of the
Animal, but Knowledge is the Food of Man ” 5, «All Men
will have some Religion either good or bad.”®

The value of Sherlock’s works to the historian of religious

*Sherlock: Discourses.
*Ibid., p. 110,

¢ Ibid., p. 199.

8 Ibid. Vol. II1, p. 116,
¢*Ibid. Vol. L, p. 157.

Vol. 1, p. 337.
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thought for the period 172050 is therefore great: they give
the answer which the Church made to the rationalists and
unorthodox of the day, not with the limitations and refine-
ments of Butler, but with the certainty and conviction of the
orthodox. In the forceful and logical language of a lawyer,
they give the substance of what was produced, albeit a little
Jess elegantly, in many a country pulpit.

 From what has been said it will be seen that Thomas
Sherlock wrote essentially as a practical theologian, and as a
defender of the faith, and it was for this undoubtedly that he
was best fitted. He made no effort to frame a philosophical
system upon which Christianity might be supported, but he
did attempt to show that Christian truths were not antagonistic
to philosophy rightly understood. His emphasis was always
on the facts of history as against the speculations of men, and
Christianity was to him essentially 2 historical deposit.

It will be necessary to examine first Sherlock’s attitude to
natural religion which (as already stated) aimed at displacing
_positive religion by a pure and undefiled Deism, purged of
‘superstition and positive institutions. He devoted the first
sermon of his first volume of Discourses to an examination of
its claims; this sermon is undoubtedly a powerful piece of
work and is among the best brief examinations of this topic
produced by an orthodox divine.” Throughout the whole of
his works also, he has the claims of natural religion constantly
in view.

Sherlock is eager to show not the differences between
natural religion and Christianity but their affinities, and is
very careful not to depreciate the claims of the reason. “I
cannot listen to Revelation,” he writes, “ but in consequence
of the natural Notion I have of God, of His Wisdom, Power
and Goodness. Destroy the Principles of Reason and there
is no Room left for Revelation.”* Thus the reason is so far
from being ignored that it is held to be the last criterion by

1Cf. Some Remarks on the Excellent Discourses lately published, etc.
’_Jy a Searcher after Religious Truth, 1754, P- 28. *“The Worthy Bishop
in his excellent Discourses, more especially in his first, has brought the
most striking and convincing arguments against Deism that I ever met
with, and that in a most agreeable manner, peculiar to his genius.”
$Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. I, p. 422.
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which revelation can be tested. Natural religion is the
religion of reason, and *’tis impossible that any true Revela-
tion should contradict or evacuate any clear Dictates of
natural Religion which stands at least upon as good 2 Bottom
as any Revelation can do...and therefore the Principles of
Natural Religion must be supposed for the Foundation of
Revealed.”® As far as this, the most intelligent of the
orthodox were prepared to go. The immutable laws of
morality can be verified by the reason, and here Deist,
latitudinarian Christians such as Clarke and Hoadley, and
orthodox such as Sherlock, are all agreed: but Sherlock,
as we shall see later, was to point out that it is one thing to
verify the laws of morality by the reason, another to discover
and maintain them by it. Morality all agreed is independent
of revelation, and is founded “ upon that Reason which is the
common Gift of Mankind.” ** The proof of this law to which
mankind is subject as rational and accountable creatures,
Sherlock finds in the conscience under whose impression * all
Men live. ** So deeply has rationalism penetrated, and so
firmly was the doctrine of the supremacy of law established,
that the most orthodox did not hesitate to admit the most
extreme claims for reason in the moral sphere. Hence Sherlock
has to face the same problem which perplexed Clarke, the
danger lest Christianity should be swallowed up in the general
rules of abstract morality, revelation rendered unnecessary and
God Himself reduced to a mechanical being. If the laws of
God are but declaratory of the original law of nature and
reason, and contain the fairest copy of it, purged of all super-
stition, it is difficult to claim for Christianity a unique value.
Certainly it is difficult for Clarke in his carefully worked out
system to find room or purpose for any specific disclosure:
if the laws of morality are as fixed as the laws of the universe
and the reason as able to comprehend the one as the other,
then the particular sanctions of the Gospel seem unnecessary.
Sherlock is fully aware of this difficulty: insistent as he
always is on the rule of law, yet he is careful to point out that

*Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. L., p. 276.
® Ibid. Vol. 11, p. 121,
B [bid., p. 393
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this law is the will of God and not an external law to which
 God Himself is subject.  All Powers are the Gift of the
_ Creator and every Being subsists not by the Law and appoint-
ment of Nature but by the Law and Appointment of God,
" Who is Master of His own Laws and Appointments, and can,
change them whenever He pleases; and Nature will follmfv
and obey His Command, and ever be what He intends 1t
should be.”*? Itis important for another reason that Sherlock
should make this distinction, as on it his whole proof of
miracles depends. )

His criticism of natural religion is interesting as it shows his
historical approach to the question. He admits quite frankly
that ¢ if Nature can instruct us sufficiently in Religion, we have
indeed no Need to go anywhere else, but whether Nature can
do so or no, is in truth rather a Question of Fact than mere
Speculation for the Way to know what Nature can do is to
take Nature by itself and try its Strength alone.” ** Thus he
opposes any a priori speculation as to whether the unaided
reason is sufficient, maintaining that the question is one of fact
and can therefore be examined from evidence. To examine
this question Sherlock goes to the countries which * know not
Christ ” and exposes the barbarity of their customs. Here
reason is found to be impotent to condemn those follies and
superstitions, and mankind unable cither to discover the eternal
rules of morality, or to live up to their standards. “No
Antiquity affords an Instance of any People great or small,
who served God upon the Principles of Natural Religion.” **
On the contrary it is just in those countries which have the
benefits of the Christian dispensation, that the light of reason
shines in its fullest. No one can deny that “gince the Light
of the Gospel has shone throughout the World, Nature
has been much improving.” ** Natural religion itself therefore
owes much to the Gospel for the very precepts which it

8 gherlock: The Use and Intent of Prophecies in the Several Ages of
the World to which are added Four Dissertations, Fifth Edition, 1749,

P- 274.
n k: Di ses. Vol. L, p. 5.
h ? :ﬁlocVol. I{if,o ;r 107. Cf. alsc? «Had Nature but donc her Part,

“Men could not have been imposed on by such gross or palpable supersti-

tion.” Vol. I, p. 264.
®1hid. Vol. L., p. 4.
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professes with such pride, and “in every Nation that names
the Name of Christ even Reason and Nature see and condemn
the Follies which others still for Want of Help are held in
Subjection to.”*® Even ancient Greece, where arts and
philosophy reached a height unsurpassed since those days, was
unable to emancipate itself from the worship of idols. Socrates
himself confessed at his trial that he had regularly performed
the religion prescribed by the state which included sacrifice to
the various gods. If Socrates could not emancipate himself,
what right have we to hope, that without the Gospel we should
surpass him?

This argument from Sherlock’s own point of view might
be regarded as sufficient but he goes further. Supposing “ you
have found a Way by which some thoughtful Men obtained
true Notions of Religion you are far from having found a
Way of propagating true Religion in the World,” for “to
suppose that the Speculations of a few contemplative Men
can be reduced to common Use and Practice is downright
Enthusiasm.” ** The people have no time for study but
must proceed upon “the Cares and Burdens of Life,” and
they must have “ Religion at a cheaper Rate or not at all.”
Thus if a few philosophic spirits can arrive at this pure religion,
the mass of the people will be in no way helped. The plough-
man would still have to accept his religion on authority and
the philosopher could have no means to convince him of his
comrnission. **

On the historical side, therefore, Sherlock maintains that the
reason has not been sufficient in the past, and that nations
where the Gospel is still unknown still live in ignorance. The
general argument may seem contradictory to his former
exaltation of the reason and does involve difficulties. Facts,
he maintains, however, can be consistent with reason, though

“ Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. 1., p. 14.

" Ibid. Vol. IIL, p. 322. . . .

% Charles Bulkley in Observations upon Natural Religion and Chris-
tianity Candidly Proposed made a noble reply to this argument, pp. 87,
88. He contended that all should think and question about the things
of religion “as religion is an affair in which every Man feels himself to
be deeply interested,” and again, *“ Numerous Examples might easily be
produced of those in common Life who notwithstanding their material
Engagement in secular Affairs have found Time to applic their Thoughts
very successfully to the Study of Religion.”
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not discoverable by it: they are “above reason,” and the
objection against them consists only in “that finite Minds
cannot comprehend the Reasons and Limits of the Divine
Justice.”

Nevertheless the historical argument can go no further than
to show the necessity of the Gospel to awaken the moral sense :
it cannot prove the necessity of a positive religion to a man
whose reason has been enlightened by the Gospel. We shall
see now how Sherlock treats this question in relation to the
historical doctrine of the fall of man.

Having attacked the claims of natural religion on the
historical side, Sherlock also opposes it on more religious
grounds. How comes it, he asks, that reason is so powerful,
and yet so impotent, so great in its claims yet so weak in its
fulfilment? The answer is that man, created perfect, has
fallen. Natural religion is right in insisting on the purity
‘and holiness of God’s nature, the essential difference between
good and evil, and in insisting on a worship pure and holy:
but it “ prescribed it to Men who have lost their Purity and
Holiness, and are no longer able to perform its rigorous
Conditions; it requires Brick without allowing Straw :
exacting of Men in their present degenerate State, the Purity
and Holiness of uncorrupted Reason and Nature; it affords
‘no Strength and Assistance to Men to secure against Sin.”" **

To prove that man has fallen, Sherlock labours hard to
establish the historical accuracy of the Fall as recounted in
Genesis. That there is evil in the world no one denies, whether
the story of the Fall is accurate or not, but the case would
be stronger if based on an historical account. 2 In a “Dis-
sertation on the Sense of the Ancients before Christ upon
the Circumstances and Consequences of the Fall,” he attempts
by independent references from the Book of Job,  the oldest
Book we have remaining,” to prove its historical certainty.
In an appendix to this written against Collins, but published
after his death, he examines the story of the Fall itself, as
written in the Book of Genesis, and argues against a meta-
phorical interpretation, maintaining that Adam and Eve

¥ Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. IL., p. 26. ] .
® Sherlock: The Use and Intent of Prophecy. Dissertation 2, p. 205.
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really saw a being in the form of a physical serpent. ?* The
result of the Fall of man is that “ the Religion and Moralit

which. ‘Nature teaches is such as Nature in the present weal{
Condition cannot perform. Reason teaches us what is right;
but alas! it wants no proof to show that the best of us fall shoré
of Perfection.” # Thus “the Hopes of God’s Mercy and
szrdon is the Voice of Nature concurring with the Sacred
History, to shew us that we are fallen from the State in which
God first placed us.”

Also Sherlock attempts to demonstrate the necessity of some
such .fact as the Fall by conclusions drawn from the sorrowful
condition of the heathen in superstition and folly. Finally he
falls back on a favourite a priori argument of the Deists to
the ei'fect that God as a perfect Being, would not have created
man imperfect: therefore the fact that he is imperfect shows
that }.u: must have fallen from his original state of perfection.

It is useless, therefore, to hold before the sinner the rules of
conduct as he is born in a state of weakness and cannot
unaided live up to the standard which is set before him:
natural religion in effect, sends the malefactor to study the
law by which he is condemned. Reason may point out the
way, but *“it is too weak a Restraint upon the Inclinations
to Evil, which are become natural to Man.”?* Grace must
be given “ to restore use to the Obedience of Reason.”

The main line of Sherlock’s argument is clear. Man from
t_hc very constitution of his nature is prone to sin: and the
life of righteousness can only be achieved through the assis-
tance of God. Help is imperative in order that the reason may
!)e liberated from the power of sin and thought translated
into action. The most that natural religion can hope to do is

to proclaim the law : it can offer no help to its fulfilment. **

Sherlock, finally, accepting as a principle of natural religion
the need of repentance,* asks how it can ever guarantee

5 s I . . .
ct.cz.z,:\sé%r;%i ‘}%23};:3103::?:% stphca;k.m early n’wtholo.g:cal fables, animals,

: ?hcr!ock Di::'ou::e:n Vﬁ:tel’itlj.,e;?.zgglmmuon % p. 288,
i ot sufbclently strcwsed, but jx néeds &5 be borh jn mind as she Chrisgan

thgglogians 50 frcqucr,ltly met the Deists on their own ground.
Cf. Lord Herbert’s five propositions of Natural Religion.
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forgiveness: surely stressing as it does the righteousness of God
it is impossible for a Deist to hope that He will ever overlook
 gin without exacting full punishment from the offender. The
~ « deistical ” logic is seen to go back on itself. :

Behind his attack on natural religion there may be seen
an insistent opposition to speculation which although noble
may have no counterpart in fact. To regard man as scif-
sufficient is a splendid fiction, but is useless against the historic
fact of the Fall of man. Natural religion deals with the hopes
of man, but the hoping after a thing is no guarantee that it
_ will be obtained. The glory of the Gospel is that it has ful-

filled the hopes of nature and given direct evidence that God
rewards the virtuous. Christ has brought life and im-
mortality to light through the Gospel. **

The mere inadequacy of natural religion, however, is in
itself no positive argument for revelation, which needs to be
substantiated on independent grounds. Sherlock deals first
with revelation in general. He dismisses, as irrelevant, the
a priori arguments against the possibility of a revelation “as
being inconsistent with the Wisdom of God who has given
Reason to Man as a sufficient Guide.” ** Also the fact that
there has been many false revelations cannot prove that there
has not been a true one.* Here again he approaches the
question in an historical spirit, in marked contrast to the meta-
physical spirit so much then in fashion. Supposing a revela-
tion to be possible, he continues, and further assuming for pur-
-~ poses of argument, that God has revealed himself, then of
necessity this * Revelation must be a more perfect Rule for

* Though Sherlock has many words of praise for natural religion and
was cager not to oppose it on moral grounds, the general feeling was
that this attack on natural religion was a severe onc. This may be seen
in the replies of (1) an opponent and (2} a supporter of Sherlock.

(1) Charles Bulkey: Obseruations upon Natural Religion, 1756, p. 96.
“ For my own Part | am persuaded that by thus attempting to establish
the Gospel upon the Disparagement of Natural Religion; upon its sup-
posed Insignificancy and utter Incompetency for answering the Purposes
%f human Happiness, we are in the greatest Danger of losing them

oth.”

(2) Some Remarks on the Excellent Discourses lately published, by a
Searcher after Religious Truth, 1757, p. 28. “And tho’ it does not seem
to be his Intention to prove there is no such Thing as natural Religion
strictly speaking, yet his Arguments I think go very near to prove it.”

# Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. 1., p. 25.

* Ibid., p. 30.
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Religion than Reason and Nature can possibly provide us
with,” since religion consists in obedience to the will of God
and it can never be supposed that ““ Nature and Reason in
all their Glory can be able to know the Will of God as well as
he himself knows it.” * From this it follows that a revelation
must be entirely rejected as a forgery or entirely submitted to,
and the “ only Debate between Natural Religion and Revela-
tion must be whether we really have a Revelation or no; and
not whether Revelation or Nature be in the Nature of Things
the best and surest Foundation of Religion.” *

Such an argument had great force in days when com-
parative religion as a study hardly existed. The possibility
of a revelation being admitted, and its binding force, if
bestowed, acknowledged, it is necessary for Sherlock to prove
that Christianity, of all revelations, is the one unique deposit.
The question, he has himself suggested, is one of history, but
he here abandons history for an a priori test of a very definite
type. There are two methods, Sherlock states, of determining
the claims of the various religions to be the one word of God.
It is impossible for God to contradict himself * whether he
speaks to one Nation or to all the World,” and as God most
certainly has declared himself originally in nature, *for the
Voice of Nature is the Voice of God,” there is a criterion
ready to hand. No revelation it follows, can entitle itself to be
even considered as a revelation of the divine will if it so much
as contradicts any one plain principle of natural religion.
Mohammedanism is as a result immediately condemned in that
it has never set out to appeal to the reason, being first promul-
gated by the sword, and also because the life of Mohammed
and many of the tenets of his religion are repugnant to the
reason. Christianity is unique in its lofty moral tone and in
its insistence on the virtue of holiness, and is the only religion
which can justify itself at the bar of natural religion. Thus
reason is competent in virtue of the primary revelation of
nature to decide which among the claimants is the voice of
God.

His argument is curious in that he founds the necessity of

* Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. I, p. 22.
»® Ibid., p. 24.
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a revelation on the weakness of the unassisted reason, and the
strength of reason in the world of his day, to the fact that it has
been quickened by the republication of the law of nature in
Christianity. Thus reason, educated in Christianity and by it,
is yet fitted to decide the claims of its teacher. It is not
surprising that some of the Deists suspected a biased jury. *
 In a later sermon he suggests another way of testing a given

-revelation, by means of a number of questions which should
be put to it. These questions are: (1) The qualifications of
the person who was sent to give the revelation. (2) The main
end and purpose of his coming. (3) The miracles which he
- gave in evidence of his commission. #* Here, of course,
Sherlock is merely generalizing from the given facts of the
Gospel dispensation, and is not applying to the Gospels an
exterior test. The argument from miracles, however, was
regarded as of the highest importance and plays a very
great part in Christian apologetics and rationalist attacks.
The rule of law being established in the universe, a miracle if
it can be proved has much greater significance than when
God’s general dealings with man were regarded as arbitrary.
On the other hand, just because the rule of law is established,
the miracles are bound to be the subject of rationalist attacks
and consequently difficult of proof.

Cn the whole subject of miracles Sherlock’s exposition is
particularly clear and is still of some value. Woolston devoted
himself to a refutation of the miracles by means of an alle-
gorical interpretation, and it was in reply to him that Sherlock

# This dilemma of Sherlock’s as to the claims of the reason was not
unnoticed by contemporaries. Charles Bulkey in Observations upon
Natural Religion, etc, p.32, writes: * When the Necessity of the
Christian Revelation is to be proved, then Reason is dark, blind, stupid,
impudent and unavailing to any one Purpose of l}c.lxglon. But upon
other Occasions she can even in his Lordship’s Opinion open her Eyes
& exert herself very rigorously and successfully. .Thus we have seen
when the Excellency, not the Necessity of the Christian Religion is to be
proved, Reason and the Voice of Nature, is the Voice of God, no Revela-
tion can entitle itself to be considered if it contradicts one plain Principle
of Natural Religion.” .

* Sherlock: %iscourse:. Vol II., p. 7. Butin Vol. 1. Discourse IX.,
he puts another test: (a) Which of the Revelations so much as pretends
to the essentials necessary to constitute a law cither human or divine?
(b) Where was it published and declared? (c) By whom and how
qualified? (d) Can you name the persons and produce the Gospel of

such a religion?
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wrote his Trial of the Witnesses of the Resurrection of Fesus,
which, published in 1727, ran through several editions, being
reprinted as late as 1816 in a separate tract by the Society for
Promoting Christian Knowledge. In this work Sherlock brings
his legal intellect to bear on the subject of miracles, and
deduces a systematic and carefully worked out scheme on their
use and purpose. It wasin reply to this work that Peter Annet
wrote his The Resurrection of Fesus considered by a Moral
philosopher.

Many writers (including Woolston and, of course, Hume,)
wished to rule out miracles on a priori grounds, as incapable
of proof, raising difficulties which “ if well grounded excludes
all evidence in the case.”®® Their argument was that the
course of nature is seen to be so regular and uniform
that the presumption is always against belief in the
witnesses rather than belief in the miracles. It was
therefore necessary before any discussion of the purpose
of Christian miracles could be of value to refute this
argument and this Sherlock attempted in his Trial of
the Witnesses. In this work Sherlock makes the council
for Woolston object that, the Resurrection “ being a thing out
of the course of nature,” he thought “ the testimony of nature
held forth to us in her constant method of working a stronger
evidence against the possibility of a resurrection, than any
human evidence can be for the reality of one.”* This, of
course, merely denies the validity of any proof whatsoever.
To this objection the Counsel for the Apostles replies:
(1) That the Resurrection and the miracles are all facts which
can be judged by the reason. Such events demand no greater
ability of detection in the witnesses themselves than the testi-
fying to the ordinary happenings of nature, because any
rational being is capable of telling whether a man is dead or
alive, palsey stricken or cured. (2) That it is impossible to rule
out any event as being contrary to the laws of nature
“ hecause men form a notion of nature from what they see;
and therefore in cold countries all men judge it to be according

# Sherlock: The Trial of the Witnesses of the Resurrection of Fesus.
Ed. S.P.C.K,, 1819, p. 77-
3 Ipid. It will be seen, of course, that this is the argument of Hume.
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to the cause of nature for water to freeze, in warm countries
they judge it to be unnatural.” ** Thus when we say anything
is contrary to the laws of nature we mean no more than that
it is contrary to our own experience, but we have no right to
say that it is against “ the real laws of nature.” If any fact
is to be believed according as it conforms to our experience,
this is to rest the proof of all facts upon the skill or ignorance
of the individual concerned. (3) That the miracles are not
contrary to the principles of right reason. This argument is
developed more at large in the Discourses and consists in his
doctrine of “cause.” “The Credibility or Incredibility of
Anything depends on knowing whether there is or is not a
Power adequate to the Undertaking.”” * Thus “ if we consider
the Strength of Children it is impossible that they should
build Castles, but if we consider the Strength and Ability of
Men it would be ridiculous to doubt whether they could or
not.” ® Hence it follows that there is nothing irrational in
miracles as such, because we cannot doubt that God is an
adequate cause to produce so great an effect. It should be
noticed, however, that if this argument be used—that miracles
are credible because the result of God's almighty power—it
is not possible to see also in miracles the proof of Christ’s
divine commission. Sherlock, however, uses both arguments in
different parts of his work, although he defends himself against
the similar but cruder charge of proving the divinity of Christ
from the miracles, and the miracles from the divinity of Christ.

The second of the above three arguments was, and still is,
very cogent : its effect, with the first argument, is to transfer
the question of miracles from a philosophical to a historical
problem to which it rightly belongs. The question, Sherlock
reiterates, is not one of speculation but one of fact. If miracles
have been performed, it is clearly ridiculous to prove their
absurdity on any a priori grounds. Turning to the historical
problem, the Bishop frankly admits that miracles “ require
more Evidence to give them Credit than ordinary Cases do.”
Historical criticism and enquiry were in their infancy in

% Sherlock: Trial, etc., p. 78.

* Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. I, p. 219,

* Ibid., p. 219. .
® Sherlock: 7Trial, ete., p. 49; also Discourses, Vol. 1., p. 257.
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Sherlock’s day, and Sherlock himself never really enters into
the purely historical question, except in the case of the
Resurrection where he does indicate the way by a very detailed
internal examination of this against Woolston. One other
argument Sherlock also brings forward in proof of miracles,
later dear to the heart of Paley; that the disciples attested
the miracles even unto death which makes their, testimony
of particular value, and that the miracles “ were not so much
as questioned by the Adversaries of the Gospel in the first
Ages” ®

What Sherlock has done, and to us it seems success-
fully, is to oppose the a priori objections against miracles,
leaving to future generations the problem of internal and
external criticism of sources which is essential to an historical
treatment of the question : even here he does indicate the way.

To Sherlock the purpose of miracles is clear. They are not
intended “to prove the Being of a God, nor the Doctrines
of Morality.” * nor were they designed “ merely to astonish
or surprisc People.” * Their purpose is “to prove the
Authority of the Person and the Authority of the Person is
the Ground for receiving the Doctrine.”” * They show that
the person who performs the miracles has a commission and
that the commission and doctrines he proclaims do really
proceed from God.** Therefore the doctrines which are
proved by the miracles are not the laws of morality, which
are quite independent of the specific revelation of Christianity,
but the new revealed doctrines not discoverable by the reason.
From the Old Testament he endeavours to show that histori-
cally miracles have always been used to assert the supremacy
of God and that it is 2 method of proof which appeals both to
the learned and unlearned. * The miracles of Christ are a
sign of His commission and prove that He was in fact sent
from God, in virtue of which His doctrines have the authority
of God. Hence Christ carefully chose His miracles to show

® Sherlock : Discourses. Vol. L, p. 41.
“Ibid. Vol. L, p. 275.

Y 1bid. Vol. 11, p. 295.

“Ibid. Vol. L, p. 275.

2 Ibid. Vol. 1., p. 28q.

“Ibid. Vol. 1., p. 285.
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His supremacy over the natural world, life and death, pain and
disease. :
Miracles are clearly necessary to the publication of a
revelation because they alone are proof sufficient that a
revelation comes from God. *° This, as has been said, is clearly
in conflict with his arguments as to the credibility of miracles.
Also he falls into another error attacked by Woolston.
Sherlock admits that events contrary to usual experience
require a greater weight of evidence to carry conviction. *¢
Revelation in his opinion comes under this heading and this
can only be accepted if *declared by one extraordinarily
qualified and commissioned for that Purpose”: but such a
person can only prove his commission by the performance
of miracles so that the one extraordinary event needs for proof
another equally extraordinary.

Sherlock has thus secured Christianity from attack on its
outworks : he has replied to the champions of natural religion
and the opponents of revelation. It is now time to examine
some of his views on Christianity itself.

Thomas Sherlock was regarded by his contemporaries as
a most orthodox divine, and orthodox he certainly was if by
the dubious title is meant a belief in the historical accuracy
of the scriptural canon and a willingness to defend the inter-
pretation of it as expressed in the Thirty-nine articles. This
does not prevent him, however, from rationalizing Christianity
and reducing it to a carefully worked out legal system. An
initial difficulty in such attempt, however, is that Christianity
as a positive religion contains many mysteries, such as the
Atonement and the Virgin Birth, which were repulsive to the
rationalists of the day, and often very unpalatable to the
latitudinarian divines. In the moral teaching of Christ
Sherlock experiences no difficulty, seeing in it only the repub-
" lication of the law of nature, “ purged of all the Superstitions
| which had spoilt its beauty.” “Do you know the Man that

_ ever despised the Gospel for the Immorality of its Precepts?”
he asks, and here all the Deists were in agreement with him. ¥

% Sherlock: Discourses, p. 28g.
i  Ibid., p. 257.
= “ Ibid. Vol. 111, p. 337
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It was the doctrinal part of Christianity which was the main
point of attack from Deists without and Latitudinarians
within. Here Sherlock tries to meet the Deists on their own
ground. Much depends, he thinks, on the definition of a
mystery and here paradoxically enough he adopts a view
identical with that of Toland in his Christianity not
M psterious, a work which called down on that unfortunate
man’s head the wrath of the orthodox divines of his time.
Sherlock’s view may be most clearly expressed in his own
words: “A Mystery is no real or positive Thing in Nature
nor is it anything that is inherent or belonging to the Subjects
of which it is predicated . . . for when we say this Thing is a
Mystery, of the Thing we say Nothing, but of ourselves we
say that we do not comprehend the Thing. With respect to our
Understanding there is no more Difference between a Truth
that is and a Truth that is not mysterious, than with respect
to our Strength there is between a Weight which we can lift
and a Weight which we cannot lift.” s In other words, the
mind being finite and limited, there must be many truths which
although not contrary to reason are above reason: these
hidden truths have been revealed to us, and are only mysterious
in their disclosure : once revealed they cease to be mysterious.
This is true of the mysteries of Christianity, of which mysteries
we know clearly the facts, but do not know how these facts
come to be : but * the Knowledge of the Essence and Existence
of Things are two distinct Kinds of Knowledge and indepen-
dent of one another; our ignorance of the Essence of Things
and of the Relationship they have to each other can never
be a good argument against the Belief in their Existence.” @

In this sense of the word, the mysteries of the Gospel, our
Redemption and Justification, are no more mysteries than
the other works of God, such as the formation of the world
and its maintenance, which are in fact equally mysterious,
though we never doubt their reality. Knowledge is clearly
impossible if by it we mean the complete understanding of the
essence of things. '

Turning to the Christian mysteries, Sherlock points out that

“ Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. L, p. 43.
®Ibid. Vol. I, p. 59.
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Christianity is not mysterious in its rule of life, which is per-
fectly clear, plain and intelligible. It is only mysterious as to
how the fallen sinner may be reconciled to God, purged from
sin, and in future able to walk in the laws of God. For
forgiveness of sins some great atoning power is necessary, some
mystery (in the sense in which he has defined this word)
 because from natural religion we can have no certain hope of
forgiveness, for ¢ tis certain according to all natural Notions
. of our Mind, that ’tis just for God to punish Sinners: *Tis
certain likewise that God can do nothing but what is just. If
therefore he forgives Sinners and receives them to his Mercy
and remits the Punishment ’tis then certain, That ’tis just for
God in the Circumstance not to punish Sinners. Now Reason
cannot comprehend how it should with respect to the same
Individual Sinners be just to punish and just not to punish
them.” ® Hence comes the atonement of Christ. Also, man-
kind has proved incapable of following the laws of morality
in the past even when it has discovered them. Therefore
the Spirit of God has been given “ to enable us to do our Duty
by conveying new Supplies of Spiritual Strength to us, for
Want of which we are unable in the State of Nature to
extricate ourselves.”®  The question concerning the
mysterious is therefore reduced to this: *“ Whether it can ever
be necessary to reveal Mysteries in order to perfect the Salva-
tion of Mankind? Whenever it is necessary it must be
reasonable.” * The Christian mysteries were given to us for
our benefit: we ourselves are not asked to perform anything
mysterious but the rule for us is perfectly plain. There is no
more absurdity in offering sinners mercy and requiring them
to rely on it be “ it never so incomprehensible and mysterious ”
than there is for a malefactor to enjoy a pardon though he
does not know what induced the Prince to grant it.**
Sherlock also adopts a well known argument of Butler’s.
Before we condemn any proceeding as unreasonable, we must

® Sherlock : Discourses. Vol. I, p. 163; also Vol. IV,, p. 95. Charles
Bulkey took this passage very much to heart (Observations, pp. 47, 48,
49) and argued that Sherlock completely ignored the fact of repentance
which reconciled God's justice and mercy.
® Ibid. Vol. 111, p. 338.
‘ ® Ibid. Vol. 1., p. 42.
Lo ® Ibid. Vol. L., p. 59.
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know all the circumstances which condition the proceeding,
but in the affairs of God this is clearly impossible. We
are not qualified to judge the fitness of the redemption because
not only does it relate to us but was probably designed to
“ answer the general Ends and Purposes of God’s Government
in the universal and moral world ”: ** for *“’tis certain that
we are but a small Part of the intellectual World : what Rela-
tion we bear to the other Parts or to the Whole we know not :
and yet undoubtedly the common Governor of the World
must in his Dealings with every Part have Regard to this
common Relation whether we understand it or no.” *°

Here Sherlock is on very strong ground, and although very
far from depreciating the reason, he yet realizes its limitations
and that speculation must give way before fact. Nothing is
more absurd than to suggest that because we are unable to
discern the reasons of Providence, there is no reason in them.
It is far safer, Sherlock writes, to argue ‘‘ upon the ways of
Providence from the manifest Works of Providence.”* In
short, ‘““all the complaints against Mysteries in Religion
amount to no more than this: that God has done something
for us . . . the Reason of which we do not understand.” *

Thus Sherlock endeavours to make mysteries not
mysterious by means of a definition which makes all the
universe equally so. He removes some of the prejudices which
were stumbling blocks to the Deists by attempting to
demonstrate the necessity of some mysterious intervention to
supplement the deficiencies of natural religion; and he denies
the validity of shallow thinking which rejects everything not
perfectly clear to the human reason.

Sherlock is an able exponent of the claims of a practical
religion and his work has value as an admirable illustration of
the common views on religion held by most hard headed
Englishmen in the first half of the eighteenth century. ' It is
to this aspect of his work that we now turn. The great aim of
religion, Sherlock insists, is to assist people to live a good life

“ Sherlock: Discourses, p. 321 ; also Vol. 1, p. 79.

* Ibid., p. 79.

®Ibid., p. 173. )

¥ Ibid., p. 325.
®Ibid., p. 43.
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in order to obtain eternal bliss.® The world to come
Jooms very large in the theology of Sherlock, and the happiness
of the good and the torments of the evil are depicted in vivid
scenes. Many of the theologians of the eighteenth century
could have profited greatly in these matters from the noble
philosophy of Shaftesbury. Future life, with eternal happi-
ness, was an argument which could be used to appeal to all
minds, and it was used unsparingly.® It was the great
incentive to religion and (to judge from some passages) the
only one. Sherlock openly admits that “there can be no
Ground or Foundation to persuade Men to renounce the
Pleasures of this Life, and to expose themselves to the Troubles
and Inconveniences which often are the Companions of
Virtue and Holiness in Hopes of future Glory and Happiness,
unless this future Glory and Happiness are so great and
valuable as to recompense all the Losses and Sufferings which
Man must sustain in the Pursuit of them.”®* But, in fact, he
argues, the prospect for the good is so bright and that of the
wicked so awful, that it pays to take the chance and be on the
safe side © for should Religion at last prove a mere Deceit we
know the worst of it: it is an Error for which we cannot
suffer after Death. Nor will the Infidels there have the
Pleasure to reproach us with our Mistake: they and we in
equal Rest shall sleep the Sleep of Death.”®* Thus must

. theology inevitably be depraved in any age where the highest

appeal is to “wisdom and prudence.”  Religion, being
regarded mainly as an incentive to right living, the “ System

 of Rewards and Punishments” is regarded as necessary to

induce people to live a righteous life by making virtue the best
policy.** As the life beyond is so important it is felt necessary

% Qherlock: Discourses. Vol. I, p. 18, “ Religion must be formed on

i f ring future happiness.” ]
a \zccu;‘o p:'cti“culfrly Sherlock: Discourses, Discourse IV, Vol. IV,
Sherlock (Vol. 1., p. 204) thought that it was more effective to preach
hell as a place of physical torment since a ploughman Sould. have no
conception “ of something within him, purely inteltectual » which would
suffer to cternity.

“Ibid. Vol. IV., pp. 291, 292.

© Ibid. Vol. I, p. 18. . g
< A reaction agai,nst this took place in the later cighteenth century,

and a plea against eternal punishment as being inconsistent with a g's)qd
and merciful creator was made by a * searcher after religious truth " in
Remarks, ctc., p. 35. He said that he had talked with many Deists and
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to prove its reality on other than Christian grounds, and here
Sherlock pursues his customary methods of argument. He
first deals with the a priori objection which would deny any
proof of the future life because it cannot be verified on the
“ Evidence of Sense.” It is possible for us, however, he says,
to arrive at the knowledge of things we cannot see by means
of reason and faith, which provide an adequate evidence
as that of the senses. “ There are many Things which can be
known only from Reason which yet are as well received as
any Report of Sense. We see many Productions and Works
of Nature every Day, the Cause of which is secret and remote
and not discoverable by the Senses; but no Man doubts but
that all these Effects have Causes. . . . Hence a Thing not
being seen can be no Prejudice or Presumption against its
Existence.” Therefore, if we are able from other arguments
to prove the necessity of a future state, it can be no argument
against such a state that we cannot verify it by sense per-
ception. Again, it is no case against the soul’s immortality
that men “cannot form a Conception of an unembodied
soul,” because such objections do not touch the fact of im-
mortality but only the method.

Thus it is necessary to see if in the present constitution of

they had told him that “the Defence of that absurd and incredible
Doctrine of Eternal Torments, in conjunction with Revelation, a main
Bar to their duly examining into, and considering revealed Religion.”
“This false and most cruel Doctrine,” he went on, “ prevented their
further Enquiry into Revelation as thinking such a Revelation could not
come from so Good & Merciful a Creator, as our God appears to be by
his Works and Dealings with Man in this World and that it was not
possible the Creator of all Things of which he stood in no Need, should
ever treat so unnaturally the Workmanship of his own Hands . . . and
I am . . . pursuaded that the endeavouring to support that most severe
and incredible Doctrine of never Ending misery has been one great Cause
of Deism and Infidelity.”

Many clergy within the Church became of this_ opinion. Thus,
perhaps we may be pardoned if we quote from Rev. John Brown: An
Essay on Universal Redemption, London, 1768, p. 1. “Itisa fact too
well known to be insisted upon that Deism has been in the present days
remarkably prevalent, and it has, I think, been as generally allowed, that
among the causes that have had a share in producing it, must be
reckoned false ideas of the nature and doctrines of Revelation . . .
among these it appears to me beyond a doubt that thé common opinion
of the cternity of future torments has made many unbelicvers. What-
ever indeed represents religion as inconsistent with itself, whatever tends
to the supposition of a Deity, acting upon principles contrary to those
natural ideas of justice, which he has implanted in our minds, must
necessarily have this effect in a thinking and enlightened age.”’
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the world and man there are any indications of a life beyond
the grave. He approaches the question as follows. The
works of creation declare the wisdom and justice of God, and
the conscience tells men that God loves righteousness and
hates iniquity. Yet we see in the world the wicked flourish.
and the good frequently oppressed. This can only be made
compatible with the wisdom and goodness of God by sup-
posing that He has appointed a day in which He will judge
the world in righteousness. Such a judgment certainly does
not take place in this life, hence it must needs be in another.
As Leslie Stephen puts it, “ A new world must be called into
existence to redress the balance of the old.” An argument of
this nature is, of course, entirely contrary to Sherlock’s own
maxim of judging the ways of Providence from the works of
Providence, and as he expresses it, there is more of a case
against the justice of God than proof of another life. “The
other life ” is the easiest escape from the fact of human
suffering which a rationalist age finds it difficult to explain
in terms of its own metaphysic.

As a further proof of the other world Sherlock brings
forward what he calls “the Sense of Nature,” the almost
universal feeling that man will persist in a future state.

The discussion of the future life necessarily involves the prac-
tical question : who shall enter into this eternal bliss, and who
shall be damned? and here the dogmatism of many divines
called on them the irony of the Deists. If salvation is only to be
given to those who follow the Christian dispensation—and a
particular branch of that—what will happen to the countless
myriads of the Chinese who have never so much as heard of
the name of Christ. To condemn them would be singularly
unfair : yet if they can be saved without Christ, why cannot
others? In the handling of this topic, Sherlock’s good sense
saves him from many absurdities into which a large number of
the orthodox divines were too prone to fall. He condemns those
who would seek to restrict salvation to their own sect alone,
“ a5 it ascribed Partiality to God and tended to introduce
Inhumanity into Religion.”* Doubtless God will deal with
all those who have never heard of Christ in the light of the

¢ Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. I, p. 103.
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advantages which they have received. But we can never be
in their place as we have received the benefit of the Christian
dispensation, and the disowning it does not free us from
obedience to its law .*® It more behoves us not to discuss the
chances of other people’s salvation but to look after * our true,
our only Care, the Salvation of our own Soul.” * Suffice for
us that “ God has those whom he will own, in the East and the
West, and the North and the South: Leave him to find out
those whom he will honour.”®" As to the position of the
Deists, Sherlock, wisely, does not directly say, but he does
suggest that their unbelief proceeds from “a vitiated and
corrupted Mind which hates to be reformed : which rejects
the Evidence because it will not admit the Doctrine not the
Doctrine because it cannot admit the Evidence.” **

Man being a “ rational and accountable Creature  and the
crown of glory being laid up for the righteous, Sherlock heaps
his scorn on those who hold the twin doctrines of election and
reprobation. ‘“ The great Advocates of Election and Repro-
bation always reckon themselves in the Number of the Elect

. . they despise the Virtues and moral Attainments of all
Men and doom them with all their Virtues to Destruction,
whilst they advance themselves with all their Sins to a Throne
of Glory prepared for them before the World began.” ®® Such
a doctrine cuts right across the whole ground and reason for a
religion which finds its outlet in the good life. If all men
from birth are numbered either among the- elect or the
damned, then the future rewards and punishments must be
allotted irrespective of the quality of life in this world : if so,
the great inducement to good living is gone.

Sherlock’s is an essentially practical religion, and with all
orthodox divines he is opposed to “ Enthusiasm ” in religion.
This is seen clearly in his examination of the works of the
Spirit, of whose influence many enthusiasts made the most
extravagant claims. The Spirit of God is necessary, Sherlock
says, to free us from the slavery of sin, and to give us power,

® Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. IL., p. 7.
* Ibid., p. 103.

* Ibid., p. 105.

@ Ibid. Vol. IIL, p. 37.

@ Ibid. Vol. I1., p. 8g.
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not to know the good, but to follow it.7® Grace is necessary
to restore us to the obedience of reason. So far he is willing
to go, but he is careful to add: “ But the Evidence of the
Spirit is not any secret Inspiration or any Assurance conveyed
to the Mind of the Faithful, but ’tis the Evidence of Works
such as by the Spirit we perform and therefore the only Sign
of Sanctification is Holiness and the only Mark of Grace is to
obey from the Heart the Word of God.”™ There is no
certainty or assurance of salvation but we must work it out
with fear and trembling. Any other marks than holiness of
life as a sign of regeneration are rather marks of spiritual pride
than of union with Christ.”® He has little sympathy with
ostentatious religion or with the enthusiasm of the early
Methodists, who *look with Disdain upon all the prudent
Methods by which Goodness may be advanced, and censure
them as the Effects of wordly Wisdom and Cunning.” " He
is equally scornful of * tedious and expensive Pilgrimages and
processions; unnatural Mortifications and sullen Retirements
from the World practised and recommended in some Parts of
the Christian Church.” ™ Moderation is his watchword. In
a sermon preached on the text, “ Let not your good be evil
spoken of,” he protests against those whose ““ Zeal for Good
arises even from Envy and Strife.” * This Spirit,” he says,
« js still in being ; and ’tis no uncommon Thing for Mcn to be
spitefully good and to delight in the Opportunities of
exasperating Others who differ from them. Men often fall
upon Subjects for no other Reason but because they know how
disagreeable they are to some of the Company.” ™ Shex:lock
would not have been so typical of the eighteenth century if h‘c
had not regarded enthusiasm with such profound iii.strust. His
emphasis is always on practice, and the same spirit may be
seen in his brushing aside of deep philosophical problems such
as the freedom of the will, and the identity of good as we

®Sherlock: Discourses. Vol III, p. 299. “We ascribe it not to
Grace :l:a.; we know our Duty, but this we ascribe to it, that we are able

to doe it.”
u Ipid. Vol. 1., p. 247.
7 1hid. Vol. 111, p. 304.
@ 1bid, Vol. IV, p. 190.
% Ibid. Vol. II., p. 306.
® rbid. Vol. IV, p. 199.
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know it and as known by God. Sherlock stood for a settled
and orderly Church, and he thus defends the ceremonies of
the Church as by law established. He makes no claim what-
ever for a divinely inspired and infallible episcopacy. True,
the Church has a mission, but this mission is clearly one of
preaching the faith once delivered to the saints.” Whenever
the Church speaks conformably to this commission it is the
voice of God calling men to repentance, for in this sense the
Qhurch is ordained of God. But the commission has been
given once and for all: it is not an expanding one and gives
no power to create new articles of faith. Indeed, on historical
grounds, he attempts to prove that not even the Apostles
themselves—-so most certainly not the Church of Rome or any
assembly whatever—had “ any Authority to make Articles of
Faith and that Jesus Christ was the Author and
Finisher of our Faith, to which nothing can be added and
n.othing can be taken.” ™ Yet every Church has an absolute
right to appoint its own “ Rules of Orders and Discipline for
its Members,” which are not essential but can be adopted to
meet particular requirements. Hence the particular rules of
the Anglican Church have been “settled upon prudential
Considerations of the Circumstances of England.” The breach
with Rome was justified in that Rome had departed from the
faith once delivered to the saints, and had over-elaborated its
ceremonies, which thereby became alien to the English spirit.
It is not surprising that Church ceremonies as a whole were
the subject of rationalists’ attacks, but Sherlock is content to
justify them as means to an end. Of themselves they have no
value except as they are a channel of grace. There is a
difference, he points out, between religion and the means to
religion : ”® but such subtle differentiations were hardly likely
to satisfy the rationalists of his age. Also, he argues, whatever

:Sh;rlock: Discourses. Vol. IV, p. 330.

Ibid. Vol. IV, p.336. This statement of Sherlock’s occasioned an
attack on him by Caleb Fleming, in Natural and Revealed Religion at
Variance, 1758. He asked how Sherlock, believing this, could subscribe
to the twenticth article of the Church which says * that the Church hath
power to decree rites and ceremonies and articles of faith.”

" Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. I, p.357. One cannot help recalling
his differcntiation between a qualification for office, and a proof of a
qualification in his Vindication of the Test and Corporation Act.
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ceremonies were performed in obedience to the command of
God “ would have such Virtue as he thought fit to annex to

them.” ™
If the Church is free to alter the non-essentials but cannot

touch the faith once delivered to the saints, it is imperative that
the question, where can this faith be found, shall be
answered. This faith, he maintains, cannot be found in the
« Traditions of Men > any more than could the Jewish religion
in the vain traditions of the Pharisees: but it consists in “ the
Doctrines of the Apostles and Prophets of the Gospel.” ** This
is, of course, the true Protestant position : but it means that
everything depends on the manner in which the Bible is
interpreted. Sherlock, in his handling of the New Testament
(if not of the Old), is very balanced. His essay on the
“Authority of the Second Epistle of Saint Peter,” for example,
is a scholarly effort, showing a desire to bring the best
scholarship of the day to bear on the Scriptural Canon. *

" Sherlock: Discourses. Vol. IV., p. 96.

® Ibid., p. 340.

17y is included in Hughes: The Works of Bishop Sherlock. Vol. 111,
p. 137. This dissertation of Sherlock’s deserves a little more detailed
notice. Although some of his views are no longer held by modern
scholars, yet his method of tackling the problem shows his adoption of
critical methods in the interest of modern orthodoxy. The problem with
which he is primarily concerned, it must be borne in mind, is not the
question of the Petrine authorship of the second Epistle but its authority.
He begins with a short historical survey of the objections against its
authority by the ecarliest writers, Eusebius and Jerome to Helvetius and
Grotius. By this examination he proves that GCrotius’ statement, that
the Epistle was rejected by many Churches, is far too strong. He then
traces all objections to the authority of the Epistle to a primitive doubt
as to its authorship, due to the difference between the style of the
Epistle and the first Epistle of Peter. This difference might suggest that
it was not written by the same writer as the first Epistle, but in itself
could not create a doubt as to its genuineness. This difference, he con-
tinues, does not run throughout the whole of the Epistle, but is only
apparent in Chapter II, which abounds with pompous expressions.

ere is, however, no reason why S. Peter should not have written the
first Epistle and Chapters I, and IIL of the second Epistie. Then he
proceeds—and modern scholarship has further developed this part of
his argument—to point out the parallels between the second chapter and
the Book of Jude, and he comes to the conclusion that the similarities
and diffcrences can only be accounted for by supposing that they have
both drawn from the same Jewish original. (Modern criticism now
regards 2 Peter as taken from Jude.) He concludes by dealing with the
objection that under his argument 2 Peter will fall under the reflection
of using the spurious Enoch: this may be summarily dismissed, however,
he says, because * Enoch was a romance of Hcllenistic invention and
there is no evidence whatever that it existed in apostolic days.”

S
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In his sermons also, Sherlock always endeavours to place
the text in its historical setting, and seldom attempts to prove
his argument from isolated references taken out of their
context. He realizes that a strict adherence to the literal sense
of the English translation must lead to difficulties, and that
many passages of the New Testament appear obscure because
“the Writers being necessarily drawn into Controversy . . .
there are many Things in Scripture which appear dark to us
for Want of a distinct Knowledge of the Errors and Mis-
contents which the Writers oppose * ; also,  the Passions and
Weaknesses, and Prepossessions of Mind which the best Men
are not free from  should be remembered.

Sherlock’s position in theology is essentially that of a
rationalizing orthodox divine, defending the faith against
attacks from rationalist enquirers on the one hand, and
Unitarians and Socinians on the other, and preaching a creed
essentially practical. It may be said (and this is frequently
said against the eighteenth century divines) that Sherlock’s
conception of religion is not a high one, and that it is deficient
on the spiritual side : but this argument is based on insufficient
evidence. Rather, he should be admired in that he had the
courage to meet the Deists on their own ground, and did not
entrench himself behind the authority of dogma.

The Church of the eighteenth century was called upon to
meet what was essentially a rationalist attack, and in our
opinion, the best reply was not to fall back on its own spiritual
experience, but to endeavour to reinterpret the Christian
truths in the thought forms of the day. It it were to do this
successfully, it must inevitably stress the ethical side of
Christian teaching and the reasonable demand which it made
on the worshipper. The eighteenth century was not easily
given to self-expression, but it would be presumptuous indeed
to deny that it had vital religious experiences merely because
it did not see fit to declare them from the housetops.

Dr. Johnson, who is often regarded as the great repre-
sentative of the eighteenth century, compares, we suggest, not
unfavourably with the Christian of any generation. In this
connection we may perhaps quote from a letter of Sherlock’s
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to Dr. Dodderidge, a leading Dissenter, which shows the
simplicity but sincerity of his faith. =

“ Whatever points of difference there are between us, yet I
trust that we are united in a hearty zeal for spreading the
knowledge of the Gospel, and for reforming the lives and the
manners of the people according to it. I have lived long
enough to know by experience the truth of what we are
taught : That there is none other name by which we may be
saved, but the name of Christ only. I have seen the true
spirit and the comfortable hopes of religion lost in the
abundance of speculation, and the vain pretences of setting
up natural religion in opposition to revelation: and there will
be little hope of a reformation till we are humble enough to
be willing to know Christ and him crucified. In this necessary
and fundamental point I am fully pursuaded we do not dis-
agree: and I carnestly beg of God to bless our united
endeavours to make his ways known. Recommending you
and your Christian labours to his gracious protection.” *

It remains only to estimate what is the permanent con-
tribution which Sherlock made to the theological thought of
his age.

First, we may place his “historical emphasis.” Christianity is
above all a historical religion, and Sherlock realized this clearly
and always appealed away from speculation to fact. It was
from this point of view that he endeavoured to elaborate a
consistent scheme of prophecy throughout the Old Testament,
because he realized that Christianity was rooted in Judaism.
Secondly, Sherlock, although living in a rationalist age,
realized that Christianity is bound up with the miraculous,
and his approach to the Christian miracles was almost the
same as that which Christian apologists adopted at the end of
the nineteenth century against rationalist attacks. In his firm
. grasp of the objectivity of real knowledge as opposed. to the
| subjectivity of natural laws which are mere generalizations
 from human experience, his work is of abiding worth.

Lastly must be mentioned the place which he assigned to
the reason. He realized that a religion which in the last resort
was irrational had no right to demand the allegiance of men,

{ 2 Dodderidge: Diary and Correspondence. Vol. V., p. 153.
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for intellect and revelation were the gifts of the same true God.
If revelation and the intellect were opposed the one to the
other, then we should be forced, either to resort to a blind,
unquestioning faith (with Henry Dodwell) or abandon the
revelation (with the Deists).

The fact that all truth is ultimately “ reasonable,” however,
does not mean that it can be discovered by the reason.
Revelation has revealed truths which the unassisted reason
could never have achieved, but to deny them merely on this
ground would be to make the finite human reason the measure
of truth. Here again Sherlock’s position is very sound. The
reason must give way before the facts of history, but it is its
task to examine these facts, to understand them, and incor-
porate them in the body of “rational” knowledge. To
suppose that this cannot be done is to place a radical dualism
at the very foundation of knowledge, to place reason against
faith, rational effort against revelation. This is the vital con-
tribution which * Christian rationalism ” of the eighteenth
century has given to theological thought.

The further we go in the pursuit of truth, the further we
explore the Christian mysteries, the more we shall find that
facts “ above reason ™ are not contrary to it. As man is made
in the image of God, so he is assured that new truths will ever
find their place in a wider synthesis.

The balanced rationalism of Sherlock, which is based on a
clear knowledge of the limitations of the reason (that the
finite can never fully know the infinite), is the stronghold
which the eighteenth century erected against a paralysing
scepticism. In this way it secured a permanent place for
revelation in a world awestruck by the majesty of scientific
achievement,
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Editor’s Introduction

Wwilliam Webster (1689-1758) was a bit of an eccen-
tric — but (1) eccentricity is not unkindly regarded as
one of the hallmarks of the true Englishman, and (2)
it hardly disqualifies his work for inclusion in the
Simon Greenleaf Law Review in light of the delightful
eccentricities of our own faculty! Hoefer's Nouvelle
Biographie Générale (Paris, 1866) informs us (Vol. 46,
col. 614), relying on Webster’s own autobiographical
remarks, that when the extensive sale of his pamphlet
on wool production began to die down, he published
anonymously a refutation of his own arguments,
which went through several editions; and of the first
work he modestly declared that “‘the author should
have a statue erected to him in all the manufacturing
towns of Great Britain”'!

But Webster’s importance lies in theology, not in
economics. He graduated from Cambridge University,
was ordained to the Anglican ministry, served as
curate of the historic parish of St. Dunstan-in-the-West,
London, and earned his theological doctorate from
Cambridge. Besides his important apologetic essays
in support of the Resurrection of Christ — here
brought back into print after centuries of neglect —
the voluminous list of his theological writings in-
cludes a translation of French biblical scholar Richard
Simon’s New Testament commentary; A Complete
History of Arianism from 306 to 1666 in two volumes;
and a counter to one of the most influential works of
Bishop Warburton (the founder of the Warburton
Lectureship; its 1985 Lecture constitutes the leading
essay in the present number of the Simon Greenleaf
Law Review).
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E. Irving Carlyle, in his article on Webster in The
Dictionary of National Biography (London, 1899),
Vol. 60, p. 128, describes the genesis and influence of
Webster’s Remarks on the Divine Legation, which in
diverse ways associated him with Christian jurispru-
dence (Richard Hooker and the Inns of Court),
English literary history (Alexander Pope), and the
18th-century Evangelical Awakening (George
Whitefield): “On 16 Dec. 1732, under the pseudonym
of ‘Richard Hooker of the Inner Temple,’ he began to
edit a periodical entitled ‘The Weekly Miscellany.’
Not being very successful, it was discontinued on 27

June 1741. From the number of religious essays it

contained it became known as ‘Old Mother Hooker’s
Journal.’ It is chiefly memorable for the attacks made
in its columns on William Warburton's ‘Divine
Legation of Moses.” Webster’s contributions to the
controversy were republished probably in 1739, under
the title of ‘Remarks on the Divine Legation’ (London,
8vo). They earned him a place in the ‘Dunciad,” Pope,
in 1742, inserting a passage (bk. ii. 1. 258) in which
Webster was coupled with George Whitefield, who
had also criticised Warburton (Pope, Works, ed. Elwin
and Courthope, iv. 17, 333, ix. 205, 207).”

* * *

The Fitness of the Witnesses of the Resurrection of
Christ is photoreproduced from the copy in the rare
book collection of the Simon Greenleaf School of
Law; The Credibility of the Resurrection of Christ has
been photographically reproduced by permission of
the British Library (formerly the British Museum
Library), London, England, from their copy (shelf
mark: 115.¢.30).

J.W.M.
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PREFACE

HAT I bere offer to the Reader,
g g / is only part, of a difeourfe which I
intended to publifh, 'till I bad read
‘the Trial of the Witnefles of the Refurrec-
tion of Chrift. Tho' other pampblets appear'd
at that time wherein the objeétions of the ad-
werfaries were very well anfwer'd, yet I thought
that fome parts of the fubject were fHll capa-
ble of improvement ; at leaft, that the fame
arguments might be placed in a new light ac-
cording to the particular apprebenfion, or ability,
of the Writer, by which means different rea-
ders might be convinced, or affected.  But the
abcvemention'd Author writes with fuch a fipe-

riority of genius, that be hasleft no room for any

new matter, and with fucha peculiar felicity as
2o method and manner, that it _feem'd as imps/-
Sfible to fay the fame things after him without
“injuring the argument, as to find out any thing
awbich did not occur to his uncommon fagacity.
But I fball fay no more of this excellent per-
formance, fince I might as well attempt to imi-
tate it, as to do juflice to its charaer. |
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'PREFACE

What then could induce me to trouble the
publick with any thing upon a fubjelt fo well
bandled, and only upon a particular part of st ?

 The feafon of the year obliging me to revift
my papers upon the Refurrettion of Chrift, I
Jound' I bad confider'd fome of the objections
againft it with a differenc view jfrom other
writers, which gave me occafion to make fome
Jeafonable remartks, and to obviate Jome funda-
mental errors that run thro' all the modern
writers on the infidel fide, I can't tell whe-
ther this apology will be admitted as a reafon-
able one, neither am I much concern’d about ip.
I bave wery little. regard to my reputat:on as
a writer, f I can but fhew the fincerity of my
Intentions as a Chrittian. I bad much rather
be accufed of impertinence, than be fufpecied
to want a becoming zeal for Religion. I bave
one thing fartber to add, that if the reader

/bould think bis time loﬁ: in perufing this dif-

courfé, I bave taken care, by making it wery

Short, that be /7;4/1 lojfé bu little,

May 1. 1731,
. Temple-Bar,

The
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The Fitnels of the

WITNESSELES

OF

Chrift’s Refurreftion.

r E:" H E refurreion of Chrift being
‘ a matter of fac fo eflential to the

‘ truth of Ais religion, and the foun-
dation of our faith and hope, unbelievers
have been partxcularly induftrious to raile
objections againft it. Among other diffi-
culties that have been ftarced upon this
important fubje&, it has been urged, that
his appearance after his refurre@ion was not
publick enough; and the witneffes, both fer
mumber and quality, not anfwerable to the
wexght which was to be laid upon their tel-
umony The hiftory of Chrift’s refurrece
tion informs us that, tho’ he appear'd cpenly,
yet he did not appear to all the pecple, to
the multitude of the Fews, bur only to a
Jelet number of perfons appointed o be
witneffes of it to the reft of the world,
Thefe chofen witnefles were the fweve A’;J—
B _/?lc’:
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(2)
Jiles only ; for, though Chrift appeared to
others, as well as unto them, even to five
hundred of his Difciples at one tiine, yet
only the Apoftles were appointed to bear
publick teftimony to the truth of his refur-

rection. It is farther urged, with regard to

the manner of his appearance, that the wit-
nefles were improperly chofen, in refpec to

their flation and circumflances. The feveral

exceptions againft them may all be reduced
under the three following heads, which
fhall be the fubject of my prefenc difcourfe.
The fir/} objettion is, That Chrift did
pot appear in a more publick manner to the
multitude of the unbelieving Fews, when
his appearance was of fuch publick and uni-
wverfal concern to them.
" 247, Becaufe he did not appear to the
Priefls and Rulers, who, it is pretended,
were the perfons more immediately con-
cern’d in matters relating to their religion,
and government. e
. 3%, That he appeared only to his parti-
cular friends and followers, whofe teftimony
cannot be fo fatisfaGtory to us as that of
his enemies would have been. |
. T am not forward to dive into the fecret
‘counfels of the all-wife God, thinking it
L more
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(3) )

more becoming our limited capacities to

reft fatisfied with the methods of provi-
dence, than to undertake the folution of
them upon precarious conjectures ; buz, as
far as we are concerned in thefe queftions,
we are able, upon rational grounds, to vin-
dicate the Wifdom and Goodnefs of God .
which, by his affiftance, I fhall now endca-
vour to do. :
Firft it is objected, that Chrilt did not
appear, after his refurre@ion, in a more

publick manner, to the miltitude of the un-

believing Fews, when his appearance was of
fuch publick and univerfal concern to them.

“This objeCtion muft be confider'd under
wwo different refpe@ts.

- 1. As it concerns the convi@tion of man-
kind in general.
I As it relates to the Jews in parti-
cular.

1%, Then I am to confider this objection
in refpect to the conviCtion of munkind in
general. The objetion above mentioned is
founded upon this fuppofition, that a moere
publick appearance, to the multitude of the
“ews, would have givena more convincing

Bz evidence
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(4)

evidence of the truth of his refurretion,

than the teftimony of a feleé? number of
perfons, however qualified, is able to give

us. But I cannot help thinking it morally .

impoffible that the world in general could
have had fo good evidence, if Chrift bed
appeared in fo publicka manner, as we have
now upon the teftimony of the twelve A-
pbf’dcs only; unlels we fuppofe, what can-
not be fuppofed, that a// the people would
have been converted by his appearance, and
have continued ftedfaft in the faith. For,
befides that a// the people were not qualified
to be witnefles of his Refurrettion, al/ of
them not being fufficiently acquainted with
his perfon, which muft have occafioned va-
riety of opinions concerning the reality of

it ; befides chis, I fay, the Fews, (efpecially

the priefts and rulers, who had a mighey

influence upon the people) had obftinately
refifted the evidence of many and extraor-

dinary miracles, and confpired to put Chrift
to death only for raifing Lazarus to life; fo
that they were not likely to be converted by
the RefurreCtion of Chriff bimfelf. They

who had afcribed one of the greateft of his

miraculous works to the operation of the
Devil, might with equal reafon have refolved

2 " this
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this appearance of Chrift into a delufion
and impofition upon their fenfes, by the ope-
ration of a diabolical power: At leaft, they
had impudence enough to have denied the
fa&, and to have ufed all poffible means, as
well to prevent the belief of it in others,
as to force them to a denial of it. Their
fuborning the foldiers to fwear that the
Difciples of Chrit came by night and fiole
bis body out of the fipulchre while they were
aflecp, fhews, beyond contradiction, that they
would have left no methods of corruption
unattempted, and that the people, either for
the lucre of a little money, or from the
dread of perfecution, would have afferted, or

" deny'd any thing. This then being the cafe,

(and I think it a very clear and obvious
one) what would have been the confe-
quence? Why, that there would have been
contradiflory evidence upon record, fome
affirming, others denying the truth of Chrift's
Refurre®tion; nay, the very fame witnefles,
at different times, both afirming and denying
it. . Now, if Chrift had appeared to fuch 2
large and mixed multitude of people, fome
of whom would have contradi&ted, not only
one another, but themfeives, how could we,
at this diftance of time, come at the true

) : ' knowledge
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(6)
knowledge of fuch a variety of charadters,

and other intricate circumftances, in order
to judge whofe teftimony is the oft cre-

dible, or whether the fa& be, upon the -
whole, worthy of our belief, or not. Much

lefs could fuch a contradi&tory teftimony be

equally fatisfatory to us with that of a
felet number of- witneffes, all of them -

© competent judges of the fad, all of them
agreeing in their report, all of them con-
firming their teftimony by miracles, and ac
Iaft fealing it with their blood.
.. Bug, if the teftimony of others may be
to us. the ground of a reafonable affent to
the truth of any fa& (which, I prefume,
will not be difputed) the queftion will
be, not whether a more publick manifefta-
tion of Chrift o a// the people, to the
whole multitude of the Fews, would have
been more fatisfaltory to thems; or whether
their teftimony would not have been to us
a ftronger evidence of his refurrection, than
the teftimony of the Apoftles; I fay, this
will not be the queftion ; but whether the
teftimony of the Apoftles, who were cho-
fen by God to be witnefles of it to the

world, be not a fificient evidence of it. For, = -

whenever God is pleafed to require our
: . affent
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affent to ary matter of fa@, he is not
obliged to give us all the evidence, where-
of the fact is capable, but only fuch a de-
gree of evidence upon which we may build
a rational conviction. Suppofe, for inftance,
that any matter of fact done at any diftant
part of this kingdom were attefted by a cer~
tain number of credible perfons, would any
of us think it a reafonable objetion againft
the truth of it, that it might have been at-
tefted by a greater number, if it be already
fufficiently attefted? We are very ready to
allow, that, in proportion to the weight and

‘confequence of any do@rine, or fu&, it
feems reafonable that we fhould have clearer

and ftronger proof. In fome cafes, of lefler
moment, buman laws are fatisfied with one
witnefs, in others of a more important na-
ture, they proceed with more caution, and
require the pofitive evidence of zuv perfons.
So likewife in the bufinefs of religion, the
making of a new revelation to mankind,
upon which depend our eternal life, or death,
we may bere expelt to meet wich ftronger
evidence than any femporal concern requires.
Yet this kind of reafoning muft be managed
with a great deal of caution, or it will lead
us into infidelity. As to the point now

under
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under confideration, the truth: of Chrift’s
Refurrection, it being a matter ‘of fuch infi-
nite moment, it feems reafonable that the
evidence thould bear jome degree of proportion
to the #mportance of the truth. But if we

argue too clofely from the snfinite diftance -

between the importance of things temporal
and eternal, requiring a degree of evidence
proportionably greater in one cafe, thanin the
other, we may requirc fuch an irreffiible
evidence as will leave no room for the exer-
cife of humility, and 2 due regard o the
. wifdom of God in his difpenfations; or, in-
deed, for the exercife of our faith, confi-
dered under any proper notion of it. Where-
fore in all our religious enquiries let us at-
¢end principally ‘to his confideration, whe-
ther the thing be highly credible iz 2/4/f,
and fuch as would fatisfy us in affairs relat-
ing to the prefent life, without atcempting to
determine exaltly what degree of evidence
any particular truth requires. If infinite
Wifdom had thought it fitting, the Refurrec-
tion of iChrift might have been manifefted
in a more publick manner, and attefted by 2
greater mumber; but if it ‘be dlready fuffi-
ciently attefted, it is ‘highly.unreafonable to
s¢jedt a credible teftimony, only becaufe the
B goodnefs
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goodnefs "of God might have granted us a
teftimony fill more convincing, tho’ his juf~
tice did not oblige him to do it, and his /-

" dom did not think it expedient. Thus far I

have confider'd the objection, as it affects
the conviction of mankind in general; which
is a confideration more worthy the wifdom
and goodnefs of God, than the unreafonable
demands of bardened infidels.

2dy, As'to the Fews, in particular, if a
more extraordinary method of convition
feems requifite for the converfion of fuch
inveteratz enemies, than for others who
were better difpofed to believe the truth of

_Chrift’sRefurrection, This gave them no right

at all to demand it; neither was it confiftent
with the fertled purpofes of God that they
fhould have been convinced in fuch an ex-
traordinary manner. Their obdurate tem-
per, which arofe from their own lufts and
paffions, was in itfelf highly criminal, de-
ferving rather the Divine vengeance, than any
particular marks of favour and goodnefs.
Their flownefs of heart to believe the mi-
racles of our Saviour, and to embrace his
dottrine, proceeded from their inveterate
malice, and their malice was the effect only
of their pride and ambition, which difdain’d

; a cruct-
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.a crucified Redeemer; and of their impure
.and carnal affeions,” which were impatient
of the reftraint of his holy precepts. But
was God obliged to have any regard to their,
wicked indifpofition, fo as to proportion the
_degree of evidence to the exigency of their
,wants, which they had wvaluntarily brought
.upon themfelves ? Or how could he do it
confiftently with his predictions concerning
their deftruction for not, believing in him
fooner? God had afforded them fufficient
‘means of conviftion by the many miracles
.which Chrift had wrought among them in
his life-time, for reje¢ting which they juftly
‘merited that judicial vifitation which God
determined and denounced againft them. If
therefore, after this, God had ufed any ex-
traordinary means for their conviction, he
had not only done more for them than they
had any reafon to expe&t, but he muft have
deftroy’'d his own immutable purpofes, and
falfified his own unerring predictions. .

- But2dy, it may be objected that, tho' God

was not obliged to fatisfy the unreafonable
demands of harden’d infidels by manifefting
-the Refurre@ion of Chrift to a// the people
of the Fews, yet why did he not appear to

- the
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the priefts and rulers, who may be thought

the moft proper perfons to be concerned in

a tranfadtion that related to their refigisn
and government ? ’

But this objection has no foundation but
in the impotent wifhes of unbelievers, no
force befides what it may chance to acquire
from the pofitive air with which they en-
deavour to hide its weaknefs. If there be
any real ftrength in the argument, it muft
arife either from the nature of the thing,
that is, from the confideration of their pub-
lick ftation and authority, which gave them
a right todemand fuch a perfinal appearance
to them; or from fome exprefs promife of
God, that Chrift thould appear pgerfinally,
-after his Refurrection, to the priefts and
rulers. '

. 1. But there is no reafon in the nature of
things that obliged Providence to grant them
that particular evidence; they could not
cldim it in right of their publick flation and

_authority. Even in a tranfa&tion between

two independent nations, kings do not appear
in  perfon, but fend others in their name,
with proper credentials, to at for them.
But this affair, of the Refurretion of Chrift,
was a tranfa&tion between the Ssvereign of

' Cz2 the
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the world, and his creatures, who were all
equally oblized to fubmit to his will, and
not entitled to make any demands for fin-
gdlar privileges. In this cafe, therefore,
which was a tranfaltion between God and
them, and not between them and their iz-
feriors, there was no diftin&ion of governors
and pesple; they were all, both rulers and
people, as creatures, upon a Jevel 5, and God
was not obliged to afford them, as being
governors, any other evidence than what he

thought proper for the reft of the nation,’
and of mankind in general. No body can

pretend that the priefls and rulers could not

Bhave fufficient reafon to believe the Refur-.

rettion of Chrift, without being eye-twitneffes
of it, becaufe then there would be no ratio-
nal ground for our affent toany faét unlefs
we had feen it. This aflertion, fure, is too

grofs to be offer'd, or admitted, by any one. .

But if any part of the Fewifb nation, or man-
kind in general, might be required to believe
the Refurrettion of Chrift upon the teftimo-
ny of thofe who were eye-witneffes of it, why
not the priefis and rulers, as well as private
perfons, as well as diffant ages and nations?
They might have fuficient evidence, with-
out the evidence of fen/¢, and it is abfurd to

- : fay,
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fay, that they might rationally demand more
evidence than what was fufficient for a ra-
tional conviétion, "
- 2, And as to any exprefs promife of Ged,
chat Chrift fhould appear gerfinally to the
priefis and rulers after his Refurrcition, no-
thing of thac kind is to be found in his
word. God did, indeed, promife that the
gofpel thould £ be preached to the Yews.
And in order to fu/fl his promife, and pre-
diftions relating to the life and a&tions of
Chrift, Chriff did appear publickly among
them, in their freets and market-places; in
the [jnagogues, and in the femple; he con-
verfed with them, and explained the fcrip-
tures to them; he wrought various and
mighty works among them, the truth of

.which they acknowledged, tho’ they de-

nied the Divine power by which they were
wrought ; but where is there any promife
that the priefts and rulers thould be eye-wit-
neffes of this particular fatt? Or how was
providence obliged to grant them any fuch
favour? It has been very juftly obferved, by
the author of the Trial of the Fitneffes, that
Chbriff's particular commiflion to the Feus
ceafed at his death ; that they having finally

and
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and declared - that they fhould fce himn no.

more, and confequently that he could not

appear to them without falfifying his own:

declarations. But bad the claim of the
Fews to fingular advantages, as being the
peculiar people of God, ftill fubfifted in the
ftrongeft manner, this zational prerogative
did not give the rulers in particular a righe

to be, eye-«witmﬁés of any particular fa&t, or -

‘miracle, relating to their religion and govern-
ment: Neither could any gemeral promife
made to the Fewifh nation be the foundation
of any fuch claim, becaufe it might be ful-
fill'd, if the rulers, by any means whatfo-

ever, had fufficient evidence of the truth of

fuch fa&s, whether from the report of their
own fenfés, or the credible teftimony of private
perfons. Their publick capacity gave them
' no diftinttion in this cafe. Their authority.
over the peple gave them no claim upon
Ged, the abfolute Governor of the' world,
This is a faét that fome people were to be-"
lieve upon the teftimony of others, and
whether the rulers or private perfons were
to be the witneffes, was matter of favour,
and God was the beft judge upon whom to
~ beftow it So that if we could #of fee any
‘reafons why the rulérs were difqualified ta

86

(15)

' be witnefles, ‘twould be a fufficient an{wer to
' fay, that they were nof chgfen by God, who
is infinitely wife in the choice of his inftru-
‘ments. But we can fee the plaineft and the.

ftrongeft reafon why they were utterly unfit

-to be witnefles of Chriff’s Refurretion, be-
caufe they would not have believed the

truth of it, if they Aad feen him after he was
rifen, and then the reft of the world would
have wanted a proper evidence of this im-
portant truth. And we can add farther, that
if they bad been in a difpofition to reccive
conviétion from his perfonal appearance to
them, fuch extraordinary means of convic-
tion could not be granted them, becaufe by
the determinate counfel, and declared pur-
pofe, of God, they were devoted to deftruc-
tion for their former infidelity.

.~ But fee the unreafonablenefs and perverf-
nefs of thefe gainfayers! They are conti-
nually calling out prieficraft, prificraft, and
yet are objeéting againft the methods of efta-

~ blithing Chriftianity, becaufe they were not

enforced by the weight of authority, which
would have given a much jufter occafion
for the fufpicion of fraud. The witnefles
were private, and mean, and chfecure perfons,
too inconfiderable to be employ'd in an affaic
' of
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of fuch moment: Men of education, it feems,
and Jearning, and dignity, and power, were
much fitter for the purpofe. . But who fees
not that the Apoftles were the lefs likely to
sntend a fraud, and the lefs able to execuze
it, by reafon of the meannefs of their edu-
cation, and the obfcurity of their charaéters;
their ignorance of the world, and the arts
of addrefs ; their poverty and want of
power?

.- But ’tis" farcher objc&cd agnm& thc
\ wxmcﬁ'cs of Chriff’s Refurre&tion, that they
were his particular friends, ftrongly attached
2o his caufe, and affectionate to his perfon,
for which reafon they thould have been ex-
cepted as partsal and prejudiced perfons; but
that if the witnefles had been raken out of
the number of his enemies, whofe prejudices
and paffions ran ftrong againft him, their
teftimony would have had the more weight,
becaufe #hey could not be fufpetted to believe

- the truth of his Refurreftion buc upon the -

clearelt evidence, or to teftify it buc upon
the ftrongeft convidtion.

1 have alrcady obferved, that the only pro-
per queftion in refpedt to this and all other
religious truths, is, whether we have fifi-
cient evidence, and therefore in anfwer to

L this
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* this objection we need not enquire whether

Chriff's enemies, or friends, were the fiteeft
erfons to be witnefles of his Refurredlion,
or whofe teftimony would be g jatisfatiory
to the reft of mankind, but whether the
teftimony of the chofen witnefles be credible
in itfelf 5 yet it may nqt be improper to ob-
ferve, that unlefs the perfons appointed to
be witneffes had frequently feen Chrift, and
intimately converfed with him in his /fe-
time, as well as after bis Refurrection, they
would have been, in that refpect, lefs quali-
fied than his particular friends, to teftify the
truth of the fa, becaufe they would have

" been lefs competent judges of the realicy of

ity and if we fuppofe Chrift to have ap-
pcar'd after he was rifen, to fuch of his
enemies as had been thus converfant with
him, they muft have been witnefles of his
other miracles. Now, if they were proof
againft the force of fo many, and {uch gre:t
miracles, what reafon is there (as Iremark’d
under a former head of this difcourle) to
imagine that they would have been converted
upon his appearance to them after his Re-
furre@ion, without fuch an over-ruling in-
fluence as would have deftroy’d their fres

apill: {o that if thefe a!zjeﬁrrs had been in

the dxrc&xon of this important affair, thcy
D in
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in their abundant wifdom, would have chofen
fuch witnefles of the Refurretion of Chrift
as were either incompetent judges of its rea-
lity, or not at all likely to believe it them-
felves: Very fic perfons thefe to fet in cdun-
cil with Omnifcience, and prelcribe to their
Maker in the government of the world! The
more we examine into the difpenfations of
God, the more reafon we fhall have, not
only to acknowledge his Fuffice, butto adore
his #ifdom, and to be thankful for his Good-
nefs. But to quarrel with the evidence for
the truth of Chrift's Refurreion becaufe ic
is not exallly fuch as we could wifh it to
be, or wantonly imagine that it ought to
be: To object againft the witnefles becaufe
there were not more of them, becaufe they
were private perfons, not the rulers, becaufe
they were chofen from among Chrift's fol-
lowers and friends, not fuch as were before
unbelievers and enemies; all this is not argu-
ment, but prefumption ; not reafoning, but re-
belling againft God, No matter what their
number was, provided it was figficient ; no
matter who, or what they were, provided
they were competent judges of the fa&, and
Saithful relators of it. If we indulge our
fancy in imagining what Jort of evidence

we Thould have liked beft, and objc& againft
.
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it only becaufe we think it might have been
ftronger, and more fatisfatory ; this objec-
tion will hold equally againft any degree of
evidence that is not abfolucely -irrefiftible,

" and fubverts all religion, natural, as well as

yevealed, becaufe it deftroys the very notion
of a ftate of ¢zrial and probation, and takes
away the foundation of .rewards and punifb-

" ments ; becaufe, upon this principle, we

never can be obliged to bef/ieve any religious
truth *cill ic is impoflible for us to disbelieve
it. ‘This is the unavoidble confequence of
fuch objections, and it is the avow’d opinion
of fome of our celebrated modern reafoners. 1
thall inftance in one who feems to be fo much
admired and extolled, that we may well fup-
pofe him tofpeak their fentiments. Mr. Chub,
in his previous queftion, {peaking about jpecu/a-
tive dofPrines, fays, © that God will either fo

. # clearly deliver fuch points, as that there

¢ {hall be no place for error, or elfe he will
« excufe all errors which may arife from

"« them, it being moft abfurd to fuppole,

¢ that a wife and good Being fhould give
« a revelation in a way in which it is /iable
« to be mifunderflood, and then be difpleafed
« with his creatures if they miffake his
« meaning of ir, feeing fuch errors are nor,
« in the nature of the thing, a proper foun-

D2 “ dation
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« dation for refentment.” This is a pro-
poﬁnon that could not drop baflily from a
‘writer, but muft be the refult of ¢oo/ and
deliberate thought ; and he lays it down
gravely as a fundamental point. Now if all
errors in fpeculative doirines be innocent be-
caufe they are not fo clarly revealed as to
ledve 7o room for miftake, chen all error in
tefpedt to the truth of revelation in general
muift be equally innocent, unlefs the evidence
‘be fo clear and fireng as to exclude all poffibi-
“lity of bemg miftaken, which is the very
iprinciple into which all the abovemention'd
‘objections againft the Refurre@ion of Chn&
muft finally be refolved. -

But if this argument be concluﬁvc, it
renders all errors in Morality, as well as in
fpeculative points, innocent, and fubverts the
.foundation of rewards and punifbments, be-
caufe it deftroys the notion of a ftate of
“trial and probation, which fuppofes room for
_error and fin. . See the parallcl bctwecn thc
two propoﬁtxons :

It is abfurd and ridiculous in God t0 6¢
msnr.Assn with us for ERRING, if be bas
made US LIABLE o error. .

. It is abfurd and ridiculous in God to be D1s-
(rx.u.sw with us for SINNING, if he bhas
. made us LIABLE fo fin. S
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Of the famekind, and equally deftructive,
is another popular maxim, which is this,
that all meceffary articles of faith fhould be fo
plain and obvious that the motk illiterate per-
fon without any pains and difficulty, with-
out any inftrution or affiftance, may under-
ftand them. As nothing can be believed
without fuch a degree of evidence as forces
the affent, fo That evidence muft appear
-without the trouble of any fearch or enquiry ;
from whence it follows, that we cannot be
obliged to give our affent to any truth buc
‘what is félf-evident, and offers itfelf cafually
.to the mind, without any atfention. For,

-if 'we may be obliged to ufe any means of

information and conviction, we may be o-

‘bliged to ufe o/l the means within our power;
.and if we cannot be obliged to the ufe of

all poffible means, “tis impoffible that we can
be obliged to the ufe of any. "The reafon-
ing is conclufive both backward, and forward.

-What makes us accountable beings is, our

free Will; if then we may be accountable

“at all, we may be accountuable for every

thing within our power ; whatever we have
a_capacity of doing, God may oblige us to
do, and punifbus for the neglet of it. There
is as much reafon why we may be rcquxrcd
to apply t0 otbers for their inftruction in or-

der
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der to underftand any religious do€trine, as
toapply ourfelves to the knowledge of icatall;
to enquire and fearch into the evidence for
the truth of any particular doétrine of reve-
-~ lation, as of revelation in general 5 of reve-
lation, and its particular dotrines, as of the

truths of natural religion and moral dudies.

“There is no pofibility of maintaining their
pofition without deftroying the very notion
«of probation, which implies a power of do-
ing,.or meglecting our duty. Therefore all
thefe queftions muft at laft refolve into this
fingle one, Is it confiftent with the known attri
butes of the Divine natyre fo put us into a
:fate of trial? They muft anfwer in the 7e-
" gatibe, or clfe give up their notions about
drrefiftible evidence, and the plaimnefi of all
neceffary points. Reafonable evidence, and pro-
:per means of knowledge, is all that can be
-demanded by accountable creatures. This
‘s what the adverfaries know, and mean; as
-appears more {plainly from their way of prov-
ing their pofitions. They argue from the
‘Goodnefs of God. The fironger, fay they, the
“evidence for truth, and the more eafily we
- difcover and apprehend That evidence, the
“greater is the Goodnefi of God in granting us
fuch evidence, and a good Being will thew all
-poffible Goodnefs to his- creatures,  But this

way
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way of arguing is inconfiftent with a ftate
of trial ; for would not-any of us think it
Better with regard to our own particular bap-
pinefs, that God (hould have put it cur of
our power to make ourfelves miferable? And
if it would havebeenan a& of greater Good-
nefi ; according to them, a good Being muft
have done it. It will prove farther, thac the
attribute of Goodnefs obliged God to create

" us as perfelt, and happy, as a creawre can

be; in fhort, to communicate all poffble per-
fe@ion and happinefs to as many beings as

" Omnipotence could create, and to create them

all eternal 3 fo that there ought not to be
any difference between them, either in point
of duration or perfettion, which is contrary
to what every man knows to be fa&k. Wild
and extravagant as thefe confequences are,
they muft follow neceffarily if we reafon
from the attribute of Goodrefi, feparately
taken; we fhall have but a partial and im-
perfect notion of it without wifdom to direc?
and regulate, 'We cannot argue from what
would be good to a particular being, Good
confider'd abftraétlyand independently of other
beings, to what is abfolutely good upon the
ewhole of things ; which pothing can judge
of but anlimited knowledge and wifdom,
becaufe nothing but Omnilcience can fee at

ong
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one’ view o/l poffible relations of things, and
the fitneffes arifing from them. But this is
fully explain’d and provcd in a picce lately
publith'd by Mr. Law, in anfwer to Cbrt-
Sianity as Old as the Creation.

The confideration of thefe groundlefs ob-
jections againft Chriftianity naturally fuggefts
to us the wifdom of guarding againft thecap-

tious temper, the prevailing inclination of the

age to ftart diffcultiesupon all queftions. If we
give way to this sitch of fpeculating, and objetl-
ing, like an humour of the body that infects
the whole mafs of blood, 'twill gradually in-
fett the mind witha feeptical difpofition that
never fails of leading men into infidelity.
However well grounded the truths of re-
ligion are, we may, through pride and
other evil difpofitions, find room to cavil
and obje€. It is impoffible in the nature
of things but that there will be dificul-
ties,” unlefs our underftandings were infi-
nite 5 and while we are fuhje@ to paffons and

prqudtm, men will make difficulties where

- there really are none. We are made liable to
error, that there may be room for virtue, and
‘the reward of it ; finite and imperfz?, that
we may be /mmble and modeff. An honeft
heart and a teachable difpofition are the beft
ptcfcrvatxvcs agamf’c error, not only as they

haye
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have the aflurance of God’s Grace to direct
us, but as they put us into the ficteft difpo-
fition for the reception of truth. A ftrong
underftanding, if it relies too much on its
own firength, foon begets a felf-fificiency
that is the moft fruitful fource of error, the
¢common parent of infidelity. Self-love be-
trays men into this pr7de of the underftand-
ing. From an inclination to make them-
felves as confiderable as they can, they flatcer
themfelves into a perfuafion that their nazu-

-~ ral faculties are a fufficient guide, without

any farther help from their Maker, Reve-

* lation confequently is falf, becaufe it is

needlefs. From Deifin 1o Atheifin the progrefs
is natural, and the way thort. And if we
obferve the manner and fyle of their writings
we fhall fee the marks of this pride and felf-

" conceit 3 the utmoft contempt of other peo-

ple’s underftanding g, and confidence in their
own ; as if the rg/l of the world were wholly
ignorant, and they ignorant of nothing ; at leaft
capable of underftanding any thing that they
apply themfelves to. They talk of the awful
and tremendous attributes of the Divine Na-
ture, and the methods of God's government
with a vaft deal more familiarity than would
be thought decent if they were {peaking of a
minifter of flate, and the meafures of his con-

E dudct
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‘du&. They areas forward to make objections
againt the wifdom of the rreation, and of
Providence, as if they themfelves could have
made, or govcrn’d the world better. From
one man to anocher of a_fiperior underftand-
ing and ftation cheir language would be
thought, by all fenfible people, the higheft i//
‘manners and impudence ; how then fhall we
ufe words fignificant enough to exprefs the in-
folence, and madnefs, and folly of thofe who
_prefume to ufe fuch freedom towardsthe fi-
preme Being,whofe nature is incomprehenfible,
. and whofe ways are paft finding out ? We fhall
difcover a better underftanding, and more
judgment by diffruft, than by confidence; by
modefly, than prefumption ; becaufe moft fuit-
able to the nature and order of things. Itisa
thing fit and proper thatan imperfed? and -
mited underftanding fhould look upon itfelfas
fallible, and that a fallible Being (hould al-
-+ ways be ina ready difpofition to hearken with
great “humiility to the unerring dictates and
"conduét of Omnifeience. A juft fenfe of God
- and ourfelves, awful fentiments of Ais excel-
lency and perfe&ion, and a low and mean opi-
nion of the weaknefs and defelts of buman
nature, this would be the moft convincing
anfwer to all the cavils of infidelity.

FINIS.
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Thornhille, Efq,

Of DEPDEN-HALL,in the County
of SUFFOLK.

AEST is now upiards of
@ two Years fince You
gave me a very kind
and feafonable Inftance
Friendfhip, and I take
this firft publick Opportunity to
inake you the only Return in .
my Power, to pay you the
Thanks of a fincerely grateful
o Heart. I am well aware that I
i run the Hazard of committing
an Offence while I mean to per-
form a Duty ; but, 1hope, the
; A 2 - fame
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DEDICATIO N:
fame Generofity which inclin'd
You to be my Friena, will allov
me to have fome Regard-to my
own Reputation, ds well as to
Your Temper. Had Your Kind-
nefs been a Secrez, 1 would con:
- tent myfelf with fuch an Ac-
knowledgiment as would be moft
agreeable to the Modefty of my
" Benefaltor, with my private
- ‘Thanks and Prayers ; but as the
Benefit could not be concealed
from the World, give me leave
to fay, it would be unreafonable
in You to expect that I fhould
be able to fatisfy yfelf with-
out lettiig the World know that
1 haveatrue Senfe of my Obli-
gations. But if 1 were willing
to lie under the difgraceful Im-
putation of Ingratitude, which
- every honeft Mind is ftudious to
avoid, I thould injure the Pud-
lick by neglecting this Occafion
to propofe to their Imitation an

Ex-
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Example fo worthy to be imita.
ted, at a Time when fuch Exam-
ples are fo rate. For a Gentle-
man to give a-Living unfollici-
ted, and without any difhonour-
able or difagreeable Conditions ;
to confer fuch a Favour without
expecting that the Perfon obli-
ged fhould ever after commence
a Slave, and make his Patron a
Compliment of his Fréedom for
having accepted a Preferment
from him ; to take no Advan-
tage of his Clerk by getting any
Part of his Eftate excus'd from
legal Demands, or any Part of
thofe Demands' abated ; to fup-
port all his rightful Claims in the
Parifh, and to make the Difs
charge of his Funétion more eafy
and effeGtual by the Weight of
his Power, and the greater In-
fluence of his Example: Thefe,
Sir, 1 fear, are Circumnftances ra-
ther to be wifhed for by eélery-
er=
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Clergyman, than aiways to be
expected ; yet this is a Felicity
which it is my good Fortune to

.enjoy, and my Duty, as well as

Pleafure, to acknowledge. In
one Inftance I fhall confult Your
Inclination;by forbearing to men-
tion your focial Virtues; which
intitle you to the Love and Ef-
teem of fuch as have the Hap-
pinefs of being acquainted with

You. But then You muft excufe

me again if I takethe liberty to
tell theAvariciousWorldling, and
the Crafty Politician, that aGen:
tleman who has a2 Mind equal to
great Defires, and a Tafte capa-
ble of enjoying a much larger
Eftate than you pofiefs, imay
have Probity enough to defpile
the fordid Means too often made
ufe of for acquiring Honours,
and accumulating Wealth; to
affure the young Sparks about

Town, that a Gentleman of an
<
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independent Fortune and a good
Conftitution may make a Confci-
enceof denying himfelf thecrimi-
nal Pleafures fo much in Fafhion,
May You always continue to
make a true Eftimate of human
Life, and expe&t Your Happi-
nefs, where every wife Man will
find it, from Religion and Vir-
tue ! 1 am, L

S IR,

Your Affectionate and Obliged bumble Servant, . -

WirLiaM WEBSTER.

Aril the 10th, 1735)
" Canon-Street, London,
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o8 N the Year 1731, 1 publifh'd a
I Picce, entitled, Z4e Fitnefls of #he
P E}_Q Witneffes of the Refurreilion of
o2 .e‘)@ Curi1st;which,being out of Print,
REBEes | have lat;ll)' taken the Opportunity.
to republith in the Weekly Mifcellany, in No,
121 and 122. And havingF I hope, fuffici-
ently confuted fome Cavils, which I had met

with both in Print and Converfation, and which

1 knew had made an Impreflion on the Minds
b of feveral ; I thought it might be of fome Ufe
o to confider the Credibility of thofe Witnefles 3
o that, as there lay noreafonable Objeétion againft
| - hearing their Teftimony, fo the Teftimony
o which they had given was fufficient to confirm
the Truth of that important Fa&, in the Opini-
on of any impartial judges. The Number of
excellent ‘Difcou:fes already publifh’d, had hi-
therto determin’d me not to offer any thing to
the Publick on fo exhaufted a Subjeét ; but more
mature Confideration has alter’d my Sentiments.
lam fully convinc’d, that new Difcourfes upon
old Subjects may do Good ; not only becaufe
every Writer will take a different Manner of
ftating Things, and tth(hmc Argument fhewn
in
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in a different Light may affeé different Perfons,

but becaufe they will fall into differenk Hands,
What I have written, may chance to be

by thofe who would never have read ariy'"

thing elfe upon the Subjeft; and it is poffible
that perfonal Acquaintance may influence others
to read it with Favour. Without any other
Apology, therefore, I thall now proceed to bring
the Argument into as clear a Mcthod, and as
fhort a Compafs as I can,

The Perfons who were feleCted by Divine
Providenee to be the chofen Witneffés of this
Fa&t, were the 12 Apofiles only. - For, tho’
Chriff did appear to others, even to soo at one
time, and alcended in the Prefence and Sight of
120, yet the Apoftles only were appointed to
bear publick Tettimony to the Truth of Chrifi's
Refurretion,

My Bufinefs at this time fhall be to enquire
into the Sufficiency of the Teftimony of the 12
Apoftles; forwhich Purpofe I fhall,

Firfi, Confider the Teftimony, or Evidence it<
Il"glf;} which thefe Witnefles gavé concerning the

act.

Secondly, Confider the Credibility of this Te-
ftimony, or Evidence; which will fufficiently
appear from the two following Arguments 'y
viz, that the Apoftles were competent Fudges of
the Faét which they teftified,and that they were
Men of Perity and Probity, who would not
impofe upon the World by reporting a Falthood.

Firft, I am to confider the Teffimony, or Evi-
dence itlclf, which thefe Witneffes gave in rela~
tion to the Refurretion of Chriff; or, in other
Wordsy to enquire what they teftified concern«

' 2 g
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ing it, becaufe ’twill be to no Purpofe to exa-
mine_into the Qualifications and Charadlers of
the Witnefles, ’till we have determin’d whether

- their Evidence, fuppofing it to be true, be fu?

and hbome to the Point. If they exprels them-
felves at all doubtfully concerning the Reality of
the FaQ, then the Evidence itfeif is defelive,
and no Confiderations drawn from the Circuma
ftances of the Witngffés can render it fufficient
to induce a Credibitity. 1f they differ and con-
#radif? one another in any Part of their Evidence,
this is another Circumftancé that will deftroy
the Sufficiency and Credibility of it. But if they
fpeak confidently concerning the Fa&, if their
Evidence be firong and full, and if, farther, they
agree in giving the fame, concurring, Teftimony,
we may proceed regularly to enquire into the
Qualifications and Charaflers of the Witnefles 5
whether they were competent Faudges of the Fat
which they teftified, and were in themfelves
¢redible Perfons.

That the Apottlesafferted the Truth of Chriff's
RefurreCtion in the plaineft and moft pofitive
Manner, we read at'the 2d Chap. of the 47,
Upon the Day of Pentecoft, before aConcourfe
of all Nations, St. Peter, inthe Prefénce,and inthe
Name of the reft of the Apotftles, explain’d the
Prophecies relating toChrift’sRefurretion, thew-
ing from thence, the Neceflity of his Rifing ;
and then hedeclar'd thatChrift was aCtually rifen,
The Neceffity, and Trath of his Refurre@ion are
hothexprefly afferted at the 2.4 Ver. 77%om (i. ¢,
Jelus) God has rais’d up, baving loofed the Paius
of Death becanfe it was not poffiile that be foould
be bolden of it. Agaixﬁ at the 32Ver. Le Fixys

: 2 * that
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that 1his Jesus bath God RA1SED UP, whereof we
ALL, i. €. We, bis Apofties, are ¥ itneffes for by
all here muft be meant only the Apofiles, as
appears by the Anfwer of the People 5 becaufe
the Perfons in whofe Name St. Peter {peaks, muft
be the fame with thofe 70 whom the Anfwer is
direftedy and we read that the People faid unto
Peter and to the reft of the Apoftles, Men and
Brethren, what fhall we do? In thefe exprefs
Terms do the Witneffes of Chriff’s Refurreéti-
on declare the Reality of it, withoutany Doubt
or Difagreement among themfelves. When we
fay the Apoftles had no Doubt concerning the
Reality of Cbrifi’s Refurretion, we do not
mean that they sever diftrufted i, but that they
were fully fatisfied and convinc’d when they ag-
%::]ar'd publickly to give their Tefltimony to the
orld. If fome of them doubted at his firft
Appearance to them (as the Hiftory informs us
that they did) if St. Thomas wouldy not believe
’till he had put his Fingers into the Print of the
Nails, and thruft his Hand into our Saviour’s
Side, tho’ their fownefs of Heart to believe his
Refurretion, leflen’d the Merit of their own
Faithy for which our Saviour reproached them;
it was (o far from tweakning,that it firengthen’d,their
Teflimony, becaufe it argued great Uniwillingnefs to
belicve, or great Caution and Warinefs in belie-
vinga Faét of fuch Importance without the clear-
eft Evidence to fupport it, The greater their
Prepofiefiions, the more, and the Jonger they
doubted, their Convition carries the greater

Weight with it.
So likewife, when we affirm that the Wit
neffes were agrecd in their Evidence, we intend
. no
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no more than that they all afferted the Truth of
Chrifi’s Refurreétion, not that all the Apoftles,
who have given us the Hittory of it, have rela-
ted it exatly in the ame Orderyand Manner, but
that none of them contradié? one another in any
Circum{tance,

It has indeed been afferted that the Account,
as related by the Apoftles, is inconfiftent with
itfelf s but when they produce an fnffance of any
fuch Inconfiftency, *twill then be time cnongz
to confider it, Hitherto they have been con-
tented with frong, but maked, Aflertions, to
which as naked a Denialis a fufficient Anfwer,

Having fertled this Point, that the Witneffes
of Chrift’s Refurre&tion do agres umanimoufly
in teftifying that he was certainly rifen, we thall
proceed to confider the Q walifications of thefe
Witneffes, and the Ewvidence upon which they
themfelves believ’d ir, as they have fet it forth’
in the Hiftory.

As to their Qualifications to judge of the Fad,
we need only enquire whether the Apofiles were
in their Senfes, and whether our Saviour gave
them the proper Evidence of Senfe to prove to
them that he was rifen.

That the Apottles were capable of hearing,and
feeing, and feeling,our Enemies,:cither in theWan.
ronnefs of their prophaneWit, or in the Bitternefs
bf their inveterate Malice, have not ventur'd to
feny s and therefore if the Apoftles had all fit-
ting Opportunities of converfing with our Savi-
bur, both before, and after, his Refurretion,
they were as well qualified to judge of the Faét,
8s the moft learned and judicious could be.

Firft,
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Firf#, in order to qualify the Apoflles to judge
of the Truth of Chrift's Refurretion, it was
neceffary that they fhould huve bzen well ac-
quainted with the Per/on of Chrift while he was
Lving. For which Reafon, when the Apoftles
were to ordain onc to be a Witnefs in the room
of Fudas, they chofe one who had accompanied
with them all the time that the Lord Jefus went
in and out among them, from the Baptifm of
Fobn till the Alfcenfion of Chriff, as we read
Aisi. 21.  The Apoftles had conitantly atten-
ded our Saviour thro’ the whole Courfe of his
Miniftry, fo that they were as well acquainted
with his Per/on, and as capable of difinguifbing
him from any other Perfon, as it is poffible for
one Man to be known to be different from ano-
ther ; which Circumftance, as it is thews how
well fitted the Apoftles were, as to this Particular,
to be Witneffes, it thews likewife how smproper
it would have been for our Saviour to have ap-
pear’d promiftuoufly to the Multitude, many of
whom had never feen him in his Lite-time, or
perhaps only #ranfiently, and ata Difiance 5 which
would have occafion’d wariery of Opinionsamongft
themfelves,and have weaken'd the Creditof their
Teftimony. But when Chrift made choice of
bis intimate Companions for his Witneffes, there
could be no room to doubt whether zbey were
proper Judges of the Samenefs of the Perfon of
Chrift; and the Confequence was, that they
were all unanimous in their Qpinion, and unani-
mons in their Evidencey fuch competent Fudges
that they could not differ, and fo {trongly con-
vinc'd, that nothing could cver influcnce them
1o refrail.

We
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We are next to enquire whether the Apo-
ftles had fufficient Opportunities of conver ing
with Chrift after his Refurreétion, and compa-
ring the Perfon who tben appear’d to them with
the Perfon with whom they had before been fo
long and fo intimately acquainted.

The Scripture fays that he fhew’d himfelf by
many infallible Proofss fuch as eating and drins
king, and other Aétions of Life ; by which he
gave as certain Evidence of his being rifen a-

ain from the Dead, as he had ever given of his,
Eeing alive. If there be no Certainty at all in
the Evidence of the Senfes, there is an end of
the Argument at once; but if we may depend
upon their Report, they teftify this Fact as ftrong<
ly as poffibie.  But to be particular,

Firff, He appear’d to them openly and fairly;
not as Apparitions are ufually faid to appear, in
the Night, when the Mind is moft {ubjeét to
Fear,and the Imagination isapt to form Objeéts
to itfelf, but in the Day time and in full Light,
when the Attention is moft awake, and the
Senfes beft able to perform theirOffices faithfully.

Secondly, His Appearances were not tranfient,
but comtinued, during the Spacz of 40 Days,
"till his Afcenfion; not feldom, but frequent,
and familiar 3 not at a diflance, but near ; not to
one of the Senfes, but to feveral. They faw
him, they keard him, they fe/t him. He per-
form’d the common A&ions of Life in their
Company; he eat and drank and convers’d with
them; they handled him with their Aands, and
Thomas was fo particular in his Examination of
the Objet, asto put his Finger into the Print.
tf the Nailry and te thruft his Hand into bis S:;I;.

L ¢

113




The Simon Greenleaf Law Review

(8]

He talk’d with them concerning the Kingdom
which they were to eftablifh, expounding to
them the Scriptures relating to himfelf, inftruc.
ting them in the Doftrine whica they were to
publifh after his Death, and giving them Dircéions
for their Conduét : from whence they not only
might be certain that he was a real Perfon that had
Flefb and Bores, but from the Sound of his Voice,
theFeatures of his Face, the Form of his Body,
the particular Marks in it occafion’d by the
W ounds, and by the Agreement of his Difcour-
fes with what he faid to them in his Life-time,
they might be affur’d that it was the  fame Perfon,
as much as they could at any time be affur’d that
one Man is not another Man.

Thirdly, Another Circumftance in the Man-
#er of his appearing to the Witneffes was this,
that he appear’d to them sogerbery which muft
have been more convincing to them, and renders
their Teftimony more fatisfatory to us, than if
he had appear’d to them only feparately. Company
and_ Converfation naturally give Courage and
Prefence of Mind under any Surprize, and made
the Apoftles more capable of judging of the
Reality of thofe ftrange Appearances with com-
polure and fedatencs.” Affembled as they were,
and encouraged by one anuther, we find them
flartled and affiighted, but they recolleéted and
recover'd themfelves; whereas if they had al-
ways been a-part when our Saviour appear’d to
them, they would have been more terrified and
lefs qualified to make a Judgment. I need only
fuggeft this Obfervation, becaufe it falls within
the Compafs of every one’s Experience, and the
Truth of it is undeniable, -
' From
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From thefe continued and frequent and famis
liar Appearances the Apolftles had {'uﬂir_:icnt Evi-
dence of the Truth of Chrifi’s Relurreétiony
but there is a very extraordinary Point ftill be-
hind 3 I mean, the miraculous Manner in which
he feveral times appeard to them.

Firft, Astwo of them were going toa Village
about threefcore Furlongs from’ Ferufalem (Em-
maws) while they were talking together about
what had happen’d; Jefus drew near and went
with them, but they knew him not, becaufe
their Eyes were holden.  St. Luke xxiv. 13,

Some have endeavour’d to account for this in
a natural Way, without refolving it into a M-
racles but I think, the pizin Letter of the Texr,
and common Senfe, arc both againft them.
If we confider how well acquainted the Apo<
ftles were with him, how lately they had fcen
him, that he had ask’d them Queftions concern=
ing himfelf, which would naturally awaken theit
Attention 3 I fay, if we confider all thefe Cir-
cumftances, there can be no room to fuppofe
that they fhould not know him. And the Texe
fays exprefly, that their Eyes were holden "Erpu
rirey Which-Word, in the common Acceptati-
on and Ufe of it in the New Teflament, fignifies
Force and Piolence. And here’ it muft fignify
fome éxtraordinary Interpofition of the Divine
Power fuperfeding and hindring their natural
Faculties in their proper Operations, that they
might not fee hira {o as to know him, =3 wimey-
vores awrdn.  Their Eyes were beldes and opened a-
gain fupernaturally, as their Underttandinas were
open'd fupernaturally by the Divine Epirity that
they might underftand the Scriptures.  and as

foon
€

115



The Simon Greenleaf Law Review

[ 10 ]

foon as they knew him, immediately, after a
Manner quite as extraordinary =3 his Appearans
ces without being known, he vanifi’d out of
their Sight. In the Original it is, "Avris Z@aries
#yinre 5 Which indeed, in a ftrictly literal Senfe,
fignify no more than that he difappear’d, or ceas
fed to be feen of them. But if we take the whole
Relation together, it is ftrongly implied that
his Difappearance was furprizing and fupernatu-
ral, as well as fudden; after the Manner which
we call vanifbing, or difappearing in fuch aMan-
ner, that they were not able to difcern how
he went out of their Sight. For let usbut ob-
ferve the Expreffion ; it is not faid that he /Zf?
them, or went away from them, but that after
he had eat Bread with them, immediately, on
a fudden, without their perceiving what became
of him, or how .they loft fight of him, he dif-
appear’d. This I apprehend to be the natural
Conftruétion of the ?’lacc, and the whole Affair
to be miraculous, Neither do 1 fee any fort
of Reafon why any Chriftians thould put their
Invention to the trouble of explaining away the
Miracle, where a Miracle might naturally be ex-
pected, or at leaft prove greatly ferviceableto the
Convittion of the Apoftlcs, '
But there is a Writer, who, I doubt with a.
very bad Defign, has given a very bad Account of
this Paflage. Ifhall tranferibe it ac length, tho’
it be tedious, that it may appear fairly, as it is®.
¢« Chrift’s perfonal Appearance, after his Re/ur-
¢ yeltion, was (o different from what it was before
‘¢ his Death, that his Friends and moft intimate
¢ Acquaintance did not know him ; which renders
the
* Four Tralts by Thowes Cluk, 1. 63,
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¢ the Evidence for aRefurrcétion with refpe& to
« Chrift, lefs certain, becaufe this Circumftance
¢ gives Occafion for doubting whether the Perfon,
¢ who was faid to be rifen from the Dead, was
¢ the wvery fame Perfon who had been crucified.
« Again, Chrifi’s perfonal Appearance after his
¢ Refurreftion, is reprefented to be different
¢ avdifferent times. ‘Thusy, Mark xvj.12. After
¢ that he appear’d in auother Form fo two of
them, asthey walked and went into the Country,
«¢ This Circumitance likewifc renders the Evi-
« dence of Chrif'sRefurretion lefs certain, be-
¢ caufe to Appearance it was not alwaysthe fame
¢ Perfon who appear’d to them. Again, it
¢ Jooks (according to the Reprefentation given
¢ of this Matter in the Hittory) as if the Sen-
« fes of the Witneffes of the Refurretion of
¢ Chrift were (at fometimes at leaft)over-ruled and
% mifled by fome Foreign Fower. Thus Luke
“ xxiv. 16. But their Eycs were beld that they
< fhould not know bim. Again,at Ver, 31. And
$¢ their Eyes were open’d, and they knew bim, and
“ be wvanifh’d out of their Sight. Now if fuch
‘¢ Power was us’d by fome Foreign Agent upon
¢ this Occafion, as here feems to be intimated,
% then all Evidencearifing fromSenfein (ucha Cale
“ muftbe doubtful and uncertain. For, inaCafe,
% inwhichthe Evidencearifes wholly from Senfe,
¢ the Senfes ought, in Reafon and Equity, tobe
“ left perfeltly free ; and it will have the Ap-
¢« pearance of Unfairnefs fora Foreign Agent to
‘¢ interpofe and miflead the Senfes either Way :
¢ and if this be known to be the Cafc in sne
¢ Inftance, it will render a// Inftances, which
¢¢ relate to the fame Faét, the more doudtfuland
¢ gncertain.” C: 1
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¢ If it thould be faid, that Chrift, after his
Refurretion, thew'd to Thomas and the reft
of his Dilciples the Holes (or Scars) which
the  Nails had made in his Hands, and which
the Spear had made in his Sidey at the Time
of his Crucifixion, and this was an evi-
dent Proof; that the Perfon, who appear'd to
them, was thar very fame Perfon who had be<
fore been crucificd.”

¢ To cthisit may be anfwer'd, That if thofe

very Scars remain’d upon Chrifi’s Body after
his Refurretion, which the Spear and Nails
had made at the Time of his Death; then it
may fairly be prefum’d, that the fame Coun-
fenance remain’d with himalfo.  And yet there
is not any thing more clear from the Hittory
than this, wiz. that Chrif’s Countenance and
perfonal Appearance after his Refurreétion,
was {o very different from what it was before
his Death, that thofe who were moftintimate-
ly acquainted with him, did not know him,
And it we admit the Suppofition, that the
Senfes of the Difciples weremiflzd by fome fo-
reizn Agent, with refpeét to C:ﬁrij%s Counte-
nance and perfonal Arpearancey and that that
was the Caufe his Ditciples did not know him,
and then their Senfes might likewife be mitled
with refpect to the Sears which appear’d up-
on his Body 5 and confequently, thofe Difci-
ples weie ot proper Evidences with relpeét
to either. Ior, if the Senfes of thofe ‘Evie
dences were fo far over-raled, as that the Perfon,
whofe Refurrection they bear "Teftimony to,
appear’dwith a Countenancey after his Refur-
ruction, ditferent from what he did before his

“ Death;
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s¢ Death;. and if he appeard with different
s¢ Forms at different Times ; and if he was vifi-
«¢ ble atone Moment of Time, and then difap-
« pear’d and became invifible the next; then
<« furely all Evidence arifing from Sen% in fuch
« 3 Cafe muft bc very doubiful and uncertain®
If the Reader is not tir'd with reading this con-
fus'd Jumble of Things, I am fure I 'am weary
of tranfcribing 3 and 1t is very hard, that any
Circumftances fhould make it neceffary to em-
ploy one’s Time fo difagreeably as in anfwer-

‘This Writer is {ingularly unfortunate in fz-
ting his Notion,as well as in making wrong De-
ductions. This very Faét he itates differently,
without feeming to know the Difference. At
one Time he fuppofes the fame Appearance of
Chrift to be owing to an Alteration in the Oé-
jeé?y at another, to an Alreration in the Or-
gans, Now, the Difciples did not know himbe-
caufe their Eyes were beld, that is,over-ruled by a
foreign Agent. - Byand by, it is becaufe the Coun-
tenance and Perfon of Chriff were not the fame
at bis Decarh, and after bis Refurreétion. One
would think the Zriter’s Faculties were over-
ruled by {ome foreign Agent, or he might fee
fuch grofs Contradiétions. But if he will be con-
tented with any one Account of this Appearance,
he is welcome to take which he likes beft, but
both cannot be true. The Objeétion will be the
fame; and therefore letus fec how far it deftroys,
as he afferts that it does, the Evidence of Senfe.

But as this Wricer has divided his Objeftion
into different Parts, we muft be contented to
follow him -in his own YVay, and the Who.l{:l
e : will
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willbecontain'd in thefe two, tho he has branch-
ed it out into fourtbly. TheQbjection then may
be confider'd in thefe two Refpets:

- Firft, That our Saviour, according to the
Gofpel Hiftory of it, appear’d differantly to the
Difciples before bis Deathy and after bis Refur<
sellion '

Secondly, That he appear’d to them after bis
Refurrettion in different Forms at different
Times.

Firfl, That our Saviour appear’d, according
to the Golpel Hiftory of it, differently to the
Difciples defore bis Death, and “after bis Refur-
reltiony which he grounds upon this miraculous
Appearance to two of the Difciples, in their
Way to Emmaus, in {o different a Form thatthey
did not know him. This was his firft Appear-
ance after his Refurre&ion to thefe two- Difci-
ﬁlcs 3 and it being in a different Form from what

¢ had appear’d to them in before his Death, it
made them incompetent Fudges whether he were
the fame Perfon. ‘

In anfwer to this Objetion I muft obferve,
thatit affeéts only thefe two Difciples, leaving, as
tothis particularFaét, the reft of theDifciples {uffi-
ciently qualified to judge of theSamene/s of Perlon,
But the principal Thingto be obferved is this ; that
he has not (as indeed he feldom does) ftared the
Cafe fairly. ~ Let the Form, in which he appear’d
9t this Time, be ever fo different from what he
appear'd in before his Death, it does not follow
from this Appearance but that he might have
appear’d at other Times, to theft two Difciples
in thevery /ame Form in which he had appearid
in hi; Life-time : Neither does this Writer hi;n-f

el
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felf deny it. But what then beeomes of this
Arguient ? For, tho' the Form in which he
fow appear’d might be different, yet if he after~
wards appear’d in the fame, they might have
Reafon to believe the Refurreétion, notwith-
ftanding this Objection, as it ishere laid, There-
fore we muft come to the other Part of the Ob.
je&ion, where the whole Strength of it lies;
viz.

That he appear’d afrer his Refurtettion, at
different Times in different Formsy from whence he
argues that the Evidence for the Truth of Chrifi’s
Refurrettion, as atifing in this Cafe from the
Evidence of Senfe, muft be render’d uncertain,

The Faé&t we allow in the vig' Inftance be-
fore us. For, whether the different Appear-
rance were owing to the Difference of Per/on,
or to their different Manner of feeing, the Effect
certainly was, a different Appearance ; fo diffe~
tent, that they did not know bim. But then we
deny his Confequence, @iz. that this deftroy’d
the Evidence of Senfe. 'Thelnference which the
Apoftles drew from it had a great deal more
Senfe in it, for they refolved their not knowing
him at firft, into the miraculous Intgpoﬁtion of
a Divine Power; or, as Mr, Chub affeéts to exe
prefs himfelf, into the Influence of a foreigs
Agent : And how will it follow that the Senles
are not to be credited, when left to their nasu-
ral Operations, becaule God can over-rule themy
or that we ncver can tell when they do perform
their natural Operations, becaufc he does fome-
times over-rule them ? Apply this Argument to
natural Caufés, and {ee what a ridiculeus Figure

it makes, We find often, by Experience, that
without
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without a Miracle, without the Influenceof a fos
yeign Power, the Senfes reprefent T hings otherwife
than they arc in Nature, and yct never bringa
Difcreditupontheir T eftimony,becaufe we can ac-
count forit. Undera Diffemper Objeltsappearin a
falfe Form to the Eye, and give 2 falfe Tafte to
the Palate ; but did &ver anyManinhis Witsargue
from hence that the Eyes and the Palate cannevet
be fafely credited ? It is fufficient to their Reputd-
tionand Credit,if in their #atural State they have
alwaysbeen found to make a true Report, and we
have any Way of judging when they arc in theit
natural State, and when theyare out of Order. So
with regard to the Divine Power over-ruling them
if we canany way tell when they operate naturally,
and when Effeéts are produced regularly accord-
ing to the ftated Courfe, particular Interpofitions
introduce no Uncertainty. ‘Thus in the Cafle be-
fore us. At firft the two Difciples did not know
Chrift, becaufe their Eyes were holden fupernatu.
rally ; afterwards he appear’d plainly to them in
the very [ame Form in which he had appear’d to
them in his Life-time. Thcy had as much Rea-
fon to believe their Senfes after his Refurretion
as they had defore, becaufe they had as much
Reafon to believe that they were not on? of their
Senfes for 2X Days together (for fo long Timehe
abode with them, ang converfed intimately with
them) as during the three Years of his Miniftry
before his Crucifixion. The Cerrainty of their
Senfes had been {ufficiently eftablifh’d by the con-
ftant and univerfal Experience of Mankind ; and
in the Courfe of [0 long, fo frequent, and fo in-
timatc a Converfe as they had with him during
his 40 Days abode with them on Earth, he gave
them {uflicient Opportunity of being affured that
they
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they had as due an Ufe of their Senfes for that
Courfe of Time, as in any other Part of their
Life; conf'c;]‘uently, as no Man calls in queftion
the gemeral Trurk of their Teftimony, notwith-
ftanding their Mifreprefentation of Objeéts in
particilar Cafes; by means of fome Diforder that
interrupts their natural Operations ; fo the Dife
ciples had no Reafon to disbelieve their Senfes
conftantly attcﬁin% the Truth of Chrif’sRefur-
re&ion, during(o longan Intimacy with the Ob-
je&, though God; inthis Appearance to two of
them; interpos’d to prevent their ufual Operati-
ons. Let the Reader, for his better Satisfaéti-
on, imagine himfelf in the Circumftances of
thefe two Difciples§ that they were in Compas
ny with our Saviour for fome Time, and con-
verfing with him, without knowing either his
Voice or his Perfonj that at the fame Meeting,
before he parted from them, heappear’d to them
plainly in the fame Form in which he appear’d
to them before bis Deaths that he continued fre-
quently, in the plaineft and moft familiar Way,
to appear in the fame Forts upon other Occafi-
ons, not only to them, but to the reff of the
Difciples in Company with them, giving them
4ll the Proof of Reality which our Senfcs are
cepable of. What now would be the natural
Judgment of his Underftanding in this Cafe ®
Surely not, that ihere is no Certainty in the Sen-
/25, but that the Author of them had in this In-
ftance overiruled their natural Operations: And
this Judgment he would the more readily make,
if he were as well acquainted, as they had been
in our Saviour’s Life-time, with the Divine
Power interpofing and Ii;ncrrupting the Courﬁ:F
o
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&f Nature. Could it be any great Surprize to
them that be fhould here oveér-ruie the Faculty of
fccing, who had reflored Sight to fo many Pers
fons by the Wordof hisPower ? They had been
dccuflom’d to fuch miraculous Effeéts, and could
rot be at a Lofs how to interpret this delufiv
Appearance.  And therefore the Difciples were
not, propérly, mifledy as Mr. Chab exprefles it;
becaufe, tho’ there was a Deception in the firf
Appearance, yet as they had afterwards fuch fa-
tisfaCtory Evidence of the Samenef of Perfon as
might in Reafon convince them that thtir not
knowing him at firft was miraculous, it would
have been their own Fault if they had not feen
the Divine Influence over-ruling their Senfes in
that particular Cafe, and believed their Teftimos
ny in all the other Inftances where they agreed
. to make the fame Report. In fhort, this In-
ftance proves nothing but a Miracle, and 1 am
not able to fee how a Miracle makes the Truth
of the Fa& lefs credible,  'What then can this
Author mean by accufing his Maker of Unfair-
nefi in over-ruling the Senfes of the Difciples,
when fuch an Interpofition was a ftrong Argu-
ment of the Truth of Chrifi’s Refurrettion? It
fecmns, the Senfts, in a Cafe depending updn
their Evidence, ought in Equity to be left free.
They were {o; they were left fo much to their
narural Operations, as {ufficiently to eftablith their
Certainty s which being once eftablifhed, the /&=
_ pernatural Refiraint in particular Inftances only
fhews that the Author of Nature interpos’d to
manifeft his own Power, and give a Sanétion
to cur Saviour,

The
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The next Inftance of Chriff’ s miraculous Ap=
pearance to the Difciples after_his Refurreétion
tre find at the zoth Chaprer of St. Jobn,and the
roth Verfe, ¢ Then the fame Day at Even,
¢ being the firft Day of the Week, when the
¢ Doors were fbut where the Difciples were af-
« fembled for fear of the Fews, came Jefus and
L {Io,ad in the midf}, and faith unto them, Peace
¢ %e unto you; and when he had fo faid, he thew-
% ed unto them his Hands and his Side, ¢,”
St. Thomas notbeing with the reftat this Meeting, '
and not believing their Report of Chrifi's Ap=~

carance ro them. ¢ After eight Days, again

¢ his Difciples were within, and Thomas with-

« in; then came Jefus, 2he Doors being fhut, and
« flood in the midfty and faid, Peace be unto you.
¢« Then faid he to Thpmas (who had declared
& that he would not believe without fuch partis
% cular Evidence) reach hither thy Finger and
& behold my Hands; and reach hither thy Hand
¢ and thruft it into my Side, £9c7° This Ap-
pearance, in the Manner of it, was miracklous,
and the Mamner is plainly exprefled. The Text
fays, that when the Doors were Shut (made faft
with Locks or Bars, becaufe it was to fecure
themf@lves againft the Fews breaking in upon
them) Jefus ftood in the midft of them. Nowy,
it could notbe the Inteation of the Hiftorianto
be fo particular inthe relation of both Meetings,
for the fake of mentioning theCircumftanccof the
Doors being fbut,becaufe it could ﬁgniffy nothing
tothe World, But it becomes a very fignificanc
Circumf{tance when we confider it as expreffing
the extraordinary Manner of Chriff’s coming a-
mong them. Whea they were affembled toges
- Dz - ther
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ther, and the Doors of the Rocr: made faft,
Jefus conveyed himfelf into the Room, and ftood
in the midft of them, without their perceiving
bow, or wklen he came in, The firft that they
faw or heard of him was, his ftanding in 2k
midft of them; which could not have been in 4
natural Way, How this miraculous Effect was
produc’d the Hittory doecs not mention,*'but
moft likely it was, as in the other Inftance, by
over-ruling the Senfes of the Difciples. But yet,
tho’ their Senfes were over-rul'd in this Inftance,
our Saviour imiediately appeals to their Senfe:
as an Evidence of the reality of his Appearanci,
and the Samenefs of his Perfon. For, the Cer.
gainty of the Senfes is built ypon a Foundation
no lefs {ure than the moral Attributes of God ;
and God in every Miracle appeals to the Evidence
of Senfe. Even in this Cafe, when the Senfe
were over-ruled, the Certainty of their Evidence,
when aéting naturally, is fuppos’d and appeal’d
to. - This Miracle fuppofes it naturally impofi-
ble that our Saviour could have convey’d him
felf as he did amongft them, without their per-
ceiving it 5 and from thence, from his being a-
ble to over-rule NaTure, and the eftablifh'd
Courfe of Things, it followed, that it was ou
Saviour ; That Divine Perfon whom they had
fo often in his Life-time feen performing fuch
wmiraculous, fuch fupernatural Works. But un.
lels there be fuch an effablifsed Order of Things,
fufficiently known to the World; and unFefs
we can argue from the moral Attributes of the
Divine Nature, that God will not fuffer us to
be deceiv’d in the regular Operation of natural
Caufes; it is impoflible for Men to know wgcg
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God works a Miracle, 1. e. when he over-rules
Natare. But fuch an efablift’d Order, fufficie
ently known to-Mankind, and the moral Astria
butes of God, being once fupposd, it is an eafy
Matter to d{/lingmﬁ NATURAL from SUPERNA-
ruraL Effefts. - Miracles therefore do not de-
firoy, but fuppofe the Certainty of the Evidence of
our Senfes. But the Intention of all this idle
Cavilling is, to deltroy the very Notion of Afj-
racles, becaufe Miracles deftroy their deiffical
Scheme. - * P e T
+ Atthe 21ft Chap. of St. Fobn, ver. 1. There
is a particular ‘Narratiori of another miraculous
Appearance to the Difciples. - ¢ After thefe
¢ Things Fefus thewed himfelf again to the
¢ Difciples.at the Sea of Tiberias, and on thise
“ wife thewed he bimfelf. There 'were toge-
 ther Simon Peter, and Thomas, called Didy-
€ mus, and Nathaniel, of Cana in Galilee, and
¢ the Sons of Zebedee, and two other of his -
¢ Difciples. Simon Peter faith unto them, I go
¢ a Fithing. “They fay unto him, we alfo go
“ with thee. ‘They went forth, and entered
¢ into a Ship immediately; and that Night
¢ they caught nothing.. But when the Morn-
 ing was now come, Je/us ftood on the Shore,
¢ buc the Difciples knew him not. Then Fefus
¢ faid unto them, Children, have ye any Mear?
¢ They anfwered him,no. And he faid unto them,
¢ caft the Net on the right Side of the Ship,
¢ and ye fhall find. They caft therefore, and
“ now they were not able to draw it for the
¢ Multitude of Fifhes. Therefore that Difci-
¢ ple whom Fefus lov'd faith unto Peter, it is
¢ the Lord,. Now when Simon Pmr‘ heard
- . ¢ that
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£ that it was the Lord, he ﬁivr his [ifhers
¢ Coat about him, and caft himicif into the
¢ Sea. And the other Difciples came in a little
& Ship, dragging the Net with Fithes, Asfoon
¢ then as they were come to Land, they fee 3
¢ Fire of Coals there, and Fifh laid thereon,
# and Bread. Jelus faith unté him, bring of
¢ the Fith which ye have now caught. Simoy
€ Peter went up, and drew the Net to Land
¢ full of great Fifhes 3 and for all they were fo
€ many, yet was not the Net broken. Jefus
¢ fith unto them, come and dine, And none
< of the Difciples durft ask him, who art thou,
& knowing that it was the Lord. ~ Jefus then
« cometh and taketh Bread, and giveth them,
« and Fith likewife, This is the' hird Time
¢ that Jefus fhewed himfelf to the Difciples after
¢ he was rifen from the Dead.” Then he held
a long Converfation with Simon Pezer, But the
two Circumftances, for the Sake of which I
mention this Appearance, are, 1ft, That after
they had toiled all Night for nothing, he direéted
them to let down the Net into a particular Place
in the Sea, whcre they caught a great Number
of Fifthes; upon which St.7obn immediately
concluded (tho’ they did not know him before)
from his Miraculous Diretion, that it was the
Lord. 2dly, That the Net was noty of it felf,
firong enough to bear fo great a Weight; for,
the Hiftory particularly takes Noticc of that
Circamitance, that for all there were (o many, yet
ewas not the Net broken. Bur : '

W hile the Difciples were attending to his laft
Charge to them, and behcld him, (4és 11t Ch.
Yer. 9.) ¢ He was taken up, and a Cloud re-

' - o ¢« ceived
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& ceived him out of their Sight; and while
« they looked ftedfaftly up to Heaven, two

* ¢ Men ftood by them in white Apparel; which

« glfo faid, ye Men of Galilee, why ftand ye
¢ gazing up into Heaven? This fame Jefus
« which is taken from you into Heaven, thall
« fo come in liké manner, as ye have feen go
t« into Heaven.” This, as it was the laft, fo was
it the moft aftonithing Appearancé of all; and
as the Miracles wh:ich God afterwards wrought
in Confirmation of their Teffimony, as Witneflesy
roved to orbers the Truth of their Evidence, fo
thefe miraculous Appearances of Chrift to them
were the ftrongeft Afgument to convince thems
that they themfelves were not deceived, in relpet
to the reality of his Refurre€tion, For, when
they faw the fame Divine Power accompanying
him after bis Refurrs‘tion, which conftantly at-
tended him before bis Death, it was an infallible
Proof of his being the fame Divine Perfon,
Thus I have laid together, in as thort a Com-
pafs, and in as natural an Order as I could, the
Teftimony of the Twelve Apoftles, concerning
the Truth of Chrift’s Refurrcétion; and thewn,
that they did in the moft pofitive manner affert

‘it that they were Perfons the moft propcrlK

qualified to judge of the Matter of Faét, whic
they attefted; and that they had the fulleft Evis
dence, both natural, and fupernatural, for their
own Conviétion.

Having heard the Evidence which thefe Wit- |
neffes gave concerning Chrift’'s Refurrection,
we are next to confider their Credit. If their
Charaéters be as unexceptionableas their Aecount
is fair and full, their Zeflimony is indif'pur;;t\:l:i

n
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And what can carry a greater Appearanéc of

‘Truth than their Manner of reiscing Things?

Ic is ﬁplain and ingenuous; without any of thofe
Artifices and Difguifes which are practifed by
defigning Men; a naked unimbellifh’d Narra:
tion, They relate Things as they happen’d,
without confidering whether they were likely to
beger, or to hinder the Belief of others, They
were guilty of Weakneffes, which they have not
concealed, Their Matfter reproached them, and
his Reproaches are recorded. They were ter-
rificd and affrighted, and they cwned their Fears,
They doubted, and their Doubts are made part
of the Hiflory. Their Temper, their Conver.
fation and Carriage were of a piece with their
Story; fimple an§ unaffe&ted; void of Art, of
Avaricey, and Ambition. Neither their Educa-
tion nor Abilities were likely to dput'. them apon
any Attempt to deceive Mankind for their own
Advantage. There is notany one Circumftance
in their Hiftory which gives the leaft Occafion
to fufpe&t them of any difhoneft Intention;
neither was there any Thing in the Fat which
they teftified, that would reafonably be fuppofed
to induce them to contrive fuch a Cheat; ‘They
teftified a Truth, in the Opinion of the World,
ridiculous and abfurd ; for which they were fure
to have their Perfons perfecuted while living,
and their Names loaded with fatyrical Re-
proaches when dead.  An Intention thercfore of
Fraud, in this Cafe, is fo utterly groundlefs;
whether we confider the Characters of the Wit-
nefles, the Manner of their Evidence, or the
Nature of the Truth attefted, that any Man

who fhould fuppofe it in any other Inftance !l:‘u:
that
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that of' Relizion, would be laugh’d at for his im-
pertinent Folly. But, there is another Circum-
ftance which renders fuch a Suppofition fill
more ridiculous and abfurd. ‘

For, if the Apoftles were in a Confederacy to
impofe upon Mankind,the Defign muft have been
form'd before the Death of Chrift, and then let
any one judge what an Abfurdity will follow,
The Difziples themfelves, who are here {uppos’d to
have concerted this fraudulent Scheme, had no
Notion of the Refurrettion of their Mafter bea .
fore he fuffer’d, nor of his Sufferizgs and Death
till he was apprehended and carried to his Trial;
upon which they all in great Confufion for-
fook him and fied. 'When he gave them warn-
ing of his approaching Fate, the Anfwer was;

“THAT be far from thee Lord! Andafter his Cra-

cifixion they as littlethought of his rifing again,
%ill he was a€tually rifen, and explained to them
the Propbecies relatingto his Deathand Refurrece
tion 3 infomuch that when the News was brought
them of their Mafter’sbeing rifen, they look’d
upon it as an idle Tale, and believ’d it not. This

is exprefly aflerted at the 16th Chapter of St.

Mark, Ver. 9. ¢ Now when Jefus was rifcn
s carly, the firft Day of theWeck, he appear'd to
“ Mary Magdalene, and fhe wentand told them
% that had been with him, asthey mourned and
¢ wept. And they, when they heard that he was
¢ alive, and had beenfeen of her, believ’d not. Af-
¢ ter that he appear’d -torwo of them, as they
¢ walked and went intotheCountry (to Emmaus)
 and they went and told the Refidue, neither
¢ believ'd they ¢hem.  After that he appear'd to
“ the Eleven (to all the Apoftles together) and

. E ¢ up-

”
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¢ gpbraidedthem with their Untelicfand Hard-
. ¢ nefs of Heart, becaufe they believ’d not them
¢¢ which had feen him after he wasrifen.” From
which laft Words it is plain that the Perfons to
whom Mary Magdalene and the other two car-
ried the News, were the /pofiles, becaufe our
Saviour blames the Apofiles for nct believing the
Report.  From hence alfo appears the Ground-
leflnefs of the Criticifm of a celebrated Com-
mentator on this Paffage, viz. That tho’ the
plural Number be here us’d, yer only St. Zho-
mas may be meant when our Saviour is faid to
upbraid them. He might with equal Reafon
imagine that our Saviour appear’d only to St.
Thomas, or that the News was zo/d only to bin 5
for all that heard the Report, and faw our Sa-
viour, are {aid to disbelieve.

The laft and greateft Proof that the Witnef
fes gave, or that could be given, of their /-
nefly, was their dying for the Truth which they
teftificd, This ought to remove all Sufpicion of
their teftitying a Falfbood, becaufc there never
was any Initance of a Man’s dying fora falfe Faél,
efpeciaily a Fa& that would bring Difgrace upon
their Perfons and Alemory, tho’ fome have died
for a falfe Opinion and falfe Glory. Upon the
Whole, the Truth of the Refurreftion of
Chrift is as credible upon the Teftimony of his
Difciples, as buman Teftimony can render any
Fa&. But as this was a Fa&of fuchinfinite Im-
portance to Mankind, God was pleas’d to afford
the World ftronger Evidence than we have for
the Truth of any hiftorical Faét relating only to
this Life; for, he impower’d thole //stneffes to
work Miracles in Confirmation of it; which his

the
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the ftrongeft Evidence that we can have for the
Truth of any thing. There is no Occafion to
enumerate the various Miracles which they
wrought, and impower’d others to work, fince
no one, who owns the Genuinenefs of the Hi-
ftory contain'd in the New Teftament, can pof
fibly deny that before his A/Eer;/ioir‘hc promis’d
the Apoftles this Power, and afterwards fulfill’d
ity or that the A&oﬁles publickly exercis’d this
Power. But I fhall cite onc Miracle of the
moft publick Nature, and the leaft liable to be
difputed. The Account of it we haveat the 2d
Chapter of the Afts of the Apoftles,Ver. 1,5 When
¢ the Day of Pentecoft was tully come, they
« were all with one Accord in one Place: And
% fuddenly therecamea Sound from Heaven, as
“ of a rufthing mighty Wind, and it fill'd all
¢ the Houfe where they were fitting, And
¢ there appear’d unto them cloven Tongues,
¢¢ like as of Fire,and it fat upon each of them,
¢ And they were all fill'd with the Holy Ghott,
¢ and began to fpeak with other Tongues as
¢ the Spirit gave them Utterance. And there
¢« weredwellingat Ferufalem Jews, devout Men,
¢ out of every Nation under Heaven, Now
¢ when this was nois’d Abroad, the Multitude
¢« came together, and were confounded becar (e
¢ that every Man heard them fpeak in his own
‘¢ Language. And they were all amazed and
¢ marvelled, faying one to another, behold,
¢¢ are not all thefe which fpeak Galileass, and
¢ how hear we every Man in our own Tongue
¢ wherein we were born!” Then follows an
Enumeration of 17 different Nations, whofe
Languages the Apoﬁlés {poke, tho’ they \\_rﬁ_rc

2 ilil»
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illierate Perfons, who never had the Opportu-
nity of acquiring Languages in the ordina
Way. Here cou’d be no poffible Room for Im-
pofition and Cheat, The buman Means of ac-
quiring the Knowledge of a forcign Language
is obvious and indifputable. The Education o
the Apoftles, and their Incapacity to fpeak o
many Languages without a fupernatural Aflift-
ance was as notorious, which occafion’d fo much
Aftonithment in the Multitude : And therefore
the Confequence is unavoidable, that God con-
firm'd the Truth of their Evidence by confer-
ring upon them fuch fupernatural Powers that
their Teftimony might gain Credit, and con-
vert Infidels to the Belief of Chriftianity. But
then, how impertinent is it to objeét againft the
Teftimony of the Apofiles on account of theiy
Number, their Station, their Circumfiances 3 when
this divine Atteftation fo urdeniably fupplied a-
ny Defeé, which they, in their felf Conceit,
may be inclin’d to think there was in the per/imel
Charatlers of the Witnefles? Miracles, our Ad-
verfaries themfelves being Judges, are a Proof of
a Divine Power and Miflion. Says that moft
inveterate Adverfary, #oolflon 35 If God did
raife up Chrift from the Dead, no Doubt Chrift
was the Mefliah, becaufe it is abfurd to fuppofe
that a God of Truth wouw'd fet bis Seal to a Falf-
bood. Now, if the Fower of fpeaking fo ma.
ny Languages without learning them be truly
miraculous, as it muft be allowed to be, a Mi-
racle is as much a Miracle, and as ftrong a Proof
‘of Truth, when wrought in Confirmation of
the Teltimony of 12, asof 12,000 Perfons; of
private Perfons, as of Rulersy of Friends,

as
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gsof Enemies. 'They muft, therefore, retral
their Conceffion in refpeét to the Force of Mi-
racles when wrought in Confirmation of an
“Truth, or deny the Credibility of all Hiftory
for otherwife they will be oblig’d to give their
Affent to the Truth of Chriff's Refurretion upe
on the Evidence of the Apoftles; or rather up-
on the Teflimony of ‘God himfelt.

If it be objected that this is proving oe M;-
racle by another, the Reader thould obferve that
I am not now arguing from the Refurrettion of
Chrift, confider’d as a Miracle, but only prov-
ing the Truthof the Fa&t, Chrift’s raifing bim-
[elf from the Dead is, no doubr, asgreat a Mira-
cle as ever was wrought, but the Gream?? ot
the Miracle does not prove the Truth of the
Fait, tho’ it be a Proof of the Truth of Chyi-
Jlianity when the Faét itfelf is prov’d : And
furely the mighty Works which God enabled
the Witneffes of that Faét to perform in Confir-
mation of 1t, givesa Sanétion to their Evidence,
and makes thé Thing teftified more certain than
it could have becn, if refting only on buman
Teftimony, To affert the Contrary, is to fay,
that the Teftimony of Mes is equal to the Te-
flimony of Gop, and demands an equal Affent,

As to the Force of Miracles no one can deny
that they are a Divine Atteflation given to the
Credit of the Perfon who performsthem, without
denying the moral Attributes of - God, and the
Poffibility of an external Revelation of his Will
to Mankind. For, fince Miracles (under which
Charaéter I include Pyopbecies)are theonly Proof
that one Man can give another of his having a
Divine Commiffon, unlefs we can be certain tGhat

L ' od
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God will not fuffer us meceffarily to. be impos'd
upon by Miracles wrought in Support of an Jm-

poffor, “tis impoffible for us to give a rational
~ Affent to the Truth of any Revelation, becaule
we can have no certain Criterion by which we
may diftinguith fal/e Prophets and Apoftles from
trye ones. .For which Reafon 1 do not remem.
ber to have met with any Infidels who deny the
Argument drawn-from AMiracles, fuppofing fuch
to be really wrought ; but many of them,asfar

as I am able to colle€t their Opinions from their

Writings, feem to deny the Pofibility of Mira-
cles, which anfwers their Purpofe as well. This
Objection ftrikes at the Foundation of our Re-
ligion 3 and therefore, tho’ it does not concern
our prefent Subjeét particularly, yet as it cfeéls
the Refurretion of Chrift in common with all
other Parts of Chriftianity, it ought to be con-
fider’d. I fhall therefore enquire what .is the
true Notion of a Airacle, and how it becomes
a Proof of any Truth.
A Miracle has by fomeWriters been defin’d to
bz a Work which none but Gop can perform. But
this Definition would render theArgument drawn
from Miracles, if not uncertain in itfelf, yet
liable to much Cavil, and lefs effe€tual towards
Conviétior, For {ince we know not the Extent of
all ereated Powers, there wouldalways be Room
for chis caprious Queftion, How can we tell whe-
ther any particuiar Work, pretended to be mi-
raculous, be out of the Reach of any created Be-
ing to perform, fince there are ¢reated Beings fo
valtly Superior in Power to any that we are
acquainted with ? A Miracle then I would ra-
ther define thus: A WWork which no Being, that
X WE
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_WE ARE ACQUAINTED WITH can perform ¢

Or, which is the {ame thing, @ Xork that is
out of the STATED Order of Things known to Us,
And fuch a Work would anfwer all the Parpo-
fes of a Miratle, whether it were, or were nor,
beyond the Extent of all creared Powers to per-
form. For, if any Work be perform’d, in
Confirmation of any religious Truth, which is
out of the fated Order of Things that we are
acquainted with, we may be affur'd that fuch a
Work is perform’d by God hbimfelf, orby bis
Permiffion, fince otherwife we are liable to be
impos'd upon neceffarily, in an Affair relating to
the Homour of Gody and the Good of bis Crea-
tures. 'Wee have no Way to convince any Man
that we have a Commiflion to reveal the i}
of God to him, but by fome extraordinary exter-
nal A&ion, that fhall be a Seal of the Truth of
his Pretenfions; in confequence of which it fol-
lows, that God will not permit any fuperiorin-
vifible Being to fuperfede that eflablifbed Courfe
of fecond Caufes which we are acquainted with,

in Confirmation of a Falfbood, fince fuch a Per- -

miffion would necefarily miflead us, and put it
out of our Power to diftinguith a zrue Revela-
tion froma Counterfeit. Suppofing then fuch an
extraordinary Work might be within the Pow.
er of a fuperior invifible Creature to perform,
we know, from the natural Attributes of God,
that hc ¢an reftrain the Power of all his Crea-
tures, and from his moral Attributes that he

T

will do it in this Inftance, to prevent a -

Cheat dithonourable to himfelf, and iujurious

to us. . .
. The,
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The eftablifbed Order of things, knows to ay,

being the Criterion by which we a2 te jidge of
miraculous Works, let us inquire whether tuch
Works as thefe be poffible in the nature of things,

¥f it be impoffible to fuppofe that the known
effablif’d Order of Things fhould be inter.
rupted, the Impoffibility muft arife fromthe #a-
sural, or moral Attributesof Gop; f.e. It muft
be out of his Power to alfer that Order of
Things which he himfelf appointed, and that
when he gave things their Exiftence and Pro-
perties, he made them all Independent of himfeif;
or elfe, though he may have a phyfical Power
to do it, that it is inconfiltent with the Per-
fe€tions of his Nature to make ufe of his Power
to interrupt the Courfe of fecond Caufes. That
the Author of Nature fhould not have Power
to controul his own Creatures, is too great an
Abfurdity for any Man in his Wits to maintain,
Therefore let us fee, 2dly,

Whether, though God muft have a phyfical
Power of doing it, it be confiftent with™ his
moral Perfctlions to exercife that Power. If it
be not, the Inconfiftency muft refpet either
bimfelf, or us. If it relpe&s bimfelf, it muft be
becaufe it would arguc Afurability in Gop to
¢hange that Courfe ot things which he himfelf

" appointed. Bur in order to prove this to be

any Inftance of Muzability in the Divine Nature,
they muft thew one of thefe two things ; either
that Gop, at the Creation, when he appointed
this Order of fecond Caufes, made a Declara-
tion to his Creatures, or a Reftlution within
himfelf, that he weuld never interpofe to di-
fturb it. If there be any fuch Declaration bto

¢
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be found, why is it not produced ?” As to any
Refolution within the Divine Mind, it isN onfen{e
to talk of what muft be unknown to us, I
neither any Declaration can be produced, nor
any fecret Refolution difcover’d, there canbeno
other Way of proving that our Omnifcient Crea-
tor, when he firft effablif’d this Qrder of Things
for the general Courfe of his Government of the
World, did not intend, on certain extraordinary
Occafions, to depart from his general Method,
for the greater Manifeftationof his own Glory,
and the Good of his Creatures. This Conduct,
I fay, for any thing that appears, may be ne-
ceffary for the Accomplifhment of thofe wife
and benevolent Difpenfations which from all F-
ternity he had wmalterably form’d in his infinite
Mind, There is, indeed, in this Method of
Government, a Pariation with regard to the
Manifefiation of it to his Creatures, but no De-
viation from his own immutable and external Pur-
ofes. He aéts as he always intended to do.

If the Abfurdity of God’s varying, on particu-
lar Occafions, from his gemsral Mcethod of Go-
vernment refpets 453 it is, it fecms, becaufe
fuch a Variation would leave us in perpetual
Donbts and Uncertainties. As to what? If they
mean with Regard to Gob’s particular Reafois
of aing after fuch a Manner, it may be true,
but nothing to the Purpofe. If they mean that
this wou’d render the Belief of a Prevdonce
doubrful, or make it impoflible for us to diftin-
guith the general Courfe of his Governmentfrom
his extragrdinary Interpofitions, the Objection
confutes’itfelf. For, if there bea énown, fjla-
blifid Order,it muft, in t%e Nature of Things,

-
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diftinguith itfelf from any Pariations from it,
as fuch extraordinary Pariations from the knomn,
efablif’d Order muft (if we can prove his mo.
val Perfetions) thew the immediate Interpofition
of the Univerfal Governour. ' ‘

I thould not infift on fuch Objections as thefe,
if Men who fet up themfelves, and one another,
for profound Reafoners, did not urge them;
and 1f I had not, myfelf, met with Inftances of
{uch formal Trifles, 1 could fcarce have believ'd
it poffible that there fhould be any fuch a
mong(t pretended Philofophers. L

And now that I am upon the Subjeét of M.
racles, I thall mention another Pofition of theirs,
which they feem to advance with great Confos
lation, and an Air of Triumph. Their Inten-
tion in advancing it is obvious, but how it can
anfwer their Intention, is to e, as yet, a Secret,
T'he Pofition is this ; Zhat Miraclesare a Proof of
nothing but mere Power., What is this to the
Truth of Revelation, as prov'd by Miracles? For,
how do we urge the Argument from Miracles in
Proof of Revelation ? Not by proving from them
the moral, or even the nataral Attributes of Gop,
We are fuppos’d antecedently to have prov'd,
from Rea/on, the Being and Attributes of the
Divine Nature; and thefe Artributes being fup-
pos’dy we infer from thence, thar fuch Works,
when,_ wrought by one who pretends to work
them in the Name of Gop, muft be perform’d
by his immediate, or mediate Affiftance ; that
they could nothave been wrought without fuch
Afliftance 3 ory at leaft, if it ewere within the
natzral Powers of any invifible, created Being
to perform them, that Gop wou'd not havé

’ ‘ ' | per:
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permittcd it on fuch Occafions ; becaufe fuch ex-
traordinary % orks, out of the effablifbed Order
of fecond Caules, £r0wn to us, mull necellarily
deceive us in a Matrer of the latt Confequence.
In thort, wc do not prove from Miracles the
Powery the Iifdem, the Goodnefi, &c.of Gob
but from his Power, Wifdom, Goodnefs, £,
we prove that Miracles are wrought by im, or
by his Commiffion 5 from whence we infer the
Truth of any Doérine or Faét, in Confirmati-
on of which they are wrought, it being abfurd
to fuppofe that a Being of infinite Perfections
fhould fet his Seal to a Falfbood.

To what has been offer’d in Proof of Chrif’s
Relurre€tion, from the Evidence given us in the
New Teflament, 1 do not fec any other Anfwer
that can be made, but denying the Truthof the
Hiftory.  But this is not properly anfwering the
Arjumentsy but deflroying the éxlejx‘im under Con-
fileration ; which {uppofesand takes forgranted
the Genuinenefs of the Records from whence we
produce our Evidence, and enquires whether
that Evidence be fufficient to induce a rational
Affent. Neither can they offer.to difpute the
Authenticknefs of the Seripture, confider’d only
as a Hiffury of Faéls, without throwing off a/l
H.florical Fairh at once. A Piece of Scepticifin too
wild and extravagant to be ever admitted while
there are any Remains of common Senfe among
us; or publickly to be owned by any [ufidel #ri-
ters, whatever they may pretend privately when
they are hard prefs’d by the Arguments in proof*
of Chriftianity. I think I may venture to take
itfor granted, that no Jufidel, who has the leaft
Regard to the Reputation of hisUnderftanding,

: F2 will
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will ferioufly deny (if he does, Iam fure Con-.
finement and a proper Regimen will be more
fuitable to his Condition than reafoning with him)
that 2ny Credit is due to the Greek, the Roman,
or the Englifh Hiftory ; that there ever was (for
Inftance) fuch a Perfon as Henry the Eighth of
England, Lord Cromwell, Cranmer or Cardinal
#olfey 3 or that any of their A&tions, recorded
in our Hiftories, relating to the Refirmation of
Religion, are true. Onthe contrary, Men of
all Parties and Opinions receive them i the
Main as authentick Accounts, whatever Mif-
takes there may be as to minute Circumftances,
Now, if we agree to efteem thefe Hiftories as
credibie, the Hiftory of Faéts, relating to the
Refurscétion of Chrift, recorded in the New Te-
Sament, muft, in all Reafon, be allowed equally
worthy of Credit.  The Account given there of
thefe Marttess isas fair and confiftenr, and carries
as ftrong Lincs of Truth in the very Face of it.
The Hiflorians feem to be Perfons of as much
Probity and Simplicity. There fecms, as far as
we can judge from the Nature of the Faés, and
the Truth which they fupport, as little Room
to imaginc that they could have any reafonable
Inducement to falfify. The facred Hittory,
therefore, is at leaft, upon a Level with any pro-
phane cne of the mott allow’d Credit. * But
there are many Circumftances which give it great-
ly the Advantage over any other Hittory. The

- fJacred Hiftoriansrelate nothing concerning Chrift’s

Refaryeetion but what they themfelves knew per-
feftly 5 whereas other Hiftorians relate Things
done ar a Diftance from the Time and Place,
v:hen and where they sere tranlaéted, and fo

' write
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write from Traditionalor other written Accounts,
The Importance of the Things related, may
naturally be fuppos’d to make the Hifforians more
careful to relate them fully and accurately 5 as
it naturally difpos’d others to Caution and Wa-
rinefs in receiving their Reports. It isalfomore
likely that Mankind fthould have had better Op-
portunities of deteting any Falthoods, whether
you fuppofe the Hiftory to be written foon
after the Time of thofe Tranfattions, or at any
Diftance from it. If the Hiltory were writ-
ten foon after the Tranfaltions, in the Memo-
ry of Perfons then alive, the Apoftles muft be
fuppos'd to have related them togreat Numbers
of People, who would have been able and rea-
dy to have contradited the Hiftory. If you fix
the Date of the Hiftory lower, as low as you
pleafe, yet ftill the facred Story preferves its Su-
periority over any civil Hiftory 3 for the Fatts
being of fo much greater Confequence, if they
were true, they multar firft have made a great-
er Impreffion upon Mankind, been more taken
Notice of, better remember’d, and more care-
fully tranfmitted ; and therefore when you fup-
pole this Hiltory to have been drawn up, here

- would have been a more particular and concur-

rent Tradition, as wrll as private Accounts pre-
ferv’d by particular Perfons, and publick Regi-
fters, with which, when written, it mighr, and
would have been compar'd, and confuted, if falfe.
For thefe Reafons, likewife, it is morclikely that
thisHiftory fhould have been preferv'd freer from
Corruption than any other Hiftory, onaccount
of its more publick and important Nawure, It
concern’d not owe Nation, but all AMaukind, Its

Con(’cf
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Confequences reach’d beyond the low Regards
of this Life to eternal Ages. The Hiftory be-
ing of this univerfal Concern, and of fuch infi-
nite Moment, it cannot be conceiv’d but that’
variety of Copies would immediately be taken
of it, and difpers’d over all Parts of the World,
to which the Converts of different Nations be-
long’d ; by which Means any material Interpo-
lations or Omiffions might, and would have
been difcover'd and publickly deteéted. All this
is highly probable 7# itfelf, as our Experience
ofhuman Nature and the uiual Conduét of Man-
kind teflifies. But there is a Circumitance of
Advantage ftill fuperior to all thefe, Some of
theie Facts are commemorated from the Time of
their Tranfaltion, or immcdiately after, by ex-
ternal Altions. As for Inftance, T hat Miracle
of the Gift of Tongues was commemorated by a
folemn Feftivalywhich we call 2#7bitfunday 3 which
the Hiftory mentions as a Thing weil known
to them.,  And therefore at whatever Diftance
of Time you fuppofe the Hiftory to have teen
written, the People to whom he writes mult
know whether there were then, and had been
from the T'ime that the Faéts were done, or near
it. any fuch Memorial oblerv'd in the Church,
To illuftrate the Force of this Proof by a pa-
rallel Cafe : Suppofe, there had been fome ex-
ternal Rute appointed to be obferv’d by all the
People of Ewglaind in Memory of the Revolution,
that the Obfervance of this Rite cammenc®d im-
mediately atter the Event, or within the Memce
1y of thofe Perfons who were alive when the
Hiftory of the Revelution was firlt publith'd,
and that the Hiftory mentions this publick Ob-
fervance,
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fervance, with its Rife and Defign, as a Thing
well known to them. If there had been no fuch
Cuftom then in Being, the People muift have
knownit, for the Hiftorian could not hive made
the whole Nation believe that. they obferv’d a
Rite inMemory of an Event, when'they knew

~ of no fuch Event, or the Commemoration of it.

This Circumftance muft have detected the Fraud,
and have hinder’d the Hiftory from being recei-
vedas Genuine, at what T'ime foever you {u ppofe
it to have been publifh’d, : ‘
" I have no Occalion to enlarge upon this Procf,
it being already done to fo great Advantage, by
Mr. Lefly, in his Short Method with the Deiffs,
and his Defenceof it. In this unanfwerable Piece
the Author’ lays down four Marks which be-
long to the Scriptures, and which cannot pol=
fibly belong to any Jmpofiare. To this moft ex-
cellent Book I refer the Reader for an Antidote
(when well confider'd and underftaod) againft
the venomous Artifices of the molt fubtilg
Deiffs. ' ‘ ‘
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