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190 FRAGMENTS or MINUTES

effected his purpofes without contradicting his fpirit. We
may believe any thing fooner than this, that immutability ad-
mits of change; and yet we muft admit both the contradic-
tion and the change, if we give entire credit to all that we
find related, and as it ftands related, in the books of the old
Teftament,

XXI.

HAVE quoted from father Simon, in one of my Letters*
I to'my lord Corngury, a divine of the faculty of Paris,
who held that the authenticity of thefe books, and divine in-
{piration of their authors, fhould be underftood to extend no
further than to matters purely of dodrine, or to fuch as have
a neceflary connection with thefe. Upon the fame and even
a ftronger principle of reafon, we may affert that as the facred
writers have no claim to infpiration, when they write on other
{fubjedts; fo neither have they when they write any thing on
thefe which is evidently inconfiftent with right reafon, in mat-
ters that are proper objects of reafon, and with the firft prin-
ciples of natural law, which are at the fame time the firft
principles of chriftianity. What the french divine advanced,
and what I have advanced here, will be treated as an impious
paradox by fome of thofe trifling folemn dogmatifts in criti-
cifm and theology, who have advanced fo many abfurd and
impious, really impious, paradoxes of their own. But let us
fee, in the prefent cafe, on whofe fide the paradox and the
impiety lie. I fay that the law of nature is the law of God.
Of this I have the fame demonftrative knowledge, that I have
of the exiftence of God, the all-perfect Being. I fay that -
the all-perfe&t Being cannot contradiét himfelf; that he would
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contradi@& himfelf if the laws contained in the thirteenth
chapter of Deuteronomy, to mention no others here, were
his laws, fince they contradiét thofe of nature, and therefore
that they are not his laws. Of all this I have as certain, as
intuitive knowledge, as I have that two and two are equal
to four, or that the whole is bigger than a part. From
thefe indifputable premifes I conclude, that all thofe expref-
fions in the text, whichafcribe thefe laws to God, are unin{pired,
perhaps mterpolated but undoubtedly falfe. 'What now does
the dogmatift do? He begs the queftion, and he pretends to
demonftrate. His premifes are precarious, and his conclufion
is a paradox. He imputes, directly, to the author of ‘nature,
what he is forced to own unjuft and cruel, according to the
laws of nature; and he pretends to juftify the all-perfect Being,
whom he has thus accufed, by inconclufive and fophiftical
arguments.

I nave touched this point above; but fince I recolle that
Mr. Locke has infifted on a folution of the difficulty, which,
I think; and am not afraid to call inconclufive and fophiﬁicai,
it is worth my while to beftow a few more words upon it.
There is a refpe& due even to the miftakes of that great man,
the refpe@ I mean of giving a reafon for not fubmitting to his
authority, which I would not pay to every dull commentator,
nor frothy declaimer that fhould argue like him, or from l1im.
We know, from fome of his writings, how eafily he received
every hypothefis that favored, or that feemed to favor, the
authenticity of the jewith fcriptures, notwithftanding all he
faid in his chapter of probability; and Mr. CosTe, the tran{-
lator of his famous eflay, who knew him well, accounted for
this, and fome other contraditions, by a ftrange timidity of
temper, which made him often waver in his own abftract
philofophical notions, when he came to apply them to any lof
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his religious prejudices. He believed, on very infuthcient
authority, that the one true God was known to the Jews
alone, and that the reft of mankind were polytheifts and
idolaters from the beginning. Thus he migjlt receive too
{fome other theolog;cal aﬁ'umptlons this, for inftance, as pre-
fumptuous and impertinent as it is, to ai’ﬁgn the {fufficient
reafon that infinite wifdom had for doing in one manner what
infinite power might have done in feveral, * that it was ne-
¢ ceflary God fhould feparate a chofen people from the reft
¢ of mankind, in order to preferve among mankind the
¢ knowledge of himfelf in his unity:” or this, that ¢ the
<« choice fell on the Ifraclites not for their own merit,” fince
no nation upon earth could have lefs towards God or man,
but, ¢ for the merit of their forefathers,” of Asramam famous
in the eaft, the patriarch of the Arabians as well as of the
Jews, of Isaac his {on, and of Jacos his grandfon, of whom
it is faid in the fcriptures, that they were preferred in the
womb to Ismaer and to Esau, without afligning any ap-
parent reafon for this preference, fince they could have no
perfonal merit {o early, and the reafon of which muft have
been therefore this, that the Ifraclites were to defcend from
them; which looks as if the fathers were chofen for the {ake
of the fons, rather than the fons for the fake of the fathers.
Mr. Locke, who could embrace fuch hypethefes as thele,
might eafily aflume, as he did affume, that ¢ in order to keep
¢ up this f{eparation, and to fecure the effedis of it, the Su-
¢ preme Being fubmitted to be not only the tutelary deity of
‘¢ this people, as he had been of their fathers, and to make a
“ covenant with them, but to be their local deity, and even
¢ literally as much their king as their God.”

Tuart he was fuch a king, Mr. Locke afferted, and on that
affertion he diftinguifhed between the mofaical, and all other
laws
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laws, in his letter concerning toleration. By the former, idola-
ters were to be rooted out, he fays; but the former is not obli-
gatory on Chriftians, and therefore urged by intolerants very
abfurdly in favor of perfecution. The jewith commonwealth,
different from all others, was an abfolute theocracy ; no diffe-
rence could be made between that commonwealth and the
church; religious laws were the civil laws of that people,
and part of their political government, in which God himfelf
was the legiflator. The citizens, therefore, of that com-
monwealth, who apoftatifed, were proceeded againt as trai-
tors and rebels, guilty of no lefs than high treafon. Let
it be fo, The objections of injuftice and cruelty to thele laws
will remain in their full force, and be of more weight to prove
them human, than all thefe hypothefes to prove them divine.
God was king, and idolatry was no lefs than high treafon ; no
objection therefore can lie againft the punithment of it.  None
certainly, but every objection to the manner, and degree in
which this punithment was to be inflicted, ftands good; for
if we can believe God to have been a king, we can never be-
lieve him to have been fuch a king as he is defcribed, nor to
have given fuch laws as Moses gave in his name. Is it not
enough to reduce, in our notions, the Supreme Being to the
ftate of an earthly monarch, unlefs we degrade the all-perfect
Being, in them, to the character of an unjuft and cruel tyrant,
who authorifed, and even commanded his minifters expreily
to punifh without meafure, without difcernment, and without
forms of juftice ? Can it be obligatory on a Chriftian to believe
this which Mr. Locke believed ? Surely not; no more than
to believe that it is obligatory on him at this day, to punifh
heretics by virtue of thefe laws, which opinion Mr, Locke
difclaimed, and againft which he wrote this very treatife,

Wor V. Cc I NzEn
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I NEED not take notice of the indulgence which Mr. Locke
obferves, to the honor of the mofaical law, was thewn by it
to firangers. The obfervation is not ftrictly within my fubject;
for I mever affirmed, that all the laws of Moszs were repugnant
to the law of nature. But what was this indulgence? Strangers
were not compelled by force, and on pain of death, to embrace
judaifm, nor were the Tfraelites commanded to exterminate
the Moabites, and other foreign nations, unlefs they renoun-
ced their idolatry. The tafk might have been ‘too hard for the
chofen people, and they did not want, at that time, any more
land ‘than that of the feven nations. Tf they had wanted more,
they would have foon had a law to take it, and 'to exterminate
the rightful poffeflors,as they had a promife, and a law which
authorifed them to conquer and deftroy the Canaanites. Mr.
Locke, indeed, adds another reafon for this deftruétion. God
had chofen ‘Canaan for his kingdom, as well as the Hraelites
for his fubje@s, and he could not fuffer the adoration of any
other deity in his kingdom, tho, in fa&, other deities con-
tinued to be adored there, with or without the confent of his
people. More refleétions on the manner of ftating fadts, as
well as of arguing, may be made; but thefe are more than
enough, to fhew in one inftance more, and by the way, into
Low low a form the greateft writers fall, when they attempt
to reconcile to common fenfe, or common honefty, many pai-
fages of traditions inconfiftent with both. The Jews, or the
penmen of thefe traditions, had fo litdle of either, that they
reprefent fometimes a patriarch like Jacos, and fometimes a
faint like Davip, by chara&ers that can belong to none but
the very worft of men. Can we be furprifed, then, that they
afcribed to the all-perfe& Being, on various occafions, fucha
condu&, and {fuch laws as are incoafiftent with his moft ob-
vious perfeitions? Can we believe fuch a condu, and fuch

laws,
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laws, to have been his, on the word of the proudeft and moft
lying nation of the world?

Manvy other confiderations, fome of which have been oc-
cafionally mentioned, in what I have writ to you, might have
their place here. But I fhall confine myielf to one, which I
do not remember to have feen, nor heard urged on one fide,
nor anticipated on the other. To thew then, the more evi-
dently, how abfurd, as well as impious, it is to aferibe thefe
mofaical laws to God, let it be confidered, that neither the

eople of Hrael, nor their legiflator perhaps, knew any thing
of another life, whercin the crimes committed in this Life are
to be punifhed ; altho he might have learned this do&rine,
which was not fo much a fecret doétrine as it may be pre-
fumed that the unity of the Supreme God was, among the
Egyptians. Whether he had learned both, or either, or
neither of them in thofe fchools, cannot be determined ; but
this may be advanced with affurance. If Moses knew that
crimes, and therefore idolatry, one of the greateft, were to be
punifhed in another life, he deceived the people in the cove-
nant they made by his intervention with God. If he did not
know it, I fay it with horror, the confequence, according to
the hypothefis I oppofe, muft be, thatGod deceived both him
and them. In either cafe, a covenant or bargain was made,
wherein the conditions of obedience and difobedience were
not fully, nor by confequence fairly ftated. The Ifraclites
had better things to hope, and worfe to fear, than thofe that
were exprefled in it; and their whole hiftory feems to thew
how much need they had of thefe additional motives, to re-
ftrain them from polytheifin and idolatry, and to anfwer the
affumed purpofes of "divine providence.
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