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3170 FRAGMENTSo MINUTES

of wifdom and power, which we call infinite, becaufe they
pafs,in the exercife of them, all the bounds of our conceptions,
Thus far the reafoner a pofteriori went formerly, and goes
nows; becaufe the phaenomena condu@ him thus far, and
give him thefe ideas with an invariable uniformity, But the
reafoners a priori have been never thus confined. = As foon as
they had proved to themfelves the exiftence of a firft intelli-
gent caufe of all things, which can be proved by the other
method alone, they abandoned it, and having aflumed that
divine and human intelligence are the fame, in kind at leaft,
they proceeded in all their reafonings about the nature, moral
attributes, and will of God, not only without regard to the
phaenomena, but often in dire& contradi¢tion to them. In
{hort, no true theift ever afferted, with greater affurance,
this undeniable truth, that every thing which God has done
is for that very reafon right, than thefe falfe theifts have af-
{erted the repugnancy of many things, in the conftitution and
government of the world, to the moral attributes, and even to
thewifdom of God. God is, in their notion of him, nothing more
than an infinite man. He knowsas we know, is wife as we are
wile,and moral as we are moral: but hisknowledge, his wifdom,
and his morality are in their nature infinite; tho they are not
exercifed alike in the produdtion of all the phacnomena, nor
with a conftant harmony, nor confiftencys

XLI.

Crarxe*. He is much fcandalized at thofe theifts,

among others, who being fo abfurd as to imagine that good-

N ‘O man has been more dogmatical on this head than

¥ Evid. p. 26.
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nefs and juftice are not the fame in God, which they are in
our ideas, but fomething tranfcendent, think it is impoffible we
thould argue with any certainty about them. This opinion,
he {ays, does not ftand on any confiftent principles, and muft
finally recur to abfolute atheifm. Now I own very freely,
that the opinion is mine, and that it is one of thofe which I
think it impious to alter, * quae deferi 4 me, dum quidem
¢ {pirare potero, nefas judico.” Far from apprehending,
that I fhall be reduced to atheifm by holding it, the do@or
{eems to me in fome danger of being reduced to manifeft ab-=
furdity by holding the contrary opinion,

After repeating, over and over, of all the moral attributes,
that they arc the fame in God as they are in our ideas, and
that he who denies them to be fo may as well deny the di-
vine phyfical attributes, the do&or infifts only en two of the
former, on thofe of juftice and goodnefs. He was much in
the right to contraé the generality of his affertion. The ab-
furdity of afcribing temperance for inftance, or fortitude to
God would have been too grofs, and too vifible even to eyes
that prejudice had blinded the moft. "But that of afcribing
juftice and goodnefs to him, according to our notions of them,
might be better covered, and was enough for his purpofe, tho
not lefs really abfurd.

If juftice and goodnefs be not the fame in God as in our
ideas™, then we mean nothing when we fay, that God is ne-
ceflarily juft and good, and, for the fame reafon, it may as well
be faid, that we know not what we mean, when we affirm,
that he is an intelligent and wife Being. Thefe are the doc-
tor’s own words, and furely they fhew, that great men, in com-

* Evid. ib.

mon




312 FRAGMENTS or MINUTES

mon eftimation, are fometimes great triflers. When they,
who are of his opinion, affirm, that God is neceflarily juft
and good, according to their precife notions of juftice and
goodnefs, they know, indeed, what they mean, and they mean
very prefumptuouily. When they, who are not of his opinion,
fay, that God is juft and good, they too have a meaning
which is not lefs reafonable for being more modeft. = They
afcribe all conceivable perfections to God, moral and phyfical,
which can belong to a divine nature and to a Supreme Being;
but they do not prefume to limit them to their conceptions,
which 1s their crime with do&or Crarke. Every thing {hews
the wifdom and power of God, conformably to our ideas of
wifdom and power in the phyfical world and in the moral.
But every thing does not fhew, in like manner, the juftice
and goodnefs of God, conformably to our ideas of thefe attri-
butes in either. The phyfical attributes are in their nature
more glaring, and lefs equivocal. The divine and the atheiit,
therefore, deny that to be juft or good, which is not one or
the other according to their ideas. The theift acknowledges
whatever God has done to be juft and good in itfelf, tho it
does not appear fuch in every inftance, conformably to his
ideas of juftice and goodnefs. He imputes the difference to
the defe@ of his ideas, and not to any defec of the divine at-
tributes. Where he fees them, he owns them explicitely :
where he does not feg them, he pronounces nothing about
them. He is as far from denying them, as he is from deny-
ing the wifdom and power of God. In every cafe he knows
what he means, and his meaning is in every cafe rational,
pious, and modeft.

Wire the divine fay, that he does not deny the juftice and
goodnefs of God, becaufe he proves them, in general, a prio-
ri; and that when he denies them in particular inftances, he

only




of ESSAYS. 714

only denys the complete exercife of them in this world, be-
caufe that is referved for another? When he proves then
the juftice and goodnefls of God, he proves them as he could
not prove even his intelligence, that is a priori: and when he
denys them, his denial is abfolute ; unlefs an hypothefis, which
may be denied on much better grounds, for we {peak here of
reafon, not of revelation, be true. But what is this proof a
priori? Does it prove that juftice and goodnefs, tho they are
{o connedted with the phyfical attributes, that when we afcribe
one we are obliged, by neceffary confequence, to afcribe the
other to the Supreme Being, are yet {o diftiné that they may
be feparated in the exercife of them, and that either of them
may a&t as independently of his wifdom, as of one another ?
If this be faid, they who fay it may aflume, in confequence,
that the Supreme Being is fometimes partial, inftead of being
always juft, and fometimes evil, inftead of being always good ;
which hypothefis might have faved the antients the trouble of
inventing that of the two principles, and fets the reafoning of
fuch a divine, as CLarkEe, on principles as little confiftent as
that of an atheift. Does the argument 4 priori prove that the
juftice, and goodnefs, and wifdom, and power of God are fo
intimately conneéted, and are {fo much the fame by nature,
that they cannot be feparated in the exercife of them? In this
cafe, his natural attributes abforbe the moral. The will of
God is not determined, fometimes by one moral attribute, and
fometimes by another, like that of man, but by a concurrence
of them all with his wifdom in every a& of it. God is then
infinitely wife: he does always that which is fitteft to be
done. That, which is fitteft to be done, is always juft and
good, and the difpute is over.

No, fays the divine. However you diftinguifh, or however
you blend the divine attributes, there is a rule, according to
Vor. V. S s which
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which the exercife of thefe attributes is determined, and muft
be chara&erifed. ‘This rule is the reafon of things, refulting
from their eternal relations, which are fuch as they appear to
be to the underftandings of all intelligent beings. God appeals
to this rule; we have a right to judge him by it: and there-
fore, when he appearsneither juft nor good a pofteriori, tho we
know him to be fo a priori, we muft have recourfe to fome
hypothefis or other, in order to reconcile the exercife of his
attributes to this rule. ““ Quo teneam protea nodo? 7 It is
hard to follow men, from fuppofition to fuppofition, through
all the mazes of metaphyfical theology. There is no end of
it neither: and if I fhewed Crarke, that the underftandings
of all mankind, his own among the reft, are extremely apt to
underftand things to be what they are not, that they are im-
perfect and depraved *, and that his rule of judging God by
man is, therefore, to the laft degree impertinent, on this ac-
count, as well as on many others; ifall this was thewn, I fay,
it would not ferve to filence men, who feek nothing more than
to maintain the honor of the gown by having the laft word m
every difpute. We fhall do better, therefore, to go as far
back as we can to the origin of this difpute, where we fhall
find, if I miftake not, that as it is carried on, fo it was
founded on a previous queftion or two, miferably begged on
one fide, and as foolifhly granted on the other.

Tue argument, by which Ericurus endeavored to prove
that there could be no God, fince there was fuch a thing as
evil in the world, is ftated more ftrongly than it is refuted by
LactanNTius, in his book De ird Dei.  Au. GeLLius quotes
a paflage of Q. Craupius the annalift, wherein the gods are

s Dem, po s

condemned
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condemned for their iniquitous diftribution of good and evil +:
and PruTarcu introduces his dialogue, concerning the delay
of divine juftice in punithing the crimes of men, by fuppofing
that Ericurus, who was juft gone out of the company, had
poured forth a whole torrent of blafphemy againft the provi-
dence of God, for this delay. In the third book of the Na-
turc of the gods, all the powers of eloquence are called forth,
in a {prightly declamation to exagerate phyfical and moral
evil, and to conclude as direély,as an academician could con-
clude, from their exiftence and from the aflumed unjuft dif-
penfations of providence, that there is no God. Thele in-
ftances, to which I refer you, are fufficient. They are antient
themfelves, and they are the copies of others much more an-
tient. But as bold as the charge is, and as high as it was
founded, the belief of God’s exiftence could not have been
thaken by it in the minds of men, nor could they have been
reduced, as they have been from the moft early ages, to de-
fend a demonftrated truth by evafions, by {fophifms, by hy-
pothefes, and by all the low expedients that are employed to
palliate error, if theifts had not been feduced many ways into
a confederacy with atheifts.

Tur cafe before us affords a fignal example, the moft fignal
that it is poflible to imagine, of the danger we run, whenever
we foar, in the vague of abftra@® reafoning, too far from the
phaenomena of our fyftem. To be real, our knowledge muft
rife in it. To be ufeful, it muft be applicable to it. But
philofophers 'appear often, like comets, that rife out of our
fyftem, juft crofs it, diforder it, and go out of it again, The
general obfervation has been inculcated throughout all I have

T Haec maxime verfatur deorum iniquitas, quod deteriores fint incolu-
miores, neque optimum quempiam internos finunt diurnare. L. o

Ss 2 written,




316 ~FRAGMENTS of MINUTES

written, and it has been juft now applied, particularly to the
proceeding of thofe reafoners a priori, who either became
atheifts themfelves, or who fupported the cavils of thofe who
were fuch, till thefe cavils became arguments founded on
theiftical principles, and therefore difhicult, I might fay im-
poffible, for thofe who had eftablithed thefe principles, to
anfwer. A felf-exiftent Being, the firft caufe of all things,
infinitely powerful, and infinitely wife, is the God of natural
theology: and we may advance, without any fear of being dif~
proved, that as the whole fyftem of the univerfe bears tefli-
mony to this great truth, fo the whole fyftem of natural reli-
gion refts on it, and requires no broader foundation. Thefe
{yftems are God’s {fyftems. That of our knowledge is given
and limited, that of our duty is prefcribed and revealed by
him. Both are adequate to one another; both are commen-
furate : we have no knowledge beyond our duty, nor any duty
beyond our knowledge.

Wuat now has artificial theology pretended to add to
that knowledge of the deity, which natural theology com-
municates? It pretends to conne@, by very problematical
reafonings 4 priori, moral attributes, {fuch as we conceive
them, and fuch as they are relatively to us, with the phyfical
attributes of God; tho there be no fufficient foundation for
this proceeding in the phaenomena of nature: nay, tho the
phaenomena are, as it has been faid already, in feveral cafes
repugnant. God is juft, and good, and righteous, and holy,
as well as powerful and wife. Man is made in the image of
God: he is little lower than the angels, or inferior gods in
the platonic {cheme. Nay, he is fuperior to them: there is
no intermediate being between God and man in the ftoical
{cheme. ¢ Homini praeftare quis poflit nifi Deus?” was the
queftion of Curysierus: and Seneca affumes a friendfhip,

ane-
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a neceffary relation, a likenefs between God and good men.
The good man is the difciple of God; he emulates God; he
is the true offspring of God*.

Sucu were the notions of antient theifts, and on fuch no-
tions it was natural for them to affume, that this world was
made for man; and that the Supreme Being could have no
other motive to make fo noble a creature, except that of com-
municating happinefs to him. The atheifts faw their advan-
tage. They faw that artificial theology gave them the
means of unravelling that thread, which natural theology had
{pun, and of playing the affumed, againft the demonftrated
attributes.. They might afk, as they did, if God be good
and holy, how comes it that there is any fuch thing as evil
in the world? If he be juft and rightcous, how comes it
that the beft men have often the greateft {hare of this evil?
The pagan theifts were extremely puzzled how to anfwer
thefe queftions, fo as to prevent the conclufion there is no
God: and therefore they had recourfe generally to the hypo-
thefis of two coexifting principles, and thought like Pru-
TarcH + that it was better to abridge the power of JurITER,
than to impute to him that he caufed or fuffered evil.
When they had not this recourfe, they talked mere nonfenfe,
figurative, fublime, metaphyfical, but nonfenfe ftill. The
ftoics, thofe zealous affertors of the Supreme God, and de-
fenders of his providence, had all a tang of enthufiafm, or
they all affected it. Dsmerrius was of the firft {ort, no
doubt: and fo might Senrca be, who quotes him, and who
took much pains to work himfelf, and his friend Lucirius, up

* ., Amicitia eft .... imo etiam neceflitudo et fimilitudo . ... difcipulus
cjus, aemulatorque, et vera progenies. 1. De provid.

+ Adv. ftoicos

to
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to the fame temper of mind. ~ At leaft his treatife about pro-
vidence is a rhapfody of paradox and enthufiafm, ingenious,
affecting, and little to the purpofe. I have quoted Lacran-
r1us for the argument of Ericurus *. 1 might quote him
for fuch an anfwer to it as deferves to have it’s place among the
unexpeéted fayings, the inopinata of the ftoics, and no where
clfe. God can, but he will not, according to this father, take
away the evil that is in the world; becaufe if we did not
know evil, we could not know good .. .. nifi prius malum
¢ agnoverimus nec bonum poterimus agnofcere:” and be-
caufe there is much more advantage and pleafure in the en-
joyment of that wifdom by which alone we know the latter
than there is trouble and pain in the evil we fuffer. ¢ Plus,
¢ boni ac jucunditatis in fapientid quam in malis moleftiae.”
Thus the father proves, that all things were made for the fake
of man, evil as well as good. * Conftat igitur omnia propter
“ hominem propofita tam mala quam etiam bona.”

Taar man is the final caufe of the whole creation, and
that God could have no other motive to make him, except
that of communicating happinefs to him, are propofitions af-
fumed by all the antient and modern theifts, thofe of paga-
ni{fm and thofe of chriftianity., Love was the firft or chict of
the gods.  Love was the firft principle of things. Love of his
creatures in idea determined God to draw them forth into
exiftence. That God loves us even to fondnefs, ufque in
““ delicias amamur,t” would fuch a writer, as SeNEca, fay.
That God loyes us heartily is the language of fuch a writer
as CLarkE. Such affumptions as have been mentioned, founded
on fuch notions as thefe, were inculated in all ages by arti-
ficial theology, and could not fail to be fo with fuccefs ; be-

* De matlBeE iy, T Sew. de Benef. L. 4.

caufe
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caule they flattered human nature, who is befides her own
flatterer and {educer. ‘¢ Blanda adulatrix et quafi lena {ui.”
The produ&mns of infinite power were confined lung to the
{yftem of one planet alone, and the exercife of infinite wifdom
to the affairs of one ammal chiefly. When further difcoveries
opened by degrees a more noble view of the univerfe, and ex

perience and refle@tion obliged men to think, on many occa-
fions, a litte more modeftly of their own importance, if ph -
fics mortlﬁed them, metaphyfics raifed their {pirits again,
Fantaftic knowledge became as indulgent to felf-love, and to
the pride of the human heart, as real ignorance had ever been :
and altho fome of the puerilities and fuperftitions, which had
I‘lemlh,d in the nonage of plnlofoph), were laid afide, yet
fome of thefe, and othu‘ oplmuns as extravagant and as in-
confiftent as thcfc, were taught in the {chools of theol ogy.
They who came theifts, and they who came atheifts out of
thefe {chools, trmmphcd equally: the former in thofe doc-
trines, that raifed very nearly the human up to the divine na-
ture; the latter in thofe, that debafed the divine moral cha-
racter of God as low as human ideas of moral perfe@ions.
Thcology furnithed arms on both fides. The theift confirmed
men in the belief of a Supreme Being, and fet their paflions
on his fide, when he 1cp1cfmted the predileétion of this Being
for them who were alone, or in common with the generated
gods, the final caufe of the whole creation, and who were
made to exift, that there might be rational and proper obje@s
of God’s munificence in the world. The atheift }mL_Ui..d

on the fame theiftical principles, to fhake this belief of a Su-
preme Being. That they muft be true, if there was fuch a
Being, he afferted as Ioudiy as the divine. But he worked
himfelf up to doubt, and he fet, in his turn, the paflions of
men on his fide, by declaiming p’lth(.tlc lly againft the phyfi-
cal and moral evil, that abounds in the world; by cenfuring

+1
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the difpenfations of providence in it, and by fhewing that
many of the phaenomena are not reconcileable to our ideas
of holinefs, of goodnefs, of juftice, and at the fame time of
wifdom and power. He came at laft to deny, that there was
any God; becaufe he could not difcover fuch a metaphyfical
and moral god as artificial theology had imagined.

Tue arguments of the atheift were fo ftrong ad hominem,
for they arc fuch in no other manner, that the theift found
himfelf obliged to feck the ufual refuge of philofophers, who
affe@ to dogmatize beyond their knowledge, and cven be-

ond all their real, their clear and well determined ideas, the
refuge I mean of hypothefes, by which they endeavor to evade
what they cannot anfwer. That of two principles was the
refuge of pagans from time immemorial, and of a famous fect
of heretics in the chriftian church.  That of the fall of man,
and of the continued malice of the firft tempter, the old fer-

ent, who caufed it, was the refuge of orthodox chriftians.
By thefe they hoped to account for the introduction of phy-
fical and moral evil, confiftently with the propofitionsaffumed,
¢ that the world was made for man, and man to be happy
“ init.” By the hypothefis of a future ftate of rewards and
punithments, both pagans and chriftians hoped to reconcile
the difpenfations of providence in this life, to the moral atri-
butes of God, and to the rule of his condu&, which they
affumed likewife to be the fame in him, as theyare in human
ideas.

Tur hypothefis of two principles, felf-exifting, infinite,
oppofite, is full of abfurdities. But abftract it from thefe, and
confider it only as it accounts for the introduction of evil, and
it will appear much more plaufible, tho it be not more rea-
fonable, than that of the fall of Apawu, and the malice of the

devil.
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devil. The firlt faves, or feems to fave, all the attributes of
the good God. They all exift in him, as the theift conceives
them. They are all exerted by him, as the theift affumes.
But he is oppofed by a coequal bad principle: and that
mixture of good and evil, which appears in the frame and
government of the world, arifes from the perpetual ftruggle
of thefe rival powers.,  The laft is full of abfurdities likewife;
but abftract it from thefe, and fill you will find, that it faves
the divine attributes in no refpe&t. It an{wers no purpoie in
oppofition to atheifm, and it could be fo applied in good
earneft, whatever other purpofe it hasbeen made to anfwer,
by no theifts who underftood their own hypothefis, and the
objections of their adverfaries. The goodnefs, and even the
wifdom of God lye juft as much expofed for fuffering an in-
ferior being, his creature and a creature in a@ual rebellion, to
baflle the defigns it is affumed that he had, as they would
lye, if thefe defigns were acknowledged to have been imper-
fectly executed by him. The feverity with which he punifhed
our firft parents, for a fault, which he foreknew, that they
would commit when he abandoned their freewill to the temp-
tation of committing it, for there would be too much horror
in {uppofing them predeftinated to commit the fault; this fe-
verity, I{ay, and much more that which has been exercifed
on the whole race of mankind, who fhare the punithment, tho
they had no fhare in the crime, cannot be reconciled to our
ideas of juftice.  The introduion of phyfical and moral evil,
therefore, could not be imputed more really to the Supreme
Being independently of this hypothefis, than he is made the
author of them by it, with the aggravating circumftance of
punifhing the innocent for what he permitted, in one fenfe of
the word, the guilty to do.

Nor, V. =t XLIIL
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