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PREFACE.

WHEN such radical and essential changes take

place in the religion of a country, as have heen wit

nessed in some parts of New-England, particularly

in Boston and in the region round about it, during

the last thirty years, it is gratifying to inquiring

minds to know, from correct and undisputed sources

and documents, in what manner and by what steps

such changes have been effected. The Publishers of

this pamphlet are happy that they have it in their

power to satisfy the inquisitive on tliis subject. The

information desired will be found in the following

pages.

It is proper in this place to admonish the reader,

that it is not our object to decide the great question,

which has the preference, the old faith of the fathers

of New-England, which Unitarians (to give them

their own title) reject as irrational and unscriptural,

or that which they have desired, under the idea of a

reform, to introduce in its place. On this question,

every one in this land of freedom of opinion, and of

abandant means of information, must judge for him

self. To his own Master each must stand or fall.

We mean here to offer no opinion of our own ; to in

troduce nothing of controversy ; but merely to give a

plain history of very important facts, derived from

unquestionable sources, disclosing the instruments and

operations by which these great and visible changes

in the religious faith of so many of our Clergy, of the

Churches, and of the University in this part of New
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England, have been accomplished. This publica

tion seems now to be required, and even necessary ;

because those who have been chiefly concerned in

conducting these operations, have deemed it expedi

ent, till this stage of their process, to conceal from

the mass of the Christian community their ultimata

designs. The history, therefore* which we now lay

before the public, in its most material parts, will be

new to most of its readers, and, as we believe, inter

esting to' all. Though this history is now before the

public, we are not quite certain that all the advocates

of the changes in the religion of our country which it

relates, are agreed as to the expediency and seasoua-

bleness of the present disclosure, or are disposed to

commend Mr. Belsham for making it, in the manner

he has done, on the other side of the Atlantic.

The care which has been manifested to limit the

knowledge of this interesting work, during many

months, (probably two years) since its arrival in Bos

ton, indicates pretty plainly the unwillingness of those

who have possessed copies of it, to have its contents

generally known. Ou this subject, however, we

would not be positive. Appearances may have de

ceived us. The gentlemen who received this work

from its Author, may have had other and very satis

factory reasons for this apparent concealment of it

for so long a period. If so, we may, and we hope

we shall, receive their thanks, and the thanks also of

other American Unitarians, for bringing before the

public their own history, in so unexceptionable a

form, from the pen of a man, considered deservedly as

standing at the head of their denomination, who de

rived his facts and information confessedly from gen

tlemen in this country, who were best acquainted with



the subject : who have been principals in the history

which they narrate ; and who, moreover, wrote evi

dently not for the public eye, but only for the infor

mation of private, confidential friends, ai;d of course

what they couceived to be naked and undisguised

truth. Rarely indeed has the Christian public been

favoured with a portion of history, which has had as

high claims to attention and credit, for the reasons a-

bove stated, as that which is contained in the follow

ing pages. We may, therefore, without presumption,

anticipate the pleasure we shall afford to all denomi

nations of Christians, by giving them, in a cheap

form, this very interesting portion of ecclesiastical

history.

We have another reason for making this publica

tion. Many complaints have been made that the

Boston Clergy have been " slanderously reported''

to be Unitarians. This pamphlet will shew who

are their u slanderers," if indeed they are entitled to

this character, and exculpate some who have been

falsely aecused in this thing.*

To evince the impartiality of Mr. Belsbam, as re-

spects the body of Christians in this country, whose

history he has written, and to shew that his testimony

concerning them is entitled to full confidence, his re

ligious creed, (for Eyglish Unitarians have creeds,

and long ones too, though their American brethren

profess to have none) and from his own pen, is sub

joined, and is as follows :—

" I shall now proceed to exhibit a concise view of Rational

Christianity in its connexion with Natural Religion.

" Of Rational Religion, the first and fundamental principle

it, that the Maker of the universe is infinitely powerful, wise,

• See pages 38, 41, and 44, of Uiib pamphlet.
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and good, and that it is impossible for him to act in contradic-

tion to his essential attributes.

" God is love. Infinite benevolence alone prompted him to

action. And infinite benevolence, combined with unerring wis

dom, and supported by irresistible power, will infallibly accom

plish its purpose in the best possible manner. It appears in

fact, that a limited quantity of evil, both natural and moral,

was necessary to the production of the greatest possible good.

Whence this necessity arises, we know not ; but that it could

not be avoided in a system upon the whole the best, we are well

assured ; for God would not choose evil for its own sake. Evil

therefore is introduced and permitted, not because it is approV'

ed, but because it is unavoidable. It is in its own nature tempo

rary and self-destructive ; and in the view of the Deity it is ab

sorbed and lost in the contemplation of its ultimate beneficial

effects, so that to him the whole system appears wise, beautiful

and good.

" God is the Former, the Father, and Benefactor of the hu

man race, whom for wise reasons, unknown to us, but perfectly

consistent, no doubt, with his magnificent plan of universal or

der and happiness, he has been pleased to place in circumstan

ces of frailty and danger, the natural consequence of which, in

their progress through life, is the contraction of a certain de

gree of moral pollution, which, in the nature of things, and by

the divine appointment, exposes them to a proportionate de

gree of misery here or hereafter.

" But this fact by no means proves a preponderance of vice

and misery in the world ; otherwise we must conclude that the

Maker of the world, whose character we learn only from his

works, is a weak or a malignant being. The truth is, that al

though the quantity of vice and misery actually existing is very

considerable, there is nevertheless, upon the whole, a very great

preponderance of good in general, and, with few, if any excep

tions, in every individual in particular.

" The almost universal desire of life and dread of dissolution,

amounts to a strong presumption, that life is in general a bles

sing. And the disgrace universally attached to flagrant vice,

proves that such vice is not common. Character is the sum to

tal of moral and intellectual habits, and the proportion of v'u



"iniii habits, in the worst characters, exeoeds that of vicious

ones. But no character takes the denomination of virtuous

unites all the habits are on the side of virtue : whereas one

evil habit is sufficient to stamp a character vicious.

"God cannot be unjust to any of his creatures. Having

brought men into existence and placed them in circumstances- of

imminent peril, though in the nature of things misery is neces

sarily connected with vice, we may certainly conclude that

none of the ereatures of God in such, or in any circumstances,

will ever be made eternally miserable. Indeed it is plainly re

pugnant to the justice of God, that the existence to any of his

intelligent creatures, should be upon the whole a curse.

" The light of philosophy affords a few plausible arguments

far the doctrine of a future life : there are some appearances

phjsical and moral, which cannot be satisfactorily explained

upon any other supposition. But since the sentient powers are

suspended by death, and admit of no revival but by the revival

of the man, a fact the expectation of which is entirely unsup

ported both by experience and analogy, the speculations of phi

losophy would commonly, and almost necessarily, terminate in

the disbelief of a future existence.

"Here divine revelation offers its seasonable and welcome

aid. God has commissioned his faithful and holy servant,

Jesos of Nazareth, to teach the universal resurrection of the

dead, and by his own resurrection to confirm and exemplify

bis doctrine.

" Jesus hath authoritativaly taught, that the wicked will he

raised to suffering; nor could it possibly be otherwise, if they

are to be raised with the same system of habits and feelings

with which they descended to the grave, and without which

their identity would be lost. But since eternal misery for tem

porary crimes is inconsistent with every principle of justice,

and wince a resurrection from previous insensibility to indefinite

■usery, to be succeeded by absolute annihilation, is a harsh

npposition, contrary to all analogy, and not to be admitted but

•poa the clearest evidence, we are naturally led to conclude,

that the sufferings of the wicked will be remedial, and that they

will terminate in a complete purification from moral disorder,

«d in their ultimate restoration to virtue and happiness. In

 



this conclusion we seem to ho justified by those passages in the

apostolical writings which declare, that the blessings of the

gospel shall be far more extensive than the calamities of the

fall, and (hat Christ shall reign till all things shall be subdu

ed isnto him. (Horn, vi—t Cor. xv.)

" The apostles were commanded to preach the gospel to the

idolatrous heathen as well as to the chosen family of Abraham,

and they were authorized to confirm their doctrine by miracles.

These extraordinary powers are in the .Scriptures called the

Spirit of God, and the Holy Spirit; and the great change'

which took place in the views, feelings, and character of pha-

risaic Jews and idolatrous heathen, when they sincerely pro

fessed the Christian faith, is called, a new creation, regenera

tion, rising from the dead, and the like. And as conversion to

Christianity was usually produced by the evidence of miracles,

Ibis new ereation, regeneration, solidification, or passing from

death to life, is in this sense ascribed to the Spirit of God.

" The Jews, having been chosen by God to peculiar privile

ges, entertained a very high notion of their own dignity, and

expressed themselves in the most contemptuous language of the

idolatrous gentiles, who were not in covenant with Jehovah.

Of themselves they spoke as a chosen and a holy nation, sons

of God, and heirs of the promises. But the heathens were re

presented as sinners, as aliens* as enemies to God, and the like.

In allusion to which forms of expression, the converted gentiles

being entitled equally with converted Jews, to the blessings of

the new dispensation, they are therefore said to be forgiven,

reconciled, and saved, to be fellow-citizens with the saints, and

of the household of God. ■■* -vm»

" The death of Jesus is sometimes called a propitiation, be

cause it put an end to the Mosaic economy, and introduced a

Dew and more liberal dispensation, under which the gentiles,

who were before regarded as enemies, are admitted into a state

of amity and reconciliation ; that is, into a state of privilege

similar to that of the Jews. It is also occasionally called a

sacrifice, being the ratification of that new covenant into which

God is pleased to enter with his human offspring, by which a

resurrection to immortal life and happiness is promised, without

distinction, to all who are truly virtuous. Believers in Christ
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•re also said to have redemption through his blood, because they

are released by the Christian covenant from the yoke of the

ceremonial law, and from the bondage of idolatry. Dr. Taylor

has in general well explained these Jewish phrases in his ad

mirable Key to the apostolic writings, prefixed to his Com.*

mentary on the Epistle to the Romans.

" The Scriptures contain a faithful and credible account of

the Christian doctrine, which is the true word of God: but

they are not themselves the word of God, nor do they ever as

sume that title : and it is highly improper to speak of them as

such, as it leads inattentive readers to suppose they were w rit

ten under a plenary inspiration, to which they make no preten^

ftion, and as stieh expressions expose Christianity unnecessarily

to the cavils of unbelievers. •

" Christianity sums up the whole of human duty in the love

of God and our neighbour; anil requiring that all, our time

bhould be employed to the best account, and that every action

should be consecrated to God, lays no stress upon ritual obser*

valions, and expressly abolishes that distinction of days, whitfh '

formed so conspicuous a feature in the Mosaic, institute. To a

true Christian every day is a Sabbath, every place is a temple,

and every action of life an act of devotion. A Christian is not

required to be more holy, nor permitted to take greater liberties

upon one day than upon another. Whatever is lawful or ex

pedient upon one day of the w eek is, under the Christian dis

pensation, equally lawful and expedient on any other day,

l'ublic worship, however, must he conducted at staled intervals ;

and it has been usual from the earliest times for Christians to

assemble together, on the first day of the week, to commemorate

the death and to celebrate the resurrection of their Master.

"This appears to me to be the true doctrine of reason and'

revelation, in which the God of nature is not represented aw

frowning over his works, and like a merciless tyrant dooming

his helpless creatures to eternal misery, with the arbitrary ex

ception of a chosen few ; but as the wise, benevolent, and impar

tial parent of his rational offspring, w ho is training them all,

under various processes of intellectual and moral discipline, tq

perfect virtue and everlasting felicity. Such is the God of my

l'ui'b and adoration, the God of nature and of revelation, the
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God and Father of our Lord Je9us Christ, that God whose ex

istence, attributes, and government are the joy and confidence

of every enlightened and virtuous believer."*

" Jesus is indeed now alive. But as we are totally ignorant

of the place where he resides, and of the occupations in which

he is engaged, there can be no proper foundation for religious

addresses to him, nor ofgratitude for favors now received, nor

yet of confidence in his future interposition in our behalf."!

MR. LINDSEY'S CREED.

" There is One God, one single person who is God, tli*

sole Creator and Sovereign Lord of all things.

"The holy Jesus was a man of the Jewish nation, the ser

vant of this God, highly honoured and distinguished by him.

" The Spirit, or Holy Spirit, was not a person or intelligent

being, but only the extraordinary power or girt of God, first to

our Lord Jesus Christ himself in bis life time, and afterwards

to the Apostles and many of the first Christians, to impower

them to preach and propagate the Gospel with success." |

The above Creeds are strictly Unitarian ; or more properly

what divines in this country would denominate Socinian. They

do not embrace the Jirian idea of the pre-existence of Christ's

human soul, or that he originally possessed a super-angelic na

ture : or that his sufferings and death were in any sense to be

considered as propitiatory, or that divine honours were due to

liim. The English Unitarians reject these opinions as absurd,

and maintain the simple humanity of Jesus. § Of this charac

ter is the Vnitarianism, the history of whose progress in thi*

country is given in the following pages.

April .id, 1810.

* See Belsham's Review of Wilberforce's Treatise, Letter II.

f See Letter VIII. in the forementioned work,

t See Memoirs of Lindsey, p. 212.

$ Sec Dr. Lardner's opinion on this subject, as c^ioted by Mr. Delshaa

(Life of Lindsey) p. 219—220, note.

 



AMERICAN UNITARIANISM, &c.

Unitarian Liturgy adopted by the Congregation at

the Ring's Chapel at Boston, in J\Tew-Mngland.

Mr. Lindsey corresponds with Dr. Freeman, Jtlr.

Vanderkemp, 8£c. Progress and present state of

the Unitarian Churches in America.

THE grand theological controversies which ex

cited so much attention, and were conducted with so

much animosity, in England, could not fail to attract

notice in America, and especially in the New-Eng

land States, where a manliness of character, a decen

cy of morals, and a serious though not universally

enlightened spirit of piety, dispose the minds of con

siderable numbers to religious enquiries, and where

freedom of investigation suffers no restraint from the

civil power. It was with great pleasure that Mr.

Lindsey received information in the year 1786, from

a respectable correspondent, (the Kev. I. Smith, af

terwards Librarian to the University of Cambridge, in

N.England,) that the principal Episcopalian Church

in Boston had consented to the introduction of a Li

turgy reformed nearly upon the plan of that which

had been adopted in Essex-Street and perfectly Uni

tarian.* The Minister of this congregation, which

* In Mr. Freeman's first letter to Mr. Lindsey, dated July 7,

l">s6, he tells his venerable correspondent, "The Liturgy of

our church was during a long time unpopular. But your ap

probation, the note of Dr. Price annexed to a letter of Dr. Lush,

*nd ihe mention which Dr. Priestley is pleased to make of it

in his sermon upon the fifth of November, have raised it in es

teem. It now seems to be acknowledged that that book cannot

be very absurd which is praised by men of such great learning

a'i'l abilities, and who have been so long known and so justly

admired in this country. I wish the work was more worthy of

jour approbation. I can only say that I endeavoured to make

■tw by attempting to introduce your Liturgy entire. But the

people of the Chapel were not ripe for so great a change. Some



assembled at what was Called tl;e King's Chapel, wa#

the Rev. James Freeman, and is described by bis

friend as " a young man of a great deal of knowledge

and good sense, and of an excellent disposition."

Some of his hearers left him on account of the change

introduced into the service ; but the majority adhered

to him, and the congregation flourished under him.

He was for some time under considerable embarrass-

defeets anil improprieties I was tinder the necessity of retain

ing, for the sake of inducing them to omit the must except iona-

hle parts of the old service, the Athanasian prayers. Perhaps

in some future day, when their minds become more enlightened,

thev may consent to a furiher alteration."

The writer of this memoir in happy to add, that the day of

increased light and liberality, predicted by this enlightened re

former, is now arrived, and that Dr. Freeman has himself lived

to see his own prediction verified. In a new edition of the

Boston Liturgy, printed in the year 181t, a copy of which the

writer has had the honotir to receive as a present from the

Ministers, Wardens, and Vestry of the King's Chapel, nothing

is to be found which is inconsistent with the purest principles

of Unitarian worship as such, and with a very few alterations,

chiefly verbal, it might be made perfectly unobjectionable.

May it long be the efficacious means of supporting the purity

and simplicity of C'hiistian worship, and diffusing a spirit of

rational piety!

Mr. Freeman further proceeds to state the progress which

Unitarian principles were making in the United States, and

particularly in New-England. This he imputes to the many

excellent books published in England, and to Mr. Lindsey's

Works in particular, which were much read and with great ef-

fect. The sermons and conversation of some Clergymen in

New-England also Contributed their share: and amongst these

lie mentions the Rev. Mr. Hazlitt. a pious, zealous and intelli

gent English minister, who since his return to England is set

tled at Wem in Shropshire. Mr. Freeman speaks of himself

lis particularly indebted to the instructions and conversation of

this respectable person. " I bless the day," says he, " when

that honest man first landed in this country." In another let

ter dated June, 1789, Mr. Freeman writes, "Before Mr. Haz-

lilt came to Boston, the Trinitarian doxology wns almost uni

versally used. That honest, good man prevailed upon several

respectable ministers to omit it. Since his departure, the num

ber of those who repeat only scriptural doxologics has greatly

increased, so that there are now many churches iu which the

worship is strietly Unitarian.
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Bent for want of episcopal ordination, upon winch

some of his hearers laid much stress, though in the

estimation of the more judicious members of his con

gregation, as* well as of Mr. Freeman himself, it was

rather a matter of expedience than necessity. To

avoid, however, giving unnecessary offence, he ap

plied for orders first to Bishop Seabury, who had

lately been consecrated by the non-juring bishops of

Scotland, and who exercised his jurisdiction over the

episcopal churches in Connecticut. Hut this prelate,

being a rigid Calvinist, would not lay hands upon his

suspected brother. Application was then made to

Dr. Provost, who had been elected bishop of the pro

vince of New-York, and who together w itli Dr.W hite

had been consecrated to the episcopal office by the

prelates of the church of England. This gentleman,

who had been a pupil to Dr. Jebb, was a man of great

learning, of liberal sentiments, and of deep piety.

At the Convention of the episcopal clergy at Phila

delphia, be had himself proposed a very important

alteration in the Litany, viz. to leave out the invo

cations to the Son, the Holy Ghost, and the Trinity ;

and to retain only the first, which is addressed " to

God the Father Almighty, the Maker of heaven and

earth." To this worthy prelate, therefore, the mem

bers of the congregation at the King's Chapel repeat

edly applied to obtain episcopal ordination for their

respected minister. But the. bishop, perhaps unwil

Ling to give, offence to his weaker brethren, referred

the matter to the next Convention at Philadelphia ;

which determined Mr. Freeman's friends, who had

reason to apprehend, that whatever might he the in

formation and liberality of some individuals, the ma

jority would decide against him, to ordain their own

pastor at home. This solemn rite, therefore, was

performed, with the previous approbation of many

persons of high character and worth who had been

consulted upon the occasion, on Sunday the tSth of

November, 1787, according to a form suggested b\

Governor Bowdoin, a gentleman, whose learning.
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good sense, and merit, as Mr. Freeman expresses it

in his letter to Mr. Lindsey, " would give a sanction

to any sentiment which lie espouses," though the ho

nourable Governor was not a member of the King's

Chapel congregation. " The whole ceremony," says

Mr. Freeman, " was performed with great decency

and solemnity in the presence of a very rtnmerous as

sembly. Deep attention was impressed upon every

countenance, and many of the advocates for religious

liberty, of our own and other churches, could not for

bear expressing their sensibility by tears of joy.'*

The form used upon this interesting occasion is pub

lished by Mr. Lindsey in Vindici* Priestleians, who

there expresses his entire approbation of it. All dif

ficulties were at length surmounted : the remaining

scruples of those who were advocates for episcopal

ordination gradually subsided,* and the cause of the

• In tenderness to the prejudices of some worthy members of

the congregation, a vote was passed by the Society, that Mr.

Freeman's ordination should be confirmed by an episcopal iin-

fiosition of hands, if it could be at any future time convenient-

y procured without sacrificing their own religious sentiments.

But a circumstance occurred shortly afterwards, which contri

buted more effectually to overrule the scruples of those who

were unsatisfied, than any thing which Mr Freeman or his

friends could say or write upon the subject. This was the or

dination of a clergyman at Boston by Bishop Seabury.

"If any prejudices remained upon the minds of my people

in favour of episcopal ordination," gays Mr. Freman in a letleer

to Mr. Lindsey, dated October 15, 1788, " what you say in your

hook, the Vindicite Priestleianse, would effectually remove them.

But they are already cured of all prepossessions of that nature.

1 mentioned in a former letter, that Bishop Seabury had ordain

ed a pricst in Boston. The members of my congregation in

general attended. They were so shocked with the service, par

ticularly with that part where the bishop pretends to commu

nicate the Holy Ghost and the power of forgiving sins, which

he accompanied with the action of breathing on the candidate,

that they now congratulate me upon having escaped what they

consider as little short of blasphemy. Few of them had ever

read, or at least attentively considered, the Ordination service.

Since they have heard it, I have frequently been seriously ask

ed by them, whether I would have submitted to so absurd a form:



15

congregation continued to flourish uuder the auspices

of this pious and exemplary preacher for upwards of

twenty years. Since January, 1809, Mr. now Dr.

Freeman has heeu associated with a colleague, the

Rev. Samuel Cary, who, if we may judge by the

specimen of his talents and spirit in the sermon which

he delivered on the day of his ordination, and by the

esteem and affection expressed in the charge of his

revered associate, is worthy of the honourable situa

tion which he occupies, and is well qualified to car

ry on the cause in which his excellent colleague has

been so long and so successfully engaged. May this

holy cause continue to prosper in their hands, and

when the chief Shepherd shall appear, may they re

ceive a crown of glory !

As a further means of diffusing the important doc

trines of the proper Unity of God, and the simple

humanity of Jesus Christ, Mr. Lindsey made a pre

sent of his own and of Dr. Priestley's Theological

Works to the Library of Harvard College, in the Uni •

I confess that I am convinced I should huve acted wrong if I

had done it. I shudder when I reflect to what moral danger I

exposed myself in soliciting ordination of the American bishops,

for I certainly never believed that they hud the power of con

veying the Holy Spirit."

Bishop Seabury might be, and probably was a very honest

man. How far his wisdom kept pace with his honesty, the

following anecdote may assist the reader tojudge. This vene

rable prelate, after having been invested, or imagined himself

invested, with extraordinary powers by the manual imposition

of a few obscure and ignorant priests in Scotland, when he had

returned to Connecticut, wrote to Dr. Stiles, the president of

the College, the learned friend and correspondent of Dr. Price,

that it was his intention to be at the annual meeting of the in

stitution, bat that he " hoped he should be received with pro

per distinction, and that his precedency would be allowed in

the place slotted to him." To which the learned president

sent back a courteous answer : *' That they should be very

glad to see Bishop Seabury, but that he could not promise him

any such mark of distinction as he expected. One thing how

ever he could engage for, and would assure him of, that he

would meet with a hundred and ninety-one as good Bishops as
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vcrsity of Cambridge in New-England ; for wbicb,

" as 11 very valuable and acceptable present," he re

ceived the thanks of the President and Fellows.

These books were read with great avidity by the stu

dents. Sut though there is great reason to believe

that the seed thus sown took deep root, and that in

many instances it produced an abundant harvest ;

and though many persons eminent for rank and talent

in the New-England States* openly avowed the

Unitarian creed, it does not appear that any numer

ous societies of Christians have hitherto followed the

example of the congregation at the Ring's Chapel in

making a public profession of the Unitarian doctrine.

In March, 1792, an Unitarian congregation was

formed at Portland, a considerable towu of the dis

trict of Maine, in the north-eastern part of the State

of Massachusetts. The worthy founder of this socie

ty was the Reverend Thomas Oxnard, a man of good

talents, of sincere piety and of ardent zeal, who bad

for some years officiated as minister of the episcopa

lian church at Portland, and who had been convinced

of the truth of the Unitarian doctrine by reading the

works of Dr. Priestley and Mr. Lindsey, with which

he had been supplied by his friend Mr. Freeman.

Through the same means, and by the public and pri

vate instructions of this good man, in the course of a

few years, many other persons of property and respee-

* " Gov. Bowdoin,"' says Mr. Lindsey's worthy correspon

dent, " is a critic in biblical learning. Gen. Knox, one of the

most distinguished officers in the late war. is an admirer of

•uch author* as Edward Search. General Lincoln, our pre

sent worthy Lieutenant-Governor, appears uniformly aud open

ly the friend of those doctrines that you approve. There ara

many others besides, in our Legislature, of similar sentiments.

While so many of our great men are thus on the side of truth

and free inquiry, they will necessarily influence many of 1 ho

eommon people. As we have no establishment to oppose, the

•ante zeal which is felt in Knsjlaud cannot be expected in ibis

country ; but Kational Christianity will, 1 doubt not. make a

rapid though not very visible progress. This letter was writ

ten in 17SS,
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(ability of character embraced and avowed the same

principles. " I cannot," says this worthy man in a

letter dated November, 1788, " express to you the

avidity with which these Unitarian publications are

sought after. Our friends here are clearly convinced

that the Unitarian doctrine will soon become the pie-

vailing opinion in this country ; which must afford

great pleasure to those good men, Mr. Lindsey and

Dr. Priestley. Three years ago, I did not know a

single Unitarian in this part of the country besides

myself: and now, entirely from the various publica

tions you have furnished, a decent society might

be collected from this and the neighbouring towns.

When you again write to Mr. Lindsey, you may as

pire him in the most positive terms that his and Dr.

Priestley's publications have had, and probably will

have, great effects in this part of the country ; which

I am sure must afford him great satisfaction."

Agreeably to this account, the doctrine of the pro

per Unity of God made a progress so rapid in the

town and vicinage of Portland, that in the beginning

of the year 1792 an effort was made to introduce a

reformed Liturgy into the episcopal church ; which

being resisted by one or two leading members of the

congregation, the Unitarians, who constituted a con

siderable majority of the society, seceded from the

rest; and forming themselves into a separate church,

they chose the Reverend Mr. Oxnard to be their mi

nister; and being denied the use of the episcopal cha-

[M'l. they assembled for religious worship at one of the

public school houses, which was large and commodi

ous and where they carried on the worship of theOna

''odwith increasing popularity and success.

About the same time another society for Unitarian

uorsbip was formed at Saco, a populous village about

Hventy miles distant from Portland, under the auspi

ces of Mr. Thatcher, a gentleman of large property

*»d of excellent character, who was repeatedly re

turned as representative in Congress for the northern

district in the State of Massachusetts. Mr- Thatcher
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was originally an unbeliever ; but possessing a can

did and inquisitive mind, he became a very sincere

and rational Christian, in consequence of reading Dr.

Priestley's Works ; and, as Mr. Lindsey's eorrcs-

Iiondent expresses it, " the influence of our divine rc-

igion became very evident in his life and manners."

This gentleman, by his conversation, his occasional

publications, by lending Unitarian books, and by the

great influence of his moral and religious character,

contributed much to diffuse rational and pure Chris

tianity in the vicinity of his residence, and formed at

Saco a congregation of Unitarian Christians, which

was for some time connected with that at Portland,

but afterwards became sufficiently numerous and re

spectable to maintain a separate minister. In Eng

land the spirit of the times is more liberal than the

spirit of the laws. In America it is the reverse ; and

the bigotry of individuals sometimes labours to coun

teract the unlimited freedom of faith and worship,

which is the glory of the Constitution of the United

States. The active zeal of Mr. Thatcher, in pro

moting the worship of One God in opposition to un-

scriptural formularies and creeds, excited the malig

nant efforts of some of his bigoted neighbours to op-

tiose his re-election to a seat in Congress. But the

ligh character, the approved patriotism, and the dis

tinguished talents of that honourable gentleman se

cured him an easy triumph over the mean attacks of

ignorance and envy, and he was again returned by a

great majority.

Upon the formation of the first Unitarian Society in

the district of Maine, Mr. Lindsey's intelligent cor

respondent makes the following just and important

observations, in a letter dated May 21, 1792.

" I consider the establishment of this society as an

event peculiarly favourable to the progress of Unita-

rianism in this country. The eastern division of this

State, commonly called the province of Maine, of

which Portland is the capital, is one of the most

flourishing parts of the United States. It is rapidly



increasing in population and in wealth. Portland,

which under the name of Falmouth was almost total

ly destroyed during the last war, has now become a

large and respectable town, and bids fair in the course

of half a century to rival Boston. Like other capital

towns, it will probably influence the opinions of" the

surrounding country. It may be expected, therefore,

that Unitarianisrn will grow with its growth, and be

widely diffused. What favours this expectation is,

that one of the ministers of the town, a very liberal and

enlightened man, is upon very good terms with the

Unitarian Society, and not disposed to discountenance

them. In sentiment, he professes to be a Sabellian.

The other ministers in the. neighbourhood are in ge

neral ignorant and some of them vicious. The con

sequence is, that there is less appearance of religion

in the province of Maine than in any other part of

New-England. I have no doubt, therefore, that a

number of Unitarians, possessing that purity of morals

for which they are generally distinguished, Avill have

a great effect, not only in diffusing rational senti

ments, but also in reforming the practice of their fel

low-citizens. I give this not merely as my own opi

nion, but as the opinion of some gentlemen who are

best informed in the State of the province of Maine.

The establishment of a rational Christian society, and

the happy changes which are to be expected in future,

must, Sir, in a great measure be ascribed to the books

which you have sent over. What, therefore, must

be your triumph, when you reflect that you have en

lightened the minds of your fellow Christians, and

that you will probably be the means of turning many

to righteousness !"

How far this worthy and ardent correspondent of

Mr. Lindsey was warranted in the sanguine expecta

tions he expresses of the success and beneficial effects

of the Unitarian doctrine in the New-England States,

does not very distinctly appear. In 1788 he states to

his venerable friend, that the Socinian scheme is less

-frightful than it was some years ago, and begins to
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have some public advocates. The ouly minister,

however, who then preached in favour of it was Mr.

Bentley, of Salem, a fellow-collegian and intimate

friend of the writer, who describes him as "a young

man of a bold independent mind, of strong natural

powers, and of more skill in the learned languages

than any person of his years in the State." This

gentleman had the good fortune to be connected with

a congregation uncommonly liberal, who were not

alarmed at any improvements, and who were pleased

with the introduction of Bishop Lowth's translation

of Isaiah, and of other improved translations of the

prophetic Scriptures, in preference to the common

English version, which was a liberty that few of the

ministers in New-England would be allowed to take.

In 17iMj Uuitarianism remained at Portland in the

state in which it had been settled the preceding year :

but the Clergy in the neighbourhood of Saco having

passed a censure upou these opinions as unsound and

heretical, the consequence of this attack was an able

defence of the doctrine by its advocates in that vicin

age, and a subscription for building an Unitarian

church. Iu the year 171)4, the same respectable

correspondent communicates to his venerable friend

the progress which the doctrine and worship of the

One true God, the Father, w ere making in the south

ern districts of the State of Massachusetts. " The

counties of Plymouth, Barnstable and Bristol, were

the first part of New- England settled by the English ;

and till the year 1692, when they were annexed to

Massachusetts, constituted a distinct province. The

fi est settlers were a religious and industrious people,

of more candid minds and less disposed to persecution

than the settlers of Massachusetts. Though the coun

try is barren, yet it has become one of the most popu

lous districts of the United States. The inhabitants

are enlightened and virtuous. Crimes are uuknown ;

and there has not been a capital execution for upwards

of sixty years. Such characters are valuable acqui

sitions to the cause of truth. It must give you plea-
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Hire, therefore, to learn that two ministers, one in the

county of Plymouth, and the other in the county of

Barnstahle, have lately come forward and openly op

posed the doctrine of the Trinity. Their preaching

has made a deep impression, and converts have been

multiplied. In Barnstahle county in particular, there

is a very large body of Unitarians."

This letter was written not long after the worthy

writer had received intelligence of Mr. Lindsey's re

signation of the pastoral office, on account, not of de

clining health, but of advanced age; and I cannot

deny myself the gratification of,transcribing Dr. Free

man's excellent and judicious reflections upon that oc

casion. " I fervently pray, dear sir, that your health

may long be preserved, and that your old age may be

as happy as the meridian of your life has been active

and useful. You now enjoy the fruits of your labours.

You have reclaimed many from the errors of idolatry

and superstition. You have diffused knowledge and

truth not only in England but America. But what is

most to your honour, though you have displayed all

the zeal of a reformer, yet you have possessed none

of that bitterness of spirit with which reformers are

too often infected. In your numerous works 1 find

no harsh expressions or malignant censures. 1 con

template this part of your character with peculiar'

pleasure ; and though 1 am conscious 1 am frequent

ly more angry with error and bigotry than a Chris-

dan ought to be, yet I ardently desire to imitate your

candour and mildness of temper. Excuse this praise :

it is suggested to me by your two last excellent dis

courses." This is a high and at the same time a

discriminating and justly merited eulogy, and must no

doubt have been gratifying to the venerable person to

whom it was addressed ; whose great humility would,

however, lead him to disclaim in part, at least, his

title to it.

In a letter dated May 24th, 1796, the amiable and

candid writer expresses some little doubt, whether his

zeal may not have induced hiin inadvertently to ex

 



s^gcrate the success of Unitarian principles in the

United States ; and he endeavours to give a correct

account of the actual state of the public mind upoa

this subject. As this is the last of Dr^JEjcegman's

letters upon the state of Unitarianisrn in America,

which is in my possession, and as it contains a more

general view of the case than he had before exhibited,

I shall make no apology for the length of the extract:

" 1 consider it," says this intelligent correspondent

to his venerable friend, " as one of the most happy-

effects which have resulted from my feeble exertions

in the Unitarian cause, that they have introduced me

to the knowledge and friendship of some of the most

valuable characters of the present age ; . men of

enlightened heads, of pious and benevoleut hearts j

quibuscum vivere amem, quibuscum obire libens.

" Though it is a standing article of most of our social

libraries, that nothing of a controversial nature should

be purchased, yet any book which is presented is free-

ly accepted. I have found means, therefore, of intra,

ducing into them some of the Unitarian Tracts with

which you have kindly furnished me. There are few

persons who have not read them with avidity ; and

when read, they cannot fail to make an impression

upon the minds of many. From these and other

causes, the Unitarian doctrine appears to be still up

on the increase. I am acquainted with a number of

ministers, particularly in the southern part of this

state, who avow and publicly preach this sentiment.

There are others more cautious, who content them

selves with leading their hearers, by a course of ra

tional but prudent sermons, gradually and insensibly

to embrace it. Though this latter mode is not what

I entirely approve, yet it produces good effects. For

the people are thus kept out of the reach of false opi

nions, and are prepared for the impressions which will

be made on them by more bold and ardent successors,

who will probably be raised up when these timid cha

racters are removed off the stage. In the eastern

part of this State, or what is called the District of
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Maine, the Unitarian doctrine also makes progress,

as 1 have just been informed by a worthy and judici

ous minister from that quarter. The Clergy are ge

nerally the first who begin to speculate : but the peo

ple soon follow, where they are so much accustomed

to read and enquire.

•• In the accounts which I give you of the state of

religious opinions in this country, I always endeavour

not to exaggerate, sensible that every zealous man

(and I confess that I am zealous) is naturally dispos

ed to rate his own party as highly as he can. It is

possible that I'nitarianism may be losing ground in

one quarter while it is gaining it in another, and that

I may not perceive or may not attend to the former.

Indeed. I confess and lament that the opinion is

scarcely known in the largest part of this vast Repub

lic. It flourishes chiefly in New-England : but not

much in Connecticut, Rhode-Island, New- Hamp

shire, and the western counties of Massachusetts. A

few seeds have been sown in Vermont, and an abun

dant harvest has been produced in the vicinity of

Boston and the counties directly south of it. In

Pennsylvania, much may be expected from the la

bours of Dr. Priestley.'*—It is now upwards of fifteen

years since this letter was written ; and though it can

not reasonably be doubted that the important doctrines

of the unrivalled supremacy and sole worship of the

Father, and of the proper humanity of Jesus Christ,

have during that period been gradually advancing in

a conntry so favourable to freedom of enquiry ; yet it

may justly be questioned whether the progress of truth

has been quite so rapid, visible, or extensive, as the

real of this ingenuous and ardent lover of truth

prompted him to expect. Dr. Priestley's personal

try in the United States was at'ended with very

ipparent success. In Northumberland, where

lie resided, he collected but few proselytes ; and in

adelpb.ia, where, the chapel in which he preached

t crowded with the principal characters in

1 States, be was afterwards for noma reason
 



fell

or other almost deserted. Yet here his labours wer«

not wholly ineffectual. Since Dr. Priestley's decease

& small, but highly respectable, congregation, has been

formed, in which, till a regular minister can he pro

cured, a few of the most intelligent and host informed

members conduct the service by turns ; and the socie

ty, upon the whole, is increasing, though some who

once professed zeal in the cause have turned their

backs upon it. The Unitarians in Philadelphia are

now erecting a chapel for religious worship, to which

many of different persuasions have contributed liber

ally.

Another Unitarian congregation has been formed

at Oldenbarneveld, a new settlement in the back'

country of the state of New-York, under the patron

age of Col. Mappa, a gentleman of a truly respecta

ble character, and of considerable property and in

fluence in that district, aided hy the exertions of the

Rev. Frederick Adrian Vanderkemp, a learned and

pious emigrant from Holland, whose zeal for the doc

trine of the Divine Unity has exposed him to many

difficulties and privations. This church was, for a

few years, under the pastoral inspection of the Rev.

John Sherman, who in the year 1805 was dismissed,

on account of his Unitarian principles, from his office

as minister of the first church at Mansfield in Con

necticut, where he had officiated upwards of eight

years with great and increasing acceptance and suc

cess. Of the circumstances which led to this separa

tion, and of the inquisitorial spirit which was exerted

against him hy the bigoted clergy in his neighbour

hood, he published a plain and affecting account, a

copy of which now lies before me. And if some ex

pressions of irritation have escaped him. which it

would perhaps have been better to omit, it requires

but little charity to make allowance for them where

the provocation was so great and unmerited.

This gentleman, in consequence of an attentive pe

rusal of the works of Mr. Lindsey and Dr. Priestley,

became a sincere and zealous convert to the doctrine



of the proper Unity and Sole Supremacy of God, to the

simple humanity of Jesus Christ, and to the appropria

tion of religious worship to the Father only. A doc

trine of such high importance, and so materially dif

fering from the popular creed, he justly conceived it

to be his duty to avow and teach.* And in the first

■

* This worthy confessor's plain and artless narrative of the

feeliog* of his mind upon this occasion, is well deserving of Sir

ing here transcribed, and may it make a due impression upon

all »lio are placed in similar circumstances, and called out to

similar trials !

" Settled." says he, " in the sentiment that God is one person

only, and that Jesus Christ is a being distinct from God, de

pendent upon him for his existence and all his powers, I was in

volved in much trial and perplexity of mind with respect to the

tonrse which duty required me to pursue. 1 was aware of the

prejudices of my brethren in the ministry, and foresaw that,

tbould my sentiments be made public, they would certainly ex

ert themselves to destroy my ministerial and Christian stand

ing ; that my standing with the people of my charge,

whose confidence I was so happy as to possess, would be endan

gered, if not by their own prejudices, yet by the" influence and

exertions of others; and considering the state of the American

churches, that I could hardly expect an invitation to minister to

any people on this side of (he Atlantic. Poverty, a diminution

»f my usefulness, and the unhappy condition of my beloved fa

mily, stared me in the face, and conjured me to be silent re

specting my opinions. ,

"On the other hand, I considered that, having avowed dif

ferent sentiments at my ordination, it could not be reconciled

a a frank and open honesty to allow the world to be deceived

as to mv real belief;—that it is the duty of the minister of the

I to instruct men in the knowledge of its important doc-

tiat 1 was accountable to God for my conduct in this

, who requires of stewards that a man he found faithful,

aad who certainly must desire his people' to be acquainted with

the truth, or he would never have revealed it;—that no refor

mation from prevailing errors could take place, if those who

are acquainted with the truth should, through the fear of pre

tention, conceal it from public view ;—and finally, that it is

■'Me and unbecoming the dignity of man, in this nineteenth cen

tury of the Christian a?ra, in this land of liberty and free inqui

ry, to how down to popular absurdities and superstitions, and

'joietly to abandon the unalienable right of private judgment.

These considerations determined me to put all temporal things

at hazard, and to place my trust in that wise Providence which

4
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place he communicated his change of sentiments to

the congregation with which he was connected: when,

to his great surprize and satisfaction, lie found that,

With a siugle exception, they were all earnestly de

sirous that he should continue his connection with

them, and that each should quietly allow to others

the right of private judgment in this and every other

case. This however did not satisfy his clerical bre

thren, with whom, as residing in the neighbourhood,

he had joined in a voluntary association. .Being duly

informed by Deacon Southworth, the dissatisfied

member before alluded to, of his reverend pastor's

departure from the, faith, they first in a formal session,

held in October, 1801, excluded him from their so

ciety, and disavowed ministerial connection w ith him.

And in this measure was no injustice : for the asso

ciated ministers had as good a right to judge of the

truth and importance of their opinions, as Mr. Hher-

man of his. But the zeal of these pious inquisitors

did not stop here : they wrote an official letter to the

church at Mansfield,,stating, that they had judged it

to he their duty to withdraw from their heretical bro

ther their own ministerial connexion, and pretty plain

ly intimating their expectation that the society would

follow their example, and dismiss their pastor, who

stood convicted by his own confession of many capi-

had always been kind, and which will either deliver us from

the evil, or inspire us with fortitude to endure it."

Upon these generous nnd pious principles did this Christian

confessor act throughout the whole ot'this arduous conflict ; and

however his ignorant and malignant persecutors might injure his

good name, and deprive him and his family of the comforts of

society, and leave them destitute of the necessaries of life, they

could Dot rah him of the inestimable treasure of an approving

conscience. How rapidly and extensively must the cause of

Christian truth prevail, if all who were convinced of it possess

ed the fortitude and zeal of Mr, Sherman ! But this is an

elevation of character to which every one cannot attain. Dif

ferent persons have different gifts, and are called to different

duties. Let every one judge impartially for himself, and can

didly for others.



tal errors. This advice, though treated with merited

ueglect by a majority of the church, nevertheless

Kale a considerable impression upon a small number

of feeble-minded members, who, in April, 1805, ad

dressed a letter to the venerable association, expressing

their dissatisfaction with their worthy pastor for de

nying, as they express it, that " the man Christ Jesus

is truly and properly (ii>d ;" which, say they, " is a

doctrine which we cannot be persuaded to give up

but with the Bible which contains it." And they fur

ther profess that " the doctrine of a Trinity of Persons

in the Godhead, as held by Culcinistic divines for

ages, is a doctrine clearly taught in the holy Scrip

tures;" and that, " however mysterious and incom

prehensible, it lies at the very basis of Christianity."

Under these difficulties, they implore the advice of the

reverend Association. But notwithstanding all the

activity of Deacon South worth, and the artifices and

intrigues of some bigots in the neighbourhood, only

ten signatures could be procured to this address.

Such however was the eagerness of the venerable bo

dy, and such their zeal to exterminate heresy, that

they immediately directed an answer to be sent to the

complain.mis advising them to have recourse to a

Council or Consociation, which is an Ecclesiastical

Court consisting of ministers and messengers, and in

vested by law with great and indefinite powers. But

as the Consociation was to consist in a great measure

of the same ministers of whom the Association was

formed, who had already prejudged the cause, and

as the congregation at Manslield had never acknow

ledged the jurisdiction of this Court, they rejected the

advice with the contempt it deserved. Nevertheless,

as this worthy confessor saw that his unrelenting ad

versaries were determined to pursue every possible

method to disturb the peace of the society, and to ac

complish his ruin, and being desirous of preventing the

disastrous consequences of religious discord, he came

to the resolution of resigning his pastoral office. This

resolution he communicated to his friends ; and at his
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desire the church anil congregation concurred with

him in inviting, according to the custom of the coun

try, a Mutual Council of respectable ministers to give

their advice in the case, and, if they should judge it

expedient, to grant Mr. Sherman an honourable dis

mission and recommendation.

This council assembled in October, 1805, and Mr.

Sherman first stated his case, and the reasons which

led him to wish to resign his connexion with the con

gregation at Mansfield. After which, a deputation

from the church, that is, from the communicants,*

were heard on their own behalf; who stated, that

* It may not perhaps be known to tlie generality of readers,

that, in the strict independent form of church government, the

whole power of ecclesiastical discipline, the entire manage

ment of the property, and the sole right of choosing or dis

missing a minister, is vested in the church, that is. in the body

of communicants, of those who have been admitted into the

communion of that church in particular, according to its pre

scribed forms, or who have been received by regular dismission

from other churches. Mere subscribers have no vote, how

ever numerous and opulent. Mr. Howard, the celebrated phi

lanthropist, was the richest member, and the most liberal sup

porter of the congregation at Bedford ; he also joined statedly

in communion with the church ; but not having been regularly

admitted into the church, he was only regarded as an occasion

al communicant; and in the choice of a minister, not the least

attention was paid to his expressed opinion and desire, and a

minister was chosen who was by no means acceptable to him.

In Northamptonshire I recollect another instance in which a

venerable minister of irreproachable character, of most amia

ble manners, and nnimpeached orthodoxy, was dismissed from

his office by the church, under some trifling pretence, in oppo

sition to the sense of by far the most respectable part of the

congregation. His friends appealed to a court of law, to rein

state their respected minister in his office. But Lord Mans

field, who whatever might be his political delinquencies, was a

most liberal and impartial judge in all cases in which the rights

of Protestant Dissenters were concerned, demanded to see the

writings of the place: and finding that they vested the com

municants with the discretiouary power of choosing and de

posing a minister, he dismissed the cause immediately, and

the worthy veteran was obliged to resign his claims. Another

chapel however was provided for him, where he continued to
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ftongh the discontented party did not constitute more

than one third of the church, jet they plainly perceiv

ed that their design was first to exclude their pastor,

and then to excommunicate their brethren. That, in

order to prevent this schism, they had ofl'ered to the

complainants either that they should remain unmolest

ed with the majority ; or, that the majority, for the

sake of peace, should dismiss their pastor, in order to

remain unmolested with them ; or, if this would not

satisfy their opponents, Mr. Sherman's friends would

retain and maintain their own minister, and let the

discontented party have theirs. This concession,

however, liberal as it was, did not satisfy the dissi

dents. Lastly, a deputation from the Congregation

were heard before the Council, who stated, that not

less than nine-tenths of the society were well satisfied

with their minister, and had no desire to part with

him, or to restrain him in his enquiries. " Being,"

as they express it, " tenacious of the right of private

judgment, they wish to indulge their minister in the

same : neither would they wish that he should act the

hypocrite to gain the approbation of any man. And

they apprehend that, in case Mr. Sherman is dis

missed, the society will soon be found " in a most un

happy situation, not likely to be settled with another

minister for many years."

j, and was supported by his friends as long as he lived,

la America, it is presumed that where the independent form

of church government prevails, this principle is in general

maintained. But in Connecticut, they have strangely deviated

from the original freedom of the separate churches, by the in

stitution of what is called the Consociation, a sort of spiritual

fonrt, which was established in Connecticut in the beginning

if the last century. This court has power to interfere " upon

all occasions ecclesiastical," and its censures are authorised;

Unsupported by the civil power. Each Consociation consists

of ministers and messengers from every congregation which be

longs to it. But no congregation is compelled to join it. As

far as Us power extends, it is properly a court of inquisition ;

and in some cases the members have discovered too much of an

inquisitorial spirit.



Notwithstanding however tbesc strong facts, this

noble profession, and this conciliatory spirit, tlie pru

dent Council proceed, as a matter of expediency, to

dismiss Mr. Sherman from his connection with the

society : and while they bear honorable testimony to

his character and talents, and " recommend him to

the kind reception of those who may see fit to employ

him," they cautiously subjoin, that they " do not con

sider themselves as giving their approbation of Mr.

Sherman's peculiar phraseology or circumstantial

difference of sentiment on the subject of the Trinity."

And in their subsequent advice to Mr. Sherman, they

admonish him to guard against a bold spirit of specu

lation, and an inordinate love of novelty.

It is not a little curious to contrast those differences

of opinion which this venerable Council coolly des

cribes under the soft expressions of peculiar phraseo

logy and a circumstantial difference of sentiment. The

man whom they gravely caution against a bold spirit

of speculation and inordinate love of novelty, asserts

the doctrine, that there is One God, the sole object of

religious worship, and one Mediator between God

and man, the man Christ Jesus, who is the, prophet

and messenger of God. While his orthodox oppo

nents, to accommodate whom the Council think it ex

pedient to dismiss their exemplary pastor, maintain

as a doctrine essential to salvation, and which they

" can never give up but with the Bible which contains

it," that " the man Jesus is truly and properly God."

Is the venerable Council serious in stating differences

so glaring and so substantial as these, as nothing more

than a " peculiar phraseology" and a " circumstan

tial difference of sentiment" ? No ! No ! Opinions

such as these can no more harmonize with each other

than light and darkness, than Christ and Belial.—

They who hold doctrines so diametrically opposite

cannot be fellow-worshippers in the same temple. It

was expedient that they should separate. So far the

Council judged right. But the difficulty lies in dis

covering the expedience, the justice, the common sense



of making the greater submit to tlie less ; in deciding

in opposition to the declared principles and wishes of

two-thirds of the church and nine-tenths of the con

gregation. It is not to he doubted that the members

of this Council were upright and honorable men. But

as the case now stands, it is impossible to approve of

their decision. Why is the majority to be sacrificed

to the minority ? Why is the upright, conscientious

enquirer after truth to fall a victim to bigotry, igno

rance, and intolerance? This surely is a miserable

way ofpromoting either truth or peace. So the mem

bers of this truly respectable hut too timid and cautious

Council have, themselves seen reason to acknowledge;

anil one of tliein at least has amply redeemed his

character, and has himself very lately become a fel

low- sufferer in the cause of truth.*

* This gentleman is the Rev. Abiel Abbot, late pastor of the

6rst church iu Coventry in the state of Connecticut, where he

w»s settled in February 1793, and continued to exercise big

ministry peaceably and acceptably for fifli-eu years. In Feb

ruary J810, some of the members of his church discovered in

the worthy pastor symptoms of heresy, and after some discus

sion the church applied for advice to the Association which

assembled in Oetober, who again referred them to the Consocia

tion h liich assembled in April, 1811. The Consociation sum

moned the worthy pastor to reply to the chaise : but Mr.

Abbot protested against their jurisdiction; neither himself, nor

tin.- church of which he was pastor, nor the congregation having

ever joined the Consociation, or acknowledged its authority.

The society likewise entered a similar protest. The Consocia

tion however, nothing daunted, voted its own competency and

authority, and in their way proceeded to examine the merits of

the ease; the result of which was, that the Rev. Abiel Abbot

does neither preach nor believe the doctrine of the sacred Trin

ity;—that he does neither preach nor believe the divinity of

Jesus Christ ;—that he does neither preach nor believe the doc

trine of the atonement by the blood of Christ, nor of justifica

tion by his imputed righteousness :—and that doctrines contrary

to these, and subversive of the Christian's faith and hope, are

by him taught and inculcated. Voted, That the mau who

neither believes nor preaches the doctrines specified, is disquali

fied for the oJKce of the Gospel ministry; for he has essential

ly renoanced t lie Scriptures, has made shipwreck of faith, has

denied the Messiah, &.c. The Council therefore feel tdicnu.

 



Mr. Sherman being thus unexpectedly dismissed

from a congregation where he had passed eight years

selves required by Jesus Christ, the great God and Saviour, &e.

to ('rehire, and they hereby do declare, that the ministerial re

lation between the Rev. A. A. and the first church at Coven

try ought to be, and is dissolved, &c.

Such at the commencement of the nineteenth century was

(he language, and such were the extravagant claims, of an as

sembly of Protestant Christian Ministers, assuming the title of

the Consociation of the County of Tolland in the State of Con

necticut. Neither the Fathers of the Council of Trent, nor

those of Nice, nor of any intervening Council, whether gene

ral or special, ever pretended to higher authority, nor made a

bolder claim to inspiration or infallibility.

Mr. Abbot however, and his friends, the great majority of

his society, not feeling themselves inclined to submit to the

dictates of the inspired Council, resolved that the unwarranted

censure of the Consociation should have no effect upon their

mutual connexiou ; and he still continued to officiate among

them as before. Nevertheless, to guard on the one hand against

the interposition of the secular arm, and on the other to testify

his respect to the Council itself, the members of which were in

dividually respectable, this amiable and persecuted confessor

thought it advisable to invite a Mutual Council of grave and

learned divines from the State of Massachusetts, to deliberate

how far it was his duty to respect the decision of the Tolland

Consociation. The very sensible and pious auswer of Dr. Os

good, who declined attending, contains many very just and per

tinent observations. " For myself," says he, " I have little

faith in. or respect for, Ecclesiastical Councils. I have long

thought them unauthorised in Scripture, and for the most part

worse than useless, excepting as mere referees or arbiters mu

tually chosen by parties at variance to settle their disputes."'

Speaking of the censure of the Consociation, he adds, "It is

indeed a most extraordinary procedure, iu this loud of repub

lican liberty, where all Ecclesiastical Establishments are ex

plicitly disclaimed. This consideration, however, assures you,

that though the tongues and pens of Ecclesiastical Councils

be as free and unrestrained as those of any other description of

citizens, yet they have no power to execute their decrees ; and

you have no more reason to tremble at the anathema of the

Consociation of Tolland County, than at a hull of the Roman

Pontiff. It might, therefore, perhaps, be advisable to let it

pass with a little notice ; suffering it to have no other effect

than to render you a better Christian and a better man."

These are the observations and advice of a wise and good

man ; which perhaps it would have been most prudent to have
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in barmony and usefulness, now found himself cast

oat npon the world destitute almost of the necessaries

of life, and under the ban of a powerful party, who

were determined to the utmost to obstruct his future

exertions, and to drive him from the ministry. Hap

pily, though the will was good, the power was want

ing. The pastor and the congregation appear to have

regarded it as their duty to acquiesce in the decision

of the council, however painful : and in an affecting

address which was presented by the Society to Mr.

Sherman, they express their deep regret at the unex

pected dissolution of their connexion, when they most

wished for its continuance,—when they most wanted

followed. The Mutual Conncil, however, convened by Mr.

Abbot and his friends, assembled at Coventry on the 5th of

June, 18U, the venerable Dr. Lathrop in the chair; and after

due deliberation, they conclude that " the Consociation had no

right to dissolve the connexion between the pastor and the so

ciety, the great majority of whom manifest a warm attachment

to his person and ministry; but, that from considerations of

expediency, they do dissolve it, and declare that it is dissolved

accordingly." Thus again, we see the sacred cause of Chris*

tian truth, sacrifised to a mean and temporising policy ; and

the faithful champion of truth, the amiable, useful, and belov

ed pastor, torn from his weeping flock, and consigned to pover

ty and solitude, for the sake of preserving a hollow, deceitful,

temporary peace. But this cannot last long; nor can such a

measure be approved by the great Head of the church. Of

this strange eveut, the virtuous sufferer has published a fair

and interesting narrative, which is Written with a temper and

spirit truly Christian. " I will bring," says he, " no railing

accusation. The men from whom I nave differed, I have lov

ed : the men from whom I have suffered, I have respected ;

and to none am I conscious, to this hour, of feeling an un

friendly sentiment. From the heart I wish them grace, mercy,

and peace." It is, however, bnt justice to the members of this

perhaps, too cautious Council, to add, that they do not presume

to judge of the faith of their unfortunate brother ; that they

express the highest respect for his moral character, and that

ihey cordially recommend him to the pastoral office in some

other church. And if there be, as I am sure there is, a love

ef truth, virtue, and liberty, in the New-England States, this

able, honest, and pious sufferer for truth, will not be suffered

lain long in silence and seclusion.
 

*
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his ministerial Services and friendly counsels,—and

when he stood highest in their esteem, and had en

gaged their warmest affections. This address was

voted, November 12th, 1803, and the answer to it is

dated from Oldenharneveld, January i, 1800. Mr.

Sherman's talents were not suffered to remain long

unemployed ; and lie appears almost immediately af

ter his dismission, to have been invited to undertake

the pastoral charge of the small congregation which

had been collected chiefly by the labours of the excel

lent Adrian Vanderkemp. And to enable him to

remove his family to this distance, he received a very

handsome pecuniary present from his friends at Mans

field, which he acknowledges with warm gratitude.

At last this respectable society seems to have routed

itself from its slumbers, and to have taken the. step

which it might have been expected that their affection

would have dictated immediately upon their worthy

pastor's dismission. The church and the congregation

invite him to resume the pastoral office at Mansfield.

This invitation was dated December 19, but it was

(hen too late. A scene of greater usefulness had. in

his estimation, opened before him, and to this consid

eration lie regarded it as his duty to sacrifice personal

gratification and social enjoyment. But, in his reply

to this application, he introduces a very judicious sum

mary of the evidence of the Unitarian doctrine, and

concludes with expressing his grateful sense of the

kindness of his friends, and with a very impressive

address to the youth of the congregation.*

* The conclusion of this worthy confessor's address to the

youth of his late congregation at Mansfield, is so excellent, that

no apology can he necessary for inserting it.

" To the great question in dispute, undoubtedly your minds

are also directed. The subject is of primary importance, and

demands your serious and attentive consideration. Surely you

ought to know whether you are to be the worshippers of Three

Gods, or of One God only. Let me exhort you to search the

the Scriptures diligently on this point, and see whether thej

teach you that three divine persons, three distinct moral agents.,

make, when added together, only one individual being. Should
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Yor some years afterwards Mr. Sherman remained

«t Oldenbarneveld ; and in a letter to Mrs. Lindsey,

dated November 5, 1807, the worthy Mr. Vander-

kerap expresses himself thus favourably of the exer

tions and success of his respected coadjutor.

*; It must fill Mr. Lindsey's heart with gladness

that Ids labours are blessed here in the wilderness,

through the means of those, whom he enlightened and

confirmed in the Gospel doctrine by his writings.

Our pastor, with his amiable and worthy wife, has the

greatest reason for gratitude to the Divine Being, be

ing beloved, respected, and useful in spreading reli

gious knowledge far and wide. Our situation, in a

religious point of view, is very gratifying. Notwith

standing our pastor has to struggle with furious bigotry

and ignorant superstition, which blacken his charac

ter and slander his innocence, while infidelity has her

adherents through the whole country. That kind of

writings are spread every where, and peddled round

the country by hawkers in the wilderness, sometimes,

under spurious titles. Volney and Paine, and Hollis

are found in miserable cots and hovels, while it is

often difficult to meet the sacred Scriptures. This evil

has been nursed through the misconduct of high-fly

ing Cah inist teachers in New-England in choosing

their missionaries from the most stupid and bigoted ;

perhaps from necessity : while men of talents among

them decline the task. It is therefore not surprising

that our pastor is heard with delight wherever there

tie result of yonr investigation eomport with the doctrine which

I have taught you from the Scriptures, I wish you may be duly

impressed with the importance of openly avowing it, and ap

pearing as its advocates ; that as you rise into public life, voti

will never be ashamed of the interesting truth, but boldly and

faithfully stand in its defence, though the multitude should be

against you. Let your zeal, however, be well tempered with

Christian charity. Be moderate and candid, liberal and ca

tholie, in yonr treatment of those who may differ. Above all,

always remember that the best orthodoxy is a faithful observ

ance of the sacred precepts of that One God whom yon pra-

fess and acknowledge."
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remains any claim to virtue and religion. His plain,

affable manners, his energetic manner of preaching,

his vast superiority over his antagonists in disputes,

whenever they attack him, increase his influence

every day. He preaches in the week twenty miles

round, and is sanguine iii his expectations that ho

shall form another society twelve miles from hence.

Few weeks are passing in which some one or other

of the vicinity do not join our church, aud those by

far the most respectable among them. Disney's Tracts

and Scddon's Sermons have operated a great deal of

good : so too have the works of my worthy friend,

who now ere long shall receive the glorious reward

of his labours. Our minister has instituted a school

of moral instruction, in which every subject of natural

and revealed religion is discussed freely."

Iu a letter dated April, 1809, Mr. Vanderkemp

writes in a less sanguine, yet not altogether discourag

ing strain. " The Gospel cause gains slowly here

and at Philadelphia. We have at length succeeded

to re-engage our worthy minister," who it should

seem was about to leave them for want of necessary

support for his family. " His ministerial labours are

not iu vain. Well supplied with a tolerable library,

he has seen it enlarged, by Mr. J. Priestley, aud Mr.

J. Taylor from Philadelphia, by some valuable ad*

ditions. He deserves fully this encouragement. Hig

talents are bright : his sermons are plain and persua

sive ; his prayers devout and ardent ; and his con

duct struck his slanderers dumb."

Unfortunately, whether it were owing to the inabi

lity of the congregation at Oldenbarneveld to raise an

adequate income for the support of their worthy pas

tor ; or whether, as is often the case with persons of

genius, and whose minds are devoted to intellectual

pursuits, there might he on his part too little attention

paid to economical arrangements ; in the next account

we learn that Mr. Sherman was under the necessity

of dissolving his connexion with his society, and that

the flock was at that time left without a shepherd, and

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



in a state by no means encouraging. ** Tlie best that

I can say about our situation is," says the excellent

Mr. Vanderkemp, in a letter to Mrs. Lindsey, dated

August, 1810, " that we are in a very torpid state.

Since March we have no minister. Though a few

doubled their subscriptions, though twice we took the

defalcations of others on our account, we could not

raise a sum adequate to his salary ; so the connexion

was dissolved, to our great grief and the irreparable

loss of this community. We have resolved, however,

and continue steadfastly our religious meetings. Some

of us have engaged lo read in turns ; so that we are

edified sometimes by Clarke, and Tillotson, some

times by Blair, and sometimes by Lindsey, Priestley,

Price, and Toulmin."

Of the present state of the Unitarian doctrine in the

District of Maine, the author of this Memoir is not

informed. Whether the congregation at Portland,

collected by the worthy Mr. Oxnard, or that at Saco

under the patronage of the truly excelleut Mr. That

cher, still exist, or in what state they now are, he

has not heard. At Hallowell, the first families in the

place are in their principles decidedly Unitarian ; and

it is hoped they will find some opportunity of erecting

an altar to the One God, and that by the powerful

influence of instruction and example they will diffuse

the blessings of rational religion in a district which,

under their auspices, is rapidly rising into opulence

and distinction.

In the state of Massachusetts, and particularly in

the environs of Boston, the great cause of Christian

truth is making a silent but -rapid and irresistible

progress. From the inquisitive and liberal spirit

which prevails in the University of Cambridge, which

hag never been checked at any time, but which there

h) reason to expect will receive every requisite aid

and encouragement from the present learned and ac-

complised Principal, Dr. Kirkland, the happiest con

sequences may be expected to ensue.

The edition of Gricsbach's Greek Testament with

select various readings, and with the accurate and la.



borions author's latest corrections, a copy of which

was procured in Germany by the reverend, learned,

and eloquent Joseph S. Buckminster, which under his

inspection has been elegantly and correctly reprinted

in America, as a textbook for the Students of Har

vard College, cannot fail to contribute essentially to

the true interpretation of the Sacred Oracles. And

a large and beautiful impression of the Improved

Version with the Notes, published by my intelligent,

learned, and valuable friend and correspondent, Mr.

W. Wells, of Boston, whose zeal for truth is beyond

all praise, will, it is hoped, contribute to the better

understanding of difficult and doubtful passages in

holy writ. The Monthly Anthology, the General

Repository, and other valuable periodical publica

tions, conducted by gentlemen of distinguished talents

and liberality, tend very much to diffuse a spirit of

inquiry. Bigotry is discountenanced ; and, if 1 am

not greatly misinformed, divine worship in many of

the principal churches at Boston, is carried on up

on principles strictly, if not avowedly Unitarian.*

• A very correct, certainly not a partial account of the present state

of professed Unitarianism in the State of the Massachusetts, and parti

cularly in Boston, has lately betn published in the Monthly Repository

for March and April, 1812, in a letter addressed by my highly esteemed

friend the Reverend Francis I'arkman, of Boston, to the Reverend John

Grundy, in reply to a flattering account of the state of Unitarianism in

Boston and its vicinity, contained in the Appendix to Mr. Grundy's elo

quent discourse at the opening of a new place of worship at Liverpool.

This account appears to have been communicated to my worthy friend

by some person whose zeal in a good cause led him to see the objects of

his wish in rather too favourable a light. See Aftkhdix. W. Weilt' Letter.

The following extract from a letter written by a minister in America

to his friend in England, dated October, 1810, though somewhat long,

will, it is hoped, be found both entertaining and important ; it will throw

much light upon the state of religion in Boston, and may give rise to

some useful reflections.

"In my return home I spent the Sabbath at Templeton, and I preach

ed twice. There are not more than forty or fifty families near the meet

ing i but they come in all directions from the woods and mountains in

such numbers, as to make all together a goodly company. There being

in almost every parish, especially in Massachusetts and Connecticut, a

settled minister always of good morals, and generally of real piety, to

administer divine ordinances to them, and lead them in the way of truth

and duty, can scarcely fail having a good influence upon the people at

large, in preserving them from that gross ignorance and grievous profli

gacy so prevalent in many countrics that are called Christian. Nothing
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Being myself a friend to ingenuousness and candour,

I could wish to see all who are truly Unitarians

•raild satisfy my son but I must, whilst in Boston, have my picture drawn :

this cut up my time so very much, that I could not attend so many of

tlieir private meetings as I otherwise should. It was the General Election

for the State ; the Democrats gained the ascendancy. I heard the Elec

tion Sermon preached by Dr. P. a very warm Federalist. He made it his

business to expose the nefarious proceedings of the opposite party, in

truth a most copious subject ; and was heard by the people in the galle

ries with high approbalion, and almost clapping. The Convention Ser-

■BB (i. e. the Sermon preached before the General Assembly of Ministers)

was preached by Dr. Porter. Fidl two hundred Ministers were in town.

Their public business is transacted in the Court-House. The Convention

bat no ecclesiastical authority. Their proceedings and resolutions are

merely advisory, but are not without considerable effect. The principal

thing that came before them was a complaint agaimt some Missionaries for

going into parishes where there were settled Ministers, holding meetings

without their knowledge, and even in opposition to their advice. The

conduct of the Missionaries was higldy disapproved. The Monday after

the General Election for the State, there is always a Sermon preached to

the Artillery Company. Mr. L,. I was informed, gave them an excellent

discourse, hut 1 did not hear it. I went to the Meeting door, but the

Crowd was so great that I did not go in. The two Legislative Bodies,

the Governor, and a number of the principal gentlemen and clergy, after

the service was over, dined at Faneuil-Hall, a large building over the

Market-House, where they have their town meetings and transact their

town business. Mr. Jackson, the late British Minister, was there. I was

invited to dine with them, but declined it. 1 was, however, introduced

to Mr. Jackson at his lodgings, and once dined with him at Mr. B's. Mrs.

Jackson with (bur other ladies were there, the rest of the parly were

flenilemen, about thirty in all. We had a splendid entertainment. Two

cuurses of all the delicacies money could procure. Among the rest a disli

of green peas, the first brought to market, which, the papers said, cost

four dollars a bushel. The Bostonians paid Mr. Jackson great attention,

and were much pleased with his behaviour while among them. I preach

ed for Dr. E. Mr. B. Mr. L. and Mr. V. at the Stone Chapel. The last

mentioned gentleman was never episcopally ordained ; of course, the Mi

nisters who have been so, never exchange with him. In his place the

Governor used to worship, when the Slate was a British colony. It is a

large stone building, just like an English church The other three are

large ami costly buildings, and have numerous assemblies meet in them.

The galleries were designed principally for Negroes ; but there is now a

Meeting built for the Africans to worship in by themselves. A, Mulatto

Minister preaches to them. There are said to be eleven or twelve hun-

ibed people of colour in the town It was communion-day at Mr. B.'s .

there were about one hundred and fifty communicants. At Dr. E.'s there

•rast have- been two hundred. Never did 1 see such a display of plate on

the communion-table. At Dr. E.'s there were five or six flagons which

held from three to four quarts each ; six tankards, each containing a full

«piart ; two dozen of cups of various sizes and forms, with six large plates

for the bread j all handsome, and as bright as silver can be made. No

person of a grain of sense call suppose these things to be of any impor

tance. But aa many of these people display great opulence in their own

bouses, I see nothing improper in their expending a portion of their su

perfluous wealth upon the house of God. A Charity Sermon is preached

*te a quarter for the benefit of the poor belonging to the Congregational

tm.
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*penly mth, and to teach the doctrine of the simple

indivisible Unity of God, as well as to practice the

Societies in this town. The Ministers of that denomination preach it in

their turns, and the money is equally divided among the societies for dis

tribution. About fourteen hundred dollars are collected in this way in

the year. Mr. C. preached an excellent discourse, and is in truth a

•harming preacher ; being remarkably serious and sensible, and univer-

sally liked. The place was quite full, though it will accommodate up

wards of two thousand people. There is always a collection at the Con

vention Sermon for the relief of poor Ministers and their families. About

six hundred dollars were collected on that occasion.—Though the people

in Boston have lost much of their ancient rigidity respecting the Sabbath,

great attention is paid to that day. Few resort into the country, and

those who do, go early in the morning that they may not be noticed. Ve-

ty few visit on that day, and but few are to be seen in the streets, except

when going to or from public worship, and then the streets are crowded.

At sun-set their Sabbath is considered as ended ; the gentlemen often

visit their friends, and the ladies sometimes take their work. In religious

families the Saturday evenings are observed with strictness ; but some, as

might be expected, under pretence of keeping Saturday evening in pre

ference to the other, keep neither, tt is customary in the gayest, and

even the most profligate, to connect themselves with some religious so

cicty, so far as to contribute to its support, and occasionally to attend.

This is necessary if they would be thought of any consequence in society,

and even to preserve themselves from ridicule and reproach. Dr. E. who

has been a Minister at Boston above thirty years, tells me, he never knew

a greater regard paid to religion in that town than now, nor does he think

there ever was in his time more real goodness among them. On Election

day, I dined with about thirty gentlemen at Mr. P.'s one of the Deacons

of Dr. E.'s church. We had a most sumptuous entertainment. When

they had drank two or three glasses of wine after dinner the company

dispersed. This 1 find is a pretty general practice, and thus all tempta
tion to drink to excess is avoided. Their graces before and after meals •

are generally longt; than with you. That office is assigned to the Mini

ster of the host, or to the oldest Minister present Episcopalianism if»

at most only upon level with other denominations The Bostonians are

very commendable for keeping very much to their own places of worship,

and for speaking of their own Minister as one of the best preachers in the

town. The Clergy sct-m to be comfortably supported, their salaries be

ing from 1500 to 2000 doilars a year ; and they are constantly receiving

handsome presents. Tlfv very generally wear in the summer a silk gown

and cassock, with a band ; in the winter a cloth one ; and altogether their

worship is kept up in a splendid style. The pulpits throughout the coun

try will hold from four to six ministers ; and in Boston their rich cushions

and curtains, or Venetian blinds, ornamented pillars and splendid chan

deliers, give their Meetings a magnificent appearance. I think those

which have been lately built are too large ; a Minister must have a good

voice to fill them. Boston is said to contain 30,000 people, and is increas

ing very fast The ground on which the town stands is greatly elevated on

the south-west It makes a noble appearance from the country. The State-

House on Beacon-hill is a magnificent structure. All their Meetings have

steeples with one bell. That to the new Meeting in Park-Street is very

lofly, and one of the handsomest I ever saw. It stands on high ground at

the* top of the Mall, is seen all round the country, and indeed beyond the;

Light-house far into Massachusetts bay. The High Calvinists who built

this Meeting expected to have lessoned the other congregations, but I
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rites of Unitarian worship. But I would not pre

sume to judge for another. There may possibly be

>m told they have not yet done it. Should they get a popular Minister,

I have no doubt there "will be a large society : the disposition of the peo

ple for attending public worship being such, that I expect all their Meet

ings will be well attended. In the old part of the town the streets are

narrow and crooked, but are much improved and improving in that re

spect Formerly they were much exposed to depredations from fire, the

houses being mostly built of wood. The danger from this quarter is les

sening dailv, as no buildings higher than fotirleen feet are permitted to be

erected of wood now. The town stands on a peninsula, joining to the main

land only by a narrow neck on the south. They were, therefore, obliged

to make use of boats to get to and from town. But since the war, rive

bridges have been built over the different waters that surround Boston and

Charlestown, which are a vast convenience to ihe inhabitants. These

bridges are all built of wood, and some of them are above a mile in length.

The Ministers of Boston and that vicinity discover considerable accuracy

and taste in their compositions, and generally speaking, may he consider

ed as well furnished divines. Dr. 0. is a man of very strong powers of

mindi and though he distinguishes himself upon all public occasions, and

especially those of a political nature, his general maimer of preaching is

very pious and edifying The Clergy are invited to a great many good

dinners. A Boston merchant would hardly think of making a dinner for

his friends without inviting three or four Clergymen. Some that 1 once

knew, 1 believe injured their health and shortened their da) s by eating and

drinking too much Those now on the stage, do not give into any excess.'

For this long, but curious and interesting extract, I trust that the rea

der will require no apology. I will only add two brief reflections : First,

that the Ministers of the Church of England are not the only persons who

dislike itinerent intruders into parishes which arc served by regular Cler

gymen. The spirit ofall establishments is the same, whether the favour

ed sect be Episcopalian, Presbyterian, or Congregational. Secondly, may

it be permitted to put the question without o9tnce : Can it upon the

common principles of human nature be reasonably expected of a body of

Clergy, nursed in the lap of ease and affluence and placed in a station of

such high secular consideration and comfort as that of the Ministers o»

Boston, that they should come forward and by an open profession of un

popular truth voluntarily risk the loss of all their temporal dignity and

comfort, and incur the contempt and enmity of many who are now their

wirmest admirers and friends > I say not this by way of disparagement

to the present body of Ministers in Boston and its neighbourhood. Some

of these i have the pleasure to call my friends, and know them to be pos

sessed of talent? the most distinguished, of piety the most fervent, and of

benevolence and zeal the most ardent, active and laudable ; and of the

tst 1 have heard a most favourable character. It is the situation, not

liie men, which excites my apprehensions. And who will venture to say of

himself, that his virtue would be equal to the trial >. Yet still it cannot rea

sonably be hoped that truth will make any visible ami rapid progress, till

ln-r advocates rise above the fear of man and the love of ease, and are

willing with the apostle's of Christ and the reformers of every age, to for

sake all and to sacrifice their dearest interests in her glorious cause. The

encouragement and success which such faithful confessors would meet

with in that populous and opulent city, would, I doubt not, be very great.

The harvest truly is plenteous, it is ripe and ready to he gathered in.

Highly honoured will that servant he to whom the great Master of the

feld shall communicate a portion of his energetic spirit, and shall say

nPut in thy sickle and reap."

R
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reasons for caution which do not occur to me, and of

which I am not competent to judge. The time must

however come, perhaps it is near, when truth will no

longer endure confinement, but will burst forth in all

her glory. The dull hollow rumbling, at the bottom

of the sea, which is scarcely noticed by the inattentive

traveller who is gliding carelessly over the solid plate

of ice which encrusts the surface, is, to the wary and

experienced observer, a sure presage of the speedy

and sudden explosion of the immense superincumbent

mass, and of the restoration of the imprisoned waves

to their native freedom, to the consternation and often

to the utter destruction of those who refuse to listen,

to the friendly premonition.*

• See the interesting Narrative of the very narrow escape

of two Moravian Missionaries in travelling over the ice, in

consequence of neglecting the advice of some friendly Esqui

maux, in the history of the Mission of the United Brethren

to Labrador.
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From William Wells, Esq. of Boston, in JVeic-

England, to the Author.

Boston, March SI, 1813.

My Dear Sir,

1 A VI glad to bear you received the Sermons safe.

About six weeks ago I forwarded to Mr. Freme a

parcel for you, containing the first No. of " The Ge

neral Repository and Review." For this you are in

debted to Mr. B. I think a letter from him accom-

pauied the Review, but am not sure, as 1 took no

memorandum of the contents of the parcel. A second

number will shortly appear, which shall be forward

ed by the earliest opportunity. I believe I mentioned

in my last the name of the Editor, Mr. Norton, an

excellent youug man. Of his abilities you will be

able to judge. I think the first article, and the Re

view of the Horsleian and Priestleian controversy dis

play a soundness of judgment which at his age is

rare. A number of young men who have taken their

bachelor's degree now reside at Cambridge as theo

logical students. Several of them are the sons of

men of fortune, some, as far as I can judge, of superior

talents; and all are pursuing their professional studies

with a zeal which is well directed by the very worthy

and learned Dr. Ware, professor of divinity, and Dr.

Kirkland the president, and an honesty which is en

tirely unfettered and unbiassed by any system what

ever. We have to contend here, as you in Eng

land, for the first principles of protestantism, but I

see no reason to fear that the ensuing generation will

be destitute of able champions for the right of private

judgment.

With regard to the progress of Unitarianism, I

have but little to say. Its tenets have spread very

extensively in New-England, but I believe there is on
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ly one Church yrofessedlji Unitarian. The Church

es at Portland and Saco, of which you speak, hardly

ever saw the light, and exist no longer. The Mr.

Thatcher who was formerly a Member of Congress,

and the Judge T. whom Mr. Merrick mentions, are

the same. He is one of the Judges of our Supreme

Court, an excellent man and most zealous Unitarian.

He is now on the circuit in this town, and tells me he

is obliged on Sunday to stay at home, or to hear a

Calvinist Minister. He is no relation to our friend.

Most of our Boston Clergy and respectable laymen

(of whom we have, many enlightened theologians) are

Unitarian. Nor do they think it at all necessary to

conceal their sentiments upon these subjects, but ex

press them without the least hesitation when they

judge it proper. I may safely say, the general habit

of thinking and speaking upon this question in Boston,

is Unitarian. At the same time the controversy is

seldom or never introduced into the pulpit. I except,

the Chapel Church. If publications make their ap

pearance attacking Unitarian sentiments, they are

commonly answered with spirit and ability ; but the

majority of those who are Unitarian are perhaps of

these sentiments, without any distinct consciousness of

being so. Like the first Christians, finding no senti

ments but those in the N. T. and not accustomed to

hear the language of the N. T. strained and warped

by theological system- makers, they adopt naturally a

just mode of thinking. This state of things appears

to me so favourable to the dissemination of correct,

sentiments, that I should perhaps regret a great degree

of excitement in the public mind upon these subjects.

The majority would eventually be against us. The

ignorant, the violent, the ambitious and the cunning,

would carry the multitude with them in religion as

they do in politics. One Dr. M. in a contest for

spreading his own sentiments among the. great body

of the. people, would, at least for a time, beat ten

Priestleys. Not to dwell upon the consideration,

that Unitarianism consists rather in not believing j
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and that it is more easy to gain proselites to absurd

opinions, than to make them zealous in refusing to

believe. With what arms, when the a. toMoi are

the judges, can virtue and learning and honour con

tend with craft and cunning and equivocation and

falsehood and intolerant zeal ? Learning is worse

than useless, virtue is often diffident of her own con

clusions, and, at any rate, more anxious to render men

good Christians, than to make them Christians of her

own denomination ; and that self-respect, which is the

companion of virtue, disdains to meet the low running

of her adversaries, or to flatter the low prejudices of

her judges. 1 think then it must be assumed as an

axiom, that a persevering controversy upon this ques

tion, would render the multitude bigoted and persecut

ing Calx mists. Then come systems and cathechisms

in abundance. Every conceited deacon, every pa-

rishoner who has, or thinks he has, a smattering in

theology, becomes the inquisitor of his pastor. In

such circumstances learning and good sense have no

chance. They cannot be heard.

The violent party here have chosen to meet their

opponents upon very unfavourable ground. Instead

of making it a cause of orthodoxy against heresy,

they have very unwisely preferred to insist upon a

subscription to articles of faith. This has given great

offence to many who are disposed to be in favour of

their creed, and thrown them into the opposite scale.

Dr. Osgood is really orthodox in sentiment, but a no

ble and determined supporter of the right of private

judgment, and on the best possible terms with our

Boston friends. This is also the case with the vene

rable Dr. Lathrop of West- Springfield, Mr. Palmer's

friend, and many others. In short we are now eon-

tending for the liberty of being Protestants. If we

can persuade the people (and we stand upon advan

tageous ground) that we have the right to think upon

religious subjects as our consciences and the scrip

tures direct, things will go on well. Learning, good

sense, and virtue, will then produce their natural ef-
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feefts, andjust modes of thinking upon subjects of tlii*

nature, as upon all others, will necessarily prevail.

Will you, iny dear Sir, excuse unintentional pro

lixity ? I do not know that you will approve my sen

timents, nor am I very confident of their justness; hut

I have seen the contest between truth and falsehood,

be/are the multitude ; between every thing which is

respectable and every thing which is detestable, so

unequal iu politics, that 1 dread the event in matters

of lelijrion. Still I would be no advocate for timi-

dity, much less for any thing like equivocation, or

evasion ; and it must be confessed, that prudence of

ten degenerates into these vices.

I am, dear Sir,

With the greatest esteem,

Yours aij'ectionately,

W. WELLS, Jun.

Extract of a Letter from. Thomas Jeffersok, Esq. President

of the United States', to Dr. Priestley, upon his " Compartt'

tive View of Socrates and Jesus."

WASHissToir, Aran. 9, 1803.

Pear Sir,

While on a short visit lately to Montirello, I received from you a copy

of your Comparative View of Socrates and Jesus, and I avail myself of the

first moment of leisure after my return to acknowledge the pleasure I had

in the peruspl, and the desire it excited to see you take up the subject on

a more extensive scale. In consequence of some conversations with Dr.

Rush in the years 1798—99, I had promised some day too write him a

letter, giving him my.viewof the Christian system. I liave reflected often

on it since, and even sketched the outlines in my own mind. I should

first take a general view of the moral doctrines of the most remarkable

of the ancient philosophers, of whose ethics we have sufficient informa

tion to make an estimate : say, of V\ thagoras, Epicurus, Epictetus,

Socrates, Cicero, Seneca, Antoninus. I should do justice to the branches

of morality they have treated well, but point out the importance of those

in which they are deficient. 1 should then take a view of the deism and

ethics of the Jews, and shrw in wiiat a degraded state they were, and

the necessity they presented of a reformation. I should proceed to a view

of the life, character, and doctrines of Jesus, who, sensible of the incor

rectness of their ideas of the Deity, and of morality, endeavoured to bring

them to the principles of a pure deism, and juster notions of the attributes

of God, to reform their moral doctrines to the standard of reason, justice,

and philanthropy, and to inculcate the belief of a future state. This view

would puri>osely omit the question ofhis divinity, and even of his inspi

ration. To do him justice, it would be necessary to remark the disad

vantages his doctrines have to encounter, not having been committed to
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writing by himself, hut by the most unlettered of men, by memory, lone;

if'.cr thev had heard them from him, when much was forgotten,' much

misunderstood, and presented in very paradoxical shapes. Yet sucli are

the fragments remaining, as to shew a master workman, and that his sys

tem of morality was the most benevolent and sublime probably that has

been ever taught, and more perfect than those of any of the ancient philo

sophers. His character and doctrines have received still greater injury

from those who pretend to be his spiritual disciples, and who have disfi-

rured and sophisticated his actions and precepts from views of personal

interest, so as to induce the unthinking part of mankind to throw oft' the

whole system in disgust, and to pass sentence as an impostor on the most

innocent, the most benevolent, the most eloquent and sublime character

that has ever been exhibited to man. This is the outline ; hut I have

not the time, and still less the information which the subject needs. It

will therefore rest with me in contemplation onlv.

T1IOMAS JEFFERSON.

From Dr. Priestley to Mr. Lindsey, containing remarks

upon Mr. Jefferson's Letter.

NuHTHUMBKBLAMD, ApBIL 23, 1803.

Dear Friend,

In my last I promised to send you a copy of Mr. Jefferson's Letter on

leading my pamphlet entitled " Socrates and Jesus Compared." The

above is that copy, ife is generally considered as an unbeliever : if so,

however, he cannot be far from us, and I hope in the way to be not only

almost, but altogether what we are. He now attends public worship very

regularly, and his moral conduct was never impeached.'

J. PRIESTLEY.

Extract of a letter from Dr. Phiestley, to Mr. Lindsey,

soon after his arrival in America.

New-York, Jrtcn 15, 1791.

With respect to myself the difference is great indeed. In England

I was an object of the greatest aversion to every person connected with

government; whereas here they are those who show me the most respect.

With you the Episcopal Church is above every thing, lis this city it makes

a decent figure, but the Presbyterians are much above them, and the

Governor (Clinton), who is particularly attentive to me, goes to the

meeting-house.

Bat the preachers, though all civil to me, look upon me with dread, and

none af them lias asked me to preach in their pulpits. This however

iloes them no good. Several persons express a wish to hear tne, and are

ashamed of the illiberality of the preachers, and some are avowed Unita

rians; so that I am fully persuaded an Unitarian minister, of prudence and

good sense, might do very wellhere. If 1 were here :i Sunday or two more

1 would make a beginning, and I intend to return tor this purpose. The

greatest difficulty arises from the indifference of liberal-minded men as to

religion in general ; they are so much occupied with commerce and poli

tics. One man of proper spirit would be sufficient to establish a solid

Unitarian Interest ; and I am persuaded it will soon be done. As I am

much attended to, and my writings, which are in a manner unknown here,

begin to be inquired after, I will get my small pamphlets immediately

printed here ; and wherever I can get an invitation to preach 1 will go.

♦ See BelshtmU lift of timber, Jpfvmlix, p. 533—540 -
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With Ihis view T shall cartSdly avoid a>l the party polities of the coirfttrr,

and have no other object besides religion and philosophy. Philadelphia

will be a more favourable situation than this, and there 1 shall make a be

ginning It will be better, however to wait a little time, and not show

much zeal at the first ; and as my coming here is much talked of, I shall

reprint my Fast and Farewell Sermons.

I have written to Mr. Itelsham, whom 1 hope, some time or other, to

draw hither. He will tell you my scheme. But as I am soon going to

Philadelphia, I shall soon know more on the subject.

I was never more mortified than 1 now am at not having with me any of

my small tracts in defence of the divine unity, as my being here leads

many -persons to wish to read what I have written on the subject.—

I shall reprint them, and I flatter myself they will produce a considera

ble effect. Indeed my coming hither promises to be of much more service

to our cause than I had imagined. But time is necessary, and I am apt to

be too precipitate. I want your cool judgment. You waited patiently a

long time in London ; but what an abundant harvest have vnu had there.*

J. PRIESTLEY.

From the savie to the same.f

PniiADELpm t, Just 24, 1?94.

With res|x>ct to religion, things are exactly in the same state here a»

in New-York. Nobody asks me to preach, and I hear there is much

jealousy and dread of me; and on the whole I am not sorry for the cir

cumstance, as it offends many who have, on this account, the greater de

sire to hear me : so that I have little doubt, but that I shall form a re

spectable Unitarian society in this place. The alarm of the danger of

Unitarianism has been sounded so long, that it has ceased to be terrific

to many, and I stand so well with the country in other respects, that I

dare say I shall have a fair and candid hearing ; and at my return from the

Stisquehannah, where 1 propose to go the next week, I believe some place

will be prepared for me. In the mean time, I am preparing an edition of

my Appeal and Trial of Elwall, which will be ready, I am told, by the next

Monday. Fart of the impression will be sent to New-York, where things

arc in as great forwardness aR here. If I do not greatly deceive myself, I

see a great harvest opening upon, and there is room for many labourers,

but it will require great prudence and judgmenc at first

1 have almost determined to make my residence in Northum

berland, and spend a few months of the winter in Philadelphia.

I shall be, on the whole, of as much use in propagating Unitarianism, as

ifI resided in the town. I set so great certainty of planting Unitarianism

on tlus continent, that I wish you and Mr. Bclsfiam would be looking out

for proper persons to establish in New-York and Philadelphia, and also

to supply the College, which you may take for granted will be established

at the place of my residence. A place of worship is building here by a

society who call themselves Univcrsalists. The society, 1 hear, in

tend to apply to me to open it, which I shall gladly do. A person with

a proper spirit and prudence may do great things here. Mr. H. was the

most imprudent of men : and did apparently much harm here ; but even

tually even that may be for the best. I find 1 have great advantages, and

I hope to make a good use of them.

J. PRIESTLEY.*

• Memoirs, p. 530—532. f •'MwnoiM, p. 533. .lpp.

t JJr. Pricstley dial at Northumberland, (.Pemi) Feb: 4, 1805. See

.Mem. p. 544, .'lpp.
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We regard the appearance of

•his pamphlet a3 one of the most

important events, which have

taken place for many years, in

reference to the interests of reli

gion in our country. It has been

known, for at least a quarter of a

'•emury, by those who have been

well-informed on the subject,

that there has been in Boston a

defection from those doctrines

of the Bible, which have usually

!jcen denominated orthodox in

Protestant communities. It has

^en known, that this defection

Vol. XI.

has gradually increased; lias si

lently and coveitly extended it

self into a considerable number

of congregations in the vicinity;

and has been, in a few instances,

openly avowed. From a gre;it

variety of anonymous publica

tions it has been evident, that the

defection had proceeded in the

downward course to the lowest ,

degrees of Socinianism, and to

the very borders of open infideli

ty. Further than this;—it has

not been in a few soliury instan

ces only, that persons, who have

been near the centre of all these

operations, have heard from the

pulpit both sermons and*pruyers,

which neither expressed nor im

plied any thing more than sober

Deism, and which were totally

at variance with the Gospel.

These things, and many more of

a similar character, have war

ranted such disclosures through

the medium of our work, and of

other publications, as have fully

apprized the Christian public of

the existence of such a defection,

as has been briefly described

above. But as the work of error

was carried on for the most part

in secret;—as many well-mean

ing people were led in the dark;

—and as proselytes were made

principally by suppressing truth,

rather than by explicitly propos

ing and defending error, it was a

31
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difficult matter so to expose the

evil, as to present its character,

extent, and design, in full view,

before the eyes of its friends and

its enemies. It has been an arti

fice practised systematically by

a majority of the clergymen,

who have led the way in this

apostasy from the faith of the

Protestant churches, and, as we

believe we may safely add, in

this apostasy from Christianity,

to inculcate the opinion, that they

did not differ materially from

their clerical brethren through

the country. This- artifice has

been carried so far as to induce

them to complain, in bitter

terms, that they were slandered

by our work, when represented

as thus differing, and as promot

ing the circulation of Socinian

books; although every represen

tation, which we have made on

the subject, has been warranted

by most abundant evidence.

They have complained, that they

were not invited to preach when

travelling through the country;

and hav#imputed this neglect to

the effect of slander. It is to be

remembered, that the slander

complained of is the allegation,

that they differ essentially in re

ligious doctrine from the great

body of the American clergy.

Within a very few months, a

clergyman, who we feel author

ized to say is a decided Socinian

of the German school, complain

ed that he was not invited to

preach in New York; which he

imputed lo the slanders ol the

orthodox: and yet, at the very

time of making this complaint,

he must have known, that his

real ofiinions, if openly avowed,

would exclude him from nearly

every pulpit south of Massachu

setts. He must have known,

also, that no representations,,

made by the orthodox, ever

placed the Boston clergy, gener

ally* lower on the scale of reli

gious doctrine, than his own

opinions actually were.

We should not be thus partic

ular, were it not that the cry of

calumny has been raised with

considerable effect,, and with the

most unblushing confidence. But

this cry cannot be raised here

after on the same account, and in

the same manner. The pam

phlet before us furnishes most

decisive evidence, on the sub

ject of the state of religion in.

Boston and the vicinity. It is

evidence which can neither be

evaded, nor resisted, by the lib

eral party; as it is taken wholly

from a book, published by Mr.

Belsham, who is at the head of

that party in England, and who

lays before the reader original

letters from Dr. Freeman and

Mr, Wells-, authenticated by

their proper names.

It will be asked, perhaps, what

is the (meaning of Unitarianism,

as thefvord is -used in this pam

phlet? The inquiry is natural;

and we answer it as follows. Mr.

Belsham considers himselfa con

sistent and decided Unitarian.

He evidently supposes, also, that

all consistent and decided Unita

rians, on both sides of the water,

agree substantially with him.

That the reader may become ac

quainted with Mr. Belsham's

opinions, we shall quote his own

words. The length of the quo

tations will be excused, when

the importance of the subject is

considered.

The publisher of the pamphlet

has introduced it with a very

suitable pi efuce, containing large

extracts from Belsham's ■Jteviev:
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of Wilberforce'* Treatise. The

greater part of these extracts \vc

shall cite below, and add to them

several passages from Mr. Bel

dam's Calm Inquiry and Me

moir i of Lindtey.

" "God is the Former, the Father, and

Benefactor of the human race, whom for

•wise reasons, unknown to us, but perfectly

consistent, no demit, with his magnificent

[tin of universal order and happiness, he

has been pleased to place in circumstances

of frailty and danger, the natural conse-

euenec of w hich, in their progress through

life, is the contraction of a certain degree

of moral pollution, which, in the nature of

things, and by the divine appointment,

exposes them to a proportionate degree of

misery here or hereafter.

" "But this fact by no means proves a

preponderance of vice and misery in the

Marti; otherwise we must conclude that

the Maker of the world, whose character

we learn only from his works, is a weak or

* malignant Ving. The truth is, that al

though the quantity of vice and misery

actually existing is very considerable,

there is, nevertheless, upon the whole, a

very great preponderance of good in gen

eral, and with few, if any exceptions, in

•very individual in particular.

" •The almost universal desire of life

and dread of dissolution, amount to a

strong presumption, that lire is in general

a tk-*ng. And the disgrace universally

attached to flagrant vice, proves that such

vice is not common. Character is the sum

total of moral and intellectual habits, and

the proportion of virtuous habits in the

Eont characters, exceeds that of views

ones. Butvno character takes the de-

nomination%f virtuous unless all the hab

its ire on the side of virtue: whereas ene

evil habit b sufficient to stamp a character

nitjus.

""God cannot be unjust to any of his

creatures. Having brought men into ex

istence and placed them in circumstances

of imminent peril, though in the nature of

things misery is necessarily connected

with vice, we may certainly conclude that

none of the creatures of God in such, or in

Bay circumstances, will ever be made eler-

mtthj muerable. Indeed it is plainly rc-

frcguinl to the justice of God, that ex

istence to any of liis intelligent creatures,

should be upon the whole a curse.

*• "The light of philosophy affords a

few plausible arguments for the doctrine

of a future life: there are some appearan

ces physical aud moral, which cannot be

satisfactorily explained upon any other

supposition! But mum the sentient pow

ers are suspended by death, and admit of

no revival but by the revival of the man,

a fact the expectation of which is entirely

unsupported both by experience and anal

ogy, the speculations of philosophy would

commonly, and almost necessarily, termi

nate in the disbelief of a future existence.

""Here divine revelation offers its sea

sonable and welcome aid. God has coin*

missioned his faithful and holy servant,

Jesus of Nazareth, to teach the universal

resurrection of the dead, and by his own

resurrection to confirm and exemplify his

doctrine.

" "Jesus hath authoritatively taught,

that the wicked will he raised to suffering;

nor could it possibly be otherwise, if they

are to be raised with the same system oi

habits and feeljngs with which thev de

scended to the grave, and without which

their identity would be lost. Dot since

eternal misery for temporary crimes is

inconsistent with every principle of jus

tice, and since a resurrection from previ

ous insensibility to indefinite misery, to be

succeeded by absolute annihilation, is a

harsh supposition, contrary to all analogy,

aud not to be admitted but upon the clear

est evidence, we are naturally led to con

clude, that the sufferings of the wicked

will be remedial, aud that they will termi

nate in a complete purification from moral

disorder, and in their ultimate restoration

to virtue and happiness. In this conclu

sion we seem to be justified by tho»c pas

sages in the apostolical writings which de

clare, that the blessings of the Gospel shall

be far more extensive than the ulainRic?

of the fall, and that Christ shall reign till

all things shall be subdued unto him.

(Kom. v.—1 Cor. xv.)

" "The apostles were commanded to

preach the Gospel to the idolatrous hea-

r'ien as well as to the chosen family of

.Abraham, and they were authorized to

confirm theirdoclrine by miracles. These

extraordinary powers arc in the Scrip

tures called the Spirit of God, and life,

Holy Spirit; and the great change which

took place in the views, feelings, and

character of pharisaic Jews and idolatrous

heathen, when they sincerely professed

the Christian faith, is raited, a tlcitt crea

tion, regeneration, ririn^ from the dead,

and the like. And as conversion to Chris

tianity was usually produced by the evi

dence of miracles, this new creation, re

generation, sanctilication, or passing from

death to life, is in this sense ascribed to

the Spirit of God.

" "The Jews, having been ehoren by

God to peculiar privileges, entertained a

very high notion of their own dignity, aud

expressed themselves in the most con

temptuous language of the idolatrous gen

tiles, who were not in covenant with Jo
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hovah. Of themselves they spoke as a

chosen and a holy nation, sons of God,

and /nirB of the promises. But the hea

thens were represented as sinners, as

aliens, as enemies to God, and the like.

In allusion to which forms of expression,

the converted gentiles being entitled

equally with converted Jews, to the bles

sings of the new dispensation, they are

therefore said to be fin-given, reconciled,

and saved, to be fellow-citizens with the

taints, and ofthe household of God.

" "The death of Jesus is sometimes

called a propitiation, because it put an

end to the Mosaic economy, and intro

duced a new and more liberal dispensa

tion, under which the gentiles, who were

before regarded as enemies, are admitted

into a state of amity and reconciliation;

that is, into a state of privilege similar to

that of the Jews. It is also occasionally

called a sacrifice, being the ratification of

that new covenant into which God is

pleased to enter with his human offspring,

py which a resurrection to immortal life

and happiness is promised, without dis

tinction, to all who are truly virtuous.

Believers in Christ are also said to have

redemption through his blood, because

they are released by the Christian cove

nant from the yoke of the ceremonial

law, and from the bandage of idolatr).

Dr. Taylor has in general well explained

these Jewish phrases In his admirable

Key to the apostolic writings, prefixed to

his Corametiuu-y on the Epistle to the

Itomaus.

" "The Scriptures contain a faithful and

credible account ofthe Christian doctrine,

which is the true vord of God: but they

are not themselves the word of God, nor

do they ever assume that title and it is

highly improper to speak of them as such,

as it It*. i4 1 s inattentive readers to suppose

they were written under a plenary inspira

tion, to which they make no pretension,

and as such expressions expose Cbristitm-

ity unnecessarily to the cavils of unbe

lievers.

" "Christianity sums np the whole of.

human duty in the love of God and pur

neighbor; and requiring that all our time

should « employed to the best account, .

and that every action should be conse

crated to God, lays no stress upon ritual

observations, and expressly abolishes that

distinction of days, ■» Inch formed so con

spicuous a feature in the Mosaic institute.

To a true Christian every day is a Sab

bath, every place is a temple, and every

action of life an act of devotion. A Chris

tian is not required to be more holy, nor

permitted to take greater liberties upon

one day than upon another. Whatever

is lawful or expedient upon one day of the

week is, under tl-o Christian dispensation,

equally lawful and expedient ou any other

day. Public worship, however, most bt

conducted at stated intervals; and it has

been usual from the earliest times for

Christians to assemble together, on the

first day of the week, to cammemorate

the death and to celebrate the resui ra

tion of their Master.

" "This appears to me to be the troe

doctrine of reason and revelation, in which "

the God of nature is not represented aa

frowning over his works, and like a mer

ciless tyrant dooming his helpless crea

tures to eternal misery, with the arbitrary

exception ofa chosen few; but as the wise,

benevolent, and impartial parent of his

rational offspring, who is training them ali,

under various processes of intellectual

and moral discipline, to perfeet virtue-'

and everlasting felicity. Such is the God

pf, my faith and adoration, the God of na

ture and of revelation, the God and Father

of our Lord Jesus Christ, that God whose

existence, attributes, and government are

the joy and confidence of every enlighten

ed and virtuous believer." " See Bel-

shum's Review ofWilberforce't 'Treatise.

Utter If."

"The Unitarians generally believe, that:

Jesus, having exercised his public ministry

for the space of a year, and perhaps a

little more,, suffered death publicly upon

the cross, not to appease the wrath of

God, not as a satisfaction to divine justice,

not to exhibit the evil of sin, nor in any

sense whatever to make an atonement u>

God for it; for this doctrine in every

sense, and according to every explanation,

tliey explode as irrational, unscriptural,

and derogatory from the divine perfec

tions; but as a martyr to the truth, and

as a necessary preliminary to his resumx-

tion. And they hold, that it was wisely

ordered, to preclude cavils, that his deatit

should be an event of great public noto

riety, and inflicted by his enemies." See

Jieisham's Calm Inquiry into tlie Scrip.

ture Doctrine concerning the person of

Christ, pp. 449, 450.

"The Unitarians further believe, tlutt

after having given sufficient proofs to hi*

disciples, for forty days, of the truth of

his resurrection, he was in a miraculous

manner withdrawn from their society, a

circumstance which is described as an as

cension into heaven." lb. pp.450, 451.

"The Unitarians maintain, that Jesus

and his apostles were supei naturally in

structed as far as was necessary for the

execution of their commission, that is, for

the revelation and proof of Ihe doctrine of

eternal life, and that tbe favor of God ex

tended to the Gentiles equally with the
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Jews; ud that Jews and his apostles, and

mien of the primitive believers, were

•ccasionally inspired to foretell future

(vents. But they believe, that supernat

ural inspiration was limited to these cases

alane; and that when Jesus or bis apostles

driver opinions upon subjects unconnect

ed ahh the object of their mission, such

GBnk*M,and their reasonings upon them,

are to be received with the same atten

tion tad caution with those of other per

sons io siiailar circumstances, of similar

'-ieratjon, and with similar habits of

thicking.

"1 he Unitarians admit, that the Scrip-

tores «f the Old and New Testament, and

especially the tatlcx, contain authentic

records «i-TaeU, and of divine interposi

tions; bat they utterly deny the univer

sal inspiration of the writer* of those

compositions, as a qualification to which

mdwd they make no pretension, and of

which they offer no proof; and the asser

tion of « hidi tends only to embarraM the

evidence* of revelation, anil to give ad-

'antage to its enemies. And they judge

- «f the genntneness, of the meaning, and

ofthe credibility of these works, exactly

in the tame way as they judge of any

other ancient writings." 76. pp. 451, 452.

"The Unitarians disavow all those per-

onal regards to Christ, and direct ad

dresses to him, either of prayer or praise,

which properly fall avtder the denomina

tion of rengrotu worship, as unfounded in

reason, unauthorized by Scripture, de

rogatory from the honor of the Supreme

Being, the only proper object of religious

lionage, and as in a strict and proper

sense polvtheistieal and idolatrous." lb.

P.454.

"The Unitarians think it superfluous, to

frounce any arguments to prove, that a

prrsoa, who is repeatedly called a man,

*ho had every appearance of a human

"ring, who was born, who grew, who liv

ed, »ho conversed, who felt, who acted,

»ho suffered, and who died like other

men, who was universally believed to be

» auuv by ail v. ho saw and conversed with

him, and was addressed and spoken of as

a human beiug by all hia contemporaries,

whether friends or enemies, was really

abat he appeared and affirmed himself to

**, truhr andproperiv a man, and nothing

i thaa a man." 'lb. pp. 4i5, 456.

"They observe, that there is no allusion

■ »'l to the supposed pre-existent state

atd superior nature of Jesus Christ, in

iKrre of the Evangelists, or in the history

"f the apostles' preaching, and of the tirsl

^station of the Gosper contained in the

Acts of the Apostles; and that John is a

very mystical writer, abounding in harsh

metaphors and symbolical phraseology,

very different from the simplicity which

characterizes the other evangelists. Nor

can they discern any traces of that sur

prise and astonishment, which must have

seized the minds of the disciples and com

panions of Jesus, when it was first reveal

ed to them, that the master with whnm

they had so frequently anil familiarly con

versed, was the Lord their Maker, or at

least a great celestial spirit in a human

shape." pp. 456, 457.

"The Unitarians do not presume to

say that God might not, if he had pleased,

have revealed other doctrines to mankind

by Jesus Christ, besides that most impor

tant one of a future life. But they pro

fess, that after reading the New Testa

ment with the greatest attention, tliij

doctrine appears to be the one great r;b.

iectofthe Christian revelation, which is

in this view most worthy of God, and most

beneficial to men." p' 470.

" Believing that Jesus was in all respects

like unto his brethren, and pursuing bis

principles to their just consequences, he

[Dr. Priestley] argued, that our Savior

came into the world with the frailties

and infirmities of a human being, moral

as well ail physical, and that, by the pecu

liar process of mental discipline to which

he was subjected, he grew up to that

consummate dignity and elevation of char

acter, under which he appears in the

writings of the Evangelists. And this

truly Christian philosopher believed it to

be not only a more rational way of ac

counting for the excellence of our Lord's

character, and more agreeable to the

language of the New Testr.ment, which

rcpi-esents him as growing in wisdom and

in favor with God and man, but, in truth,

more honorable to our Lord himself, that

his perfect moral excellence should be the

result of lys own exertion, vigilance, and

fortitude, rather than of a supernfttutal

operation." See liehham's Jlleimirs of

iinuVy, pp. 2io, 226.

"In the preseet day, the alarm having

subsided, and a cooler examination of the

subject ha*, ing taken place, it would, I be

lieve, be hard to find any considerate and

consistent Unitarian, who does not adopt

Dr. Priestley's ideas ee-cerning the for

mation of our Lord's mural character."

lb. p. 226.

•The Unitarian doctrine is, that Jesus

of Nazare'h was a man constituted in all

respects like other men, subject to the
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same infirmities, the same ignorance, pre

judices, and frailties." lb. at quoted by

Dr. Magee, in his great -work, p. 510.

" "Jesus is indeed now alive. Bat as we

are totally ignorant of the place where he

resides, and of the occupations in which

he is engaged, there can be no proper

foundation for religious addresses to him,

nor of gratitude for favors now received,

nor yet of confidence in his future inter

position in our behalf." " See Review of

Wilberfirce't Treatite, Letter VJU1.

MB litoset's creed.

" "There is Out God, one single per

son who is (rod, the sole Creator and

Sovereign Lord of all things.

" "The holy Jesus was a man of the

Jewish nation, the servant of this God,

highly honored and distinguished by him.

" "The Spirit, or Holy Spirit, was not

• person or intelligent being, but only the

extraordinary power or gift of God, first

to our Lord Jesus Christ himself in his

life time, and afterwards to the Apostles

and many of the first Christians, to em-

gtwer them to preach and propagate the

ospel with success." " See Memoirs of

Linikey,x>. 212.

The foregoing quotations are

sufficient to give the reader some

acquaintance with the religious

opinions of leading Unitarians.

We will only add, that Mr. Bel-

sham clearly adopts the opinion

of Dr. Priestley, that "our Sa

vior was as much in the dark, as

the most vulgar among the Jews,

about possessions; and believed

them in the gross literal sense."

Our readers will excuse us,

if, for the sake of making a

brief summary of doctrines held

by Unitarians, as exhibited in

the preceding extracts, we give

the substance of the several arti

cles by way of recapitulation.

Unitarians hold and teach, then,

That God has placed man in

circumstances of frailty and dan

ger, the natural consequence of

which is the contraction of a cer

tain degree of moral pollution,

which exposes them to a propor

tionate degree of misery here or

hereafter;

That there is a very great

preponderance of virtue over

vice in the world; and with few,

if any, exceptions, in every indi

vidual;

That the proportion of virtu

ous habits in the worst charac

ters, exceeds that of vicious

ones;

That we may certainly con

clude, from our own reason, that

none of the creatures of God

will ever be made eternally mis

erable;

That God commissioned Je

sus of Nazareth to. teach the

universal resurrection of the

dead, and by his own resurrec

tion to confirm and exemplify

his doctrine; . tu

That the wicked will be rais

ed to suffering, with the Sadie

system oi habits and feelings

with which they descended to

the grave; but their sufferings

will be remedial, and will ter

minate in their ultimate restora

tion to virtue and happiness;

That the Holy Spirit was noth

ing more than the power of

working miracles;

That regeneration, and the

new creation, mean only the con

version of the Gentiles to the

profession of Christianity;

That as the Gentiles were

converted to Christianity by the

evidence of miracles, this new

creation was in this sense as

cribed to the Spirit of God;

That because the Gentile.

were admitted to enjoy the bles

sings of the new dispensation,

they are said to be forgiven, re

conciled and saved;

That the death of Jesus is call

ed a firoflitiation because it put
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an end to the Mosaic economy;

That it is called a sacrifice, be

cause it was the ratification ef a

new covenant, which promised a

resurrection to immortal life;

That believers in Christ are

said to have redemption by hit

Hotel, because they are released

from the yoke of the ceremoni

al law, and the bondage of idola

try;

That the Scriptures were not

written under a plenary inspira

tion;

That the Sabbath is no 'more

holy than any other day; and,

consequently, that it is lawful to

do the same things on that day

as on any other;

That Christ made no atone

ment for sin, in any sense what

ever;

That the great object of Chris

tianity was the revelation of a fu

ture life;

That whenever Jesus, or his

apostles, deliver opinions on sub

jects unconnected with the ob

ject of their mission, their opin

ions are to be received with the

the same caution as the opinions

of other persons;

That the Scriptures contain

authentic records of facts and of

divine interpositions, but were

not written by men under the

constant influence of inspiration;

That all religious homage

paid to Christ is strictly polythe-

isiical and idolatrous;

That Christ was no more than

a man;

That he came into the world

with all the frailties and infirmi

ties of a human being, moral as

veil as physical, and his perfect

moral character was formed by

his own exertion, vigilance, aud

fortitude, without supernatural

lid;

That after his resurrection ho

was miraculously withdrawn

from his disciples, which was

described as an ascension to

Heaven; but we know not where

he resides now, and ought not to

feel gratitude to him for favors

now received, nor to expect his

future interposition in our be

half; and

That, on the subject of de

moniacal possessions in particu

lar, he, like the mass of his na

tion was involved in gross dark

ness, and actually believed that

to be true, which the wisdom of

modern times has discovered to

be false.

Such is the Unitarianism

which Mr. Belsham wishes to

propagate, and of which he pro

fesses to write the history; so

far, at least, as relates to its

progress in this country. OF

the existence of such Unitarian

ism, in the metropolis of New

England, our readers have gen

erally been well persuaded; but

some have not believed that it

was making any considerable

progress, because they could

not persuade themselves that

men, occupying important pla

ces in church and state, and

standing high in the public esti

mation were capable of conceal

ing their true sentiments. Oth

ers have affected not to believe,

because they feared the conse

quences of an exposure of senti

ments so very diverse from those

maintained by our pious fathers,

and still cherished by a great

majority of pastors and church

es in the ,New England states.

Some of our friends at a dis

tance, who sit under their own

vine and fig tree without moles

tation, occasionally feel, that our

fears, respecting the efforts to
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spread Socinian principles, are

magnified beyond measure, in

consequence of our living in the

centre of Unitarian action. We

almost envy them their peace

ful undisturbed lot. One of the

last things, which a Christiau

should desire, is, to be called to

dispute with his fellow men,

who bear the Christian name,

respecting that blessed religion,

which proclaims peace on earth,

and breathes good mill to man.

Yet, however distressing this

duty is, and however exposed to

temptation one may be in per

forming it, there arc times when

the obligation becomes imperi

ous, to contend earnestly for the

Jaith once delivered to the saints;

and to place in their just light

the efforts of those, whom we

in conscience believe to be real

ly striving to overturn this faith,

whatever they may suppose to

be the tendency of their meas

ures.

There is a certain class of

well-meaning people, who are

reluctant to enter upon any con

troversial discussion, and who

arc ready to say, on all occasions,

that they are sorry to see relig

ious controversy. These per

sons ought to reflect much upon

the meaning of such declara

tions. Do they intend, that the

essential truths of the Gospel

will never be attacked; or that,

if attacked, they should never

be defended; or that there are

no essential truths of the Gos

pel; or that, if there are such

truths, it is impossible to ascer

tain what they are; or that error

will die of itself, if never expos

ed. If they will assume either

of these positions, they will find

it untenable. They ought to

consult the history of the church,

which will convince them, that

the purity of religion has never

been restored, in a single in

stance, without religious contro

versy, and that it has never

been preserved, for any length

of time, without resorting to the

same means of defence. We

readily admit, that there has

been much unnecessary, and

much very pernicious contro

versy in the church; that long

and bitter disputes have origina

ted on trifling occasions, and

been conducted with unchristian

feelings, and for very insufficient

reasons, on both sides. All this

is a proof of human weakness

and depravity; but we see not

how it tends to prove that all

controversies ar« wrong, as it

respects all the contending par

ties.

Political disputes have, in a

vast proportion of instances, been

the means of incalculable evil-

Yet who supposes it to be wrong

to oppose political error? Would

not the suppression of all polit

ical controversy bring the world

immediately into a state" of the

most abject submission to the

most corrupt and despotic rulers?

The fact is, that important truth

of every kind, whether scientific,

political moral, or religious,

must be taught and defended; but

particularly religious truth; for

the natural feelings of men are

much more opposed to this, than

to truth of any other kind. We

are far from considering contro

versy of any sort as in itself de

sirable; we are far from justify

ing a disputatious temper, or en

couraging dogmatical habits; we

could earnestly wish, indeed,

that the Christian world were

immediately freed from all occa

sion of controversy. The time
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•will come when controversy shall

cease; bat this time will not be

hastened by the timid counsels

of those, who would suffer the

abettors of false doctrine to re

peat" their assertions and their

sophistry without examination

and without an answer. Con

troversy will only cease by the

universal reception of the truth,

not by a complaisant deference

to be exercised by the friends of

truth to the promoters of all

kinds of error. One great eom-

plaint of the Papists against the

leading Protestants< at the com

mencement of the Reformation,

was, that they introduced the

-lerrible evil of religious contro

versy. What would have become

of the Reformation, if that com

plaint had been admitted as valid,

and the Reformers had shut

their mouths and thrown away

their pens? It may be confidently

affirmed, that Luther, Calvin,

and Zuinglius, with the word of

God in their hands and the love

of God in their hearts, did more

good in a few years, by entering

boldly into the lists ol theologi

cal controversy, than the same

men with all their great talents

could have done in fifty centu

ries, (had their lives been thus

prolonged,) in the silent course

recommended by those, who af

fect to decry all controversy.

It not the truth as important now

as it was at the era of the Refor

mation? Is not Christ as pre

cious to the souls of believers

now, as he was then?

Before any person is entitled

to stigmatize a controversial

writing as useless or injurious,

he must be satisfied, either that

there is no occasion for it; that

it relates to an unimportant sub

ject; that it defends error rather

Vol. XI.

than the truth; or that it is con

ducted in an unfair manner, or

with an unchristian temper.

Wlien a controversy can be truly

described as liable to either of

these objections, we will not

justify it. But we shall always

hold in high honor those servants

of God, who have it in their pow

er to employ learning and talents,

not only in teaching the truth,

but in detecting and exposing

the absurdities of error.

We are sincere believers in

the great doctrines of the Refor

mation; in the inspiration of the

Holy Scriptures; in the unity and

perfections of the Godhead;in the

Supreme divinity of the Son and

Spirit; in the atonement and in

tercession of Christ; in the native

and total depravity of the unre-

generate; and in the reality and

necessity of special, divine grace

to renew and sanctify the souls

of men, that they may be capable

of participating in the holy enjoy

ments of the heavenly world.

These points do not constitute

the whole of our creed, but they

are among the prominent and

fundamental articles of it; they

are points in which we differ

essentially from Unitarians.

Believing conscientiously, that

these doctrines are essential to

Christianity, we have ever felt

it to be our duty to resist, so

far as lay in our power, every

effort to supplant them, by sub

stituting others, which, as they

appear to us, can neither admin

ister present comfort, nor lay

any just foundation for future

hopes. We readily concede,

that Christianity in any form,,

even in that cf Catholic supersti

tion, or the lowest Socinianism,

is preferable, in a civil point of

view, to Deism, or Atheism.

32
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Even in its most degraded forms,

Christianity superadds some

thing to the moral restraints of

men; and impresses in some de

gree the doctrine of future re

tribution. So far as this goes,

it is an advantage to the commu

nity. But so far as the vital,

evangelical spirit of Christianity

is rejected, or contemned, just

so far the prospect that religion

will have a benign influence on

society is obscured. If a - denial

of the divinity and atonement of

the Savior, be denying the Lord

that bought us, then, whatever

character a man who does this

may sustain among his fellow

creatures, in the sight of God

he is an unbeliever; and whatever

may be the degree of his guilt

and punishment, he is as surely

exposed to final destruction, as

the Atheist, or the Deist.

It has always appeared to us,

that the divinity and atonement

of the Savior are essential doc

trines in the Christian System;

hot as subjects of speculation

only, but as practical truths.

Such being the fact we cannot

help believing, that those, who

reject and contemn these doc

trines, have not a fair claim to

be considered as standing on

Christian ground. It is a sor

rowful thing to be compelled to

say, that there are now many

persons, in the capital of New .

England, and not a few in its

vicinity, who utterly reject the

doctrines in question, and many

others, essentially, if not equally,

important. The Pamphlet be

fore us offers evidence on this

subject, which it is impossible

to mistake.

Had the facts, which this pam

phlet discloses, been stated on

the authority of an orthodox

man, we should doubtless hare

been met at the threshold, with

the allegation of "party spirit

and misrepresentation." No or

thodox man cauld ever hare

hoped for such materials to com

pile a history as are here pre

sented. The writer has not

gathered his information from a

hasty survey of the exterior

of the temple, which he de

scribes; he has had access, as

high priest of his order, to the

very interior recesses, and has

exposed to view the most secret

transactions ot those, who are in

itiated into the worship which

he approves. He has shewn us,

that like the Grecian philoso

phers of old, many of his order,

in our country, would have one

religion for the vulgar, and a-

nother for the wise; that it is a

fundamental maxim among the

great body of leading Unitarians

here, not to expose their senti

ments directly to the inspection

of the world at large, and to chal

lenge investigation, but to oper

ate in secret; to entrust only the

initiated with their measures;

and to leave the vulgar to fall

into the tracks of the wise, by

the force of that principle of im

itation which is capable of oper

ating so powerfully upon them.

Our own convictions respect

ing the nature of Unitarianism

in Massachusetts, and the man

ner in which the cause is pro

moted, are not altered by the

pamphlet before us. Living in

the centre of action, we have

long had these convictions. The

Monthly Anthology; the man

gled Christian Monitor; the

Hymns and Psalms of Mr. Buck-

minster, and Mr. Emerson; the

reply of Belshum to Wilberforce

and to Dr. J. P. Smith; the Im
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proved Version of the New Tes

tament; all published in Boston;

and especially the General Re

pository, published at Cam

bridge, by- some of the Officers

of Harvard College, afford suffi

cient evidence, without detailing

other circumstances, of a settled

and persevering determination

to prostrate orthodoxy, and to

substitute Unitarianism in its

place. But the evidence now

before us is in some respects

more important than any which

has preceded it; as it is compris

ed within a small compass, is

easily obtained, and is supported

by the names of some of the

principal parties concerned.

The Society which claims the

honor of taking the lead, in the

great work of reformation in our

country, is, according to our his

torian, that which meets at the

Stone Chapel in Boston; and Dr.

Freeman, it seems, claims to be

considered, as at the bottom of

all the revolutions, which have

taken place there. So early as

the year 1786, Dr. Freeman had

persuaded his church to adopt a

liturgy, which the Rev. J.

Smith, in a letter to Mr. Lindsey,

describes as "perfectly Unitari

an," (p. 11.) Dr. Freeman,

however, in a letter, dated the

same year, tells Mr. Lindsey,

that "some defects and impropri

eties are still retained, for the

sake of inducing them, (his con

gregation.) to oinit the most ex

ceptionable parts of the old ser

vice, the Athanasian prayers."

(p. 12.) In 1811, however, a

new edition 'of his Liturgy was

published by Dr. Freeman,

which, "with a very few altera

tions chiefly verbal, might be

made," says Mr. Belsham, "per

fectly unexceptionable." p. 12.

Dr. Freeman, it seems, was

unable, on account of his hereti

cal sentiments, to obtain Episco

pal ordination. This misfortune

was obviated, however, by his

congregation, who, it should be

remembered, still professed to

be Episcopalians. They ordain

ed him themselves, on Sunday

the 18th of Nov. 1787.

Shortly after, a circumstance

happened, which as Dr. F. de

clares in a letter to Mr. Lindsey,

tended very much to satisfy the

minds of his people, respecting

the manner of his ordination.

" "I mentioned in a former letter, that

Bishop Seabury had ordained a priest in

Boston. The members of my congrega

tion in general attended. They were so

shocked with the service, particularly

with that part where the bishop pretends

to communicate the Holy Ghosi and the

power of forgiving sins, which he accom

panied with the action of breathing on the

caudidate, that they now congratulate me

upon having escaped what they consider

as little short of blasphemy. Few of them

had ever read, or at least attentively con

sidered, the Ordination service. Since

they have heard it, I have frequently

been seriously asked by them, whether I

would have submitted to so absurd a form.

I confess that I am convinced I should have

acted wrong if I had done it. I shudder

when I reflect to what moral danger I ex

posed myselfin soliciting ordination of the

American bishops, for I certainly never

believed that they had the power of con

veying the Holy Spirit." " pp. 14, IS.

Thus much for the history of

Unitarianism at the Stone Chap

el. This congregation is after

wards described in the pamphlet,

as being the only one of firtfest-

ed Unitarians in New England.

We must say, that the conduct

of this Society and of their min.

ister, in coming out openly, and

avowing their sentiments to the

world, is vastly preferable to

a hypocritical concealment of

them. Had other societies fol

lowed their example, wc should
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long since have known with

whom we were contending; and

not have been obliged to guard •

against ambushes, instead of

combating in the open field.

From Dr. Freeman, so open

and ingenuous in the profession

of his sentiments, much of the

information in our historical

pamphlet is derived, as to the

progress of Unitarianism in

America. This father and apos

tle of the sect in question, in this

country, seems to be more deeply

interested, and belter informed

on the subject, than any other

man, who appears in Mr. Bel-

sham's pages. From him we

learn, that in 1789, in conse

quence of the labors of Mr.

If azlitt among the Boston clergy,

there were already "many

churches in which the worship

was strictly Unitarian-" p. 12.

Note.

The method in which Dr. F.

and others labor to propagate

Unitarianism is thus graphically

delineated, in a letter to Mr.

Lindsey, written, as it would

seem, in 1796, or 1797.

""I consider it," says this intelligent

correspondent to his venerable friend, "as

one of the most happy effects which have

resulted from my feeble exertions in the

Unitarian cause, that they have introduced

XBe to the knowledge and friendship of

some of the most valuable characters of

the present age; men of enlightened

heads, of pious and benevolent hearts;

quitmscum invert amem, quibutcum obii t

liOens.

" "Though it is a standing article of

most of our social libraries, that nothing of

■ controversial nature should be purchas

ed, yet any book which is presented is

freely accepted. I have found means,

therefore, of introducing into them some

of the Unitarian Tracts with which you

have kindly furnished ine. There are

few persons who have not read them

with avidity; and when read, they cannot

fail to make an impression upon the

minds of many. From these and other

eausea> the Unitarian doctrine appears to

be still upon the increase. I am acquaint

ed with a number of ministers, particular

ly in the southern part of this state,

who avow and publicly preach this senti

ment. There are others more cautions,

who content themselves with leading

their hearers, by a course of rational but

prudent sermons, gradually and insensibly-

to embrace it. Though this latter mode

is not what I entirely approve, yet it pro

duces good effects. For the people are

thus kept out of the reach offalse opinions,

and are prepared for the impressions

which will be made on them by more bold

and ardent successor1:, who will probably

be raised up when these timid characters

are removed off the stage. In the eastern

part of this State, or what is called the

District of Maine, the Unitarian doctrine

also makes progress, as I have just been

informed by a worthy and judicious min

ister from that quarter. The Clergy are

generally the first who begin to speculate:

but the people soon follow, where they are

so much accustomed to read and inquire.

«»«!In the accounts which I give you of

the state of religious opinions in this coun

try, I always endeavor not to exaggerate,

sensible that every zealous man (and I

confess that I am zealous) is naturally dis

posed to rate his own party as highly as

he can. It is possible that Unitarianism

may be losing ground in one quarter while

it is gaining it in another, and that I may

not perceive or may not aWend to the

former. Indeed, I confess and lament

that the opinion is scarcely known iu the

largest part of this vast Republic. It

flourishes chiefly in New England; but not

much in Connecticut, Rhode Island, New

Hampshire, and the western counties of

Massachusetts. A few seeds haVe been

sown in Vermont, and an abundant harvest

has been produced in the vicinity of Bos

ton and the counties directly south of it.

In Pennsylvania, much may be expected

from the labors of Dr. PriesUey." "

pp. 22, 23.

How far the sentiments in

question have spread in Boston,

has been often a subject of in

quiry, and not unfrequently of

debate. Mr. Belsham will in

form us. "If," says he, "I am

not greatly misinformed, divine

worship in many of the firincifial

churches at Boston, is carried on

upon principles strictly, if not

avowedly, Unitarian." p. 38.

If any thing be lacking in Mr.

Bclsham's account, it is suppli
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ed in a letter to bim by William

Wells, Esq. of Boston, a gentle

man, who, from his extensive ac

quaintance with books and men,

and his distinguished zeal in the

cause of Unitarianism, may well

be supposed to give us as exact a

picture, as any man living could

draw. We print the whole let

ter, as we shall have occasion to

refer to it on various subjects.

"mm

from William Wells, Esq. of Boston, in

A'eis England, to the siulhor.

Boston, Marsh 21, IS12.

"My dear Sir,

I ax glad to hear you received the Ser

mons safe. About six weeks ago 1 for

warded to Mr. Freme a parcel for you,

containing the first No. of "The General

Repository and Review." For this you

are indebted to Mr. li. 1 thihk a letter

from him accompanied the Review, but

am not sore, as I took no memorandum of

the contents of the parcel. A second

number will shortly appear, which shall

be forwarded by the earliest opportunity.

I believe I mentioned in my last the name

of the Editor, Mr. Norton, an excellent

young man. Of his abilities you will be

able to judge. I think the first article,

and the Review of the Horslcian and

Priestleian controversy display a sound

ness ofjudgment which at his age is rare.

A number of young men who have taken

their bachelor's degree now reside at

Cambridge as theological students. Sev

eral of them are the sons of men of for

tune; some, as fur as I can judge, of supe

rior talents; and all are pursuing their pro

fessional studies with a zeal which is well

directed by the very worthy and learned

Dr. Ware, professor of divinity, and Dr.

Kirkland the president, and an honesty

which is entirely unfettered and unbiassed

by auy system whatever. We have to

contend here, as you in England, for the

first principles of protestantism, but I see

no reason to fear that the ensuing genera

tion will be destitute of able champions

for the right of private judgment.

■ "With regard to the progress of Unita

rianism, I have but little to say. Its ten

ets have spread very extensively in New-

Eogtand, but 1 believe there is only

one Church professedly Unitarian. Tlie

Churches at Portland and Saco, of which

you speak, hardly ever saw the li^rht, and

exist no longer. The Mr. Thatcher, who

was formeYlv a M ember of Congress, and

ti-t Judge T. wboni Mr. Mervick men

tions, are the same. He is one of the

Judges of our Supreme Court, m excel

lent man and most zealous Unitarian, tie

is now on the circuit in this town, and

tells me he is obliged on Sunday to slay at

home, or to hoar a Calvinist Minister. He

is no relation to our friend.

"Most of our Boston Clergy and re

spectable laymen (of whom we have many

enlightened theologians) are Unitarian.

Nor do they think it at all neoessary to

conceal their sentiments upon these sub

jects, but express them without the least

hesitation when they judge it proper. I

may safely say, the general habit of think

ing and speaking upon this question in

Boston, is Unitarian. At the same lime

the controversy is seldom or never intro

duced into the pulpit. I except ihs

Chapel Church. If publications make

their appearance attacking Unitarian sen

timents, they arc commonly answered

with spirit and ability; but the majority

of those who are Unitarian are perhaps of

these sentiments, without any distinct

consciousness of being so. Like the first

Christians, finding no sentiments but those

in the N. T. ami not accustomed to hear

the language of the N. T. strained and

warped by theological system-makers,

they adopt naturally a just mode of think

ing. This state of things appears to me

so favorable to the dissemination of cor

rect sentiments, that I should perhaps re-

gi-it a great degree of excitement in the

public mind upon these subjects. The

majority would eventually be against us.

The ignorant, the violent, the ambitious

and the cunning, would carry the multi

tude with them in religion as they d'i in

politics. One Dr. M. in a come-it for

spreading hi* own sentiments among the

great body of the people, would, at least

for a time, beat ten Priesllcys. Not to

dwell upon the consideration, that Unita

rianism consists rather in not believing;

and that it is more easy to gain pro elytes

to absurd opinions, than to make them

zealous in refusing to believe. With

what arms, when the ox <gt;k>.u are the

judges, can virtue and learning and honor

contend with craft and cunning and equiv

ocation and falsehood and intolerant '/.e:ilr

Learning is worse than useless, virtue is

often diffident of her own conclusions,

and, at any rate, more anxious to render

men good Christians, than to make them

Christians of her own denomination; and

that self-respect, which is the compwiir u

of virtue, disdains to meet the low fir,.

nir.g of her adversaries or to Ratter the

low prejudices of her judges. I tlii.c

then it must be ass'imet! as a:, .i.t.oni, that

a persevering controversy u]' > tVs <■"(-.>

tion, would render the nu '.'„'.; :' '-'■■ vt ■ 1

and persecuting Culvir.^is. Thru i~c,e
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systems and catechisms in abundance.

Every conceited deacon, every parishioner

who has, or thinks he has, a smattering in

theology, becomes the inquisitor of his

pastor. In such circumstances learning

and good sense .have no chance. They

cannot be heard,

"The violent party here have chosen

to meet tbeir opponents upon very unfa

vorable ground. Instead of making it a

cause of orthodoxy against heresy, they

have very unwisely preferred to insist up

on a subscription to articles of faith. This

has given great offence to many who are

disposed to be in favor of their creed, and

thrown them into the opposite scale. Dr.

Osgood is really orthodox in sentiment,

hut a noble and determined supporter of

the right of private judgment, and on the

best possible terms with our Boston

friends. This is also the case with the

venerable Dr. Lathrop of West-Spring

field, Mr. Palmer's friend, and many

others. In short we are now contending

for the liberty of being Protestants. If

wc can persuade the people (and we stand

upon advantageous ground ) that we have

the right to think upon religious subjects

us our consciences and the Scriptures di

rect, things will go on well. Learning,

pood sense, and virtue, will then produce

their natural effects, and just modes of

thinking upon subjects of this nature, as

u jiou all others, will necessarily prevail.

"Will jou, my dear Sir, excuse unin

tentional prolixity? I do not know that

you will approve my sentiments, nor am

I very confident of their justness; but I

have seen the contest between truth and

falsehood, before the multitude; between

.every thing which is respectable and every

tiling which is detestable, so unequal in

politics, that I dread the event in matters

of religion. Still I would be no advocate

f>r timidity, much less for any thing like

equivocation, or evasion; and it must be

confessed,that prudence often degenerates

into these vices. I am, dear Sir, with the

greatest esteem, vours affectionately,

W. Well*, Jur." pp. 42—16.

Such is the testimony in the

case under consideration; and

we presume that no man, in his

senses, will hesitate for a mo

ment to give implicit credit to

such witnesses. We shall feel

ourselves warranted hereafter,

to speak of the fact as certain,

that Unitarianism is the predom

inant religion among the minis-

•_crs avid churches of Boston.

In the District of Maine, Mr.

Belsham states, from his corres

pondent Dr. Freeman, that high

hopes were entertained of the

spread oi Unitarian principles.

Churches were established in

Portland by the labors of the

Rev. Mr. Oxnard, and in Saco by

the zeal of Mr. (now Judge)

Thatcher. These hopes, how

ever, were premature, as it

appears by the letter of Mr.

Wells.

New York and Philadelphia

were also considered by Dr.

Priestley, when he first came to

this country, as affording great

promises of an abundant harvest.

Thus he writes to Mr. Lindsey.

"JVev York, June 15, 1794.

—With respect to myself the differ

ence is great indeed. In England I was

an object of the greatest aversion to

every person connected with govern

ment; whereas here they are tliose who

show me the most respect. With you the

Episcopal Church is above every thing.

In this city it makes a decent figure, but

the Presbyterians are much above them,

and the Governor (Clinton,) who is par

ticularly attentive to me, goes to the meet

ing-house.

"But the preachers, though all civil to

me, look upon me with dread, and none

of them has asked me to preach in their

pulpits. This however does them no good.

Several persons express a wish to hear

me, and are ashamed of the illibcrality of

the preachers, and some are avowed Uni

tarians; so that I am fully persuaded an

Unitarian minister, of prudence and good

sense, might do very well here. If I were

here a Sunday or two more I would make

a beginning, and I intend to return for

this purpose. The greatest difficulty arises

from the indifference of liberal-minded

men as to religion in general; they are to

much occupied with commerce and poli

tics. One man ofproper spirit would be

sufficient to establish a solid Unitarian in

terest; and I am persuaded it will soon be

done. As I am much attended to, and

my writings, which are in a manner un

known here, begin to be inquired after, I

will get my small pamphlets immediately

printed here; and wherever I can get an

invitation to preach I will go. With thie

view I shall carefully avoid all the party

politics of the country, and bare no other
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object besides religion and philosophy.

Philadelphia will be a more favorable sit

uation than this, and there I shall make a

beginning. It will be better, however, to

vait a little time, and not show much zeal

at the first; and as my coming here is

much talked of, I shall reprint my Fast

and Farewell Sermons. —~— ■

"I have written to Mr. Belsham, whom

I hope, some time or other, to draw

hither. He will toll you ray scheme. But

as I am soon gang to Philadelphia, I shall

soon know more on the subject.

"I was never more mortified than I

now am at not having with me any of my

small tracts in defence ofthe divine unity,

as my being here leads many persons to

wish to read what I have written on the

•object.—1 shall reprint them, and I flat

ter myself they will produce a considera

ble efieet. Indeed ray coming hither

promises to be of much more service to

our cause than I had imagined. But time

is necessary, and I am apt to be too pre

cipitate. 1 want yoor cool judgment. You

waited patiently a long time in London;

but what an abundant harvest have yov

had there. J. ransrrw*." pp.47, 48.

How well these ardent ex

pectations were fulfilled Mr.

Belsham informs us.

"Dr- Priestley's personal ministry in

the United Slates was attended with very

little apparent success. In Northumber

land, where he resided, he collected but

few proselytes; and in Philadelphia, where

the chapel in which he preached was at

first crowded with the principal characters

in the United States, he was afterwards

lor some reason or other almost deserted.

Ten here his labors were not wholly inef

fectual. Since Dr. Priestley's decease a

ssaaH, bat highly respectable congregation,

has been formed, in which, till a regular

minister can be procured, a few of the

most intelligent and bet informed mem-

hswsj conduct the service by tarns; and the

society, upon ''. e whole, is increasing,

rtwwl^ some, wuo once professed zeal in

Issue, bare turned their backs upon it.

Unitarians in Philadelphia are uow

creating a chapel for religious worship, to

"neb jnany of different persuasions have

ntributed liberally." pp. 23, 24.

In Connecticut, that land of

if habits, Unharianism has

poor success. Two minis-

tlie Rev. J. Sherman, and

Re*. A. Abbot, who endeav

ored to make disciples there to

the sect in question, were both

obliged to separate from their

charges. Mr. Belsham has in

troduced a long account of the

persecution, (as he is pleased to

consider it) of these two "worthy

confessors." We shall not enter

upon the examination of these

cases at present. We refer our

readers for the examination of

Mr. A.'s case to the Panoplist

for August, I8i3, p. 118, where

they will find an ample review of

it. Mr. Sherman's case is quite

as unfortunate for Mr. B.'s cause.

Mr. S. was dismissed, not by a

Consociation, or an ex-fiarte.

council; but by a Mutual Coun

cil; by men whom he himself

considered as favoring his cause.

On some of the reflections which.

Mr. B. makes, with regard to

his dismission, we shall have

occasion again to touch. We

shall dismiss the case at present,

with advising Mr. B , before he

bestows the honors of martyr

dom again, to wait until the mar

tyr has had time to evince the

stability of his profession.

Of Mr. S. we are altogether

disposed to speak with tender

ness. We have always greatly

lamented his fall. He was an

amiable man, and possessed re

spectable talents. But we be

lieve that Unitarians themselves

are not much gratified with his

present standing.

Nothing but the merest spirit

of party could ever have laid

hold of the cases of Mr. Abbot

and Mr. Sherman, as subjects

of complaint. Nothing but a

partial, colored, mangled state

ment of their cases, cuuld be of

any avail to the Unitarian cause.

After all the means, which arc

before the public, of becoming
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acquainted with the merits of

these cases, we think ft 10 be un

necessary to dwell any longer

upon the subject.

Mr. Belsham informs us, that

a Unitarian congregation has

been formed at Oldenbarneveld,

in the State of New York. Mr.

Sherman was their first minis

ter. He was, however, dismiss

ed before long; and the congre

gation was fast dwindling away,

when Mr. Belsham's book was

written.

Mr. B. wrote too early to

communicate some other curious

information, on the subject of

_ Unitarianism in - the western

part of the State of New York.

We will supply the defect.

Within two years, two Unitarian

ministers, unable to procure or-\

dination from the clergy in that

vicinity, have been "ordained by

some of the ministers of Boston,

and others in its vicinity, over

Oldenbarneveld, and Canandai-

gua.

One of these ordinations took

place lately in Boston; the other

a year or two since in the neigh

borhood. This is rather a new

practice in our country; but it

has some recommendations. It

saves much expense and time.

A few years since, it was cus

tomary for Unitarian candidates,

who were desirous of obtaining

a settlement without exposing

themselves to the scrutiny of or

thodox clergymen, to send from

distant places to Boston and the

vicinity for un ordaining council.

All this was attended with

trouble, and was, besides, calcu

lated to excite inquiry and dis

trust. But now, if a Unitarian

candidate wishes to be ordained,

whether he thinks it proper to

avow his sentiments or not, he

can take a journey to Boston,

where an ordaining council can

be found without the least incon

venience. If some members of

the congregation, -not under

standing the reason of so novel a

proceeding, should require an

explanation, it will be easy to

say, that there is no place in the

world, where so venerable, and

wise, and learned, and 'liberal a

council can be formed as in Bos

ton. Our readers may be sur

prised at the measure here de

scribed: but we have long since

ceased to be surprised at any

measure, which could propagate,

the principles in question.

We must now come to a sub

ject, on which we should not

touch without mature consider

ation. We mean the propaga

tion of Unitarianism in Harvard

College. We are fully sensible

of the delicacy of the subject.

That this noble institution has

laid fast hold of the affections of

the community is a subject of

congratulation rather than of

wonder. It has been, in many

points of view, the pride and

glory of our western world. Its

excellent founders and subse

quent benefactors have endow

ed it in a manner unparalleled

in this country; and it has been

the nursery of a long and illus

trious train of religious, civil,

and literary characters, whose

names will not U" forgotten,

while the history of the United

States shall continue to attract

the notice of mankind. Its lit

erary character we are far from

wishing to disparage, or under

value. Its instructors are a

highly respectable body of men.

Among them are some, as we

would hope and believe, who

prefer the faith of our fathers to
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the new philosophy of the day.

Whatever we may think of the

religious opinions of others, we

are not in the slightest degree

tempted to detract from any just

estimation, in which they ought

to be held, as men of talents and

literature. If talents are per

verted, or erudition misapplied,

in the zealous propagation of

the new. philosophical religion,

we must of course lament such

a state of things; but this will

neither warrant nor prompt us

to treat the persons concerned

with disrespect.

We are aware of the artifice,

which has been resorted to by

some distinguished names, to

save this Seminary from animad

version. The moment we be

gin to express our fears res

pecting the tendency of its ad

ministration, they vociferate,

"Why then you are enemies to

learning! You want to pull down

the college; to check the spirit

of improvement and inquiry;

and to bring us back to the dark

ages?" This will do very well

as a hasty appeal to the vulgar;

but if it be intended as a speci

men of the new philosophical

reasoning, it is, we should sup

pose, not quite so happy as could

be wished by its authors.

What! Are we enemies to

learning, because we are con-

convinced that learning misap

plied and perverted may do great

barm to the community? And

because we are earnestly desir

ous, that this noble Institution,

sacredly consecrated "to Christ

and the Church," should regard

its original destination, and not

teach men to deny the Lord of

glory, instead of worshipping

him? Are we enemies to Har

vard University, because we ar-

Vol. XI.

dently wish that the majority of

its instructors had such views of

Christianity as appear to us

evangelical, instead of other

views, which they now entertain

and inculcate? The allegation is

as contemptible as it is errone

ous; and can never weigh a

feather, but with persons, who

are guided neither by reason

ing nor by principle.

But may we not be mistaken,

in our apprehensions respecting

the administration of Cambridge

College? Would to God we

might be convinced of this; but

the proof, from the pamphlet

before us, is too plain to admit

of doubt.

* Mr. Belsham has told us what

was done at Cambridge, more

than 20 years ago, to introduce

Unitarianism there.

 

"As a further means of diffusing the

important doctrines of the proper Unity

of God, aud the simple humanity of Je

sus Christ, Mr. Liudsey made a present

of his own and of Dr. {Viestley's Theolog

ical Works to the Library of Harvard

College, in the University of Cambridge

in New England; for which, "as a very

valuable and acceptable present," he r%

ceived the thanks of the President and

Fellows. These books were read with,

great avidity by the studeuts. But

though there is reason to believe that the

seed thus sown took deep root, and that

in many instances it produced an abun

dant harvest; and \hough many persons

eminent for rank and talent in the New

England Slates openly avowed the Unita

rian creed, it does not appear that any

numerous societies of Christians have

hitherto followed the example of the

congregation at the King's Chapel, in

making a public profession of the Uuitarj

an doeuiue." pp. 15, 1G.

Again;

"In the state of Massachusetts, and

particularly in the environs of Boston,

the great cause of Christian truth," (i. e. of

Unitariauism,) "is making a silent but rap

id and irresistible progress. From tho

inquisitive and liberal spirit which pre-

33
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Tails in the University of Cambridge,

which has never been checked at any

time, but which there is reason to expect

will receive every requisite aid and en

couragement from the present learned

and accomplished Principal, Dr. Kirk-

land, the happiest consequences may be

expected to ensue." p. 37.

We refer also to the first par

agraph of the letter of Mr,

Wells, a distinguished and fa

vorite alumnus of that college.

If further evidence were want

ing, we might find it, in the

class of books recommended by

the Professor of Divinity in that

Seminary, as the best books in

Theology; in the manner in

which his Theological Lectures

are managed, and in which the

exercises of the Sabbath are con'

ducted; especially, in the Gen

eral Repository, a work, which

declares the doctrine of the

Trinity to be the grossest cor

ruption of modern times; and in

a letter of consolation and en

couragement written by Dr.

Kirkland to the New Unitarian

Church in Philadelphia; which

they, like their Apostle Bel-

sjiam, have been complaisant

enough to publish, by shewing it

Vo several of their orthodox

friends. But it is unnecessary

to proceed in this detail, which

might be enlarged to thousands

of particulars. The gentlemen

themselves, since Mr. Belsham

has so unexpectedly and impru

dently betrayed the matter, will

not, we presume, for a moment

hesitate to avow the principles

which they hold.

There is one topic of proof, how

ever, which is of a very solemn

nature, and which deserves a

separate notice, We refer to

the prayers, offered by the Pres

ident, at the public commence

ment. It will not be contended,

that these prayers, as they have

been offered for four years in

succession, afford an unfavorable

specimen of the kind of religion,

which is taught in the college.

Indeed, the prayers of professed

Christians, generally, are much

less apt to be erroneous, than

their direct, formal, instructions.

At one commencement, that of

1813, the prayers were particu

larly observed, and their defi-

ciences noticed, even by chil

dren who had been accustomed

to far other devotional exercises.

At the close of the day, several

gentlemen of education and res

pectability, from different parts

of the American union, came to

the unanimous conclusion, that

the following negatives could be

truly asserted concerning both

the prayerss viz. That there was

no mention of sin; of1 course no

petition for forgiveness; no ad

mission or implication that man

kind are in a ruined state; no

acknowledgment of exposedness

to sin. There was no mention

of salvation; nor the slightest

allusion to any church as existing-

upon earth; nor to the holiness

and happiness of heaven. There

was no mention of a radical dis-

tinction among men; no admis

sion of regeneration; no suppli

cation for spiritual aid. There

was no looking forward to *

more blissful period of the

world, when the truth shall be

universally prevalent. In one

of the prayers, there was no

mention of Christ, nor the most

distant allusion to Him; in the

other, the only mention or allu

sion was in the three closing

words, "through our Redeem

er."

We should not have mention

ed this subject, if it seemed pos
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sible that such prayers couW

have originated from mere for-

getfulness, or accident. Were

we asked for a positive descrip

tion of them, we should say, that

they were such as a candid and

intelligent man would suppose

Mr. Belsham to make, in perfect

consistency with his creed.

It is to be remembered, that

tbe departure of a class from the

college, where they have been

educated, is to them a solemn

occasion; and that they need,

whatever their instructors may

think on the subject, to be earn

estly and affectionately com*

mended to the grace of God.

They need the prayers of all,

who have an interest at the

throne of grace, that as they go

forth into the world and become

more exposed to its manifold

temptations, they may be pre

served from sin, and sanctified

by the Word and Spirit of God,

made blessings to the church

and the world, and prepared for

endless happiness and glory.

Such, then, is the melancholy

view of this important Seminary;

which contains hundreds of

promising youths, who are here

after to act a conspicuous part

in the important business of life.

The most superficial observer

must sec, that such a seminary

is the very heart of the common

wealth; every pulse it beats, if it

be diseased, will send poisonous

blood to the very extremities of

the body politic. Let Christian

parents look well to this. The

men that raised up the College,

and made it the glory of our

western world, were men who

consecrated it "to Christ and the

Church." To them belongs the

praise of making it what it has

been. But it is no longer what

it once was. The lustre of sci

ence still shines, but the Sun of

Christianity is eclipsed. Young

men leave the place now, not

with hosannas in their mouths

to the Son of David; but with

burning zeal to propagate the

new philosophy. Does the par

ent, who bows the knee to Jesus,

wish to have his son deny the

Lord that bought him? If not,

let him well reflect what desti

nation he gives him, to be taught

the principles of religion as well

as science.

If the advocates for the present

administration of the College are

displeased with these remarks,

they must thank Mr. Belsham

for having elicited them. We

never took our pen with greater

caution, nor with a more impe

rious sense of duty.

* We have done with the His

tory of the progress of Unitari

anism; but there are some inci

dental points in the pamphlet

before us, which it will be prop

er to notice.

The manner, in which Unitari

anism is propagated, deserves a

few moments attention. Dr.

Freeman, as has been seen al

ready, describes certain cau

tious characters, "who content

themselves with leading their

hearers, by a course of rational

but prudent sermons, gradually

and insensibly to embrace" Uni

tarianism. Though Dr. F. does

not entirely approve this mode;

"yet," says he, "it produces good

effects."

* Mr. Belsham has inserted in

his work, (pp. 38—41 of the

pamphlet,) a very "curious" let

ter, to use his own epithet; but

has not told us who was the

writer of it. We recommend

this letter to our readers, as one

 

l&."
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of the most admirable specimens

of anility, which they will any

where find. It contains a great

deal of small talk, concerning

the Boston Clergy and other

things. The object of Mr. Bel-

sham in publishing it, was,

doubtless, to chastise the Boston

clergy for their cowardice in con

cealing their religious opinions.

Hear him commenting on this

letter:

"Can it upon the common principles of

human nature be reasonably expected of

a body of clergy, nursed in the lap of ease

and affluence and placed in a station of

such high secular consideration and com

fort as that of the ministers of Boston,

that they should come forward and by an

open profession of unpopular truth.. volun

tarily risk the loss of all their temporal

dignity and comfort, and incur the con

tempt and enmity of many who are now

their warmest admirers and friends? I say

not this by way of disparagement to the

present body of ministers in Boston and

its neighborhood. Some of these 1 have

the pleasure to call my friends, and know

tliem to be possessed of talents the most

distinguished, of piety the most fervent,

and of benevolence and zeal the most ar

dent, active aud laudable; and of the rest

1 have heard a most favorable character.

It is the situation, not the men, which ex

cites my apprehensions. And who will

venture to say of himself, that his virtue

would be equal to the trial. Yet still it

cannot reasonably be hoped that truth

will make any visible and rapid progress,

till her advocates rise above the fear

of man, and t'.ie love of ease, and arc

willing with the apostles of Christ and

the reformers of every age, to forsake all

and to sacrifice their dearest interests in

her glorious cause. The encouragement

and success which such faithful confessors

would meet with in that populous and op

ulent city, would, I doubt not, be very

great." p. 41.

"Faithful confessors!" What

distinguished self-denial, sim>

plicity, and godly sincerity! The

crown of martyrdom surely

awaits you. Are you not impa

tient to be gone, and grasp the

immortal prize?

Mr. Belsham takes the liberty

to differ very much from his

Boston brethren, on the subject

of concealing their sentiments

in this manner. Mr. Wells has

undertaken to become their ad

vocate. His plea in their behalf

has been already seen in the third

paragraph of his letter.

We pass over, for the present,

the very decorous appellations,

liberally bestowed by Mr- Wells

upon the orthodox; and remark;

merely, that the apology for his

cautious brethren sufficiently in

dicates his views of their con

duct,' in regard to their public

teaching.

Thus it is, and thus it has been

for years. Knowing that the

cold skepticism of Socinianism

cannot satisfy the wants nor alle

viate the woes of plain common

sense people, its advocates in

general have not dared to be

open. They have clandestinely

crept into orthodox churches,

by forbearing to contradict their

faith, and then have gradually

moulded them, by their negative

preaching, to the shape which

they would 'wish. The people,

after a while, never hearing of

the atonement, nor of special

grace, or any of the kindred doc

trines, forget that they belong to

the Christian system; and, by and

by, regard a man as a kind of

enthusiast, or monster, whpf

preaches such doctrines. Who

does not see, that there is great

cunning, and that there is great

policy in all this? But then—the

honesty! That is another matter.

Did the holy apostles act in this

manner when they preached to

Jews or heathens? Did they

teach by negatives? Let those

blush, who profess to follow the

the apostles, and yet behave in

this base, hypocritical manner!

Common honesty revolts at it.

The idea that a minister believes
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the truths of ihe Gospel to be of

infinite importance, and still

conceals them, is incompatible

either with fidelity or integrity.

We appeal to the community

at large, whether it is not a noto

rious fact, that candidates for the

ministry, of the liberal party,

generally conceal their religious

opinions; and that they do this

with particular care, when there

is a prospect, or a hope, of their

being settled over orthodox

churches? We ask, also, wheth

er it is not a notorious fact, that

candidates of the orthodox school

generally avow their religious

opinions with the utmost frank

ness, and that they take particu

lar care-to do so, when there is a

prospect of their being settled

overchurchesandcongregations,

which are supposed to have a

leaning towards modern liberal

ity? A child can draw the infer

ence; especially when informed,

that inducements of a worldly

nature would often be quite as

great in the latter class of cases

as in the former.

We know indeed, that modesty

is the plea of these negative

preachers! They do not wish to

be over-confident! But let us see

them undisguised; look at them

in Mr. Belsham's pamphlet; and

judge of this modesty and want

of confidence in their own opin-

"UDitarianism," says Mr.

Wells, "consists rather in not

believisg." Yes, in not believing

the doctrines of the Gospel; but

not in having no creed. Some

Unitarians are, indeed, of this

sort. They are universal skep

tics, respecting every proposi

tion that relates to Christianity.

But most have a creed. What

'■ia.\ is, we have seen from the

hand of the ingenuous Mr. Bel-

sham; who, whatever other faults

he has, is certainly not often

chargeable with' the faults of

tergiversation and duplicity.

Of the manner in which Uni

tarianism is taught in Harvard

College, Mr. Wells has given us

a description in the first para

graph of his letter, to which the

reader will please to refer. This

accords, to be sure, very well

with the accounts which we have

often received, of the manner of

instruction in divinity, at present,

in that University. Syste?n in

instruction, as a positive entity,

is indeed sufficiently remote

from the "direction" of the In

structors; but that religion,

"which consists in not believ

ing," is taught by a well concert

ed and uniformly executed plan

of negatives. All systems but

Unitarianism are openly, or se

cretly, impugned or ridiculed,

while the '■'not believing" relig

ion is dexterously substituted in

their place.

We unite most heartily with

Mr. Belsham, on the subject of

propagating Unitarianism, in the

•wish to see all who are truly

Unitarians openly such,' and thut

they would teach the doctrines of

their creed, "as well as practise

the rites of Unitarian worship."

p. 41.

Let every honest man look at

the above picture ef Unitarian

ism, drawn by the leaders them

selves. Hear Mr. Wells once

more, on the spread of these

principles. "Its tenets," (those

of Unitarianism,) "have spread

very extensively in New Eng

land, but I believe there is only

one church professedly Unita

rian." p. 44. Indeed! And are

these the true representatives

it "v
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of the Apostles and martyrs,

glorifying God by an often flro-

fession of his Gospel, and not

ashamed to own their Lord be

fore men? Is this the simflticity

and godly sincerity of the Gos

pel? And these the men, who

claim all 'the reason, all the learn

ing, all the charity, all the integ

rity of the community? Are these

the men, who, according to the

insinuation of Mr. Wells, are

"every thing that is respectable,'*

while their opponents are "every

thing that is detestable?" The

conduct of Mr. Belsham, rotten

as he is, in point of doctrine, to

the very core, is purity itself

compared with the conduct of

these.

There is another striking

characteristic in the progress of

Unitarianism in this country.

"We have, in various places, the

history of the manner in which

converts are made to this reli

gion. The Boston clergy are

represented by Dr. Freeman, as

first converted by the labors of

Mr. Hazlitt. The Rev. Mr. Ox-

nard, the father of the Unitarians

at Portland, was "convinced by

the works of Dr. Priestley and

Mr. Lindsey." p. 16. "The pub

lications of these men," says Dr.

F. "have bad, and probably will

have, great effects." p. IT, By

the same publications, was the

Rev. J. Sherman convinced, p.

24. The. works of other Unita

rians make converts also at Old-

enbarncveld, and other places.

Dr. Priestley, in his letter al

ready extracted, seems to con

sider his Tracts as necessary to

his success.

All this, to be sure, is just

what the orthodox have long

uffirmed; Unitarianism is not

rpread by the Bible. But then,

that the sect, which has such a

loathing for alt systems, and all

human creeds, and composi

tions, should depend, and ac

knowledge its dependence, for

ill its success, on the works of

Priestley, Lindsey, and a few

others, is not quite so consistent

as one might expect. Yes, the

Bible* and the Holy Spirit of

God, are not once named in the

whole pamphlet, as the causes

of conversion to Unitarianism;

or as even co-adjutors in this

work. The truth frequently

owes its disclosure to accident.

Mr. Belsham, and his corres

pondents, did not mean to por

tray Unitarianism thus. But

where there was no disguise; in

the free expression of their

hearts, they told the honest truth.

To Priestley, and Lindsey, and

their co-adjutors be all the glory

of the spread of this sect! The

Bible will, we apprehend, be the

last to claim it.

There is another characteristic

of Unitarians, displayed in this

pamphlet, which is not new to

us, but with which we have for

many years been nauseated. It

is the practice of universally be

daubing each other, with all the

fulsome adulation which they can

collect and invent. Let us see

how this matter is managed by

Mr. Belsham and his corres

pondents. We begin with the

commencement of the book, and

go on in course. The Rev. J.

Smith is simply "respectable."

Dr. Freeman has "a great deal

of knowledge, good sense, and

an excellent disposition." Mr.

Hazlitt is "pious, zealous, and

intelligent,—an honest man—and

an honest good man;" all in

twelve lines. Dr. Provost, who

is represented as favoring Dr F.
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is a °man of great learning, lib

eral sentiments, and deep piety,"

as well as a "worthy prelate."

Governor Bowdoin, who is also

epresented as favoring Or. F.

bos "learning, good sense and

merit." Mr. Cary is "worthy

of the honorable situation which

he occupies, and is well qualified

to carry on the cause in which

bis excellent colleague is en

gaged." Mr. Oxnard is a "man

of good talents, sincere piety,

and of ardent zeal," a "worthy

founder," and a "worthy man;"

all in twelve lines. Gen. Lin

coln is our "worthy Lieutenant

Governor." Mr. Thatcher is a

"gentleman of large property,

and of excellent character; of

active zeal, of high character,

approved patriotism and distin

guished talents." Mr. Bentley,

[the Rev. Mr. Bentley of Salem)

is a "man of a bold, independent

mind, of strong natural powers,

and of more skiJJ in the learned

languages than any person of his

years in the state." Col. Mappa

is a "gentleman of truly respect-

able character, and of considera

ble property." Mr. Vanderkemp

is "learned and pious—and ex

cellent and worthy." Mr. Sher

man is "a worthy confessor,—a

Christian confessor," possesses

"fortitude and zeal," with a

"high elevation of character."

Mr. Abbot is the "faithful cham

pion of truth, the amiable, use

ful, and beloved pastor; the vir

tuous sufferer; an able, honest,

and pious sufferer;" all within

balfapege. Mr. Wells is "in

telligent, learned, and valuable,"

and has a Kzeal for the truth

which is beyond all praise." Mr.

Norton is an "excellent young

man." Dr. Ware is "worthy

and learned;" and Mr. Buck-

minster is ,;revercnd, and learn

ed, and eloquent."

All this, and much more of the

same kind, in about 30 pages.

Truly praise must be plenty

enough, when it rains down thus

in showers. We wonder what

new Lexicon of epithets Mr.

Belsham and his correspondents

have been studying. It must

surely be a worthy book, by a

worthy author, printed by a wor

thy printer, at a worthy press;

besides being bound in a worthy

manner by a worthy binder, and

sold by a worthy bookseller, at a

worthy price, to a worthy man,

who has made a worthy use of it,

in the com position of this worthy

history.

But to be serious; it is nause

ating, it is intolerable, to find

such daubing on every page.

Let a man only turn Unitarian,

and he becomes at once a man of

talents, and consideration. The

newspapers puff his performan

ces. He is flattered while he

lives; and canonized when he is

dead. Boston is, we believe, the

only place in this country, where

the mapner in which duties are

discharged in the pulpit, are

made the perpetual subject of

newspaper eulogy. The Editors

of papers are not at the bottom

of this. It lies in the taste of

the Unitarian public. Cambridge

is the only University which

praises herself, and assumes a

place above all her sister col

leges. We are satisfied that

Unitarianhm has done this. It

is one of the arts of proselyting.

Mr. Belsham has shewn us how

he can p.ay off his actors in the

drama. The disciples follow the

example of their master. But

it is high time to have done

praising themselves; or at leasr
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to be sensible of the awkward,

disgusting manner, in which

they discharge this essential part

of their vocation.

All this, however, we may be

told, proceeds from breasts over

flowing with the milk of human

kindness; from a fountain which

sends forth ebullitions of univer

sal philanthropy. Indeed! Let

us look a little farther before we

draw this conclusion. How do

these worthy, and pious, and can

did, and liberal gentlemen treat

their opponents? Take the fol

lowing specimens of liberality;

and these too from leaders of

the sect.

Mr. Bclsham calls the oppos-

ers of Mr. Sherman, "ignorant

and malignant persecutors," p.

36. Mr. Vanderkemp says, that

Mr. Sherman has to struggle at

Oldenbarneveld, "with furious

bigotry and ignorant supersti

tion," p. 35. Mr. Wells, speak

ing of an open contest about So-

cinian principles, indulges in

the most violent invectives. Dr.

Freeman tells Mr. Lindsey, that

he is frequently angry "with

error and bigotry;" and congrat

ulates him, on his having "re

claimed many from the errors of

idolatry and superstition."

Such are the undisguised ex

pressions of these kind and lib

eral gentlemen toward the ortho

dox. All comment is superflu

ous. In pretence, all is polite

ness and liberality; in practice,

we find a rancor bitter as death,

and cruel as the grave.

Dr. Freeman has indeed gone

to the ne filus of his sect. The

orthodox are "idolaters".' Divine

Savior! What, then, are those

ten thousand times ten thousand,

and thousands of thousands,

around the throne of God, who

say with a loud voice, Worthy U

the Lamb that was slain, to re

ceive flower, and riches, and wis

dom, and strength, and honor and

glory and blessing, and who rest

not day nor night from this em

ployment?

It is more than three years,

since we resolved to take up, as

a distinct article, the systematic

practice of praising each other,

which has been adopted by the

narrow circle of leading Unitari

ans in this country. This prac

tice we verily believe to have

been carried to an extent abso

lutely unexampled. It has been

so long continued, as to have be

come a proverb, and a by-word,

in every part of the United

States. Other pressing subjects

have hitherto prevented us from

accomplishing our intention.

But from the complete success,

which attended a hasty glance at

this subject, in a pamphlet on the

controversy between Miss Ad

ams and Dr. Morse, we are sorry

that it has not long ago been ex

amined and exposed.

But it is time to bring our

Review to a close. We will

touch on one or two subjects

more, and we shall have done for

the present.

We introduce the first sub

ject, by extracting from Mr.

Belsham the following passage.

"Notwithstanding however these strong

facts, this noble profession, and this con

ciliatory spirit, the prudent Council pro

ceed, as a matter of expediency, to dis

miss Mr. Sherman from his connexion

with the society: and while they bear hon

orable testimony to his character aud tal

ents, and "recommend him to the kind

reception of those who may see fit to em

ploy him," they cautiously subjoin, that

they " *do not consider themselves as giv

ing their approbation of Mr. Sherman's

peculiur phraseology or circumstantial

difference of sentiment on the subject of

the Trinity." And in their subsequent
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advice to Mr. Sherman, they admonish

him to guard against a bold spirit of spec

ulation, and an inordinate love of novelty.

"It is not a little curious to contrast

those differences of opinion which this ven

erable Council coolly describes under the

soil expressions of peculiar phraseology

and a circumstantial difference of senti

ment- The man whom they gravely cau

tion against a bold spirit of speculation and

inordinate love of novelty, asserts the doc

trine, that there is One God, the sole ob

ject of religious worship, and one Media

tor between Gal aad roan, the man Christ

Jesus/Vho is the prophet and messenger

of God. While his orthodox opponents,

to accommodate whom the Council think

it expedient to dismiss their exemplary

pastor, maintain as a doctrine essenliul to

salvation, and which they "can never

give up but with the Bible which contains

it/* that "the man Jesus is truly and

properly God." Is the venerable Coun

cil serious in stating differences so glaring

and so substantial as these, as nothing

more than a"*pecnliar phraseology" and a

"circumstantial difference of sentiment"?

No! No! Opinions such as these can no

more harmonize with each other than

Tight and darkness, than Christ and Belial.

They who hold doctrines so diametrically

opposite cannot be fellow -woi-shippers in

the same temple. It was expedient that

thev should separate. So far the Council

judged right" p. 30.

With all our hearts vre sub

scribe to this frank and ingenu

ous comment. It does honor to

Mr. Uelsham. How different

from the disguise of our Unita

rians, and their whining coin-

plaints about illiberality in the

orthodox in refusing to exchange

with them. We repeat with Mr.

Belsbam, "Those who hofd doc

trines, so diametrically opposite,

cannot be fellow-worshippers in

_ the same temple." How can two

malic together unldss they are

agreed? We hope these re

marks of Mr, H. will stimulate his

brethren here, to adopt his lan

guage on this subject; at least,

to permit the orthodox to come

out and be sefiarate, without fil

ling the churches and the news

papers with complaints of bigot

ry and uncharitableness. We

Vol. XI.

hope, too, that the orthodox will

be stimulated to act more deci

sively on this subject, than they

have done. It is the reproach

and sin of Massachusetts, that

while all the orthodox, liom Con

necticut to Georgia, are unani

mous in withholding communion

from Unitarians, she is lagging

behind, and dallying with this

awful and responsible subject.

It is high time for decisive ac

tion on this point. We are aware

who stand in the way. There are

ministers, who make it their

boast to shoot as near to ortho

doxy as they can, and not hit it;

who are waiting to see which

way the tide will finally turn;

who will write one half of a ser

mon to please the orthodox, and

the other half to satisfy Unitari

ans; who mean to be popular

with both parties, let the cause

of religion fare as it may. For

such, it requires the full exer

cise of Christian meekness not

to feel contempt. We do feel

sincere commiseration)

There are others, too, who are

too modest and unassuming to

preach or act decisively, because

forsooth, they are not satisfied

about certain controverted points.

Let such persons abandon the

office of teaching, and return to

their studies until they are satis

fied. What right have they to

teach religion, when they them

selves are not satisfied about its

fundamental principles?

lioih these parties are chigs to

orthodoxy. Their liclft is, Jeadly

to the cause. We want none to

labor in the work, w ho are not

satisfied that it is the cause of

God, and prepared to act accord

ingly.

Still, we would be the last to

justify persecution, or party

34
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spirit. We abhor both. Let the

orthodox come out and be sepa

rate, as Mr. Delsham advises; but

let them utter no reproaches; let

them pass no hasty censures, no

unchristian excommunications.

Let them deal with their offend

ing brethren in a solemn, affec

tionate, tender manner. Their

business is to labor for the salva

tion of souls, not to exalt a party.

As to the utter incompatibility

of Unitarianism with the faith of

orthodox chui-cl.es, we present

our readers with the opinion of a

very able man, and a distinguish

ed champion of the truth.

"It is very obvious, that two systems,

of which the sentiments on subjects such

as these are in direct opposition, cannot,

with any propriety, be confounded to

gether under one common name. That

both should be Christianity, is impossible.;

else Christianity is a term which distin

guishes nothing. Viewing the matter ab

stractly, and without affirming, for the

present, what is truth and what is error,

this, I think, I may with confidence affirm,

that to call schemes so op|tosite in all their

great leading articles by a common appel

lation, is more absurd, than it would be to

confound together those two irreconcila

ble theories in astronomy, of which the

one places the Earth, and the other the

Sun, in the centre of the Planetary Sys

tem. They are, in truth, eisentially dif-

ferent religions. For if opposite views as

to the object of -worship, the ground oj

hope for eternity, the rule offaith and

duty, and the principle! and motives of

trite obedience; if these do not constitute

different religions, we may, without much

difficulty, discover some principles ofunion

and identity, among all religions what

ever; we may realize the doctrine of

Pope's universal prayer; and extend the

right hand of fellowship to the worship

pers at the Mosque, and to the votaries of

Drama."

These- sentences are taken

from a work now in the press,

and which will be presented to

the public in a few days. It is a

Series of Discourses on the So-

cinian Controversy, by the Rev.

Ualfth IVardtaw, of Glasgow, and

has been received with very great

favor in Great Britain. Mr.

Wardlaw probably did not know,

that Pope's Universal Prayer had

been introduced, with an altera

tion which did not affect the

sense, into the public worship of

an enlightened congregation, in

the most enlightened place in the

world. Yes, this prayer, which

declares that the same Up4 is

worshipped by one, whom the

New Testament describes as a

saint, or holy person, by a sage,

who is laboring to emit the light

of philosophy from the darkness

of his own benighted mind, and

by a savage, who is engaged in

offering human sacrifices to his

malignant deities;—this prayer

is adopted by a Christian assem

bly to be used as a hymn of praise

to the true God!

To return to the subject, from

which we digressed a moment,

let the orthodox separate in wor

ship and communion from Uni

tarians; but let them meekly give

a reason for their separation. To

treat their opponents with asper

ity, with contempt, or reproach,

is unworthy of them as Chris

tians, or as men. They must

feel, that their opponents have

souls to be saved or lost; souls

as precious as their own. The

great majority of those, whose

influence goes to swell the im

portance of the liberal party, are

not involved in most of the cen

sures, which this review implies,

or expresses. They, only, who

are the principal actors in Mr.

Belsham's drama, have been thus

unwittingly exposed by their

heresiarch. Their conduct de

serves animadversion in many

things, as it regards religion. In

a civil and social respect, we are

disposed to treat them with cour
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tesy. But we cannot, we ought

not to let this courtesy paralyze

our hands, and make us indiffer

ent, while the contest is pending,

whether Christianity shall exist

in any thing more than a name

in our country, or be supplanted

■ by the new philosophy.

Let our readers say, after the

abore developement, whether

the time is not come, in which

we and they are to speak out,

and to act with decision. If it is,

then let them follow the exam

ple; and let the churches in this

land, who yet reverence the reli

gion of the Bible, (which was

the religion of our fathers,) and

bow the knee to Jesus, purify

themselves, wherever it is neces

sary, from the reproach which

now lies against some of them.

Have you any doubts remain

ing on this subject} after perus

ing the quotations contained in

this Review? You have seen,

Christians, in what manner your

Bible and your Savior are re

garded and treated. Ponder well

on this. Shall your children be

trained up in these principles?

Remember that you are account

able to God for the manner in

which you think and act on these

subjects.

We are aware, that it will be

charged against us, that the ten

dency of the preceding remarks

is to give an unfair representa

tion of the liberal party. It will

be said, that the liberal party

ought not to be condemned for

the extravagant opinions of Mr.

Belsham. It has been said, that

Mr. Wells is an obscure man,

and that his testimony does not

amount to much. This is new

to us. We had always supposed,

that Mr. Wells was far from be-

in<» an obscure man among the

liberal party; and we still believe

that he is one of the most intelli

gent, active, and prominent men

in their ranks. That he has been

among the planners and execu-

tors of nearly all their literary

publications will not be doubted.

It is with pleasure that we men

tion one proof of genuine liber

ality in Mr. Wells: we refer to

his republication of the Chris

tian Observer. By presenting

this work to the American pub

lic, he conferred a lasting benefit

on this country; though, by do»

ing it, he incurred the disappro

bation of some of his Unitarian

brethren. We believe, however,

that Mr. Wells is not at present

concerned in that publication.

But there is much evidence

on this subject, besides the tes

timony of Mr. Wells and Dr.

Freeman. We feel entirely war

ranted to say, that the predomi

nant religion of the liberal party

is decidedly Unitarian, in Mr.

Brlsham's sense of the word.

The Anthology, published by

the most prominent clergymen

and laymen of the liberal party,

clearly favored the Unitarian

school. The General Reposi

tory was still more open and un

disguised. Both these works

had the patronage of those, who

have the entire control of the

College; the latter issuing from

the walls of that seminary. The

Improved Version of the New

Testament was patronized and

praised by the same men. Of

this Version Mr. Belsham says,

in his Calm Inquiry, p. 460, that

'the notes were intended chiefly

to exhibit the most approved in

terpretations of the Unitarian

expositors.' Of this avowedly
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sectarian publication the Re

viewers in the General Reposi

tory speak thus, vol. iv, p. 207.

"We honestly profess, and without fear

of losing reputation with those, whose

good opinion we are very solicitous to

retain, that we think it a work highly re

spectable, and adapted to be very useful."

Again; the Reviewers say, that

the editors of the Improved Ver-

"Have produced a version far more

faithful, more con-act, and more intelligi

ble, than that in common use; a version

therefore to an intelligent English reader

of very great value."

In the Anthology for May,

1811, p. 336, is a review of the

Memoirs of Dr. Wheelock. This

review was written, as we have

reason to believe, by the Presi

dent of Harvard College. If we

have been misinformed, we will

take the earliest opportunity of

correcting the mistake. In the

course of the article, there is

much sly sarcasm in reference

to the orthodox faith. The fol

lowing passage we quote as a

specimen.

"The early conversion of Mr. Whee

lock is by no means the general privilege

ofthe disciples of his school, however ex

emplary and regular their lives. The

change, which they deem saving, is most

commonly, in the case of those intended

for the ministry, delayed till near the time

when they must begin or relinquish their

chosen calling. At that period, they often

find themselves pursued, as a "murderer

by the avenger of blood to the very gates

of the city of refuge"—and they must en

ter or perish. If their reason survives the

dismay or despondence of the law-work,

the dreadful spasm passes oft'; and the agi

tation subsides into a calm, which enables

them first to hear the whispers of hope,

and then proceed to the exultation ofjoy."

pp. 337, 338.

This passage is written in a

style, which exactly suits the

views and feelings of the Unita

rian school. Could the founders,

benefactors, and instructors of

Harvard College, for nearly a

century and three quarters, have

foreseen the day, when the liter

ary publications, patronized by

the governors and instructors of

that institution, should ridicule ,

the idea of conversion by the

agency of the Holy Spirit of

God, with what deep and poig

nant grief would their hearts

have been affected! And how

great would have been their as

tonishment, as well as their grief,

if informed, that the highest offi

cer, in that venerable seminary,

would think it a proper employ

ment of his lime to sit down

coolly to the composition of a

strain of sarcasm and raillery on

such a subject:—and that, not for

his own amusement only, but to

be thrown into the world to fur

nish new jests for the profane,

and increase the natural antipa

thy of men to religion!

It appears, then, that the Col

lege, and nearly all the influence

of the liberal party through the

medium of the press, are in favor

of Unitarianism. If individuals

dislike Mr. Belsbam as a leader;

if they are not willing to be

classed among his followers; let

them declare ther own opinions

openly. But let them not yield

all their countenance to Unitari

ans, and yet complain if ranked

in the same class, by those who

have no means of learning their

opinions except by their conduct.

The pamphlet contains a curi

ous letter from Mr. Jefferson to

Dr. Priestley, which we have not

room to describe Speaking of

Mr. Jefferson, Dr. Priestley says:

"He is generally considered as.,

an unbeliever: if so, however,

HE CANNOT BE FAR FROM US.
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and I hope in the way to be not

only almost, but altogether what

we are." This is what we have

always thought, and frequently

said. Unitarianism and Infidel

ity are nearly related indeed.

Mr. Wells, who is a hopeful

pupil of the Priestleian school,

says that they are identical.

"Unitarianism," says he, "con

sists rather in not believing;"

and he wishes to make men

"zealous in re/using to believe."

The words printed in Italics were

so printed by Mr. Belsham, and

were probably underscored by

Mr. Wells. On reading this

passage, we turned to the Im

proved Version, saying to our

selves, "Who knows but Mr.

Wells may read Scripture thus:

He that believeth not shall be

saved." We find th^t this con

jectural emendation is probably

reserved for some improved edi

tion. Whether it is so reserved

or not, it is quite as worthy of

credit as several conjectural crit

icisms contained in that work.

We s'.iall close with a few

brief observations on Mr. Wells's

letter;—a letter which contains,

within a small compass, a faith

ful epitome of the most common

cant of the liberal party, as it has

appeared in their publications,

for ten years past.

It is curious to observe the

truly meek and charitable man

ner, in which Mr. Wells arran

ges the parties to the Unitarian

controversy. On his own side,

are "honesty unfettered and un

biassed," "correct sentiments,"

"virtue and learning and honor,"

"spirit and ability,""good sense,"

"self-respect, the companion of

firtue," "truth," and, in short,

every thing which is respecta

ble." On ihe side of the ortho

dox, are "craft and cunning and

equivocation and falsehood and

intolerant zeal," "low cunning,"

"low prejudices," "and every

thing which is detestable." So

much for abstract qualities.

When we come to persons, we

find "Mr. Norton, an excellent

young man," "the very worthy

and learned Dr. Ware," "Dr.

Kirkland the president," "most

of the Boston clergy and respect

able laymen, (many of whom are

enlightened theologians,)- who

do not conceal their sentiments,

but express them, when they

judge it firofier," and "Judge

Thatcher, an excellent man and

most zealous Unitarian:" these

are drawn up in battle-array, in

the liberal ranks. On the other

side no names are mentioned ex

cept that of "Dr. M."» But we

find that the orthodox consist

of "theological system-makcis;"

of "the ignorant, the violent, the

ambitions, ond the cunning;" of

"conceited deacons," and "big

oted, persecuting Calvinists."

Really! Thte is an arrangement

which, in point of liberality, has

seldom been surpassed. Mr.

Wells ought 1o be appointed

grand marshal of the Unitarian

corps.

Dr. Osgood and Dr. Lathrop

are suffered to stand apart. This

favor seems to have been grant

ed them, because, to use the

words of Mr. Wells, "they are

on the best possible terms with

our Boston friends."

Mr. Wells decides, without

the least hesitation, that Unita

rian sentiments are the only sen

* The manner in which Dr. M. is men.

tioned in this letter, and the influence

-which he is deemed to have, will account

for no small part of the zeal, which some

Unitarians have shewn to put him down.

"Worthy" conduct in a "worthy" cause!
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ttments to be found in the New

Testament. It is not to our pur

pose to inquire, whence he de

rived his authority to dogmatize

in this flippant manner. He

speaks, however, of Drs. Osgood

and Lathrop as "really ortho

dox," and as "noble and deter

mined supporters of the right of

private judgment." Yet, if his

decision is entitled to credit,

these aged and "venerable" cler

gymen are the mere dupes of

"theological system-makers;"

and have been employed all

their lives in teaching doctrines,

which have nothing to support

them in the New Testament.

Again; Mr. Wells speaks in

the most confident manner, as

though all the learning in the

world was enlisted on the Unita

rian bide, and had to contend

with nothing but ignorance, pre

judice, and bigotry. Is it possi

ble that Mr. Wells can believe,

bn reference to this country, that

all the learning is on his side,

when nearly all the regular cler

gy, all the colleges -except one,

and all the theological institu

tions, are decidedly opposed to

Unitarianism? and when he can

number, as in favor of his scheme,

only one college, and a few cler

gymen in Boston and the vicin

ity? Is it possible, that he can

believe the crude speculations of

such a man as Mr. Bclsham to

be evidences of great learning,

while such men as Middleton,

Magee, Buchanan, Wardlaw,

Chalmers, and the Editors of

the Christian Observer, are poor,

ignorant, deluded, bigoted crea

tures?

Again; Mr. Wells says that

"the violent party," (by which

term he very meekly character

izes the friends of the religion

of our fathers,) "have very un

wisely preferred to insist upon a

subscription to articles of faith."

The simple fact is, that the foun

ders of the Theological Institu

tion at Andover have very wisely

insisted, that the professor* sup

ported by theirfunds should sub

scribe articles of faith. Yet a

stranger would suppose, from

Mr. Wells's representation, that

all our ministers and churches

were required to subscribe to

some authorized formulary of

religious doctrines, on penalty

of being excluded from the com

munion of the orthodox church

es. We need not say, that such

a representation is entirely un

supported by fact.

It is indeed singular, that men

professing unbounded liberality,

should raise and keep up a vio

lent outcry, merely because a

few charitable individuals have

endowed professorships with

their *wn money, and have pro

vided that the professors should

believe certain doctrines, which,

as the founders are fully per

suaded, are taught in the Scrip

tures.

Again; "We have to contend

here," says Mr. Wells, "for the

first principles of Protestant

ism." "In short, we are now

contending for the liberty of be

ing Protestants." Were it not

that similar assertions have been

often made by many of the lib

eral party, we should not notice

this subject. We must intreat

Mr. Wells, and his brethren, to

state precisely what those prin

ciples of Protestantism are,

which are contended for by him

and his friends, and denied by the

orthodox. Till this is done, we

shall take the liberty of assert

ing, and we do it without the
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least fear of contradiction or ex

posure, that no one Jundamental

principle ofProtestantism is thus

contended for and thus denied.

Let us look a moment at a sub

ject, -which has given rise to so

i ucli groundless clamor. What

' • the first principles of Pro-

stantism? We have always sup-

sed, that justification by faith

it -Tie, was, by way of eminence,

the first principle of the early

reformers. Another important

principle was this; that before

regeneration men are totally des

titute of holiness, and can do

nothing which is acceptable in

the sight of God. Other princi

ples were the doctrines of pre

destination, election, conversion

by the Spirit of God, new obedi

ence, and perseverance. Which

of these doctrines is contended

for by the liberal party in this

country, or denied by the ortho

dox? But let us look at another

ctess (t( principles. Protestants

have uniformly held, that the

Scriptures are the only and suffi

cient rule of faith and practice;

that Popish traditions arc of no

authority; and that the decisions

of councils are not infallible.

Have the orthodox in this coun

try ever denied either of these

principles? If they have, it is

new to us. Perhaps the ortho

dox have been unwilling to put

the Scriptures into the hands of

the common people, in their

mother tongue? if so, let the

offence be proved. Let the

guilty individuals be named; and

we will heartily join in their con

demnation. But it will be said,

perhaps, that the orthodox have

a creed, or creeds; in other

words, they express, by a short

summary, the principal doc

trines, which they believe the

Scriptures to contain. This is

true; and it is precisely what eU

the Protectant churches have uni

formly done, in perfect consist

ency with every principle of the

Reformation. Let us hear no

more of this miserable cant about

Protestantism. The complaint

is absolutely without foundation.

As well might it be said, that

the Inquisition of Goa, having

travelled across the Indian and

Atlantic oceans, (palaces, cav

erns and all,) has seated itself on

Beacon hill; and that father Jo-

sephus a Doloribus sits there, oa

his black marble throne, daily

sentencing the "worthy confes

sors'* of Unitarianism to his sub

terranean dungeons. The lib

eral party are not contending for

the privilege of thinking for

themselves. This has never been

denied them in this country. But

they are contending for the priv

ilege of thinking for themselves

and the orthodox too; at least so

far as to prescribe the manner,

in which the orthodox shall re

gard them. While they muti

late the New Testament, and re

ject nearly all the fundamental

doctrines of the Gospel; while

they degrade the Savior to the

condition of a fallible, peccable,

and ignorant man;—they clamor

ously insist, that the orthodox

should have just as good an opin

ion of them as they have of them

selves, and should acknowledge

them to be candid, impartial,

enlightened, pious Christians.

This is requiring too much.

While they demand the privi

lege of thinking and acting for

themselves, let them accord th«

same privilege to others.

Mr. Belsham predicts, that the

time will come when ttie truth,

by which he means Unitarian
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ism, will burst forili, in this

country, "in all her glory." Fired

at the thought, he indulges in the

following figurative language,

with which the history concludes.

"The dull hollow rumbling at the bot

tom of the sea, which is scarcely noticed

b)' the in attentive traveller who is gliding

carelessly over the solid plate of ice which

encrusts the surface, is, to the wary and

experienced observer, a sure presage of

the speedy and sudden explosion of the

Immense superincumbent mass, and of the

restoration of the imprisoned waves to

their native freedom, to the consternation -

and often to the utter destruction of those

who refuse to listen to the friendly pre

monition."

This is a fair and generous

warning. We have heard "the

dull hollow rumbling at the bot

tom of the sea." We exhort the

churches "to listen to the friendly

premonition;" lest, when the

fountain* of the great deep, shall

be breketi up, those who are care-

lets and inattentive should be

overwhelmed by "the imprison

ed waves'* to "their consterna

tion and utter destruction!"

LXXVI. .1 Discourse occasion-

ed by the Proclamation of

Peace between Great Britain

and the United States of Amer

ica. Preached on Lord's day,

Feb. 26, I8I5; and published

by request. By Thomas Wil

liams, Minister of the Pacific

Congregational Church and

Society in Providence. Prov

idence; H. Mann & Co. pp. 23.

This Discourse is a very sensi

ble discussion of an important

subject. The text is Isa. ii, 4.

They shall beat their swords into -

plough-shares, and their spears

into pruning hooks; nation shall

not lift up sword against nation,

neither shall they learn war any

more.

The preacher illustrates this

proposition: "Though war has

existed in past ages, yet, in a fu

ture period, it shall wholly cease

to exist." In pursuance of his

design, he considers the exist

ence of war in past ages; inquires

how it appears, that war shall

wholly cease; and shows in what

way it shall cease. The two

last of these heads are treated in

a very interesting manner. To

the inquiry, how it appears that

wars shall hereafter wholly

cease, the preacher replies, that

it does not thus appear from the

native character of mankind, nor

from any events that have yet

taken place; but solely from what

God has declared in the Scrip

tures. The way, in which the

preacher supposes that universal

peace will be established, is de

scribed under these two particu

lars; the publication of the Gospel

through the whole earth, and

the effusion of the Holy Spirit

on all nations. We entirely ap

prove of these sentiments, and

are deliberately of opinion, that

Christians ought to keep them

constantly in view, in all their

plans for doing good to mankind.

It is not sufficient to prove, that

war is unjust, cruel, unwise, im

politic, and ruinous. Mankind

have always known this. The

understanding is easily convinc

ed; but, before the world will be

reformed, the hearts of men

must be changed.

We have no room for extracts;

but cordially recommend this

sermon to the perusal of our

readers.
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A LETTER, &c.

wv rjunsn asu bhother,

I have recollected with much satisfaction the conversa

tion, which we held the other morning, on the subject of the

late Review in the Panoplist for June, of a pamphlet, called

" American Unitarianism." I was not surprised, but I was

highly gratified, by the spirit with which you spoke of that

injurious publication. Grief rather than indignation marked

your countenance, and you mourned, that men, who bear

the sacred and pacifick name of Christian, could prove so

insensible to the obligations of their profession. Our con

versation turned, as you recollect, on the falsehood of that

Review ; on its motives ; and on the duties which are

imposed on those ministers, whose good name and whose

influence it was designed to destroy.

After leaving you, my thoughts still dwelt on the subject ;

and, painful as is the task, I have thought it my duty to

exhibit to the publick the topicks which we discussed, as

well as to add some reflections suggested by private medi

tation.

I bring to the subject a feeling, which I cannot well

express in words, but which you can easily understand.

It is a feeling, as if I were degrading myself by noticing the

false and injurious charges contained in this review. I feel

as if I were admitting, that we need vindication, that our
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reputations want support, that our characters and lives do

not speak for themselves. My selfrespect loo is wounded,

by coming into contact with assailants, who not only deny

us the name of Christians, but withhold from us the treat

ment of gentlemen. These feelings, united with my love

of peace, would induce me to pass over the Review in

silence, if it were limited within the sphere within which we

are personally known. In this sphere, I trust, its bitter

ness, coarseness, and misrepresentations will work their

own cure ; and that no other defence is required, but the

tenour of our ministry and lives. But the work, in which

this article is published, is industriously spread through the

country, and through all classes of society. The asper

sions which it contains are also diffused, as widely as pos

sible, by conversation and even by newspapers. We owe

then to ourselves, and what is more important to the cause

of christian truth and charity, some remarks on the repre

sentations and spirit of the Review. You can easily con

ceive, how difficult it is to read again and again such a pub

lication without catching some portion of an unchristian

spirit. I do indeed feel myself breathing an atmosphere to

which I am not accustomed. But my earnest desire is to

remember whose disciple I am, and to temper displeasure

with meekness and forgiveness.

The Panoplist Review, though extended over so many

pages, may be compressed into a very narrow space. It

asserts, 1. That the ministers of this town and its vicinity,

and the great body of liberal christians are Unitarians in

Mr. Belsham's sense of the word : that is, they believe

that Jesus Christ is a mere man, who when on earth was

liable to errour and sin ; to whom we owe no gratitude for

benefits which we are now receiving ; and for whose future

interposition we have no reason to hope.
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2. The Review asserts, that these ministers and liberal

christians are guilty of hypocritical concealment of their >

sentiments, and behave in a base, cowardly and hypocri

tical manner.

3. Christians are called to come out and separate them

selves from these ministers and the liberal body of christians,

and to withhold from them christian communion.

I will consider these three heads in their order, and may

then notice some other topicks introduced into the Review.

The first assertion to be considered is, that the ministers

of this town and vicinity, and the great body of liberal chris

tians are Unitarians, in Mr. Belsham's sense of that word ;

and I wish every reader to look back and distinctly impress

this sense on his memory. I am sensible that almost every

liberal christian,* who reads these pages, will regard this

charge with a mixture of surprise and indignation, and will

almost doubt the correctness of my statement of the Re

view. I therefore add the following extracts from the last

number of the Panoplist, in which the Review is contained.

(P. 267.) " We feel entirely warranted to say that the

predominant religion of the liberal party is decidedly

Unitarian, in Mr. Belsham's sense of the word." P. 254,

" We shall feel ourselves warranted hereafter, to speak of

the fact as certain, that Unitarianism," meaning Mr. Bel

sham's, " is the predominant religion among the ministers and

churches of Boston." P. 271, " The liberal party mutilate

the New Testament, reject nearly all the fundamental doc

trines of the gospel, and degrade the Saviour to the condition

of a fallible, peccable, and ignorant man." It is unnecessary

to multiply extracts to show, that not only Boston, but its

vicinity, is involved in the charge. In fact, the liberal

party, in general, as you see, is ranged under the standard

of Mr. Belshatn. Now we both of us know this statement

* Sre "Vote A.
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to be false. This misrepresentation Is founded chiefly on

some letters written by the Rev. Dr. Freeman, and Mr.

William Wells, of Boston, to the Rev. Mr. Lindsey and

the Rev. Mr. Belsham, of London ; which letters state,

that many of the ministers and laymen of this quarter are

Unitarian. You informed me in our late conversation, that

Mr. Wells has assured you, that in his letter to Mr. Bel-

sham, he used the word Unitarian in its proper and usual

sense, as opposed to Trinitarian, as denoting a man who

believes that Ood is one person, and not three persons.

That Dr. Freeman attached the same meaning to the word,

I cannot doubt, because I have once and again heard him

give this very definition. If you will consult Miss Adams'

View of Religions, the only authority which I have at hand,

you will see, that this term belongs to persons, who differ

widely in their views of Jesus Christ. She particularly

quotes Mosheim, as saying, that Unitarians are Anti-Trini

tarians. "The Socinians," Mosheim adds, "are also so

" called. The term is comprehensive, and is applicable to a

"great variety of persons, who, notwithstanding, agree in

" this common principle, that there is no distinction in the

" Divine nature." The word Unitarian, taken in this its

true sense, as including all who believe that there is no dis

tinction of persons in God, is indeed, as Mosheim observes,

of great extent. Dr. Watts, in the latter part of his life,

was decidedly an Unitarian. So was Dr. Samuel Clarke ;

so was the late Dr. Eckley,* of this town ; so, I am told by

respectable authorities, are several Hopkinsian clergymen

in New-England. The word Unilarianism, as denoting

this opposition to Trinitarianism, undoubtedly expresses

the character of a considerable part of the ministers of this

town and its vicinity, and the commonwealth. But we both

of ns know, that their Unilarianism is of a very different

* See Note B.



kind from that of Mr. Belsliam. We both agreed in our

late conference, that a majority of our brethren believe, that

Jesus Christ is more than man, that he existed before the

world, that he literally came from heaven to save our race,

that he sustains other offices than those of a teacher and

witness to the truth, and that he still acts for our benefit, and

is our intercessor with the Father. This we agreed to be

the prevalent jpitiment of our brethren. There is another

class of JiberaHhristians, who, whilst they reject the dis

tinction of three persons in God, are yet unable to pass a

definitive judgment on the various systems, which prevail,

as to the nature and rank of Jesus Christ. They are met

by difficulties on every side, and generally rest in the con

clusion, that He, whom God has appointed to be our Sa

viour, must be precisely adapted to his work, and that ac

ceptable faith consists in regarding and following him as

our Lord, Teacher, and Saviour ; without deciding on hii

nature or rank in the universe. There is another class, who

believe the simple humanity of Jesus Christ ; but these form

a small proportion of the great body of Unitarians in this part

of our country ; and I very much doubt, whether of these,

one individual can be found, who could conscientiously sub

scribe to Mr. Belsham's creed as given in the Review. The

conduct of the Reviewer, in collecting all the opinions of

that gentleman, not only on the Trinity, but on every other

theological subject, in giving to the whole collection the

name of Unitarianism, and in exhibiting this to the world

is the creed of liberal christians in this region, is perhaps

as criminal an instance of unfairness, as is to be found in the

records of theological controversy. The fact is, that the

great body of liberal christians would shrink from some of

these opinions with as much aversion as from some of the

gloomy doctrines of Calvin. You, my friend, well know, -^

that Mr. Belshatn is not acknowledged as a leader by any

Unitarians ia our country. I have heard from those, who

 

 

 



are thought to approach him most nearly in opinion, torn*

plaints of the extravagance of some of his positions, as unjust

and prejudicial to the cause which he has undertaken to

defend.

I trust, that the statement which has now been made, will

not be considered as casting the least reproach on those

amongst us, who believe in the simple humanity of Jesus

Christ. Whilst I differ from (hem in opiaipn, I have cer

tainly no disposition to deny them the name and privileges

of christians. There are gentlemen of this class, whom I

have the happiness to know, in whom I discover the evi

dences of a scrupulous uprightness, and a genuine piety ;

and there are others, whose characters, as portrayed by

their biographers, appear to me striking examples of the

best influences of Christianity.

After considering the letters of Mr. Wells and Dr. Free

man, it is not necessary to enlarge on the other evidences

of our adopting Mr. Belsham's creed, which have been

adduced by the Reviewer. The Monthly Anthology is

summoned as a proof. I have read as little of that work as

of most perio'dical publications; but you, who know more of

it, have expressed to me your confident persuasion, that,

from beginning to end, the doctrine of the simple humanity

of Christ is not once asserted. As to the General Reposi

tory, which is brought forward as another proof, I never

for a moment imagined, that its editor was constituted or

acknowledged as the organ of his brethren ; and while its high-

literary merit has been allowed, I hare heard some of its sen

timents disapproved by the majority of those with whom I

have conversed. With respect to the " Improved Version

of the New Testament," I can speak with greater confidence.

It is false, that this work was patronized and circulated by

the ministers of Boston and the vicinity. It is impossible

that such a fact could have escaped my notice, and I can
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scarcely remember an individual, who, in speaking of thii

version, has not expressed an unfavourable opinion at least

of some of its notes.

I repeat it, these remarks are not offered for the purpose

of throwing any reproach on any class of Christians, but

simply to repel a statement which is untrue, and which is

intended to rank us under a denomination, which the people

of this country have been industriously taught to abhor. It

is this intention of rendering us odious, which constitutes

the criminality of the charge, and which exposes its author

to severe indignation. A man, who is governed by christian

principles, will slowly and reluctantly become " the accuser

of his brethren." He will inquire long and impartially be

fore he attempts to fasten a bad name, (the most injurious

method of assailing reputation) on an individual, and espe

cially on a large class of the community. What severity

of reproof then is merited by the author of this Review,

who has laboured to attach, not only to professors, but to

ministers of religion, a name and character which he hoped

would awaken popular alarm, and endanger their influence,

although a large majority of the accused have no participa

tion in the pretended crime. That he intended to deceive,

I am unwilling to assert ; but the most charitable construc

tion which his conduct will admit is, that his passions and

party spirit have criminally blinded him, and hurried him

into an act, which could have been authorized only by the

strongest evidence, and the most impartial inquiry. The

time may come, when he will view this transaction with

other eyes ; when the rage of party will have subsided ;

when the obligation of a fair and equitable temper will

appear at least as solemn as the obligation of building up a

sect; when misrepresentation, intended to injure, and ori

ginating, if not in malignity, yet in precipitancy and passion,

will be felt to be a crime of no common aggravation. That

2
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this time may goon come, and may bring with it not only

remorse, but sincere repentance, I know to be your wish,

and I trust it is my own.

II. I. now come to the second charge of the Review :

That the ministers of Boston and the vicinity, and the most

considerable members of the liberal party " operate in

" secret ; entrust only the initiated with their measures ; are

" guilty of hypocritical concealment of their sentiments ;

" behave in a base and hypocritical manner, compared with

" which Mr. Belsham's conduct, rotten as he is in doctrine

" to the very core, is purity itself."* Such is the decent

language scattered through this Review. This charge is

infinitely more serious than the first. To believe with Mr.

Belsham is no crime. But artifice, plotting, hypocrisy are

crimes ; and if we practise them, we deserve to be driven,

not only from the ministry, not only from the church, but

from the society of the decent and repectable. Our own

hearts, I trust, tell us at once how gross are these asper

sions ; and our acquaintance with our brethren authorizes

us to speak in their vindication with the same confidence as

in our own.

• We are accused of " the systematick practice of artifice," p. 248 ;

of " hypocritical concealment," 251; of "cowardice in the conceal

ment of our opinions," 260 ; of " cunning and dishonesty," 260 ; of

"acting in a base, hypocritical manner," a manner "at which com

mon honesty revolts," 260; a manner " incompatible with fidelity or

integrity," 261. " The conduct of Mr. Belsham," we are told, " rot

ten as he is to the very core in point of doctrine, is purity itself, com

pared with the conduct of these men," 262. " In pretence all is

politeness and liberality ; in practice we find a rancour bitter as

death, and cruel as the grave," 264. Let it be remembered that this

is not to be considered as the invective and exaggeration, which we are

unhappily accustomed to permit in a political pamphlet. It is found

in a grave theological publication, and uttered by a man who declares

that he "never took his pen in hand with greater caution, nor with a

more imperious sense of duty." 259.
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It is not to be wondered at, that those, who have charged

us with holding sentiments which we reject, should proceed

to charge us with hypocritically concealing our sentiments.

Most of ns have often contradicted Mr. Belsham's opinions :

and they who insist that these opinions are ours, will be

forced to maintain that we praclise deceit. They start

with a falsehood, and their conclusion cannot therefore be

true.

I am not, however, disposed to dismiss this charge of

artifiee and hypocrisy so lightly. The proofs on which it

rests are perhaps the most extraordinary which were ever

adduced on so serious an occasion. The first evidence of

our baseness is a letter from Dr. Freeman. It is unneces

sary to enter into any examination of this letter. It is

sufficient to observe, that it was written, according to the Re

view, in the year 1796 or 1797, that is, it was written when all

the present congregational ministers in Boston, with the single

exception of the venerated Dr. Lathrop, were receiving

their education either at school or in college, and had not

probably directed their thoughts towards the sacred office ;

and before a considerable part of our brethren, now in the

vicinity, were settled in the ministry. It is a melancholy

thought, that accusations which would place us among the

profligate part of society, are bitterly and furiously urged

on such foundation as this !

But the next proof is still more remarkable. It is the

fetter of Mr. Wells to Mr. Belsham. In this letter Mr.

Weils says, " Most of our Boston clergy and respectable

M laymen, among whom we have many enlightened theolo

gians, are Unitarian. Nor do they think it at all neces-

" sary to conceal their sentiments, but express them without

"reserve when they judge it proper. I may safely say,

"the general habit of thinking and speaking upon this

" question is Unitarian." Can a more explicit passage b«
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conceived 1 The method in which it is distorted by the

Reviewer can hardly be recollected without expressions of

indignation. Towards the close of his Review, p. 269, in

speaking of the persons on whom Mr. Wells "lavishes

commendation," he represents him as mentioning " most of

the Boston clergy and respectable laymen, many of whom

are enlightened theologians, who do not conceal their senti

ments, but express them when they judge it proper." This

passage, as it stands in the Review, has the marks of quo

tation, as if taken from Mr. Wells' letter. Let me ask you

to look back, and compare it carefully with the second sen

tence, which I have extracted from that letter. You per

ceive, that by mutilating that sentence, and by printing the

last words in Italicks, the reviewer has entirely done away

the meaning of Mr. Wells, and contrived to give to the

common reader a directly opposite impression to what that

gentleman intended to convey. An unperverted mind turns

with sorrow and disgust from such uncharitable and disin

genuous dealing ; and why all this labour to distort what is

so plain ? The object is, to fix the character of knaves and

hypocrites on a large class of christians and christian min

isters. I might here be permitted to dip my pen in gall ;

but I do not write for those, whose moral feeling is so dull,

as to need indignant comment on practices like these.

With respect to yourself, my friend, I presume no one

will charge you with hypocritical concealment. Your situ

ation offers you no temptation ; and no one who has heard

you preach, can ever have suspected you of a leaning

towards Trinitarianism. As to myself, I have ever been

^inclined to cherish the most exalted views of Jesus Christ,

which are consistent with the supremacy of the Father ; and

I have felt it my duty to depart from Mr. Belsham, in

perhaps every sentiment which is peculiar to him on this

subject. I have always been pleased with some of the

sentiments of Dr. Watts on the intimate and peculiar union
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between the Father and the Son. But I have always ab""r

stained most scrupulously from every expression which

could be construed into an acknowledgment of the Trinity.

My worship and sentiments have been Unitarian in the

proper sense of that word. In conversation with my peo

ple, who have requested my opinion upon the subject,

especially with those who consider themselves Trinitarians,

I have spoken with directness and simplicity. Some of

those who differ from me most widely, have received from

me the most explicit assurances of my disbelief of the

doctrine of the Trinity, and of my views in relation to the

Saviour. As to my brethren in general, never have I

imagined for a moment, from their preaching or conversa

tion, that they had the least desire to be considered as

Trinitarians ; nor have I ever heard from them any views

of God or of Jesus Christ, but Unitarian in the proper

meaning of that word.

It is indeed true, as Mr. Wells says, that we seldom or

never introduce the Trinitarian controversy into our pulpits.

We are accustomed to speak of the Father as God, and of

Jesus Christ as his son, as a distinct being from him, as

dependent on him, subordinate to him, and deriving all from

him. This phraseology pervades all our prayers, and all

our preaching. We seldom or never, however, refer to

any different sentiments, embraced by other christians, on

the nature of God or of Jesus Christ. We preach pre

cisely as if no such doctrine as the Trinity had ever been

known. We do not attempt to refute it, any more than to

refute the systems of the Sabellians, the Eutychians, or the

Nestorians, or of the other sects who have debated these

questions with such hot and unprofitable zeal. But, in fol

lowing this course, we are not conscious of having con

tracted, in the least degree, the guilt of insincerity. We

have aimed at making no false impression. We have only

followed a general system, which we are persuaded to he

 

/
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TBest for our people and for the cause of Christianity ; the

system of excluding controversy as much as possible from

our pulpits. In compliance with this system, I have never

assailed Trinitarianism ; nor have I ever said one word

against Methodism, Quakerism, Episcopalianism, or the

denomination of Baptists; and I may add Popery, if I ex

cept a few occasional remarks on the intolerance of that

vystem. The name of these sects, with that single excep

tion, has never passed my lips in preaching, through my

whole ministry, which has continued above twelve years.

We all of us think it best to preach the truth, or what we

esteem to be the truth, and to say very little about errour,

unless it be errour of a strictly practical nature. A striking

proof of our sentiments and habits on this subject may be

derived from the manner m which you and myself have

treated Calvinism. We consider the errours which relate

to Christ's person as of little or no importance compared

with the errour of those who teach, that God brings us into

life wholly depraved and wholly helpless, that he leaves

multitudes without that aid which is indispensably necessary

to their repentance, and then plunges them into everlasting

burnings and unspeakable torture, for not repenting. This

we consider as one of the most injurious errours which ever

darkened the christian world; and none will pretend that we

have any thing to fear from exposing this errour to our people.

Outhe contrary,we could hardly select a more popular topick;

—and yet our hearers will bear witness how seldom we intro

duce this topick into our preaching. The name of Calvinist

has never, I presume, been uttered by us in the pulpit. Our

method is, to state what we conceive to be more honourable,

and ennobling, and encouraging views of God's character

and government, and to leave these to have their effect,

without holding up other christians to censure or contempt.

We could, if we were to make strenuous efforts, render the
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name of Calvinist as much a word of reproach in our so

cieties, as that of Unitarian is in some parts of our country.

But we esteem it a solemn duty to disarm instead of exci

ting the bad passions of our people. We wish to promote

among them a spirit of universal charity. We wish to

make them condemn their own bad practices, rather than

the erroneous speculations of their neighbour. We love

them too sincerely to imbue them with the spirit of contro

versy.

In thus avoiding controversy, we have thought that we

deserved, not reproach, but some degree of praise for our

self denial. Every preacher knows how much easier it is

to write a controversial than a practical discourse; how

much easier it is to interest an audience by attacking an op

posite party, than by stating to them the duties and motives

of the gospel. We often feel, that our mode of preaching

exposes us to the danger of being trite and dull ; and I

presume we have often been tempted to gratify the love of

disputation which lurks in every society. But so deeply

are we convinced, that the great end of preaching is to pro

mote a spirit of love, a sober, righteous and godly life, and

that every doctrine is to be urged simply and exclusively

for this end, that we have sacrificed our ease, and have

chosen to be less striking preachers, rather than to enter

the lists of controversy.

We have seldom or never assailed the scheme of the

Trinity, not only from our dislike to controversy in general,

but from a persuasion that this discussion would, above all

others, perplex and needlessly perplex a common congre

gation, consisting of persons of all ages, capacities, degrees

of improvement, and conditions in society. This doctrine

we all regard as the most unintelligible about which chris

tians have ever disputed. If it do not mean that there are

Three Gods, (a construction which its advocates indignant
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1/ repel,) we know not what it means ; and • we hare not

thought that we should edify common hearers by attacking

a doctrine, altogether inconceivable and wholly beyond the

grasp of our faculties.—We have recollected too the mis

chiefs of the Trinitarian controversy in past ages, that it

has been a firebrand lighting the flames of persecution,

and kindling infernal passions in the breasts of christians ;

and we have felt no disposition to interest the feelings of

our congregation in a dispute, which has so disgraced the

professed disciples of the meek and lowly Jesus.—Many oF

us have been disinclined, not only to assail systems which

we do not believe, but even to enforce the views which we

have given of the rank and character of Jesus Christ ; be

cause we have known, how divided the best men have been

on these topicks, and how largely we ourselves partake of the

fallibility of our nature ; because we have wished, that our

hearers should derive their impressions on these points as

much as possible from the scriptures ; and because we have

all been persuaded, that precision of views upon these sub

jects is in no degree essential to the faith or practice of a

christian.—We have considered the introduction of the

Trinitarian controversy into the pulpit, as the less necessa

ry, because we have generally found that common christians

admit that distinction between God and his Son, and that sub

ordination of the Son, which we believe to be the truth ; and

as to that very small part of our hearers, who are strongly

attached to the doctrine of the Trinity, while we have not

wished to conceal from them our difference of opinion, we

have been fully satisfied, that the most effectual method of

promoting their holiness and salvation was to urge on them

perpetually those great truths and precepts, about which

there is little contention, and which have an immediate

bearing on the temper and the life.—To conclude, we have

never entered into discussions of the doctrine of the Tri
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nity, because we are not governed by a proselyting temper.

I will venture to assert, that there is not on earth a body of

men who possess less of the spirit of proselytism, than the

ministers of this town and vicinity. Accustomed as we are

to see genuine piety in all classes of christians, in Trinita

rians and Unitarians, in Calvinists and Arminians, in Epis

copalians, Methodists, Baptists, and Congregationalism, and

delighting in this character wherever it appears, we are little

anxious to bring men over to our peculiar opinions. I could

smile at the idea of a Unitarian plot, were not this fiction

intended to answer so unworthy an end. There cannot be

a doubt, that had we seriously united for the purpose of

spreading Unitarianism by any and every means, by secret

insinuations against those who differ from us, by uncharita

ble denunciations, and by the other usual arts of sects, we

might have produced in this part of the country an Unita

rian heat and bitterness not inferiour to that with which

Trinitarianism is too often advocated. But not the slight

est whisper of any concert for this end has ever reached

me ; and as to these arts, our people can best say how far

we have practised them. Our people will testify, how lit

tle we have sought to influence them on the topicks of dis

pute among christians, how little we have laboured to make

them partisans, how constantly we have besought them to

look with candour on other denominations, and to delight in

all the marks which others exhibit of piety, and goodness.

Our great and constant object has been to promote the

spirit of Christ, and we have been persuaded, that in this

way we should most effectually promote the interests of

christian truth.

These remarks will shew, how entirely unfounded are the

charges, which are adduced against us, of insincerity and

base hypocrisy. And are we not authorized, my brother,

to repel these charges with some degree of warmth ? Are

3
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we not called to speak in the language of indignant and in

sulted virtue, as well as of pity and sorrow, in relation to the

man, who is propagating these unmerited reproaches ? We

are christians by profession, and ministers of the Gospel,

governed, as we humbly hope, by the principles of Jesus

Christ. We honour his name ; we remember his dying

love with gratitude ; and I hope we are ready to meet the

Ipss of all things in his service ; and yet we are represented

to our people as unprincipled men, wearing a mask, and

practising the basest arts. And we are thus loaded with

invective and abuse, that we may be robbed of that influ

ence, which, if we know ourselves, we wish to exert for the

honour of God, and the salvation of mankind ; that we may

be robbed of the confidence and affection of our societies,

and may be forsaken by them as unworthy the christian

name. Need I ask, whether this be a light injury or an

ordinary crime ?

On the present occasion, when our moral character

is impeached, we are justified, I think, in an appeal to

our respective societies ; and I trust, my friend, that we

and our accused brethren can say with confidence to those

to whom we minister, " Brethren, you know us, for we

live among you ; we visit you in your families, we speak to

you from the pulpit ; we repair to you in your sorrows, and

we sit too at the table of your festivity. You know some

thing of our conduct in our families, and in the common

relations of life. We are, indeed sensible, that in all these

situations, we have exhibited to you much of human imper

fection, and our frequent prayer to God is, that he will for

give our deficiences. Bui, brethren, we ask you to recol

lect our general deportment and ministrations. Have we

seemed to you men of artifice and deceit, men without rev

erence for truth, and without the fear of God, men of sordid

and selfish views, seeking your wealth or applause, and

careless of your souls ? Hare we ever seemed to you to be
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labouring to build up a cause, or to establish a party, which

we were ashamed to acknowledge ? Have we ever directed

you to any foundation of hope or guide of life, but the Gos

pel of Christ ? Have we not continually exhorted you, as a

father doth his children, that you would walk worthy of this

religion from heaven? In your affliction have we not sup

plied you with the consolations which it offers? and in the

more dangerous seasons of enjoyment, have we not discov

ered the purity and moderation which it inculcates? To

What work of christian usefulness have you found us reluc

tant? In what relation of life have you found us unfaithful?

On what occasion have we discovered, that our profession

is a cloak of hypocrisy ? It is not our design, by these

questions, to advance our own glory ; God forbid it : But

we wish to impress you deeply with the criminality of those

aspersions, which are cast habitually on your teachers ; and

With the urgent necessity of discouraging that unrelenting

party spirit, which has no respect for innocence or virtue,

and which threatens to overwhelm our churches with dis

cord and contention."

in. I now come to the third head of the Review, which

I propose to consider. The Reviewer, having charged us

with holding the opinions of Mr. Belsham, and hypocritical

ly concealing them, solemnly calls on christians who differ

from us in sentiment, " to come out and be separate from

us, and to withhold communion with us ;" and a paragraph

of the bitterest contempt and insult is directed against those

ministers who,whilst they disagree on the controverted points

of theology, are yet disposed to love and treat us as brethren.

This language does not astonish me, when I recollect the

cry of heresy which has been so loudly raised against this

part of the country. But I believe that this is the first in

stance, in which christians have been deliberately called to

deny us the christian name and privileges. As such let it
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be remembered ; and let the consequences of it lie on itc

authors.

Why is it that our brethren are thus instigated to cut us

off, as far as they have power, from the body and church of

Christ ? Let every christian weigh well the answer. It is

not because we refuse to acknowledge Jesus Christ as our

Lord and Master ; it is not because we neglect to study his

word ; it is not, because our lives are wanting in the spirit

and virtues of his gospel. It is, because after serious in

vestigation, we cannot find in the Scriptures, and cannot

adopt as instructions of our Master, certain doctrines, which

have divided the church for ages, which have perplexed

the best and wisest men, and which are very differently

conceived even by those who profess to receive them. It

is, in particular, because we cannot adopt tbe language of

our brethren, in relation to a doctrine, which we cannot un

derstand, and which is expressed in words not only unau

thorized by the Scripture, but as we believe, in words em

ployed without meaning, (unless they mean that there are

three Gods,) by those who insist upon them. This is our

crime, that we cannot think and speak with our brethren on

subjects the most difficult and perplexing, on which the hu

man mind was ever engaged. For this we are pursued with

the cry of heresy, and are to have no rest until virtually ex

communicated by our brethren.

Were the christian world more enlightened on the

nature of heresy, they would not be so much alarmed

when they hear it attached to their brethren. Most

earnestly do I wish that the Dissertation of Dr. Camp

bell on Heresy, in his " Translation of the Four Gos

pels," were more generally read and considered. He

has proved, I think, very satisfactorily, that heresy, as the

word is used in the Scriptures, does not consist in the adop

tion or profession of wrong opinions, but in a spirit of divi

sion, of dissension, ofparty, in a factious and turbulent
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temper ; and that the heretick is not a man who entertains

erroneous or even injurious sentiments, but one who loves

to be called Rabbi and master ; who has a disposition to

separate christians, to create or to extend sects and parties.

The conclusion of the Dissertation of this most judicious

writer on Heresy, deserves to be imprinted on every mind

in these days of dissension. " No person, who, in the spirit

" of candour and charity, adheres to that which to the best

"of his judgment is right, though in this opinion he should

" be mistaken, is in the scriptural sense either schismatick

" or heretick ; and fee, on the contrary, whatever sect he

" belongs to, is more entitled to these odious appellations,

"who is most apt to throw the imputation upon others.

" Both terms, (for they denote only different degrees of

" the same bad quality,) always indicate a disposition and

" practice unfriendly to peace and harmony and love."*

If these views be correct, there is no difficulty in deciding,

to what persons among us the name of heretick most justly

belongs ; and we shall be forced to conclude, that of all pub-

lications which have issued from our press, no one is more

tinctured with the spirit of heresy, than the Review, which

it is my painful office to examine.

Most earnestly do I hope that christians wiH weigh well

the nature and guilt of schism, the consequences of separa

tion, and the spirit of their religion, before they adopt the

measure recommended in this Review. For myself, the

universe would not tempt me to bear a part in this work of

dividing Christ's church, and of denouncing his followers.

If there be an act which, above all others, is a transgression

of the christian law, it is this. What is the language of our

Master ? "A new commandment I give unto you, that

ye love one another. By this shall all men know, that

ye are my disciples, if ye have love one to another."

* Campbell's Gospels, Vol. II. p. 141, Boston edition.
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fil the lam of Christ." But what says this Review ? " Cast

out your brethren, and treat them as heathens." I know it

will be said, that christians are not called upon to reject real

christians, but hereticks and false pretenders to the name.

BHt heresy, we have seen, is not a false opinion, but a sec

tarian spirit ; and as to false pretences, we desire those

who know us, to put their hands on their hearts, and to say,

whether they can for a moment believe that we hypocritical

ly profess to follow the instructions of Jesus Christ 1 sDoes

charity discover nothing in our language and lives to justify

the hope that we are united to Jesus Christ by love for his

character, and by participation of his spirit ? Most earnest

ly would I advise those persons who are inclined to follow

the instigations of this Review, to think seriously before

they act ; to remember, that Jesus Christ has solemnly for

bidden uncharitable judgment, that he regards the injuries

which are done to his followers, through a censorious spirit,

as done to himself, and that christians cannot more surely

forsake their Lord, the Prince of peace, than by following

an inciter to denunciation and division.

I wish that my motives for these earnest remonstrances

against division may be understood. I feel as little person

al interest in the subject as any individual in the community.

Were the proposed separation to take place, I should still

enjoy the ordinances of the gospel in the society of those

whom I best love. The excommunication which is threat

ened gives ue no alarm. I hear this angry thunder mur

mur at a distance, with as little concern as if it were the thun

der of the pope, from whom it seems indeed to be borrowed.

But whilst I fear nothing for myself, I do fear and feel for

that body of which Christ is the head, which has been

bleeding for ages under the contests of christians, and which

is now threatened with a new wound. I feel for the cause
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of our common Christianity, which I am set to defend, and

which has suffered inconceivably more from the bad pas

sions and divisions of its friends, than from all the arts and

violence of its foes. I cannot but look forward with pain to

the irritations, hatreds, bitter recriminations, censoriousness,

spiritual pride, and schismatical spirit which will grow up

under this system of denunciation and exclusion, and which

may not only convulse many churches at the present mo

ment, but will probably end in most unhappy divisions

among the very christians who denounce us ; who seem

indeed to be united, now that a common enemy is to be

trodden under foot, but who have sufficient diversities of

opinion, to awaken against each other all the fury of into

lerance, when this shall have become the temper and habit

of their minds. I repeat it, I have no interest in this

point, but as a christian ; and as such, I look with a degree

of horrour on this attempt to inflame and distract our church

es. Errour of opinion is an evil too trifling to be named in

comparison with this practical departure from the Gospel,

with this proud, censorious, overbearing temper, which says

to a large body of christians, " stand off, we are holier than

you."

Before I leave this question of separation, let me just ob

serve, that by this Review, not only we and our brethren

are cut off from the body of Christ ; but the most venera

ble men who have left us, and who, when living, were es

teemed ornaments of the church, such men as the late ,

President Willard, Dr. Howard, Dr. Eckley, Dr. EJiot,

and Dr. Barnard, are declared unworthy of the communion

of the church on earth, and of course unfit for the fellowship

of saints in heaven. It would be easy to show, that the

same dreadful sentence is past on some of the most exem

plary men in civil life, to whom this commonwealth is

indebted for the stability of its civil and religious institu-
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tions.* These all having lived, as they thought, in the

faith of Christ, and having died with a hope in his precious

promises, are now cut off from his church, and denied his

name. What christian does not shudder at this awful te

merity in a frail and erring fellow-being, who thus presumes

to sit in judgment on men, who in purity and sincerity and

devotion to God, were certainly not inferiour to himself 1 I

stop here, for I wish not to indulge in language of severity ;

and this subject, if any, may be left to speak for itself to the

heart of the christian.

Having thus considered the three principal heads in the

Review, I now proceed, as I proposed, to offer a few words

of friendly admonition, as to the temper and conduct which

become our brethren and ourselves, under the injuries which

we receive. The first suggestion you have undoubtedly

anticipated. It is, that we remember the great duty

which belongs to us as christians, of regarding our enemies

with good will, if possible with a degree of approbation, at

least with displeasure tempered with compassion. We

profess to accord with that apostle, who has taught us that

charity is greater than faith and hope, more excellent than

the tongue of angels and the understanding of all mysteries.

Let us prove our sincerity by our deeds. Let us cheerful

ly avail ourselves of every circumstance, which will justify

the belief, that the cruel and bitter remarks of our adversa

ries proceed not from a wanton and unblushing contempt of

truth, but from deep rooted prejudices, false views of reli

gion, unsuspected biasses to censoriousness, and a disor-

* Were it an object to enumerate all who are involved in this sweep

ing sentence of condemnation, I might mention Locke, Newton, Gro-

tius, Dr. Samuel Clarke, Lardner, Price, Paley, and other names most

conspicuous among the friends of science and religion. All these were

decided Unitarians ; and can any imagine that Christianity is to be

promoted by driving these men from the christian church ?
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dered imagination ; and whilst we lament that they do not

partake more largely of the best influences of the gospel,

let us be induced to hope that their profession of the gos

pel is sincere, and that their departure from its spirit is un

known to themselves. As to the great mass of those chris

tians, who view us with so much jealous;', wc must remem

ber, that they know us only by report, that they believe as

they are tanght by men to whom they ascribe an eminent

sanctity, and that they are liable to be carried away on this,

as on every other subject, by loud assertion, and by ad

dresses to their fear. Accustomed as they are to hear us

branded with names and epithets, to which they have at

tached no definite ideas, but which seem to them to express

every thing depraved, can we wonder that they shrink from

us with a kind of terrour ? Towards this great class of our

opposers, we certainly owe nothing but kindness ; and we

should esteem it an unspeakable happiness, that we can look

with so much pleasure and hope on those by whom we are

dreaded and shunned ; that we are not obliged by our sys

tem to regard our adversaries as the enemies of God, and

the objects of his wrath. On this point, above all others,

I would be urgent. Our danger is, that reproach will hurry

us into language or conduct unbecoming the spirit of our

master. Let us remember that our opposers cannot ulti

mately injure us, unless we permit them to awaken bad pas

sions, and to impair our virtues. Let us remember what is

due from us to our religion. The more that our age is un

charitable, the more that the glory of the gospel is obscured

by its being exhibited as a source of censoriousness and

contention, the more we owe it to our Lord to wipe off this

reproach from his truth, to shew the loveliness of his reli

gion, to show its power in changing the heart into the image

of divine forbearance and forgiveness. Is the gospel at

this moment receiving deep wounds in the house of its

4
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friends ? Let us guard with new jealousy its interests and

honour.

The second suggestion I would offer, is this- Whilst we

disapprove and lament the unchristian spirit of some of our

opposers, and the efforts which are used to make us odious,

let us jet acknowledge that there is kindness in that

Providence, which permits this trial to befall us. We es

teem it indeed a hardship to be numbered by our brethren

among the enemies of that Saviour whom we love. But

let us remember, that we as well as others need affliction :

and it is my persuasion and hope that God intends by this

dispensation to purify our characters and extend our useful

ness. The singular prosperity which we have enjoyed,

has undoubtedly exposed us to peculiar temptations. Per

haps in no part of the world is the condition of ministers

more favoured than ours. Whilst we receive nothing of a

superstitious homage or a blind submission, we find our

selves respected by all classes of society, and, may I not

say, distinguished by the eminent, the enlightened and the

good 1 We are received with a kind of domestick affection

into the families of our parishioners. Our sufferings call

forth their sympathy, and in sickness we enjoy every aid

which tenderness and liberality can bestow. Our minis

trations are attended with a seriousness, which, however

due to the truth which we deliver, we often feel to be poor

ly deserved, by the imperfect manner in which it is dis

pensed. In our societies there are no divisions, no jealous

ies, no parties to disturb us- Whilst for these singular

blessings, we should give thanks to the Author of all good,

we should remember, that human virtue is often unable to

sustain uninterrupted prosperity ; that a condition so fa

voured tends to awaken pride and self-indulgence ; and that

God, who knows us better than we know ourselves, may see

that we need reproach and opposition to make us better
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men and better ministers. I can certainly say for myself,

that the spirit of denunciation in our country, has led me to

a more serious and habitual study of the scriptures, and to

a deeper feeling of my responsibility, than I should have

attained in a more peaceful condition. Let us then resign

ourselves to God, who in infinite wisdom sees fit to expose

ns to the scourge of evil tongues. Let this trial awaken us

to new watchfulness, devotion, and fidelity ; and we may

trust that it will be overruled to the extension of our useful

ness, and to the promotion of pure and undefiled religion.

A third, and a very important suggestion is this : Let us

hold fast our uprightness. I have said, that the opposition

to which we are exposed has its advantages ; but whilst it

preserves us from the temptation of prosperity, it brings

some temptation of its own, which we cannot too steadfastly

resist. It will try our integrity. That our churches are

to be generally shaken by the assault which is made upon

them, I ara far from believing. But some may suffer. It

is not impossible, that the efforts which are now employed

to direct against us the uncharitableness and mistaken zeal

of the country, and to spread disaffection through the mo3t

uninstructed and the most easily excited classes of society,

may produce some effect. "VVe know the fluctuations of

the human mind. We know that the sincerest christians

are often unduly influenced by timidity, and may be brought

to suspect a minister, when he is decried as a heretick, who

is leading souls to hell. It requires more strength of

nerves and more independence of mind than all good people

possess, to withstand this incessant clamour. A storm then

may be gathering over some of us, and the sufferers may

be tempted to bend to it. But God forbid, my friend, that

any of us should give support to the aspersions cast on our

uprightness, by ever suppressing our convictions, or speak

ing a language foreign to our hearts. Through good report



28

and Ihrough evil report, let us with simplicity and sincerity

declare what we believe to be the will of God and the way

to Heaven, and thus secure to ourselves that peace of con

science which is infinitely better than the smiles of the

world. Let us never forget, that the most honoured condi

tion on earth is that of being sufferers for the sake of right

eousness, for adherence to what we deem the cause of God

and holiness, and let us welcome suffering, if it shall be

appointed us, as bringing us nearer to our persecuted Lord,

and his injured apostles. My brother, we profess to count

man's judgment as a light thing, to esteem this world and

all which it offers to be vanity. We profess to look up to a

heavenly inheritance, and to hope that we shall one day

mingle with angels and just men made perfect. And with

these sublime hopes, shall we tremble before frail and falli

ble fellow creatures, be depressed by difficulties, or shrink

from the expression of what we deem important and useful

truth ? God forbid.

I have time to add but one more suggestion. Let us be

ware lest opposition and reproach lead any of us into a sec

tarian attachment to our peculiar opinions. This is a dan

ger to which persons of ardent and irritable temper are pe

culiarly exposed. Too many of us arc apt to cling to a

system in proportion at it is assailed, to consider ourselves

pledged to doctrines which we have openly espoused, to

rally round them as if our own honour and interest were at

stake, and to assert them with more and more positiveness,

as if we were incapable of errour. This is the infirmity of

our frail nature ; and whilst we condemn it in others, let us

not allow it in ourselves. Let us be what we profess to be,

patient inquirers after truth, open to conviction, willing to

listen to objections, willing to renounce errour, willing to

believe that we as well as others may have been warped in

our opinions, by education and situation, and that others
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may have acquired important truths which, through weak

ness or prejudice, we may have overlooked. Were we a

party, anxious to make proselytes, we should do well to be

positive and overbearing. But we profess to be anxious

that our fellow christians should inquire for themselves into

the difficulties of religion, instead of implicitly receiving

what we have embraced. We professjo believe, that can

did and impartial research will, guide mankind to a purer

system of christianity, thanis now to be found in any church

or country under Heaven. Most earnestly do I hope that

we shall not be betrayed by any violence of assault into a

sectarian heat and obstinacy, which will discredit our pro

fession, and obstruct this glorious reformation of the church

ofOe&,

1 have thus, my brother, considered the charges, by

which we and our brethren have been assailed, and have

endeavoured to recommend the temper with which we

should meet reproach and insult. I intended to offer a few

remarks on some other topicks introduced into the Review :

but this letter is already extended far beyond the limits

which I originally prescribed. I cannot, however, pass

over in silence the charges against Harvard University,

that venerable institution, which so many excellent men in

this commonwealth are accustomed to regard with filial affec

tion and honour, and to which we are all so much indebted

for the light of knowledge, and for whatever capacities of

usefulness to society we may possess. The statement of

the Reviewer, that the propagation of Unitarianism in that

University is the object of regular and well concerted exer

tion, is altogether false. I am persuaded that such a plan

never entered the thoughts of those to whom the department

of theological instruction is entrusted. The books in which

the classes "are taught, were selected for the very purpose

of avoiding, as far as possible, the controversies of thcolo
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gians, and the inculcation of any peculiarities of opinion on

the minds of the students. They are, " Grotius on the

Truth of the Christian Religion," " Paley's Evidences,"

"Butler's Analogy," and " Grie6bach's New Testament."

The charge of the Reviewer, that the students, instructed as

they are in these works, by a professor of exemplary puri

ty and uprightness, are yet taught to deny Jesus Christ,

will, I trust, excite the indignation and abhorrence of every

unperverted mind.

Had I time, I should feel it my duty to offer some re

marks on the general style of the publication which I am

called to examine. It not only abounds in misrepresenta

tion, and breathes an unchristian spirit, but it is written in a

style which tends to deprave the taste and manners of the

community. It is suited to give a coarse and vulgar charac

ter to the conversation and deportment of those christians

whom it may influence. It abounds in sneer and insult, and

bears the marks of a writer better fitted to fill the pages of an

inflammatory newspaper, than to be the guide of the mild and

benevolent disciples of Jesus Christ. I trust, however,

that its style and spirit will do much to counteract its perni

cious tendency. I have too much respect for this people

to believe that wanton assaults on the moral diameter of

ministers and private christians will be encouraged and ap

proved. I even hope that good will in many cases result

from this publication. I trust, that those christians who

have been partially misled by the denouncing spirit of the

times, will now pause and consider; that all christians, of

whatever name, who have any delicacy and tenderness of

feeling, will learn the true character of that unhallowed zeal

which is seeking to divide our churches ; and that in this

way, some important aid will be given to the cause of peace

and charity. May God, whose glory it is to bring good

from evi!, thus cause " the wrath of man to praise him."
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I think it proper, in conclusion, to observe that I shall

not feel myself bound to notice any replies which may be

made to this letter, especially if they appear in the Pano-

plist. I consider that work as having forfeited all claim on

the confidence of candid, upright, and honourable men. If

any remarks on this letter shall appear, written with the

spirit of a christian, or in the style of a gentleman, I shall

read them with care, and I hope with impartiality ; and I

shall readily retract any of my opinions or statements which

I shall see to be erroneous, if they shall be thought suffi

ciently important to demand publick acknowledgment.

I now commit this humble effort to promote the peace

and union of the church, and the cause of truth and free

inquiry, to the blessing of Almighty God. That in wri

ting it, I have escaped every unchristian feeling, I dare not

hope ; and for every departure from the spirit of his gos

pel, I implore his forgiveness. If I have fallen/ into errour,

I beseech him to discover it to my own mind, and to pre

vent its influence on the minds of others. It is an unspeak

able consolation that we and our labours are in his hand,

and that the cause of the gospel is his peculiar care. That

he may honour ns as the instruments of extending the

knowledge and the spirit of the gospel, is the earnest prayer

of your friend and brother in Christ,

W. E. CHANNING.

Boitos, June 20. 1815.





NOTES.

Note A, page 5.

I ftave used the phrase or denomination Liberal Christians,

because it is employed by the Reviewer to distinguish those whom

he assails. I have never been inclined to claim this appellation

for myself or my friends, because as the word liberality expresses

the noblest qualities of the human mind, freedom from local

prejudices and narrow feelings, the enlargement of the views and

affections,—1 have thought that the assumption of it would

aavour of that spirit, which has attempted to limit the words

orthodox and evangelical to a particular body of christians. As

the appellation, however, cannot well be avoided, 1 will state

the meaning which I attach to it.

By a libera] christian I understand one, who is disposed to

receive as his brethren in Christ, all who in the judgment of

charity, sincerely profess to receive Jesus Christ as their Lord

aid Master. He rejects all tests or standards of christian faith

and of christian character, but the word of Jesus Christ and of

his inspired apostles. He thinks it an act of disloyalty to his

Master to introduce into the church creeds of fallible men as

bonds of union, or terras of christian fellowship. He calls him

self by no name derived from human leaders, disclaims all exclu

sive connexion with any sect or party, professes himself a mem

ber of the church universal on earth and in heaven, and cheer

fully extends the hand of brotherhood to every man of every

name who discovers the spirit of Jesus Christ

According to this view of liberal christians, they cannot b*

called a party. They are distinguished only by refusing to sepa

rate themselves in any form or degree from the great body of

Christ. They are scattered too through all classes of Christians.
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I have known Trinitarians and Calvinists, who justly deserve

the name of liberal, who regard with affection all who appear

to follow Jesus Christ in temper and life, however they may

differ on the common points of theological controversy. To this

class of christians, which is scattered over the earth, and which

I trust has never been extinct in any age, I profess and desire

to belong. God send them prosperity.—In this part of the coun

try, liberal christians, as they have been above described, are

generally, though by no means universally, Unitarians in the

proper sense of that word. - It is of this part of them that I

chiefly speak in this letter.

I cannot forbear enforcing the sentiments Of this note and of

the letter by a passage from the venerable Baxter, aa I find it

quoted by Grove from the preface to the second part of " Saints'

Everlasting Rest."

" Two things have set the church on fire, and been the plagues

of it above one thousand years;—1st. Enlarging our creed, and

making more fundamentals than ever God made. 2d. Compos

ing, and so imposing, our creeds and confessions in our own

-words and phrases. When men have learned more manners

and humility than to accuse God's language as too general and

obscure, as if they could mend it—and have more dread of God

and compassion on themselves, than to make those to be funda

mentals or certainties which God never made«o; and when they

reduce their confessions, 1st. to their due extent, and 2d. to scrip

ture phrases, that dissenters may not scruple subscribing—then,

and I think never till then, shall the church have peace aboMt doc-

trinals. It seems to me no heinous Socinian notion which Chil-

lingwortb is blamed for, viz. Let all men believe the Scripture,

and that only, and endeavour to believe it in the true sense, and

promise this, and require no more of others, and they shall jmd

this not only a better, but the only means to suppress heresy

and restore unity."
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Note B, page 6.

I have mentioned the name of Dr. Eckley, because his opin

ions on this subject were again and again expressed before me

with perfect frankness, and are stated with great distinctness in

his letter to the Rev. Thomas Worcester of Salisbury, from which

I subjoin an extract.

" My plan, when I saw you, as I think I intimated, respecting the

Son ofGod, was very similar to what your brother* has now adopt

ed. Tie common plan of three self-existent persons forming one

Burner or infinite Bring, and one of these persons being united

to a man, but not in the least humbling himself or suffering, com

pletely leads to and ends in Socinianism ; and though it claims

the form of orthodoxy, it is a shadow without the substance ; it

eludes inspection ; and I sometimes «ay to these who are strenu

ous Tor this doctrine, that they take away my Lord, and I know

not where they place him."—"The orthodoxy, so called, of Wo-

terland, is as repugnant to my reason and views of religion, as

the heterodoxy of Lardner ; and I am at a loss to see that any

solid satisfaction, for a person who wishes to find salvation

through the death of the Son of God, can be found in either."—

« I seek for a plan which exalts the personal character and attri

butes of the Son of God in the highest possible degree. The

plan which your brother halh chosen does this—The scheme he

has adopted affords light and comfort to the christian. I have

long thought so; and I continue to think I have not been mis

taken."

* Rev. Noah Worcester.
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RET. ASD DEAR SIR,

I hate read your Letter to your Friend and Brother

the Rev. Samuel C. Thatcher, with some pleasure and

with much regret. The causes of the one and of the other

will in part be laid open in the subsequent remarks, which I

have thought proper to address in the form of a letter to you.

I need make no apology: the subject is deeply and extensivcr

ly interesting; and involves considerations of infinite mo

ment to the general cause, to which you and I profess to be

sacredly devoted. Nor shall I make any professions of can

dour, or charity: for I have been taught by the best of books,

that "charity vaunteth not itself, doth not behave itself un

seemly; from other books I have learned, that high profes

sions too often serve to cover a temper very different from

that which "is not easily provoked," but "suffereth long and

is kind;" and I am thoroughly convinced, that persons who

have the greatest confidence in their good dispositions, do

not always know "what manner of spirit they are of."

I wish it to be understood, distinctly, that I have no con

nexion, or privity in this business, with the writer of the

Review, which Ls the subject of your strictures. I write not

in Ids behalf; but in behalf of the general interests of truth,

and justice, and mercy. He probably will answer for him

self; and to him I shall leave the particular vindication of

himself, his statements and conclusions, his spirit and style:

a labour which does not belong to me, and which I should

he less disinclined to undertake, were the Review in all res

pects exactly such as I could wish it to have been. It might

perhaps have been better, had the Reviewer been less intent

on exciting those whose cause he espouses, and consulted

more the conviction and benefit of those against whom his

animadversions are directed.

With what justice, and to wbJt extent, a similar remark

might be applied to your Letter, you, my dear Sir, and your

friends will consider. It cannot, however, but be regretted,



that you should have found it necessary to sit down to write,

while "breathing an atmosphere to which you were not accus

tomed;" while purturbed with the feelings which, in spite of

all your efforts to restrain-them, are so copiously infused in

to the entire body of your Letter. But all reasonable allow

ance .should be made for the urgency of the case. Had you

waited till the excitement had subsided, your opportunity for

preventing or. counteracting the impressions which the Re

view was likely to make, might have been lost. I frankly

confsss that a similar reason has induced me to avail myself

of the earliest remission of other pressing calls of duty, for

bestowing some attention on your subject. Could you, how

ever, have waited till the cool of the day, though probably

your Letter would have been less animated, and less adapted

to a particular purpose, it would not, I am persuaded, have

displayed less of the meekness of wisdom, or been less cor

rect in its representations.

You bring, dear Sir, against the Reviewer an accusation of

"falsehood:" an accusation certainly of no trivial kind, and

never to be lightly preferred against any one. "The Rc-

"view," you say, "asserts, 1. That the ministers ofthis town

"[Boston] and its vicinity and the great body of liberal

"christians are Unitarians, in Mr. Belsham's sense of the

"word. 2. That these ministers and liberal christians are

"guilty of hypocritical concealment of their sentiments, and

"behave in a base, cowardly and hypocritical manner." In

these two assertions, especially in the first of them, it should

seem, lies the alleged falsehood of the Reviewer. These

also make the first two heads of your Letter. The 3d is this:

"Christians are called to come out and separate themselves

"from these ministers and the liberal body of christians, and to

"withhold from them christian communion." Under these

three heads in their order, the remarks which I have to sub

mit to your consideration, will chiefly be arranged.

I. Does the Reviewer then assert, "That the ministers of

Boston and the vicinity, and the great body of liberal

christians arc Unitarians, Ifl Mr. Belsham's sense of the

word?" This you affirm; and to support the affirmation, you

quote from the Review the following passages. "P 267,



« <We fed entirely warranted to say, that the predominant

" 'religion of the liberal party is decidedly Unitarian, in Mr.

- 'Belsham's sense of the word.' P. 254, 'We shall feel our-

" 'selves warranted hereafter, to speak of the first as certain,

" 'that UniUrianism,' meaning Mr. Belsham's, 'is the pre-

" 'dominant religion among the ministers and churches of

« 'Boston.' P. 271, 'The liberal party mutilate the New

" 'Testament, reject nearly all the fundamental doctrines of

" 'the gospel, and degrade the Saviour to the condition of a

" 'fallible, peccable, and ignorant man.' " These passages I

shall briefly consider; but not in the order in which you

have chosen to arrange them: for I am not satisfied that it

was quite right, to place the passage, quoted from the 267th

page, in which there is no mention of Boston, before the one,

quoted from the 254th page, and which refers to Boston di

rectly. By this arrangement, with the help of a clause

which you have thought proper to insert in the second pas

sage, you have given to the three passages an aspect which,

I believe you will readily perceive, does not belong to them.

I think it more fair to consider the passages in the order in

which they stand in the Review, and to refer them severally

to their proper connexions.

The first passage then is this: "We shall feel ourselves

warranted hereafter, to speak of the first as certain, that

Unitarianism is the predominant religion among the minis

ters and churches in Boston." Is this, Sir, an assertion,

"That the ministers of Boston and the vicinity, and the

great body of liberal cliristians are Unitarians, in Mr. Bel-

sham's sense of the word?" You will please to observe,

that no mention is here made of "the vicinity," or of "the

great body of liberal christians." The remark is limited

to Boston. Further, it is not said that "the ministers, i. e.

all the ministers, even of Boston, are Unitarians. The

word "predominant" is evidently restrictive, and implies,

that they were not all intended to be included. Further

still, it is not said that any of the ministers of Boston are

Unitarians, "in Mr. Belsham's sense of the word."

Does the connexion, then, warrant the broad construction,

which you have given to the passage. The Reviewer pre



scnts a letter, written by Dr. Freeman of Boston to Mr.

Lindsey of London, in which, after mentioning the "avidity"

with which the "Unitarian Tracts," received by him from

Mr. Lindsey, were extensively read, and the "impression

which they could not fail to make upon the minds of many,"

Dr. Freeman says, "From these and other causes the Uni

tarian doctrine appears to be still upon the increase." "It

flourishes chiefly in New England; but not much in Con

necticut, Rhode Island, New Hampshire, or the western

counties of Massachusetts. A few seeds have been sown in

Vermont, and an abundant harvest has been produced in

the vicinity of Boston, and in the counties directly south of

it." Immediately in this connexion, the Reviewer says,

"How far the sentiments in question have spread in Boston,

"has been often a subject of inquiry, and not unfrcquently of

"debate. Mr. Belsham will inform us. 'If, says he, I am

" 'not greatly misinformed, divine worship, in many of the

« 'principal churches in Boston, is carried on upon principles

"'strictly, if not avowedly Unitarian.'" The Reviewer

then adds, "If any thing be lacking in Mr. Bclsham's ac-

"count, it is supplied in a letter to him, by William Wells,

"Esq. of Boston, a gentleman who, from his extensive ac

quaintance with books and men, and his distinguished zeal

"in the cause of Unitarianism, may well be supposed to give

"as exact a picture as any man living could draw." In this

letter, which the Reviewer gives at large, Mr. Wells says,

"Most of our Boston clergy and respectable laymen (ofwhom

we have many enlightened theologians) are Unitarians."—"I

"may safely say, the general habit of thinking and speaking

"upon this question, in Boston, is Unitarian." Upon this

the Reviewer remarks, "Such is the testimony in the case

"under consideration;" (viz. "How far the sentiments in

"question have spread in Boston;) and we presume that no

"man in his senses will hesitate for a moment to give implicit

"credit to such witnesses." Here comes the passage in ques

tion: "We shall feel ourselves warranted hereafter to speak

"of the first as certain, that Unitarianism is the predominant

"religion among the ministers and churches of Boston."

Now, dear Sir, you will permit me to ask again, and to



ask very seriously, does the connexion warrant the broad

construction which you have given to this passage? A con

struction which the terms of the passage, by themselves, cer

tainly do not warrant; but upon which you have grounded

the heavy a( cusation of falsehood. Is not the inquiry, in this

connexion, limited expressly to Boston, to the exclusion most

clearly of "its vicinity," and of "the great body of liberal

"christians"' elsewhere? Does not the Reviewer come to the

conclusion, expressed in the debated passage, explicitly upon

the ground of the adduced testimony of Mr. Belsham and

Mr. Wells, in addition to that of Dr. Freeman? And does he

not use the name Unitarian as unrestrictedly, as it is used

by Mr. Wells himself, who must very well have known how

Mr. Belsham would be likely to understand him? Upon what

principles, then, of fairness or of truth could we be justified

in alleging, that the Review here, "asserts, that the minis-

"ters of Boston and its vicinity, and the great body of liber-

"al christians are Unitarians, in Mr. Bcluhanv's sense of

"the word."

Before I dismiss this point, I must be permitted to ask

further—Is not the Reviewer fairly borne out, in the de

claration which he docs make, respecting Boston, by the

testimony upon which the declaration is made? Had he not

a right to consider Dr. Freeman, Mr. Belsham and Mr.

Wells, good authority in the case? Does he say more than

what their testimony, particularly that of Mr. Wells, evi

dently warrants? Why then the heated indignation against

im, while none is expressed against them? Why the strcnu-

endcavour to inflame and direct the resentments of the

linisters and people of Boston against him, while they are

ed with such exemplary forbearance?—Nay, rather,

lat occasion for any indignation, or resentment, either

iinst him or them? Do you not, Sir, yourself mean to con-

, cede as much respecting Boston, as he asserts,—when you say,

"The word Unihuianism, as denoting opposition to "Trinita-

rianism, undoubtedly expresses the character of a "considera

ble part of the ministers of this town and its vicinity?" I dare

not, indeed, affirm that you, do; especially since you think

it proper to add in the some sentence,—"and the common

 



wealth." I iiave great satisfaction in the confidence, that

Unitarianism is not the "predominant religion" among the.

ministers and churches of this commonwealth, and in the.

hope in God that it never will be. I do suppose, however,

that you have great satisfaction also in the confidence, that

it "is the predominant religion among the ministers and

churches of Boston." But if so, what can be the reason

that the true statement of the fact should produce such an

unusual intensity of heat in your mind?

The next passage to be considered is this: "We feel en

tirely warranted to say, that the predominant religion of

"the liberal party is decidedly Unitarian, in Mr. Belsham's

"sense of the word." Does this "assert, that the ministers

"of Boston and its vicinity, and the great body of liberal

"christians are" of this character? Certainly, Sir, you will

not hesitate to admit that, by itself, it docs not. Does it then,

when taken in connexion with the former passage? The former

passage instead of helping to extend the sense of tliis, evidently

serves to restrict it: for that passage plainly imports, that the

ministers and churches of Boston are not all Unitarian, even

in the general sense of the word. In each of these passa

ges the restrictive word, "predominant," is used; and in the

latter passage, to give it the greater force of restriction, it

is printed in Italicks. The utmost then, that can be fairly

made out from the two passages together, of assertion in re

gard to the ministers and churches of Boston, is, that the

majority of them are Unitarian, and that the greater part of

the Unitarian majority hold with Mr. Belsham. All this

might be true, and yet not half of those ministers and

churches be Unitarians of this character. Yet you, my dear

Sir, have emphatically represented that, in these passages,

"the Review asserts, that the ministers of Boston, with the

ministers of the vicinity, and the great body of liberal christ

ians are Unitarians in Mr. Belsham's sense of the word;"

and, under cover of this representation, have, in your haste,

most earnestly accused the Reviewer of falsehood.

I have stated the utmost that can fairly be made out towards

what you allege. But the passage.under consideration admits

of an interpretation, still less favourable to your allegation.
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It may mean a "predominance," not in point of numbers, but

in point of influence: and from the connexion this should seem

to be its real meaning. After stating, "We feel entirely war

ranted to say, that the predominant religion of the liberal

party is decidedly Unitarian in Mr. Belsham's sense of the

word," the Reviewer proceeds to shew the grounds upon

which this declaration is made. He adduces the Monthly

Anthology, the General Repository, and the Improved Ver

sion of the New Testament; publications which, as he sup

poses, were put forth and patronized by "the most prominent

clergymen and laymen of the liberal party,"—men "who

have the entire control of the college." And, after saying

what he jadged requisite, respecting the Unitarianism of these

publications, he concludes thus: "It appears, then, that the

"College and nearly all the influence of the liberal party

"through the medium of the press are in favour of Unitarian-

"ism. If individuals dislike Mr. Bclsham as a leader; if they

"are not willing to be classed among his followers; let them

"declare their own opinions openly." Here then, we have

evidently an explanation of what the Reviewer meant, by

"Unitarianism in Mr. Belsham's sense of the word being the

predominant religion of the liberal party:" that it is predomi-

nantm point of "influence," having "the most prominent

characters" for its supporters and abettors. This, as you

will readily acknowledge, might be true, though not one half,

not one quarter of "the great body of liberal Christians"

were Unitarians in this sense. And, Sir, that it is not actu

ally true, nothing which you have advanced goes to shew.

What, however, the real truth in the case is, I will not take

■pon me to say: but I must say, that I do not see that the

Reviewer may not have been perfectly honest in the opinion

which he has expressed; perfectly honest in declaring that he

"feels himself entirely warranted to say" what he does say.

If his opinion is a mistaken one, yet an "unperverted mind"

will admit, that the grounds on which it was formed have at

least the appearance of some solidity; and it would require, it

should seem, no uncommon share of "the meekness ofwisdom,"

no extraordinary eftbi"t of that "charity which hopeth all

things," to refrain from charging him with falsehood.

9
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One other passage, under tliis head, remains to be consid

ered: "The liberal party mutilate the New Testament, reject

nearly all the fundamental doctrines of the Gospel, and de

grade the Saviour to the condition of a fallible, peccable,

and ignorant man." This is the last of the three passages

which you have cited to shew that the "Review asserts, that

the ministers of Boston and the vicinity, and the great body

of liberal Christians are Unitarians in Mr. Belsham's sense

of the word," and upon which you ground your principal

accusation of falsehood. But is it here asserted, that all the

individuals of the liberal party actually do the tilings, and all

of them, which the party is said to do? Is this, a fair inter

pretation of the passage? Or if it admits of tliis, does it fairly'

admit of no other?

The apostles, Sir, as you very well know, repeatedly

charge the Jewish rulers and people, generally, even "tike

great body" of the nation, with having "crucified and slain

the Lord of life and glory." Yet, as you also know, but a

very small part of that great body actually imbrued their

hands in his blood. But some of them did; and of the rest,

some more, and others less directly, consented to the deed.

Hence tlicy were generally involved in the guilt, and brought

under the charge; and upon the great body, eventually,

"wrath came to the uttermost." Such was the judgment of

the apostles; and such the judgment of Him, whose throne is

established in righteousness.—And, Sir, if among the liberal

party, the tilings charged by the Reviewer are done; if some

of the party do actually "mutilate the New Testament, reject

nearly all the fundamental doctrines of the Gospel, and de

grade the Saviour to the condition of a fallible, peccable, and.

ignorant man,"—and of the rest, some more, and others leas

directly, consent to all this; if, as a party, or as individuals

of the party, they bear no decided testimony agaiust these

deeds, and do nothing effectually to secure, or to purge them

selves from the guilt of them; then, is it not true, and light,

and proper to say of the party generally, that they do these

things? and will they not generally, with all who adhere to

them, be held to answer for them at the bar of the righteous

Judge?
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But .ore not these things done?—I tremble, my dear Sir,

■while I put this question to your conscience:—tremble, not

because 1 feel that I am doing wrong; but because I consider

it a question of infinite solemnity.—It surely will not be de

nied, that "the New Testament is mutilated;"—it will not

be denied, that "the Saviour is degraded to the condition of

a fallible, peccable, and ignorant man;''—nor should it any

more be denied, that "nearly all the fundamental doctrines of

tlie Gospel are rejected." I do believe you will yourself

admit, that nearly all the doctrines are rejected, which, by the

venerable founders of the New England churches were held

as fundamental;—winch the great body of the Protestant

churches, since the Reformation, have held as fundamental.

How great a proportion of the liberal party actually do all

this, and to how great an extent the rest of them consent to

it, I would be devoutly thankful, that I am not particularly

concerned to determine. But I must seriously ask, whether,

from the representations made in your letter, were there no

other means of judging in the case, there would not be most

fearful reason to apprehend, that you and your liberal breth

ren generally have done but very little, to secure yourselves

from the general charge, or, I must add, to purge yourselves

from the general guilt?—It grieves me, dear Sir, to state, that

in your Letter you tell us, in so many words, that "to believe

with Mr. Belsham is no crime:"—by which 1 understand,

no sin,—no offence against God—against Christ—against

the Gospel—against the cause and kingdom of truth and

holiness.—No sin—no offence, to hold Christ to have been

no more than "a fallible, peccable, and ignorant man;"—to

discard those parts of the New Testament which assert his

pre-existencc, his miraculous conception, his divinity, and his

atonement, as either spurious, erroneous, or extravagantly

hyperbolical;—to deny that his death was an expiatory sacri

fice for sin, that "we owe him any gratitude for the benefits

which we are now receiving," that "we have any reason to

hoj)e for his future interposition;—to deny the inspiration of

the Scriptures generally, and reject all the fundamental, ali

the peculiar doctrines of the Gospel!—You arc also most stu

diously careful, most exquisitely tender, lest any "state
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hient you make should be considered, as casting the least

reproach on those amongst us, who believe in the simple

humanity of Jesus Christ;" and, of course, agree with Mr.

Belsham, if not in all, yet certainly in the most material arti

cles of his creed.—Most studiously careful, most exquisitely

tender, lest you should wound their feelings, abridge their in*

flucnce, or hinder their success in propagating their senti

ments! And from other parts of your Letter, it would seem

that such has been the uniform feeling, and conformable to it

the uniform practice, not only of yourself, but of your liberal

brethren in general.

Now, Sir, if such is the real fact, however small a propor

tion of the liberal party those may be, who actually do the

things in question; yet is it not perfectly correct to say, gen

erally, that the liberal party do them. And if so, where is

the foundation for the serious charge of falsehood, so vehe

mently urged against the Reviewer?

You are pleased to say, (p. 7.) "The conduct of the Re-

"viewer, in collecting all the opinions of that gentleman

Mr. Belsham, "not only on the Trinity, but on every other

"theological subject, in giving the wliale collection the name

"of Unitarianism,, and in exhibiting this to the world as the

"creed of liberal Cliristians in this region, is perhaps as

"criminal an instance of unfairness, as is to be found in the

"records of theological controversy." Upon this permit me

to ask,—Did you overlook that Mr. Belsham exhibits the

opinions, thus collected, not as peculiarly his own, but ex

pressly as the sentiments of the Unitarians generally? Have

the goodness to observe his phraseology: "The Unitarians

generally believe," &c. "The Unitarians maintain," Ace.

"The Unitarians disavow," &c. Was it not right for the

Reviewer to consider Mr. Belsham, at present the head of

the party certainly in England, as good an authority for de

termining what Unitarianism is, in the nineteenth century, as

"Dr. Mosheim" or "Miss Adams?" and right also to give

the people some distinct information on this subject? Is not

the fact well known to you, that Unitarianism is a "name,"

not opprobriously given to that class of professed christians

by their opponents, but eagerly claimed, and strenuously as
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serted by themselves? Are you not also perfectly aware,

that after the denial of the essential divinity and the proper

atonement of Christ, the descent to the lowest degree of Uni-

tarianism is extremely easy, and often most rapid? That

among those, who reject these primary doctrines a peculiar

brotherhood is at once established? and that any differences

of sentiment which may exist among them, are considered by

themselves from the highest to the lowest, as compartively

unimportant,—and are so considered also by their oppo

nents the Trinitarians, who regard the denial of these doc

trines as subversive of the very foundations of the gospel?

In what then consists the extreme criminality, with which

the Reviewer is so warmly charged?

To conclude this head. You have accused the Reviewer

of falsehood, in "asserting, That the ministei-s of Boston

and its vicinity, and tlie great body of liberal christians ai e

Unitarians in Mr. Belsham's sense of the word." I trust it

has been made clear, that this accusation is unfounded: that

he does not make the assertion which you allege that he

makes,- and in that what he does assert, in the passages cit

ed by you, he is in part justified by your own concession,

and in the rest borne out by the testimony of liberal gentle

men, and by principles of fair interpretation,—I frankly

confess that I did regret, when I first read the Review, and

I do still regret, that he had not expressed himself with

more studious care, and more circumspect qualification. But

fer the heavy accusation, which you have preferred against

him, and for the uncommon heat with which it is urged, I

am utterly incapable of discerning any solid reason. "A

man who is governed by christian principles, will slowly

and reluctantly become the accuser of his brethren." This

sentiment, Sir, I quote from you with most hearty approba

tion. Near it, however, is a passage, which 1 quote with

no common sensation of pain. "That he," the Reviewer,

"intended to deceive I am unwilling to assert; but the most

"charitable construction which his conduct will admit is,

"that his passions and party spirit have criminally blinded

"him, and hurried him into an act, which could have been

"authorized only by the strongest evidence, and the most im-
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"partial inquiiy. The time may come, when he will view

"this transaction with other eyes; when the rage of party

"will have subsided; when the obligation of a fair and equita-

"ble temper will appear at least as solemn as the obligation

"of building up a sect; when misrepresentation, intended to

"injure, and originating, if not in malignity, yet in precipi-

"tancy and passion, will be felt to be a crime of no common

"aggravation."—God in mercy preserve me from the desire

of applying this passage. But, my dear Sir, I must be per

mitted to intreat you, at some favoured moment, when passion

is hushed, when conscience is awake, when God and eternal

things are in view, very seriously to consider, whether it

might be applied with greater justice to the writer of the

Panoplist Review, than to the writer of the Letter to the

Rev. Mr. Thatcher.

II. In the second place you allege, that "the Review as-

"serts, that the ministers of Boston and the vicinity, and the

"most considerable members of the liberal party, 'operate in

" 'secret, entrust only the initiated with their measures; are

"'guilty of hypocritical concealment of their sentiments;

•"behave in a base and hypocritical manner, compared with

" 'which Mr. Belsham's conduct, rotten as he is in doctrine

" 'to the very core, is purity itself.'—Such, you are pleased to

add, "is the decent language scattered through this Review."

And in a note, at the bottom of the page, you throw togeth

er a number of severed phrases, selected from various parts

and connexions of the Review, and represent them all as

having been applied by the Reviewer, directly to yourself

and your clerical brethren generally of Boston and the vi

cinity, together with the most considerable members of the

liberal party at large.

You are perfectly aware, Sir, how easy a thing it is to

select from any book detached sentences and members of

sentences, and so to arrange them as to give them a very

different aspect and bearing, from what they have in their

proper connexions. A more striking example of this kind I

have seldom if ever witnessed, than the one which you have

afforded in the instance now before us. Of all the. quotations

which you have made from the Review, as the basis of your
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accusation under this second head, I think I may safely af

firm, there is not one sentence, or scrap of a sentence, which

appeal's in your Letter, with the same aspect and hearing as

in the Review. When I first read them in your Letter, I

felt, I confess, no small degree of excitement in regard to the

Reviewer; and no little surprise that I could have read the

Review without a similar excitement. But not less was my

surprise, when, on turning to the Review I perceived how

very differently they there, in their proper connexions, ap

peared. My limits will permit me to present but a few of

them here.

Speaking of the Stone Chapel, the Reviewer remarks,

"We must say that the conduct of this society and their min

ister, in coming out openly and avowing their sentiments to

the world, is vastly preferable to a hypocritical concealment of

them. The words in Italicks are those which you quote, as

being applied by the Reviewer to "the ministers of Boston,"

&c. but no such application of them is made by him.—Of a

remarkable letter, written by a clergyman in this country to

his friend in England, and published by Mr. Belsham, the

Reviewer says, "The object of Mr. Belsham in publishing

it was, to chastise the Boston clergy for their cowardice in

concealing their religious opinions." This expresses what the

Reviewer supposed to be Mr. Belshanv's opinion of the Bos

ton clergy: and I presume, Sir, you will admit that lie was

warranted by the documents before him, in believing that

such was Mr. Bclshana's opinion, and such his design in

publishing the letter. "The idea that a minister believes the

t rutlis of the gospel to be of infinite importance, and still

conceals them, is incompatible with eitherfddity or integrity.,>

Here the Reviewer expresses a general sentiment, without

applying it; a sentiment which you, Sir, I doubt not, will

readily acknowledge to be just.

My principal reason for selecting these passages, rather

than others partly quoted by you, is, that they could be pre

sented in their proper connexions and aspects in fewer words.

These, however, will be admitted, I trust, as a pretty fair

sample of tiie whole.
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After making such quotations of detached sentences and

scraps of sentences, as you thought proper, to shew that the

Reviewer had charged you and your liberal brctliren with a

"hypocritical concealment of your sentiments," you proceed

to notice the proofs upon which he rests this charge. These,

as you state, are "a Letter from Dr. Freeman, and the letter

of Mr. Wells to Mr. Belsham." These Letters you very

dexterously despatch; excepting that you quote from that of

Mr. Wells a particular passage, for the purpose of shewing

«the method," as you say, "in which it is distorted by the

Reviewer." This letter the Reviewer gives entire, and I

believe correctly; but afterwards he does quote the passage

in question with some variation. The quotation however is

made, not, as you represent, for the purpose of supporting

the charge of hypocritical concealment, not in any connexion

with this topick; but most plainly for the purpose of making

out a list of cpithetical and encomiastick descriptions, given

by Mr. Wells of gentlemen of the liberal party; and the pas

sage is so shaped, as to be the more conveniently arranged

in the list. This alters the case materially. The Reviewer

does not bring forward a passage in a "distorted" form, for

the purpose of proving a charge of hypocritical concealment.

But you have accused him of doing this; and to give the accu

sation the deeper impression, you utter yourself in the follow

ing remarkable terms: "An unperverted mind turns with sor-

"row and disgust from such uncharitable and disingenuous

''dealing; and why all this labour to distort what is so plain?

«the object is, to fix the character of knaves and hypocrites

"on a large class of christians and christian ministers. I

"might here be permitted to dip my pen in gall; but I do not

"write for those, whose moral feeling is so dull, as to need

"indignant comment on practices like these."—And certainly,

Sir, this passage of youi-s needs no "comment" of mine. I

can only deplore and deprecate the state of mind from which

only it could have proceeded.

I mean not, dear Sir, to deny that the Review does charge

ministers, and perhaps others, of the party called liberal, with

want of openness and clearness in avowing and explaining

their sentiments; nay, with designed "concealment" and cul



 

p able disguise. Nor will I dissemble that I have felt no lit

tle regret, that its language on this subject had not heen in a

style of less repulsive freedom and apparent asperity. I am

fully aware that this is tender ground; and I feel most deeply

the difficulty and the delicacy of the subject-

It docs, however, appear to me very clear, that Dr. Free

man, Mr. Wells, and Mr. Belsham did suppose, and that in

the documents on which the Reviewer principally relies as Ins

vouchers, they do represent, that liberal ministers and other

liberal gentlemen have judged it proper, not to make ordina

rily a fj'ee and full disclosure of their sentiments: that they

have in fact thought it expedient to temporize. Whether, in

this opinion of you and your brethren, those gentlemen aro

correct or not, you must have been apprised, that the opin

ion is not peculiar to them, but very extensively prevalent:

pr valent, not among those only, whom you would consider

your adversaries, but also among your Mends. Hundreds

and hundreds of times have I heard it uttered from various

quarters, and with various expressions of approbation and

disapprobation; and never, in any debate or conversation, a°

I recollect, have I heard the truth of it denied, or called r

question. It seems indeed to have been received as an estr

lished, uncontested fact, that ministers of the liberal clas*

were not accustomed to be unreserved and explicit in the

publick avowal and declaration of their sentiments. I con

fess to you, Sir, that I had so received it; nor did I ever im

agine that in so receiving it, there was any thing injurious or

uncharitable; for I did suppose that you and your liberal

brethren held it as a maxim, founded upon reasons satisfac

tory to your own minds, that a degree of reserve and conceal

ment, greater or less according to circumstances, was pru

dent, and justifiable, and praiseworthy. In this supposition

I have been from time to time strengthened, by conversations

with respectable individuals of the class, and not a little con

ned by what 1 have occasionally heard from the pulpit. I

ive now in very fresh remembrance some sentiments to this

Tect, delivered in a sermon which I heard at an ordination

Boston a few months ago; and in which the preacher very

actly, and with considerable amplification, held forth
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that, though in some places it might he well, and "contribute

•«to the faith and virtue of the people," for a minister openly

and plainly to declare his sentiments, yet in other places it

would not be prudent or proper: and in regard to tins, the

gentleman then ordained was affectionately and earnestly

advised to regulate himself, according to the habits of think

ing and feeling, the prejudices or freedom from prejudice,

which he should find to prevail among his people.

Judge then, Sir, of my surprise, when I read, in your Let

ter, what I understood to be intended as an absolute denial,

that any such reserve or concealment had been practised.

After some reflection, however, I discerned, or thought I dis

cerned, very clearly, the foundation of the apparent contra

diction. The primary question between you and your oppo

nents on this subject is, What is to be understood by a min

ister being open, clear, and faithful in the avowal and decla

ration of his sentiments? Upon this question there is evi

dently, between you and them, a real and material difference

of opinion; and this difference is very manifestly the founda

tion of the apparent contradiction between you and them on

the question, whether you are open, clear, and faithful, or

concealed, indistinct, and unfaithful.

You are perfectly aware, that the ministers, called ortho

dox, are accustomed generally to preach out their sentiments

without reserve, perhaps sometimes without prudence. They

do not shun to declare unto the people all the counsel of God,

as they understand it. They do not avoid preaching any

doctrine, which they find to be revealed in the word of God,

either because that doctrine is mysterious, or because it is

denied by some and doubted by others; but the very circum

stance of its being denied or doubted, is with them a reason

why they should be the more particular, and the more earnest,

in shewing its truth, in obviating the objections against it,

and in so instructing their hearers upon it, as to promote the

increase of their knowledge and the establishment of their

faith. These ministers, therefore, are accustomed to use

great plainness of speech, endeavouring to make themselves

well understood upon every subject: to let it be distinctly

known what they believe concerning mankind, their fallen
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state, their native depravity and practical sinfulness, their

guilt and their condemnation; concerning Jesus Christ, Ids

person, his offices, his atonement, and the nature and the

way of the great salvation by him; concerning the Holy

Spirit, his personal divinity, his official power and grace, and

the nature and importance of his work in renewing, sanctify

ing, and sealing the heirs of salvation; and concerning the

Gospel generally, its infinite importance as "the wisdom of

God and the power of God" for the recovery of lost mankind,

its doctrines, its precepts, and its institutions.—Accordingly

these ministers are understood; and in general their people

and others arc left in no doubt as to what their sentiments

are,—rThis, Sir, is what they understand by ministers being

open, and clear, and faithful in the avowal and declaration of

their sentiments.

It is otherwise, however, with you and your liberal breth

ren, as appeal's mast clearly from your Letter.

In repelling the charges of the Panoplist Reviewer, yon

first make what would seem to be a Confession of Faith; and

then proceed to shew the manner in which you and your

brethren perform your ministry.—To your friend Mr.

Thatcher you say, p. 7, "We both agreed that a majority

"of our brethren believe that Jesus Christ is more than

"man, that he existed before the world, that he literally

"came from heaven to save our race, that he sustains other

"offices than those of a teacher and witness to the truth, and

•'that he still acts for our benefit, and is our intercessor with

"the Fatfier. This we agreed to be the prevalent sentiment

"of our brethren." You then mention "another class of Jiber-

"al christians, who, wliilst they reject the distinction of three

"persons in God, are yet unable to pass a definitive judg

ment on the various systems, which prevail, as to the na-

"ture and rank of Jesus Christ;" and "another class" still,

"who believe the simple humanity of Jesus Christ."—"As

"to myself," you say, p. 12, "I have ever been inclined to

"cherish the most exalted views of Jesus Christ, which are

"consistent with the supremacy of the Father; and I have

"felt it my duty to depart from Mr. Belsham, in perhaps

"every sentiment which is peculiar to him on tliis subject."
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Then, including yourselfwith your brethren ofthe three class

es, you say, p. 13, "We are accustomed to speak of the Father

"as God, and of Jesus Christ as his Son, as a distinct being

"from him, as dependent on him, subordinate to him, and de-

"riving all from him."

Such is your Confession of Faith: and for this Confession

I, dear Sir, for one, most sincerely thank you; and hundreds

and thousands of cliristians, I am persuaded) will thank you.

It will serve to relieve us from much of the uncertainty, and

much of the embarrassment, which, until now, we have felt

in relation to you and your liberal brethren.—One great

point is clear:—You hold Jesus Christ as "a being" entire

ly "distinct from God," and, like all other creatures, entire

ly "dependent."—Of course, you will, doubtless, not hesitate

to acknowledge what I have certainly very great sorrow in

stating, that the doctrines of atonement by Ids death, andjus

tification through faith in his blood, as held by orthodox

christians in all ages of the church,—together with all the

truths and sentiments—all the powerful motives to repen

tance, faith, and holiness, depending on those cardinal doc

trines, at once fall to the ground before you! Thus much is

plain; thus far the matter is settled in regard to yourself,

and in regard also to your liberal brethren, in so far as you

were authorised to speak for them. To what extent you

were thus authorised, I know not; but would devoutly hope,

not to the extent which your manner of speaking would seem

to import. Yes, Sir, most devoutly would I hope, that there

are some among those whom you would wish to include in

your liberal party, who will revolt from your statement; who

will protest against being numbered with you; who will yet

awake from the enchantment, more fatal than that of Armi-

da, under the power of which they have too long been held.

Still, however, I find in the terms of your creed, a great

want of clearness and precision; great indistinctness and

ambiguity. What are we to understand by "Jesus Christ

being more than man?"—by his "literally coming from heav

en to save our race?" What is he more than man, and how

does he save? What "other offices does he sustain than those

of a teacher and witness to the truth?" Upon these, and oth
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cr points comprised in your statement of the sentiments of

the liberal party in general, you leave us in utter uncertain

ty. In your statement of your own sentiments, your ambi

guity is not less remarkable. Were it not for what you say

in another place, we should not know what you mean by

'•the supremacy of the Father:" whether a supremacy in

office, such as Trinitarians admit; er a supremacy in nature,

such as that of the infinite, independent Creator in relation

to his finite, "dependent" creatures. "I have felt it my duty"

you say, "to depart from Mr. Belsham, in perhaps every

sentiment peculiar to him on this subject." Might not Dr.

Priestley, with perfect truth, have said this? Is there a Uni

tarian in the world, even the closest follower of Mr. Belsham,

who might not say the same? Undoubtedly there is no man

living, who docs not "depart from Mr. Belsham, in every

sentiment which Ls peculiar to him." But what are the sen

timents peculiar to him? None of those certainly which are

exhibited in his Unitarian creed.

Now, dear Sir, if such ambiguity, sucli want of distinct

ness and clearness, such apparent (I mean not to say dis-

nonest) "concealment," is found in this Confession of your

Faith; a confession, made on an occasion so urgent, when

you seem to have felt yourself called upon for a publick and

explicit declaration of your sentiments; would it not be rea

sonable to conclude, that on ordinary occasions you are cer

tainly not less reserved, indistinct, and ambiguous: nay, that

you have acquired a habit of expressing yourself on the doc

trinal subjects of religion, in a manner not to be clearly

understood. That such is the real fact, is manifest from the

representation which you give of the manner, in which you

and your liberal brethren perform your ministry.

The sum of this representation, which you have spread

over several pages, is this: That you and your brethren stu-

diously refrain from encountering the opinions of any of the'

various denominations of Christians, who differ from you;

and are accustomed "to urge perpetually those truths and

precepts," which to be sure you call "great," "about which

there is little contention." But what are those greaMniths'

and precepts, about which there is little contention, and which
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you perpetually urge. Certainly not any of tlie primary, not

any of the peculiar doctrines or institutions of the gospel: for

not one of these can be named, about which there has not always #

been, about which there is not still great contention. The doc

trines concerning the Saviour's person and character, his

priesthood and atonement, his offices and work;—the doctrines

concerning the moral state of mankind,—regeneration by the

Holy Spirit,—-justification by faith,—pardon and eternal salva

tion through the merits of the one Mediator,—the resurrection

of the body,—and the final judgment,—the "everlasting de

struction of them that obey not the gospel:" all these, as you

will readily admit, arc subjects ofcontinual and earnest conten

tion among those who profess to be christians. These doc

trines then, according to your own representation, you and

your liberal brethren carefully refrain from bringing into

discussion before your hearers: or, if you mention them at all,

yet only jn such a manner, as not to come into conflict or col

lision, with any who differ from you on these great and car

dinal points.

But, Sir, set these doctrines aside, and what is then left of

the Gospel of Jesus Christ? What is there left, but mere

natural religion—called indeed, in tins enlightened age,

rational Christianity?—If in your preaching, these doctrines

are kept out of sight, or treated only in a manner so general,

so vague, so ambiguous, as not directly and manifestly to

clash with any of the various and opposite opinions, held by

professed christians respecting them: if you dwell "perpetu

ally" on other topicks; is it then strange, that your people

and others are left in utter uncertainty, as to what you be

lieve on these momentous points, and that you are considered

as wanting in openness and clearness, and as practising

reserve and concealment?

"In this avoiding controversy," you say, p. 15. "we have

thought that we deserved not reproach, but some degree of

praise for our self denial." For myself, I had understood

from the Scriptures, that it required christian "self denial,"

not to shrink from an open avowal of our faith in the doc

trines of the gospel, and from "holding forth the faithful

word in the face of opposition] but cordially to embrace
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them, openly to confess them, and meekly and charitably,

yet firmly and courageously to "contend" for them. And

you will pardon me, Sir, if I do nut yet see that much

"praise" is due for your "self denial." You tell us explic

itly, that "to believe with Mr. Belsham is no crime." In

your Sermon on infidelity, you also say, p. 13, "For these,"

(reasons previously mentioned) "and other reasons, I am

unwilling to believe, that infidelity has no source but deprav

ity of heart, and that it can never be traced to causes which

may absolve it from guilt." It must be admitted indeed,

that you do not regard with quite equal kindness, those who

believe in Calvinism; as is manifest from some very strong

expressions of antipathy, and from your representation, than

which I am grieved to say, I have seldom if ever seen a more

"distorted" and injurious one, of their sentiments. Is it,

however, a crime to believe in Calvinism? when, in your es

timation, it is none to believe in the lowest Unitarianism,—

and may be none to be an infidel. I presume that, notwith

standing the vehemence of your antipathy, you will hardly

say it is. But if, in your estimation, errour of all kinds is

innocent, then where is your "self' denial" in refraining

from assailing it, and where your claim to "praise" for

"avoiding controversy."'

There is still another point of view, and that a very seri

ous one, in which your "self denial" and your claim to

"praise," should not fail to be considered. If, indeed, to

believe in error is "no crime," then to believe in the truth

is no virtue. But, Sir, is it so represented in the word of

God? Did Jesus Christ and his apostles conduct their minis

try, and enjoin it upon* others to conduct theirs, in the man-

i which, as you represent, you and your liberal breth

ren conduct yours?

Jesus Christ says, "This is the condemnation, that light

is come into the world, and men have loved darkness rather

than light, because their deeds are evil. For every one

that doeth evil hateth the light, and will not come to the

light, lest his deeds should he reproved." Is not truth

light, and errour darkness? Does then the great Teacher

from heaven here represent a belief in errour to be no
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crime?—a belief in the truth to be no virtue? Gr does be

limit the remark to infidelity?—which in your Sermon before

referred to, you allow may sometimes proceed from "vice."

What is his meaning when, in his commission to his apostles

and ministers, he says, "He that believeth," (in the truth

undoubtedly) "shall be saved; he that believeth not shall be

damned!" What is St, Paul's meaning, when he says, "Be

cause they received not the love of the truth, that they might

be saved,;—God shall send them strong delusion to believe a

lie; that they all might be damned who believed not the truth,

but had pleasure in unrighteousness?" And St. Eeter's, when

he says, "There were false prophets also among the people,

even as there shall be false teachers among you, who privily

shall bring in damnable heresies, even denying the Lord that

bought them, and bring upon themselves swift destruction."

If this language sound harsh and unfashionable, I trust, Sir,

you will have the goodness not to impute the fault to mej

and that you will not on account of any unpleasantness in

the language, refuse to give attention to the momentous sen

timent contained in it.

Did the apostles, then, studiously "avoid controversy?"

Did they "seldom or never refer to any different sentiments

embraced by other" professed "christians?" Never "attempt

to refute" errour? Never assail any "system which they did

not believe?" or any "denomination that differed from them?"

Did they refrain from preaching high and mysterious doc

trines, lest they should "perplex, and needlessly perplex a

common congregation, consisting of all ages, capacities, de

grees of improvement, and conditions in society?" Did they,

"in compliance with a general system" of conduct, adopted

by them, cautiously "exclude" from their preaching all con

troverted points, give up as unimportant and unprofitable

every doctrine which any individuals, or bodies of professed

christians had ventured to deny or oppose, and "persuade

themselves that the best method of promoting the holiness

and salvation ofmankind" was, "to urge on them perpetually

those truths and precepts about which there was little con

tention?" Had they done so, possibly they might not have

been "made the offscouring of all things," and been exposed.
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to "death's oft;"—but have "enjoyed singular prosperity,"

"found themselves respected by all classes of society," and

been "distinguished by the eminent," and by those whom the

world would call "the enlightened and the good." But did

they not act upon an entirely opposite "system?" Did they

not preach, "with much contention," a doctrine which was

to the Jews a stumbling block and to the Greeks foolishness,"

—a doctrine which was "every where spoken against?" Were

not their Epistles all of them controversial, in a greater or

less degree, and some of them almost entirely? Did they not

zealously wnteml for sentiments which were denied and op

posed,—and the more zealously in proportion as the opposi

tion was more powerful and determined? Did they not ear

nestly "denounce" false doctrines and false teachers? warn

the churches and all men against every prevalent errour?

and with the utmost solemnity say, "If we, or an angel from

heaven preach any other gospel unto you, than that which we

have preached unto you, let him be accursed!"

Though the apostles were invested with an extraordinary

authority, yet you will certainly admit, that, in their love and

zeal for the truth, and (due allowance being made for change

of circumstances) in the manner of performing their ministry,

they are examples for all the ministers of Christ.—If then,

my dear Sir, you and your liberal brethren have chosen to

adopt "a general system" of conduct in the ministry, alto

gether different from theirs, we must entreat you not to think

it strange, if there arc some who cannot accord to you all the

"praise," which you "have thought that you deserved." And

notwithstanding the assurance and the pathos, with which you

make your "appeal" to your people, you must not expect

that the minds of all will be entirely relieved from the painful

apprehension, that both you and your people may be under

some deception; or from the distressing doubt, whether, at

the appearing of the Lord Jesus, you will be able in his

presence to say to them, "We take you to record this day,

that we are pure from the blood of all men; for wc have not

shunned to declare unto you all the counsel of God."

III. "The Reviewer," you say, "having charged us with

"holding the opinions of Mr. Belsham, and hypocritically

*f
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♦'concealing them, solemnly calls on christians who differ

"from us in sentiment, 4o come out and be separate from us,

« <and to withhold communion with us.' " Upon this topick

your zeal rises to its utmost height. And it is, Sir, I con

fess, a subject most deeply interesting, and of a nature most

strongly to excite the sensibilities of the soul. Here lies the

danger. Upon this subject, it is extremely difficult to keep the

passions still, and to attend with calmness, and meekness, and

impartiality to the unadulterated dictates of reason and ofscrip

ture. Yet scarcely can another subject be named,* hich more

imperiously demands to be considered with the most dispas

sionate, docile, and unbiassed mind. I am fully aware that

there have been, in all ages, that there are in the present age,

rash and fiery zealots, who are never more in their clement,

than when engaged in strifes and contentions, sowing discord

among brethren, and rending the churches of Christ piece

meal. Such spirits are not easily restrained and regulated, by

the cornsels of the more temperate, and considerate, bnt not

less conscientious, and firm, and faithful. I am no less fully

aware, that there have been in all ages, that there are in the

present age, zealots of a quite different character, but not less

rash and fiery, who arc always ready to raise the cry of big

otry, illiberality, fanatacism, and persecution, against every

measure and attempt, though conducted with the best spirit, and

with the utmost prudence and regularity, for maintaining the

cause of truth, and promoting the purity, order, and prosperity

of the churches.—It would be lamentable, Sir, indeed, should

you descend from your proper elevation, and lend yourself*

with all your weight and influence, to give a deeper tone, and a

wider extent to a cry so senseless and so unholy.

It is to be lamented, that on a subject of this serious and mo

mentous kind, you should have thought it proper so entirely to

disjiense witli argument, and with all the scriptural consider

ations which, in relation to this subject, so forcibly press them

selves upon the conscience and the heart; and to indulge so

freely in vague declamation, poignant invective, and fervid

appeal to popular prejudices and passions. I know full well,

and too many know, that this is the way to strike the minds

of that great majority of mankind, to whom thought and reflec
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tioii are irksome; the method best adapted for the support of a*

bad cause. lam fully aware of your advantage in this res

pect. But, Sir, a minister of Jesus Clirist should esteem it

a higher honour and a nobler achievement, to enlighten the

understanding and correct the conscience of a single individ

ual, than to rouse the passions and inflame the prejudices of

thousands.—Declamation is always, for a very obvious rea

son, difficult to answer. Yours however, under the present

head, is evidently bottomed on several assumptions, which I

deem utterly inadmissible, and some of the principal of which

I propose to consider.

In the first place, you manifestly assume, that the points

of doctrine, upon which you and your liberal brethren differ

from your opponents, are comparatively small and tiivialj

not "practical," but speculative merely, and such as do not

materially affect christian character.—I trust, Sir, it has

been made plain, under the preceding head, that this ought

not to be assumed. According to your own concession, the

party in whose behalf you plead, generally deny tiie essential

divinity of the Saviour, and hold him to be a being entirely

"distinct from God"—entirely "dependent,"—in other words

* mere creature.—But, Sir, between a being essentially

divine, as by us the Saviour is held to be, and a mere crea

ture however "exalted," there is, as you will readily ad

mit, an infinite disparity. The Saviour, then, whom you

acknowledge, is infinitely different from Him whom we ac

knowledge and adore. Your rock is not as our Rock, you your

selves being judges! As your acknowledged Saviour is infi

nitely inferiour to ours, so too arc the offices and the work

which you assign to him. You doubtless do not suppose, that

by any mere creature, atonement could be made for the sins

of an apostate world, of sufficient merit for the pardon, sanc-

tification, and eternal salvation of all who should trust in him;

therefore, if you hold to atonement in any sense, yet unques

tionably not i n the sense of a proper propitiatory sacrifice. Up

on flu's denial of atonement, must follow of course the denial

of pardon, prqeured by the blood of Christ,—of justification

solely through faith in him,—of redemption from eternal

death unto everlasting life by him. Connected and, gcucr-

-
*.\. .- -*
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ally if not invariably, concomitant with the denial of these

doctrines, is a denial of the Holy Spirit in his personal char

acter and offices, and of the renewal of mankind unto holiness

by his sovereign agency, as held hy orthodox christians.

Now, Sir, are these small and trivial points of difference

between you and us? The God whom you worship is differ

ent from ours; the Saviour whom you acknowledge is

infinitely inferiour to ours; the salvation which you preach

is immensely diverse from that which we preach. Though

you call Jesus Christ master and Lord, and profess to believe

in him and to love him; yet you do not, with the disciple who

had long doubted, call him your Lord and your God; you

do not believe on him for a salvation, meritoriously procured

by his atoning hlood, his vicarious merits; nor do you love

him with supreme affection, or "honour him as you should

honour the father."

Are the doctrines then, aboutwhich we differ, merely spec

ulative? Are they not practical, most vitally and essentially

practical? Do they not go home to the heart directly, and

claim an empire over all the affections and powers of the soul?

Is not a doctrine which essentially concerns the object of our

worship, practical?—when, if we are wrong in regard to the

object of our worship, we can hardly be right in any part of

our religion. Are not the doctrines, which affect directly the

very foundations of our faith, practical?—When a true faith is

the grand requisition of the gospel, and the vital principle

of all holy practice, of all the works which are good and

acceptable in the sight of God.

Hitherto, Sir, I have proceeded upon the ground of your

general statement, and held more particularly in view your

higher classes of liberal christians. But it is not to be over

looked, that you make your remonstrance against "separa

tion," not in favour of those higher classes only, but equally

in favour of the lowest:—of those who believe in the "simple

humanity of Jesus Christ,"—who agree most nearly with Mr.

Belsbam; nay, Mr. Belsham himself, and those who agree

with him entirely, were doubtless not intended to be excluded.

You put in your earnest plea for the whole. The question,

then, is a short one. Is not Mr. Belsham's gospel, as set
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forth in his creed, anotiwr gospel, than that which Paul

preached! If you are not willing to admit this; yet surely you

cannot hesitate a moment to admit, that it is another, than

that which is held by orthodox christians,—which is preached

by orthodox ministers:—essentially different in every partic

ular from the foundation to the top stone. One or the other

of these schemes, then, must be what St. Paul denominates

"another gospel," and against which, and its abettors, he

solemnly pronounces his apostolick anathema. The leading

doctrines of Mohammed are not more diverse from the ortho

dox views of Christianity, than are those wliich you would

have us hold in our fellowship. The followers of Mohammed

believe in Jesus Christ as a good man, and a great prophet;

and are accustomed to regard him, I believe, with as high

veneration, as are the lower Unitarians.

Does it not then infinitely behove both you and us, instead

of uttering vague declamations, and impassioned appeals,

most seriously to weigh the very forcible declarations of the

ingenuous Mr. Belsham himself: "Opinions such as these can

no more harmonize with each other, than light and darkness.

than Christ and Belial. They who hold doctrines so diamet

rically opposite, cannot be fellow worshippers in the same

temple. It was expedient that they should separate."

Another of your evident assumptions is, that every separa-

tian between professed christians is unjustifiable; a criminal

"schism," the guilt of which is chargeable upon those who

insist upon it as requisite. Schism, Sir, in the scriptural

sense, I certainly hold to bo no light matter. But what is

schism in the scriptural sense? Is it not a rending, a disrup

tion of the body of Christ, or of his true church? But are all

who call themselves christians really members of the body of

Christ? Do they all hold tlie Head? Do the scriptures teach

this?—Do the scriptures represent that all separation from

those who call themselves christians, all withdrawing of fel

lowship from them, is schismatick, is "heretical?" Do they

enjoin upon the churches to hold in their fellowship all who

profess to be christians, however corrupt in sentiment they

may be?—Do they not on the contrary constantly insist on

belief in the truth, as tho very foundation of christian charac
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ter-and of christian fellowship? and as solemnly warn the

churches to keep clear of errour as of other sin? as earnestly

exhort them to he steadfast in the truth, as in that holiness

of heart and practice, to which the truth is conducive and

absolutely necessary?

If then, in obedience to the scriptures, and with the

spirit, and in the manner which the scriptures enjoin, churches

that are sound in the faith, separate themselves from such

professed christians as deny all the fundamental, all the pecu-r

liar doctrines of the gospel, arc those churches justly charge

able with the guilt of schism and heresy? Is an orthodox

church to be charged with schism and heresy, for withholding

fellowship from a church professedly of the sentiments of Mr.

Bclsham's creed? or for excluding from its communion, in

the regular way of christian discipline, individual members

who professedly hold the same sentiments! Or are members

of Unitarian churches to be charged with schism and heresy,

if, in the meek and faithful spirit of the gospel, they ask for

dismission, and regularly withdraw from a fellowship which

they believe to be not that of the apostles and prophets?

How, indeed, is the fellowship for which you plead to be

maintained? Upon this point you and your liberal brethren

have taken care that wc should be pretty fully informed.

The orthodox churches must give up their creeds and cov

enants, their Psalms and Hymns and Doxologics; must

cease to insist on, as important, the great doctrines which

they now hold to be fundamental and essential to the chris

tian faith; must exclude from their pulpits all mysterious

and all controverted doctrines,—all that are not included in

what is fashionably called liberal or rational Christianity; must

consent, in a word, to have their preaching and worship con

ducted on such principles, and in such a manner, as will not

disturb the minds of liberal christians, or Unitarians of any

class!—Is not this, Sir, precisely the way most distinctly

marked out, and most strenuously insisted on, in your peri

odical publications, in your ordination sermons, and in all

your discourses and conversations on tins subject? If the or

thodox ministers and churches will oidy consent to all this,

the thing is done; all will be love, and peace, and fellow
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ship. That is, if they will consent to yield up as unscrip-

tui-al or unimportant the doctrines of faith and the principles

of worship, which they now hold most essential to christian

character, devotion, and practice,—to hold it "no crime to

helicve as Mr. Belsham believes," and to worship as he wor

ships; and thus cease to be orthodox, or in any respect mate

rially different from those called liberal christians; all the

difficulty will be removed, and the way will be open and easy

for an established and permanent fellowship, between them

and Unitarians of all degrees.—Yes, Sir: and if Unitarians

would cease to be Unitarians, and become orthodox chris

tians, the way would be equally unobstructed.

But here lies the difficulty. The orthodox ministers and

churches will not consent thus to yield up their faith and their

worship: and from the earnest and abundant labour and

pains which you and your liberal brethren have employed, to

bring them to these terms, it is manifest that, unless they will

consent, you do not yourselves suppose there can be fellow

ship between you and them. Because they do not consent,

you continually charge them with being higotted, illiberal,

uncharitable; and now seem disposed to charge them even

with schism and heresy. But, Sir, if on account of their

steadfast adherence to their faith and worslup a separation

and non-fellowship ensue, does it not deeply concern you, as

well as them, very seriously to consider on which side the

guilt will lie? Unquestionably, notwithstanding any thing

which you have said of your own, or quoted from Dr. Camp

bell, it must lie on that side, which the Redeemer and King

of Zion shall judge to have removed itself from the founda

tion of the apostles and prophets.

Your last assumption which I shall particularly consider

is this: That it can be only from a higotted, uncharitable

and malignant spirit,—a "proud, censorious and overbear

ing temper," that a separation can be proposed.—In this as

well as in what you say on the subject of schism and heresy,

you seem to forget that your liberal brethren in England

have not only proposed a separation, but have actually carri

ed the proposition into effect; and that your heavy charges

; your opponents here, recoil with all their force upon



your transatlantick friends. This, however, is no concern

of ours.

We have been, my dear Sir, so long accustomed to hear

the vehement charges of uncharitableness, illiberality, and

bigotry, vociferated against us from your quarter, that we

have ceased to be greatly disquieted by them. We "hear the

angry thunder murmur at a distance, with as little concern

as if it were the thunder of the pope, from whom it seems in

deed to be borrowed."—The reason of these charges has been

explained in the foregoing remarks. Your modesty and con

sistency in them are notable. You set out with asserting,

that religion consists in charity; in charity, to be sure, in

your own sense of the word; you then claim all this same,

charity as belonging to yourselves, and allow none of it to

us: and thus, in effect, you deny that we have true religion.

Yet the very reason why we are thus "denounced" as desti

tute of charity is, that we do not, as you allege, allow

the genuineness of your religion. You may then deny the

genuineness of our religion, and yet be most charitable; but

if we entertain any doubt of the genuineness of yours, we

must be utterly destitute of charity!

There is no word more abused than charity. Its scriptural

meaning, as you very well know, is love; holy love to God

and men: that love which is "the end of the commandment"

and "the fulfilling of the law." In this sense it is indeed

the essence—the sum of religion. Is it then a violation of

the great law of love, for the friends of truth to decline com

munion with its rejecters?—We have nothing to do here

with slight diversities of opinion; with differences about

modes, or forms, or inconsiderable points of faith or prac

tice. Our concern is with differences of a radical and fun

damental nature; such as exist between orthodox christians

and Unitarians of all degrees, even down to the creed of Mr.

Belsham: for to this point you have yourself fairly reduced

the present question.—Yes, Sir, the simple point here at is

sue is, Whether it be a violation of the law of love, for be

lievers in the true gospel of Jesus Christ, to separate from

believers in another and an opposite gospel? If yours is the

true gospel, then ours is another; if ours is the true gospel,
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then yours is another. In either case, the great question

respecting fellowship remains the same.

You will certainly agree with me, that whatever tends di

rectly to the maintenance and promotion of truth, cannot be

incompatible with love to God, or love to men. Jesus Christ

came into the world to bear witness to the truth. His apos

tles were appointed to be witnesses to the truth; which they

were to propagate at every hazard, and which they, like

their divine Master, finally sealed with their blood. His

church was established to be "the pillar and ground of the

truth." The great design of the christian ministry in all

ages is, to maintain and promote the truth. It is by means

of the truth, that the glory of God is advanced in the world}

and that mankind are guided into the way of peace, and

san lifted for the kingdom of immortal glory. Love to God

and men requires, as a duty of primary obligation, that the

churches of Christ, the ministers of the gospel, and all chris

tians should do what they can for the promotion of truth.

We advance then to another question: would it conduce

more to the promotion of truth for the believers in the true

gospel, to hold fellowship with the believers in another gos

pel, than to separate from them?—We have seen in what way

only this fellowship can be maintained. If it is to be main

tained, the principal doctrines of the gospel must cease to be

clearly preached; divine worship must cease to be conducted

on principles distinguishing^ christian; every principle, or

truth which is controverted, must be yielded up, as no long

er to be urged or defended; and the friends of truth must

conform to the abetters of errour. All this must take place

to a degree proportionate to the extension and closeness of

the fellowship—But is this, Sir, the way to maintain and

promote the truth in the church and in the world? Is it"

not rather the way to extinguish at onch the light of the

ministry, the light of the church, the light of the gospel?

to throw hack the children of light into darkness and the

shadow of death, and to leave the prince of darkness to

triumph in an unlimited and undisturbed empire?—Would

not the first and most certain effect be, the general preva

lence of the opinion and the feeling.—alreadv, alas! too

4
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prevalent,—that truth is not worth contending for, that the

great doctrines of the gospel are of very little importance?

What then would be the consequence?—Shew me a man

who cherishes this opinion, tliis feeling, and I will shew

you one, who, far from going to the cross or to the stake,

Jike the apostles and the host of holy martyrs, will make

no sacrifice, no exertion, for the spread or the support of

the truth: nay, one, who is already himself bound hand and

foot with the silken cords of errour, and whose "deceived

heart hath turned him aside, that he cannot deliver his soul,

nor say, Is there not a lie in my right hand?" And let this

opinion and feeling generally prevail, and where shall we

find those who will be "valiant for the truth upon the earth?"

"Whatsoever makcth manifest is light." Would not the

separation in question make manifest? Would it not serve

to hold up the distinguishing truths of the gospel and to

shew their importance, to the greatest advantage and with

the best effects. Would it not tend to wake up the slumber

ing multitude, to excite them to earnest and serious inquiry,

and to prevent their perishing for lack of knowledge, "fast

by the oracle of God."

Is it then certain, that a proposal, that even an earnest

call for this, can only proceed from a "malignant, proud, and

censorious spirit?" Is it certain, that such a proposal or call

might not proceed from the same spirit of holy charity,

which ruled .the hearts and fired the zeal of the apostles

and faithful brethren of the primitive times, and of the dis

tinguished ministers and confessors of the Reformation? the

spirit which achieved such wonders for the honour of Christ

and the salvation of men; but which in those illustrious peri

ods, as it has been in all succeeding ages, was violently de

nounced, as the spirit of fanaticism, malignity, and pride.

Far be it from me to stand forth the advocate of a violent

sytscm of denunciation and exclusion," or of rash, disorder

ly, or uncharitable measures. I am fully aware that there ia

danger, great danger on this hand. And did it belong to me

to assume prelatical dignity, and like you to give, ex cathedra*

••admonitions" to my brethren, the sum of my advice and ex

hortations should be, Brethren, "let all things be done dc
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cently and in order;"—"let all younrthings be done with char

ity."—The spirit of Christianity is not to be violated: the

rules of the gospel are not to be disregarded; the vastly in

teresting considerations, belonging to the subject on the one

side and on the other, are not to be treated with lightness.

But, Sir, the differences which exist between the Unitarians

and the orthodox christians are certainly of a nature, to de

mand the most serious and earnest attention. They concern,

most directly and essentially, the glory of God, the honour of

the Saviour, the welfare of the church, and the salvation of

men. In comparison with these, the difference between Dis

senters and Episcopalians, between Paedobaptists and Anti-

psedobaptists, are matters of mere feature and complexion.

Utterly in vain is the attempt to put these differences out of

sight, to conceal their magnitude and momentous consequen

ces; or by a raised cry of bigotry, illiberality, and intolerance,

to divert the publick attention from them. They must and

will be fearlessly discussed and seriously considered; and

ministers and churches, professed christians and all others,

must and will be brought to the solcimvdec ision,—whether

they will be for Christ or against lviin,—whether they will re

ceive and hold fast his truth, or despise and reject it,—whether

they will bow to his authority and trust in his grace, or refuse

to have him to reign over them and contemn his salvation.

In the mean time, Charity, heaven-born Charity must be

allowed to weep and lament over the inroads of errour and

the desolations of Zion. Yes, Sir, charmed not at all with

the so loudly chaunted praises of increased "light,"*—abashed

not at all by the disdainful sneers at imputed fanaticism,—

will weep—that her adored Lord is denied his divine hon

ours, in the beloved city of our solemnities, where our fathers

saw his glory, and delighted to celebrate his wonderful works

of love and mercy.

Thus, Sir, have I attended, amid various unpropitious cir

cumstances, to some of the piincipal things in your Letter.

There are others which I certainly deem not unexceptiona

ble, but which my design does not require, nor my limits per

mit me particularly to notice. If in any instance, I have

misapprehended you, misrepresented you, or done any injus
 



tice to you or to others, I .can truly, I think, say it has been

unintentional; and to correct any errour, or redress any

wrong would afford mc real pleasure.

I have done what I have felt to be a painful duty. The

Lord pardon what is wrong,—and prosper what is right.

And may the Spirit of truth guide us into all truth, and

cause us to "sec eye to eye,"—keep his people from falling,

fill the churches with light and peace, and make his word

"mightily to grow and prevail."

I am, Rev. and dear Sir,

With sentiments of affectionate respect,

Your friend and brother,

SAMUEL WORCESTER.

Salem, July 15, 1815.

POSTSCRIPT.

I nwD I have a part of a spare page, and have thought fit to occupy it with some

smaller matters.

Youaay, p. 6, "Dr. Watts in the latter part of his life was decidedly an Uni

tarian."—I am amazed that such an assertion could have been hazarded by you:

an assertion, which Mr. Belsham, strongly desirous as lie was to make out some

thing in favour of his cause, from Dr. Watts's last thoughts, durst not make.

From what Mr. Belsham has presented on this subject, 1 shoidd certainly con

clude, even had I no other means of judging, and I believe every candid person

would conclude, that the vague reports, so industriously circulated, of the Unita-

Tiaiiism of Dr. Watts, are most unsolidly founded, and most injurious to the

memory of that great and good man. That he had a peculiar manner of ex

plaining the mystery of the Trinity I do not deny; but, after no little attention

to the subject, I do deny that there is any proof of his being a Unitarian; and

am firm in the belief, that "he maintained to the last the true divinity of the

Son and of the Holy Spirit."

In your zeal to strengthen your cause, you have numbered with Unitarians

"Dr. Barnard;" I suppose the late Dr. Barnard of this town, whose name I

would never mention, but with particular affection and respect. I have great

satisfaction in being able to assure you, that Dr. Barnard, but a few months be

fore his death, explicitly and emphatically denied his being a Unitarian, and pro

fessed his belief in the essential divinity of Jesus Christ. If you wish lor more

proof to the same effect, it can be produced.

Of "President Willard," whom you also place on the same list, I am not able

to speak with the same positiveness; but from information, on which I place

great reliance, 1 believe you are not warranted in numbering him with Unitarians.

The manner in which you have denounced the Panoplist, demands, I think,

your most serious reconsideration. To denounce with a spirit so violent, and

upon grounds so unsolid, a publication of such well earned reputation, and such

extensive usefulness, is to assume a responsibility of no ordinary kind.

I have seen your "Additional Remarks;" and von must permit me to aay, that

1 think neither yourself, nor the President of Harvard College, nor any' friend

to you or him, will long regard it with much complacency. What you say on

the subject of "espiokaoe," is truly remarkable. I reallv did not know that

there was any law of fJod or man, forbidding people to remark on public per

formances, or to publish what they hear delivered in publick. If I have trans

gressed, in mentioning what I have, of a Sermon, which I heard at an Ordina

tion, I hope that roy utter ignorance of the law will he admitted to due consid

eration. S. W.
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REMARKS, $c.

J8y the advice of friends, whosejudgment I respect, 1

have resolved to offer to the publick some remarks on

the letter of Dp.Worcester, in reply to mine addressed

to Mr. Thacher. They will be few in number, and as

free as possible from personalities. "When I under

stood that my letter was to be answered by Dr. Wor

cester, I felt and expressed great satisfaction. I

regarded Dr. Worcester as a man of candour, mode

ration, and liberal feelings. I had reason to suppose,

that as a minister, he would understand the feelings

of his brethren, whose uprightness had been so wan

tonly assailed in the Panoplist Review, and whose

influence and usefulness that publication was de

signed to destroy. I trusted, that whilst he would

openly express disapprobation of some of my opin

ions, he would still appear in the honourable cha

racter of a peacemaker among christians. But 1

have been disappointed. His letter, though milder

in language, breathes too much of the spirit of the

Review. I feel, however, no disposition to retali

ate. His letter, I will hope, is not to be considered

as an expression of his general temper ; and al

though it is too obviously designed to drive both me



and my brethren from the church and the ministry,

yet, in obedience to that Master, who has forbidden

me to reuder evil for evil, I have no desire to rob

Dr. Worcester of his character as a christian, or a

christian teacher.

My letter to Mr. Thacher is considered by Dr.

Worcester as bitter and severe ; but called, as I was,

to repel the charge of immorality brought against

men, 'whose' virtue and piety I know and honour,

and to whom I am bound by ties of friendship and

christian affection, I felt it a solemn duty to ex

press what 1 deemed a virtuous indignation. I la

boured however to temper displeasure with christian

moderation ; and, on finishing my letter, my fear was,

not that I had expressed an improper warmth, but

that I should be considered as wanting sensibility

to the injuries done to some of the best men in this

community. I know, however, the many weaknesses

and imperfections of my nature. I may have erred,

for the provocation was great ; and I sincerely re-

peat the declaration with which I closed my letter,

that for every departure from the spirit of the gospel,

I implore the divine forgiveness. On the present

occasion I am called to defend myself, rather than ray

brethren, and I am therefore at liberty to suppress

the feelings which were awakened by many parts

of Dr. Worcester's letter.

There is one particular in which I am indebted

to Dr. Worcester, and I hasten to express my obli

gation. He has pointed out an inaccuracy in the

language which I have employed to express the



charges contained in tl)c Review. I have said,

that the Review " asserts that the ministers of this

town and its vicinity, and the great body ef liberal

christians, are Unitarians, in Mr. Belsham's seuse of

the word." It is true, that this passage may be un

derstood as charging the Review with asserting, that

all the ministers of Boston of all denominations are

Unitarians of Mr. BeUham's school. 1 ought to

have said, that the Review maintains—that the great

body of liberal ministers in Boston and its vicinity,

and of liberal christians, are Unitarians, in Mr. Bel-

sham's sense of the word. I was probably led into

this inacuracy, by the manner in which the phrase

" Boston clergy" is used in the Review ; a phrase

as broad as the " ministers of Boston," and which

is employed by the Reviewer to designate the liberal

ministers alone. I wrote too with a strong convic

tion, which is still in no degree impaired, that the Re

viewer intended to fix on liberal ministers and chris

tians, considered as a class, the sentiments of Mr. Bel-

sham. I therefore made the statement with too little

precision. I thank Dr. Worcester for detecting the

inaccuracy, and if it has made a false impression on

my readers, (which I think can very rarely have oc

curred,) I desire to express my sorrow for the wrong

I have unintentionally done to the Reviewer.

This correction however affects very slightly the

merits of the question. I still maintain, what I intend

ed to maintain in my letter, that the Review was

designed to represent the great body of liberal min

isters in this town and vicinity, and the liberal party

 



it! general, as Unitarians, in Mr. Belsham's sense of

the word ; and that it charges these ministers and the

leading members of the liberal party with artifice,

hypocrisy, and base concealment. This statement

of the charges contained in the Review, Dr. Wor

cester pronounces to be unauthorized and incorrect.

There is a short way, and it is the only way, of set

tling this dispute. I beg every reader to examine

the Review for himself, and to ask, from the impres

sion made on his own mind, what is its obvious im

port and design. I offered but a few out of several

passages which support the charges I have made.

Let every man read for himself ; I ask no more. It

is indeed possible, that by reading as a lawyer,

who wishes to force every passage to say as little as

possible, he may make the Review a very mild and

harmless thing. I know too, that here and there

some qualifying language may be found, under which

the Reviewer, if he will stoop to it, may strive to

take refuge. But the question is, not what a verbal

critick, with a dictionary in his hand, may make out of

the Review, but what are the impressions which

readers at large receive from it, of the sentiments

and character of the great body of liberal ministers

and christians. This is the fair and established rule

by which we are to judge of writings, and especially

of those in which moral character is assailed.

The question, and the only question, is, what will

men of common sense and common feelings gather

from this Review. On this point, I did not suppose

that a doubt could exist. I never anticipated any

 



difference of construction. I thought it as impossi

ble to err in regard to the obvious import and design

of this publication, as to mistake midnight for noon.

An attempt to prove that the Review was not written

in English, would hardly have surprised me more,

than the attempt which has been made to show that

it does not convey the impressions I have stated. I

very much suspect, from what Dr. Worcester has

observed about our " temporizing" and " culpable

disguise," that before he finished his letter, he under

stood the Review not very differently from myself.

But enough has been said on this first liead of Dr.

Worcester's letter.

The next great object of Dr. Worcester's letter, if

I understand aim, is to convey to his readers the

impression, that our mode of preaching is " conceal

ed, indistinct, and unfaithful." This he attempts t«

prove, first from the statement which I made of the

views of liberal christians in relation to the character

of Jesus Christ. This statement, he says, is ambi

guous and indistinct. That it is general, that it does

not descend to particulars, I grant ; but I deny that

it is ambiguous, if considered, as it ought to be, in

relation to the object for which it was made. Does

not Dr. Worcester perfectly know, that it was simply

designed to repel the charge of the Reviewer, that

we are Unitarians in Mr. Belsham's sense of tire

word ? Was it necessary, that in such a statement

every question should be met and answered, which

may possibly be started in relation to our sentiments t

Have not I, in my turn, an equal right to reproach
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Dr. Worcester with ambiguity aud indistinctness r

Has /te any where told us, which of the many, very

many explanations of the Trinity he and his brethren

embrace, and are determined to impose on us as the

term of christian communion ? Has he told us the

precise scheme of atonement which he adopts, or

which of the many definitions offaith he has selected?

How easily might this reply be extended ? But I

pass to the next consideration.

The next proof of our preaching in a " concealed,

indistinct, and unfaithful manner," is derived from the

account which I have given of our general style of

preaching. I did think that this account was too

simple to be misunderstood. My statement was

plainly this—that we labour to preach the truth, to

preach whatever we clearly discover in the word of

God; but that, in doing this, we generally avoid refer

ences to opinions which we do not receive, and never

hold up those christians Avho differ from us to cen

sure or contempt. According to this statement, we

evidently preach the whole counsel of (rod, as far

as we understand it. But Dr. Worcester, passing

over this account, has selected a passage, in which I

observe, that " we urge perpetually those great truths

and precepts about which there is little contention,

and which have an immediate bearing on the temper

and life." From this passage he infers, that we can

urge none of the " primary and peculiar doctrine*

" and institutions of the Gospel, because about all

these there has been great contention." To tliis I an

swer, first, that I have never understood, that there has

been much contention about the " real precepts" of
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the gospel, not even about those which have been most

habitually disregarded. Christians, satisfied with dis

missing these from their lives, have retained them in

their systems. Even the bitterest persecutors in the

church have never disputed the precepts of " loving

their neighour as themselves," and of " doing to others

as they would have others do to them." On the con

trary, they have insisted, that burning, beheading, de

faming and denouncing those, whom they called here.

tick*, were perfectly consistent with christian love,

and were even bright expressions of evangelical cha

rity !—It may next be observed, that the common dis

putes about the " great doctrines" of the gospel

have not related so much to their truth and impor

tance as to some inferiour points connected with

them. For example, there has been much de

bate about the benevolence of God, whether it

forms his whole moral character, and his highest

spring of action, or whether it be subordinate to wis

dom or rectitude ; but all parties have agreed that

God is benevolent. In the same manner, many have

disputed about the omnipresence of God, whether his

substance be extended through infinite space, or whe

ther he be present only by his knowledge and power

to every portion of space. But all have agreed that

God is omnipresent. In like manner christians have

disputed about the precise way in which Christ's

death has an influence on our forgiveness ; but that

it has a real and important influence on forgiveness,

almost all unite in asserting. Once more, Christians

have never been weary with disputing on the mode

S
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and extent of spiritual influences ; but, with very

few exceptions, all maintain that these influences are

real and are promised to our prayers. Let no one then

say, that we preach no primary or peculiar doctrines

of Christianity because we insist perpetually on prin

ciples in which the different classes of Christians

generally concur. Such principles, we sincerely

believe, form the very suhstauce and glory of the

gospel. They shine with a clear and unsullied splen

dour. We are deeply impressed with their truth,

their supreme importance, and their sufficiency to

salvation ; and therefore we urge them with unwearied

importunity, with zeal and affection. It is very pos

sible that Dr. Worcester will go on to object, that,

according to this very account, our preaching must

be very general, vague, wanting in precision, and

therefore unfaithful. The answer is short. If we

are indeed general and vague in our representa

tion of the truths of the Gospel, it is because we are

faithful, because we dare not be precise above what

is written, because we stop where the Scriptures seem

to us to stop, and because we have a very deep an

sorrowful persuasion, that our religion has been ex

ceedingly defaced and corrupted by the bold attempts

of theologians to give minute explanations of its gen

eral truths, and to cramp it with the fetters of syste-

matick precision, We tell our hearers, that God sent

his Son to die for us, exalted him to be our Prince

and Saviour, and ordained him to be judge of the

quick and dead, and never think it necessary or

faithful to fill up the outline of Scripture, by adding,
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that the Son, wTio teas sent, was the very God who

sent him, or by speculating on the infinite evil of sin,

ami on the necessity of an infinite atonement, in order

to illustrate the fitness of such a mediator. Thus,

then, we preach. Whether our preaching be nothing

more than the inculcation of " natural religion,"

let our hearers determine.

Dr. Worcester, to render our mode of preaching

odious, asks, if the " apostles avoided controversy,"

and never "attempted to refute errour," &c. &c. We

think the answer very obvious. In the first place, we

wonder that any can confound the situation of min

isters in a christian country, where the gospel has

long been known and acknowledged, with the situa

tion of the apostles, who preached a new religion

which the multitude derided and opposed, and which

their new and ignorant converts were continually

corrupting with Jewish and heathen mixtures. We

sincerely believe, that the great principles, for which

the apostles contended, are now received with little

dispute in Christian communities, and we conceive

that the great business of a minister is to urge those

truths in their primitive simplicity on the hearts and

consciences of men, instead of making them subjects

of controversy.

There is another important remark on this point.

We do not pass sentence like apostles on many

subjects of controversy among christians, for this

very plain reason—that we are not apostles. We

are, what we labour never to forget, uninspired and

fallible men, and we are apt to distrust ourselves,

when persons of intelligence and piety see cause to



 

differ from us in the interpretation of Scripture. W*

dare not preach like apostles on points which have

perplexed and divided men of the profouudest thought

and the purest lives ; and \vc know from the genius

and leading principles of Christianity, that these-

points are not, and cannot be essential to salvation.

We dare not imitate the bold and positive language,

in which the darkest doctriues are sometimes urged

as undoubted and essential; and in which the sentence

of excommunication is pronounced on serious inqui

rers after truth, by some who discover no superiority

of intellect or virtue.

I now come to a part of Dr. Worcester's letter

which, if I were to consult my feelings rather than

my sense of duty, I should pass over in silence. I

refer to his insinuation, that we have adopted a style

of preaching opposed to that of the apostles, because

we wish to avoid the sufferings which those holy men

encountered, and wish to secure the favour of the

world. Dr. Worcester's language is sufficiently soft

and guarded, and by certain rules of criticism it may

perhaps be proved to mean little or nothing. But 1

am accustomed to judge of writings, which affect

moral character, by the impression which they make

on the. mass of readers ; and the impression produced

by Dr. Worcester undoubtedly is, that we are guilty

of base compliances, and of shunning to declare the

whole counsel of God from regard to human applause.

I have already intimated, that I am not disposed to

notice the sarcasms, verbal criticisms, and half-

humorous expressions of regard which are scattered
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through Dr. Worcester's letter, and directed against

myself. But reproaches cast on my friends and

brethren, on men whose piety and virtues entitle

them to respect, I shall always repel, let them come

from what quarter they may. Dr. Worcester owes

it to himself, to cast away these dishonourable wea

pons. It does not become him to strengthen the

hands of those, who are assailing the honest reputa

tion of his brethren—Besides, is it very clear, that we,

above all other ministers in this country, are swayed

and corrupted by human opinion ? Is it not noto

rious, that we have espoused an unpopular cause?

Is it not the boast of the Reviewer, that from Con

necticut to Georgia all " orthodox christians" deny

as communion ? Is it not notorious, that beyond a

narrow sphere our names are loaded with reproach ?

It is true, we receive marks of affection and respect at

home, far, far beyond our consciousness of desert. But

do aspiring men confine their views to their homes ?

And is it not a fact, that unwearied pains are employ

ed to rob us even of this limited esteem, to alienate

from us our friends and societies ? . If we indeed

prefer applause to principle, why is it, that we do

not accommodate our language to the system of our

opponents, adopt a few popular phrases, call our

selves Trinitarians, on the ground of our believing in

the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, and thus

turn from us, (as we easily might without giving

offence to our hearers) the torrent of reproach aud

denunciation.—It is a little remarkable, that gentle-

inen, who, as they boast, have all the colleges of the
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country on their side with one solitary exception,

who have at their command literary honours, seats

in conventions, in general assemblies, and in the

largest religious associations, should take credit to

themselves for self-denial, and for preaching unpopu

lar truth, and should lay at our door, as peculiarly

ours, the sins of compliance with the prejudices and

passions of mankind. I make this remark, not from

any desire to cast back the charge of Dr. Worcester

on himself or his friends, but simply with the view

of shewing the inconsistency of the insinuations by

which the reputation of my bretliren is to be blasted.

I now come to what appears to me the third great

object of Dr. Worcester, in his letter. I refer to his

attempts to render our sentiments odious, and to jus

tify those who, on account of our sentiments, would

exclude us from the christian church. To render

our sentiments odious, he again and again intimates,

that Unitarians, of course, reject all the great and

distinguishing doctrines of the gospel, particularly

the doctrine of atonement by Christ's death. Is it

possible that Dr. Worcester has not read so common

a writer as Dr. Samuel Clarke, the most popular

perhaps of all Unitarian writers, and in whose works

the doctrine of atonement, as commonly held, is ifli4

listed on with great frequency and force? Has

he not learned from so common a book as " Bible

News," that many Unitarians sincerely believe, that

the efficacy of Christ's death in obtaining forgiveness

must be inexpressibly greater upon their system,

than upon the system of the Trinitarians, which
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makes the sufferings of Jesns nothing more than the

sufferings of a man. There is one sentence of Dr.

"Worcester on this subject which amazed me. He

says to me, " you will, doubtless, not hesitate to ac-

" knowledge, what 1 have certainly great sorrow in

" stating, that the doctrines of atonement by Christ's

" death, and justification through faith in his blood,

"as held by orthodox christians in all ages

" of the church, fall at once to the ground before

" you." Astonisiiing assertion ! If I were not as

sured that Dr. Worcester is a man of respectability,

I should be tempted to say, Astonishing hardihood of

assertion ! What ! does Dr. Worcester really be

lieve, that I will acknowledge, without hesitation,

that I reject these or any other doctrines, as they

were held hy " orthodox christians," in the age of

Christ and ofhis apostles, or as held by " orthodox

christians" in any age of the church P I sincerely

believe that this strange assertion is not to be ascribed

to bad intention, but to haste and inadvertence.

I regret however that a sentence, so adapted to

awaken popular passions, should have escaped

from his pen. I am not disposed to protract this

controversy by stating what I conceive to be the

prevalent sentiments of liberal christians on the

subject of Christ's mediation. I will only say, that

had Dr. Worcester known them better, he would

have spoken on this, as on some other subjects, with

much greater caution.—Before leaving this head, I

would protest against Dr. Worcester's habit of

fastening on his opponents the consequences whicji
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*eem to him to follow from this system. This prac

tice is unfair and injurious, and has betrayed Dr.

Worcester into misrepresentation. Suppose that I,

availing myself of this expeditious way of settling

the opinions of others, should make a collection of

the inferences which seem to me to flow from th«

doctrine that God is the author of sin, and suppose

that I should publish this collection to the world as

the creed of those christians, by whom this doctrine

is received ; would they not reproach me as a libel

ler ? But I have no disposition to fasten this or any

other bad name on Dr. Worcester.

Another method adopted by Dr. Worcester for

rendering our sentiments odious, is this. It is urged,

that our sentiments lead us into an entire indifference

to christian truth ; that we believe all errour to be

innocent ; that we consider belief in the truth as no

virtue ; and that we thus set aside those passages of

scripture in which the highest importance is attached

to this belief. This objection is founded on our

extending the name and privileges of christians to

the lowest Unitarians, who hold some sentiments,

from which, as I stated, we generally shrink with

aversion. Now I deny that any indifference to

truth, or any contempt of those passages which

enjoin belief of the truth, is implied in this extension

of our charity. I indeed very readily grant, that

" belief of the truth," in the ordinary acceptation of

that phrase, does not seem to us a virtue ; and for

this, among other reasons, that were it so, Satan

might boast of higher virtue than any saint on earth-.
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Satan believes and trembles. The faith to which

salvation is promised in scripture, seems to us to

reside in the- heart much more than in the under

standing. The true believer is distinguished not by

clearness and extent of views, but by a " love of

light," a " love of the truth," originating in a sincere

desireio "do the will of God." We wonder that

Dr. Worcester did not discover this obvious princi

ple in the very passages which he has quoted to con

demn our liberality towards the erroneous. "This

" is the condemnation, that light is come into the

" world, and men loved darkness rather than light,

" because their deeds were evil." «• Because they

" received not the love of the truth, God shall send

" them strong delusion, that all might be damned,

" who believed not the truth, but had pleasure in

" unrighteousness." This love of divine truth, this

bonest, unprejudiced, obedient mind, we highly

venerate and always enjoin as essential to salvation.

But we know that this love of truth is consistent

with the reception of many errours. We know that

the apostles, during the life of their master, possessed

this temper in a sufficient degree to constitute them

his followers, and yet they grossly misunderstood

some of bis plainest and most important declarations.

We believe too that at the present day, many in every

christian country are placed in circumstances, almost

it not quite as unfavourable to a clear understanding

of the gospel, as the apostles were under the minis

try of Jesus. From considerations of this nature,

from a knowledge of the amazing power of education

8
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and other circumstances over the opinions of every

mind, and from a fear that wc, as well as others, may

have been swayed and blinded by unsuspected infe

licities attending our condition, we are very unwilling

to decide on the degree of truth, which is required to

the salvation of every individual, or to say that the

errours of an apparently sincere professor of Chris

tianity are inconsistent with a pious character. In

our judgment of professed christians, we are guided

mfiTeUy~tbcir-temper and lives than by any pecu

liarities oFopinion. We lay it down as a great and

indisputable principle, clear as the sun at noonday,

that the great end for which christian truth is re

vealed, is the sanctification of the soul, the formation

ofthe christian character : and wherever we see the

marks of this character displayed in a professed

disciple of Jesus, we hope, and rejoice to hope, that

he has received all the truth which is necessary to

his salvation. Acting on this rule, we cannot ex

clude from the church the lowest Unitarians who

profess subjection to Jesus Christ. Of this class Ave

have known or heard of individuals, who have

breathed the genuine spirit of their master ; who

have discovered a singular conscientiousness in all

the walks of life ; whose charity has overflowed in

good deeds ; whose wills have been resigned in

affliction ; and who lived as seeking a better country,

even a heavenly. Such men we have not dared to

exclude from the christian church, on the ground of

what seem to us great errours, any more than to ex

clude the disciples of Calvin ; whose errours we also
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deeply lament, but whose errours are often concealed

from us by the brightness of their christian virtues.

"We are not conscious, that by this liberality we

at all oppose those passages of scripture, in which

great stress is laid upon belief of the truth ; for we

are convinced, from laborious research into the scrip-

tares, that the great truth, which is the object of

christian belief, and which in the first age conferred

the character of disciples on all who received it, is

simply this, that Jesus is the Christ, or anointed by

God to be the light and saviour of the world. When

ever this great truth appears to us to be sincerely

acknowledged, whenever a man of apparent upright

ness declares to us his reception of Jesus in this

character, and his corresponding purpose to study

and obey his religion, we feel ourselves bound to

give him the hand of christian fellowship, and to

leave it to the final judge to determine how far he is

faithful in searching after the will of his Lord. This

duty of searching, and of searching with humility and

with a single and fearless regard to truth, we con

stantly inculcate; and we sincerely believe, that in

this way we approve ourselves friends of truth much

more sincerely, than if we should aim to terrify and

prostrate the minds of our hearers, by threatening

them with everlasting misery, unless they receive the

peculiar view9 of the gospel, which we have seen fit

to espouse.

There is a part of Dr. Worcester's letter, accord

ing to which our charity towards the lowest Unita

rians not only proves our indifference to truth; but
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makes us partakers in their sentiments and deeds.

Because we bear " no decided testiinouy against

them," and because we are called by the same

geneial name of (i liberal christians," Dr. Worcester

thinks that we were properly confounded with them

by the Reviewer. I wonder that Dr. Worcester did

not perceive that this argument was a two-edged

sword, aud might do equal execution among friends

and foes. It is well known that the old fashioned

Calvinists in general regard the "new divinity" of the

Hopkiosians with great horrour ; but it is also true

that " a peculiar brotherhood is established" between

these two classes of Christians in New-England.

They both by mutual consent take shelter under the

name of " orthodox." The Calvinists here have

never, as a party, borne testimony against Hopkin-

eian peculiarities, have never "purged themselves

from the guilt of them," but walk with Hopkiosians

on as friendly terms as we do with the lowest Unita

rians. According to Dr. Worcester, then, the guilt

of these false and horrid peculiarities lies at their

door. They esteem " errour no crime," and " belief

of the truth no virtue." The old fashioned Cal

vinists of New-York, however, have been more care

ful to " purge themselves from this guilt." The

clergy of that city have almost without exception

united in publick declarations, that Hopkinsianisra,

" is at war with the philosophy of the human mind,

with common sense, and with the word of the living

God. Such sentiments, in whatever connexion they

may be taught, by wi.a.ever names they may be re
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commended, ought to be exposed and reprobated in

the most decided manner." u They nothing doubt

that christians, upon sober research, will find Hop-

kinianism to be in some very material points

* another gospel' indeed." " By whatever name

or title they, i.e. Hopkinsians, may be distinguished,

they have departed, in many points, from the confes

sions of faith and the form of sound words adopted

by the reformed churches, and it is time they were

known, and a line of distinction drawn." u It

is a duty of all the Lord's people to contend ear

nestly for the faith. It is especially incumbent on

those who are set for the defence of the gospel, to

descry approaching danger, and should an angel

from heaven preach another gospel to denounce and

resist him." " These writers," i. e. Hopkinsian,

u have gained a reputation far beyond what nonsense

and impiety should acquire for a divine." " They are

preparing the way for a more extensive diffusion of

infidel principles and even ofatheism in our country."

See the recommendations prefixed to Ely's contrast

between Calvinism and Hopkinsianism by Dr. Smith,

Dr. Romeyn, Dr. Mason, Dr. Livingston, &c. &c.

It seems, then, that others, as well as Dr. Worcester,

claim the privilege of sitting in judgment on their

brethren. The measure he would mete to others, is

ready to be measured to himself again, and it is very

possible, that with all his orthodoxy he may soon

suffer under the very same sentence, which he passes

so rashly on one third of the clergy of this state.

Such are the first fruits of a faith, which works by

uncharitableness and not by love.
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But Dr. Worcester has not merely aimed to make

our sentiments odious. I would to God, that be had

stopped here. He has openly taken part with those

who insist, that on account of our sentiments we

ought to be denied Christian fellowship, and to be

driven from the church as unworthy the christian

name. This is infinitely the most important part of

Dr. Worcester's letter. All the rest is compara

tively trifling. I exceedingly regret that Dr. Wor

cester has not brought this subject fully and fairly

before the publick. He lias mixed together topirks,

which ought not to be confounded, and has thus, I

trust unintentionally, blinded his reader. His

readers will imagine, that the separation to which

Unitarians object on the part of Trinitarians is no

thing more than the separation which Dr. Worcester

says has been made by Unitarians themselves in

England, a separation in worship, a separation pro

duced by the adoption of prayers, hymns and doxo-

logies accommodated to their peculiar sentiments.

This view of the subject has given Dr. Worcester

a field for his powers of humour and sarcasm. But

this is not the true question. No. No. It is some

thing more solemn than this. The question is this,

Whether those persons, who cannot receive as a

truth of revelation the doctrine that the one God is

three distinct persons, shall be denied christian

fellowship, or in other words, shall be denied the

name and privileges of Christians. This was the

proposition of the Reviewer, and with the sincerest

sorrow I find that to this Dr. Worcester accedes.
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To him I did look for a healing spirit, for an exam

ple of forbearance, and moderation. But he has

solemnly and publickly given all his influence to the

opinion, that we and all who agree with us on the

subject of the Trinity ara to be disowned by the

church of Christ. The obvious import of the con

cluding part of his letter (and it is the obvious import,

and not a strained and circuitous interpretation which

I regard) may be thus expressed. " Every man

who cannot admit as a doctrine of Scripture, the

great doctrine of three persons in one God, which I

and other orthodox Christians embrace, believes an

opposite gospel, rejects the true gospel, despises the

authority of Jesus Christ, is of course a man wholly

wanting in true piety and without christian virtue; and

may in perfect consistency with christian love be re

jected as unworthy the name of a christian." Iconfess

I do shudder at hearing from a frail and fallible crea

ture this tremendous sentence passed on men of the

profoundest understandings, of the purest lives, and

of unwearied devotion to the study of God's word ;

and passed on these men, because they cannot receive

a doctrine, which bears the strongest marks of incon

sistency with that fundamental truth of all religion,

the unity of God, and which for ages has perplexed

and distressed the mind of almost every reflecting

christian. Was Dr. Worcester sensible of the

solemn responsibility which he took on himself,

when he advanced the sentiments in the close of his

letter ? Is he confident that no Antitrinitarians are

fious men ? Is he sure that he has not been labour-
 

.

I



ing to drive from the christian fold the friends of

Jesus and the heirs of salvation ?

Before Dr. Worcester took so solemnly this ground,

it became him to inquire most seriously into the doc

trine of three persons being one God, to weigh well the

arguments of those who oppose it, and to observe with

candour their tempers and lives. Nothing but the deep

est and most deliberate conviction that this doctrine

of the trinity is indisputably true, that it is accompa

nied by evidence which renders the disbelief of it

inexcusable, and that the scriptures insist upon it as

an indispensable mark of a true believer, could have

justified him in condemning as strangers to christian

virtue men of established integrity, who profess with

seriousness to revere the Sa\iour, and to make

his instruction the rule of their faith and practice. I

appeal to the conscience of Dr. Worcester, and I

beseech him to ask himself with sincerity, whether-

he possesses this deep conviction, and whether it is

the result of calm, patient and extensive research.

If he shall answer in the affirmative, I then re

spectfully call upon him in the name of those on

whom he has shut the door of the christian church,

to " produee his reasons," to shew the ground of

his confident persuasion that this doctrine is un

doubtedly true, and that the Scriptures demand the

acknowledgment of it as necessary fo the character

of a pious christian. I also beg him to state with

all possible precision, Avhat particular view of the

trinity it is necessary for us to receive in order Jfl>u.

salvation, and in what language our faith must be
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expressed. I do not ask Lira to discuss these points

in a letter to me or to any opponent. The con

troversy is not to be despatched in a few pages,

nor ought it to be mingled with any personalities.

!Let it take another form, the form of general dis

cussion. I promise Dr. Worcester that his argu

ments shall be seriously weighed, and I trust that

those on whom he has past the sentence of

exclusion will not be backward to defend what

they deem the truth, or to vindicate their claim to

the name of christians.

The principal argument which Dr. Worcester of

fers in favour of the proposed separation is, the great

ness of the differences between Trinitarians and Uni

tarians. 1 sincerely regret that these differences are so

studiously magnified, whilst the points of agreement

between these classes of Christians are studiously over

looked. Dr. Watts and Dr. Doddridge have left us

a better example. Trinitarians and Unitarians both

believe in one God, one infinite and self-existent

mind. According to the first, this God is three per

sons ; according to the last, he is one person. Ought

this difference, which relates to the obscurest of all

subjects, to the essence and metaphysical nature of

God, and which common christians cannot under

stand, to divide and alienate those who ascribe to this

one God the same perfections, who praise him for the

same blessings, who hope from his mercy the same

forgiveness, who receive on his authority the

same commands, and who labour to maintain the

same spirit of devotion to his will and gloryi—Ac-

r

4
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cording to Trinitarians, Jesus, who suffered and died

on the cross, is a derived being, personally united

with the self-existent God. According to the Unita

rians, he is a derived being, intimately united with

the self-existent God. Ought this difference, which

transcends the conception of common christians, to

divide and alienate those, who love the same excel

lent character in Jesus Christ ; who desire to breathe

his spirit and follow his steps ; who confide in him,

as perfectly adapted to the work which he was sent

to accomplish ; and who labour to derive just con

ceptions of his nature from his own instructions? The

differences between Trinitarians and Unitarians are

very often verbal. As soon as Trinitarians attempt to

shew the consistency of their doctrine of three persons

with the divine unity, their peculiarities begin to van

ish, and in many of their writings little or nothing is

left but one God acting in three characters, or

sustaining three relations, and intimately united with

his son Jesus Christ. Ought distinctions so subtle

and perplexing, to separate those, who love the same

divine character, and respect the same divine willvy.

Dr. Worcester, however, seems disposed to widen

the breach between these classes of believers. He

says, the Saviour " whom you acknowledge, is infin

itely inferiour to ours." I answer—we believe that

GOD saves us by his son Jesus Christ, in whom he

dwells, and through whom he bestows pardon and

eternal life. A higher Saviour we do not know, and

cannot conceive. But Dr. Worcester does not stop

here, He says, " The God whom you worship is
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have answered before, that I with my brethren

worship " the God of Abraham, of Isaac, and

of Jacob, who hath glorified his son Jesus,"

whom Peter preached, Acts iii. We worship

" the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,"

to whom Paul " bowed the knee." We worship

that God, whom Jesus in his last moments worship

ped, when he said, " Father, into thy hands I com

mend my spirit." We worship that God, to whom

our Lord directed us, when he put into our lips

these affecting words, " Our Father, who art in

Heaven." We worship that God, of whom our

master spoke in these memorable words, " the hour

cometh, and now is, when the true worshippers shall

worship the Father in spirit and in truth." Dr.

Worcester speaks of a different God ; but Ave can

renounce ours for no other. This worship we are

persuaded, is a spring of purity, joy and hope,

and we trust that it will prove to us a source of

unfailing consolation amidst the trials, reproaches

and rude assaults of the world. But I must stop.

The points of dispute between Unitarians and Tri

nitarians cannot be treated with any fairness within

the narrow compass of a pamphlet, and I wish not

to discuss them in connexion with the present con

troversy, which primarily relates to the moral cha

racter of the great body of liberal christians.

Dr. Worcester has laboured to shew, that charity,

instead of forbidding, encourages and requires Trini

tarians to exclude Unitarians from christian fellow
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and truth is promoted by this system of exclusion.

But let me ask, why is truth to be promoted ? Not

for its own sake, but for its influence on the heart, its

influence in forming a christian temper. In what

then does this temper consist ? very much in candour,

forbearance and kind affection. It follows, that any

method of promoting truth which is unfriendly to

these virtues is unchristian ; it sacrifices the end

to the means of religion. Now let me ask, whether

the practice of rejecting as ungodly njen those, who

differ from us on subtle, perplexing, and almost (if

not altogether) unintelligible doctrines, be not obvi

ously and directly opposed to the exercise and dif

fusion of candour, forbearance, kind affection and

peace. lias it not actually convulsed the church for

ages with discord and war ? The right of denoun

cing those who differ on such doctrines, if granted to

one christian, must be granted to all ; and do we

need the spirit of prophecy to foretell the consequen

ces, if the ignorant, passionate and enthusiastick,

who form the majority of every community, shall

undertake to carry this right into practice ? The idea,

that a religion which is designed for weak and falli

ble mortals of all classes and capacities, and which

is designed to promote unity, peace, candour, and

love, should yet make it our duty to reject as wholly

destitute of goodness, every man, however uniform

in conduct, who cannot see as we do on points where

we ourselves see little or nothing, appears to me the

grossest contradiction and absurdity. If this be



29

Christianity, we may say any thing of our religion

more truly, than that it is a religion of peace. A

more effectual instrument of discord was never de

vised. Charity then does not command the Trinita-

riau to exclude his Unitarian brother. Charity

commands us to use mildness and persuasion ; to open

our eyes to the marks of virtue in those from whom

we differ ; to beware of ascribing errour to a corrupt

heart, unless the proof be striking ; to think modestly

of ourselves, and to drive from our minds the conceit

of infallibility, that most dangerous errour which ever

crept into the church of Christ.

I have now finished my examination of the princi

pal parts of Dr. Worcester's letter. There is one

general remark to be applied to the whole. It does

not appear, no, not in a single line, that Dr. Wor

cester ever brought home to himself the case of his

injured brethren, ever imagined himself in their situ

ation, and inquired how, under such circumstances,

he would himself have felt and acted. Suppose for

example, that in the Christian Disciple a review had

appeared, solemnly charging on that class of minis

ters to which Dr. Worcester belongs, sentiments

which they generally disapprove, and charging them

with propagating these sentiments by artifice and

base hypocrisy. Would no sensibility have been

excited ? Would not Dr. Worcester have regarded

the author of this Review with strong indignation ?

Suppose then that Dr. Worcester, impelled not

merely by a regard to his own usefulness, but by

friendship, by christian affection* by a regard to
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what he believed the interests of the church, had

written such a letter as mine to Mr. Thacher ; and

suppose that I, after reading this letter, had come

beforeMhe publick, and without one expression of

sympathy towards Dr. Worcester and his brethren,

had attempted to uphold the Reviewer, and had even

declared, that the large body of christians condemned

by that writer were virtually enemies to Christ, with

out piety and without hope. What would Dr. Wor

cester have felt ? Might he not, in an unguarded

moment, in the warmth of virtuous indignation, have

called me a defamer? Would he not have said,

that 1 was aiming a blow at what was dearer to him

than life, at his christian character, and his usefulness

as a christian minister? Now I ask, would this

conduct have been a crime in me, and is it a virtue

in Dr. Worcester ? Let that gentleman bring the

case home to himself, and he may view his letter

with less complacency than he now does. He cer

tainly will not wonder at the feeling which I have

expressed, or think me instigated by the worst of

passions in the remarks which I now offer to the

publick.

1 now bid farewell to this controversy, as I hope,

for ever. This I do, not because I hope to escape

reproach by silence, for I know that the full measure

of reproach is prepared for me ; not because I shrink

in any degree from the cause which I have laboured

to defend ; but because I fear, that a controversy of

this nature between christian ministers will produc#

impressions unfavourable to the cause of piety; be-
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cause I believe, that it tends to awaken unfriendly

feelings in the community, and that it ought there

fore to cease as soon as the interests of truth will

admit ; because I fear, from observations on my own

heart, that it is not favourable to the best affections

in those who are immediately engaged in it ; be

cause I am persuaded, that it will never end, if I

resolve to answer every new pamphlet and every

fresh charge ; because a continuance of it will be

inconsistent with the regular duties of my profession,

and with more useful pursuits ; and lastly, because

the most important topicks in the controversy cannot

be thoroughly and ' fairly discussed in the form of

short publications abounding in personalities.—I am

willing to relinquish the privilege of saying the last

word, and shall of course be condemned by those, who

consider the last word as a sign of victory. With

respect to the direction, which the publick mind will

take on this subject, it is not easy for a man of retired

habits and of very limited connexions to determine.

To God I cheerfully leave the event. Believing iu

his providence, assured that the gospel is his care,

and looking forward to his promised kingdom, where

the animosities, reproaches, divisions, and poor

contentions of this world will never enter, I desire

and hope to maintain in every condition an equal

mind, and to attain some portion of that peace which,

as men cannot givej so they cannot take away.





NOTE.

In the preceding remarks I have wished to observe some

thing like method, and to hold the attention or the reader to the

great points of the controversy. For this reason, and I hope for

a still better reason, I have passed over several of Dr. Worces

ter's courteous sarcasms, minute criticisms, and appeals to po

pular feeling. But there are some particulars, not undeserving;

attention, which were excluded by the order which I proposed,

and which I have therefore reserved for a note.

I did not notice Dr. Worcester's criticisms on my interpreta

tion of the Review, because I have not met a single individual,

who has expressed one doubt as to the import and design of

that publication. But there is one of Dr. Worcester's criticisms

which ought not to be overlooked. I refer to the attempt

which he has made to defend the Reviewer from the charge of

a very criminal mutilation of Mr. Wells' letter. If the reader

will turn to my letter to Mr. Thacher, page 12, he will see the

mutilation stated at length. Dr. Worcester alleges, that the

passage was varied by the Reviewer, merely that it might be

inserted conveniently in a list of encomiums, passed by Mr.

Wells on liberal gentlemen. To this defence I reply, first,

that the mutilated part of the passage, as it stands in the Review,

is not an encomium, and could not have been introduced at

possessing that character. In the next place, it is very singular,

that the passage could not have been properly " shaped," with

out excluding those words which most forcibly vindicate the

&



 

Boston ministers from (lie charge of concealment. But (hirdh ,

it is still more remarkable, that the passage could not have

been properly shaped without printing the last clause in italicks,

a clause which, when thus printed, entirely changes the mean

ing of the sentence. How these italicks help to give the right

shape to the quotation, is not obvious to a common reader, nor

has Dr. Worcester thought proper to inform us.

Dr. Worcester asserts that I " claim all charily" for myself

and my friends, and " deny it all" to our opponents, and thus

" deny that they have true religion." God forbid. If any part

of my letter is marked by this exclusive spirit, I ask for

giveness of my injured fellow christians. I did think that I

expressed a very opposite temper. I certainly felt it.

Dr. Worcester says that I have given a very distorted view

of Calvinism. I should rejoice to think so. It is a painful

thought, that such dishonourable views of our merciful Father

in heaven, as I have ascribed to that system, should Gnd admis

sion into a single human mind. I represented Calvinism, how

ever, precisely as I had been accustomed to understand it ; and

what is more, since reading Dr. Worcester's letter, I nave con

sulted Miss Adams' " View of Religions," to correct my errours

on the subject ; but still I am met by the same heart- chilling

doctrines; Calvinism still wears the same frowning aspect; still

seems to me a dreadful corruption of true Christianity. That

my letter contains any reflections on Calvinists, as Dr. Worces

ter intimates, cannot be true. I indeed think that, as a class,

they have defects which may be traced to their system ; and

some of their number seem to love none of the principles of

Geneva so well as those which lighted the flames for Servetus.

But as a body I have always regarded them with respect, anil

it has been my happiness to witness among them very bright

exwnples of christian virtue. If Dr. Worcester shall ask, how

characters so excellent can have grown up under so corrupt a

system, I will answer him, when he can explain how a Fene-

lon and a Pascal were formed in the most corrupt church in

Christendom.

 

 



Dr. Worcester says that I have unjustly represented Dr.

Mratts as a Unitarian. 1 hope that Dr. Worcester does not

mean to avail himself of an ambiguous word. Does he mean

to deny that Dr. Watts was an Antilrinitarian, that he rejected

lbe doctrine of tiiree distinct persons in God ? Dr. Watts be

lieved, that tbe Holy Spirit was not a divine person distinct

from the Father, but the active power of God, to which per

sonal properties were, figuratively ascribed in Scripture. That at

least I have always regarded as his opinion ; and if so, one of

the three persons has certainly disappeared from his system.

Dr. Watts, indeed, believed that Jesus was properly a divine

person, and he often speaks of him as God-man. But he be

lieved that this divine person had a beginning, and was formed

by the union of the Father with the human soul of Jesus ; and

still more, he believed that Jesus was divine, because the

Fatter and .not a second divine person dwelt in him ; in other

words, Jesus Christ, according to this system, is to be acknow

ledged as the supreme God, because he is the Father himself

united with a human soul ; all his divinity is derived from the

indwelling Father. Have we here then a second divine person,

distinct from the Father, yet equal with him in eternity and every

other glory ? This view of Dr. Watts' system is confirmed by

his particular friend Dr. Doddridge who has given substan

tially tbe same account in his lectures ; and by Dr. Samuel

Palmer, the disciple and admirer of Dr. Watts. I have not one

doubt, that Dr. Watts was a Unitarian, in the sense of believing

that God is one person, in opposition to the Trinitarian doctrine

of three persons, a doctrine which he calls a " strange and per

plexing notion." Dr. Worcester says, that my assertions re

specting Dr. Watts are bolder than Mr. Belsham dared to make.

3Ir. Belsbam's assertions, which Dr. Worcester pronounces

more cautious than mine, related to a very different point from

that which I maintained. Mr. Belsham was anxious to prove,

not that Dr. Watts was a Unitarian in the broad sense of that

word, but a believer in the simple humanity of Jesus Christ.

Did not Dr. Worcester know this fact ? and was he ingenuous

in ascribing to me greater bolduess than to Mr. Belsham, when

our objects were entirely different ?



  

With respect to Dr. Barnard, I have satisfactory proof that he

believed God to be one person, and was accordingly a Unitarian.

From his language respecting the " essential divinity of Jesus

Christ," I infer that he accorded in some degree with Dr. Watt*

or Sabellius. He did not believe the Son to be a divine person,

distinct from the Father, and possessing equal divinity. His

views on these subjects, like those of many good men, were not

very precise. Had he been obliged to select a system, it would

have been Dr. Samuel Clarke's. The same remarks may be

applied to President Willard.

Dr. Worcester speaks of my " denunciation" of the Pano-

plist. I did not refer, as the connexion will shew, to the

getieral discussions and statements of that work, of which I know

very little; but to its representations of the views and character

of liberal christians. On this point I have the same conviction

as before, that the Panoplist is entitled to no credit.

Dr. Worcester has quoted for my benefit the following text of

scripture, " There shall be false teachers among you, who priv

ily shall bring in damnable heresies, even denying the Lord

who bought them." Dr. Worcester says, that this language

may "sound h;irsh and unfashionable," and he "trusts" that I

" will have the goodness not to impute to him the fault." Sar-

c. tstick compliments seem to me not to belong to so serious a sub

ject. Trifling here is quite out of place. I ask Dr. Worcester's

attention to this passage as rendered according to Dr. Cam[t-

bell. " There shall be false teachers among you, who shall

privily bring in destructive sects, or divisions, denying or renoun

cing the Lord who bought them." Believing as 1 do, that the

gospel is characterized by a benevolent and pacifick spirit,

and that the Lord has bought us for this very end, that we

should serve him in love, I cannot conceive of a surer mark of

a false teacher of the gospel, than the introduction of destructive

divisions into the church, and I am persuaded that one method

of denying or renouncing the Lord is, to divide his followers,

and to oppose the spirit of charity and peace. I shall not in

sult Dr. Worcester by asking him to " have the goodness not

to impute to me the fault of this unpleasant and unfashionable"
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comment, but I recommend it to his serious attention. I mean

not, however, to intimate that any teachers of the present day

are to be placed on a level with the false teachers condemned

ill this passage. These, as appears from the whole chapter *

were monsters of iniquity, covetous, lewd, adulterers, seditious,

slanderous, given up to the basest lusts. They excited divi

sions for mercenary purposes, and built up a sect by encourag

ing lasciviousness and the grossest sensuality. Thank God,

this race has passed away, and 1 could not without great guilt

coufound with them any class of ministers with whom I am

acquainted. 1 believe that the fomenters of division among

us are generally actuated by an injudicious zeal, by passions

which they mistake for piety, and by prejudices which are

reconcilable with a regard to God and duty, not by the motives

which governed the profligate wretches referred to in the text.

It is one of my great offences with Dr. Worcester that 1 " put

in my earnest plea" for the christian character of those, who be

lieve in the " simple humanity of Jesus Christ." It is some con

solation to me, that I have the excellent Dr. Doddridge as a part.

ner in this guilt The name of Dr. Lardner is I presume familiar

to most of my readers. No man in modern times has rendered

greater service to the cause of Christianity. Dr. Lardner wag

a decided believer in the simple humanity of Jesus. Having

published a volume of Practical Sermons, he sent them to Dr.

Doddridge, who acknowledged the favour in a letter, from

which the following extracts are made. " I esteem the valua-

" ble present you were so good as to send me, as a memorial of

" the learned, pious and generous author." " Be assured that

•' though I am not able to express it as I would, I do actually

" feel a deep and constant sense of your goodness to me, and,

" which is much more, of your continual readiness to serve the

" publiek with those distinguished abilities which God has been

" pleased to give you, and which have rendered your writings

" §o great a blessing to the christian world. And I heartily

" pray that they may be yet more abundantly so, for promoting

*2 Pet. H.



" the cause of piety and virtue, of christian principle*, and a

" christian temper. In the interpretation of particular text*

" and the manner of stating particular doctrines, good men and

" good friends may have different apprehensions ; but you

" always propose your sentiments with such good humour, rao-

" desty, candour and frankness, as is very amiable and exeni-

" plary ; and the grand desire of spreading righteousness, bene-

" votence, prudence, the fear of God, and a heavenly temper

" and conversation, so plainly appears, particularly in this

" volume of sermons, that were I a much stricter Calvinist than

" I am, 1 should love and honour the author, though I did not

" personally know him." Such was the language of Doddridge,

a " disciple whom Jesus loved," to the excellent Lanlner..

Blessed be God, who in every age raises up witnesses to the

true spirit of Christianity, and who opposes such examples as

that of Doddridge to the narrow, exclusive and uncharitable

spirit of the world.

I will conclude this note with earnestly desiring christians

to obtain, if possible, some accurate ideas of the most important

point in the present controversy. Let them learn the distinc

tion between Trinitarianism and Unitariunism. Many use

these words without meaning, and are very zealous about

sounds. Some suppose that Trinitarianism consists in believ

ing in the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit But we all

believe in these; we all believe that the Father Bent the Son,

and gives to those that ask, the Holy Spirit. We are all Trini

tarians, if this belief is Trinitarianism. But it is not. The

Trinitarians believe that the One God is three distinct persons,

called Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; and he believes that

*ach of these persons is equal to the other two in every perfec

tion, that each is the only true God, and yet that the three are

only one God. This is Trinitarianism. The Unitarian be

lieves that there is but one person possessing supreme divinity,'

even tiie Father. This is the great distinction ; let it be kept

steadily in view.—Some christians have still more vague ideas

on this subject. They suppose that Trinitarians think highly

of Jesus Christ ; whilst Unitarians form low ideas of him, hardly



ranking him above common men, and therefore they choose to

be Trinitarians. This is a great errour. Some Unitarians be

lieve that the Father is so intimately united with Jesus Christ,

that it is proper, on account of this union, to ascribe divine

honour and titles to Jesus Christ. Some Unitarians deny that

Jesus is a creature, and affirm that he is properly the Son of

God, possessing a divine nature derived from the Father. Some

Unitarians, who assert that Jesus is a creature, maintain that

he is literally the first-born of the creation, the first production

of God, the instrumental cause by whom God created all other

beings, and the most exalted being in the universe, with the

single exception of the infinite Father. I am persuaded, that

under these classes of high Unitarians many christians ought

to be ranked who call themselves orthodox and Trinitarians.

In fact, as the word Trinity is sometimes used, we all believe

it. It is time that this word was better defined. Christians

ought not toT>e separated by a sound. A doctrine which we

are called to believe, as we value our souls and our standing in

the church, ought to be stated with a precision which can

not be misunderstood. By the Trinity, I have all along

understood the doctrine, that God is three persons. If it do not

mean this, it means nothing, and those christians who take

shelter under this word, without adopting this sentiment, are

acting, I fear, a dishonest and ungenerous part. They distin

guish themselves by a name from christians with whom they

substantially agree, and whom they are bound to honour and

love as brethren. To those persons, who wish to understand

better the nature of the Trinitarian controversy, I would recom

mend Dr. Price's five " Sermons on the Christian Doctrine,"

and Rev. Noah Worcester's three Tracts called the Trinita

rian Review. This subject has of late been ably discussed in

a " Reply to Wardlaw's Discourses," by Rev. James Yates of

Glasgow, Scotland. " Prove all things ; hold fast that which is

good."
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JLETTEM.

REV. AND DEAR SIR,

A REASON of my choosing to communicate my thoughts,

on your Letter to the Rev. Mr. Thacher, in a Letter ad

dressed to you, rather than present them to the publick in

any other form, was, that I bore towards you very sincere

affection and respect, and wished, while performing a most

painful duty, assiduously to preserve and cherish these sen

timents. In this disposition I was careful that you should

receive a copy of the Letter, accompanied with a note of fra

ternal courtesy, before the pamphlet was published for sale.

Though I have not met with reciprocal attention in cither of

these respects, and have only found, at the Bookseller's,

"Remarks" on my Letter, addressed "to the publick;" yet,

animated still with the same sentiments as at lirst, and im

pressed with some new considerations, I choose to address

what I have to offer in reply to your Remarks, in a second

letter to you.

There are cases in which a fair statement of the truth,

even with the kindest spirit and in the mildest terms, will

almost certainly be considered by those on whom it bears, as

severe if not bitter. This infelicity I deeply felt when writ

ing before, and now, I can assure you, not less deeply feel.

I sincerely regret the necessity of exhibiting truths, which

will be painful to you; and it will be my care not to render

them additionally painful, by any asperity or unfairness in

the manner of exhibiting thein. I find that your Remarks

are almost entirely personal; but in replying to these "per

sonalities," it will be no object with me to "defend myself,"

any further than seems necessary for the vindication of th»

cause which I espouse. My earnest desire is, that attention

may be fixed, not upon me or upon you, but upon the im

portant questions of general concern in discussion between
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us. These questions merit attention; and neither we, nor

others on either side, ought to be weary of attending to them,

until they be well understood, and correctly decided.

In reading your Remarks, my first care was to find, if you

had made it appear that I had, in any instance, misappre

hended or misrepresented you, or done injustice to you or to

others. In two or three instances you intimate that I have

misrepresented you, and in three or four that I have wronged

you by unjust imputation. To these I will briefly attend.

I stated that "in the terms of your creed," as given in

your Letter, there is "a great want of clearness and preci

sion; great indistinctness and ambiguity." You "deny" the

correctness of this representation. I have deliberately re

examined the subject, and my views of it remain unaltered.

It was not because your "statement," or creed, did not "meet

and answer every question which may possibly be started in

relation to your sentiments," that I pronounced it indistinct

and ambiguous; but because, as I attempted to shew, it was

not clear and unequivocal upon the points most directly in

question: and I am perfectly content to submit it to the judg

ment of candid men on either side, who will attentively read

what you have written and what I have written, whether in

this instance I am guilty of misrepresentation. To them

also I would refer, whether, as I have never been charged

with concealing my sentiments, I am open to the "reproach,

in turn," of ambiguity and indistinctness, in regard to any

statements which X made, or which it was incumbent on me

to make.

You seem to intimate, p. 8, that I have misrepresented

your account of the manner in which you and your liberal

brethren perform your ministry. This also I have reexam

ined: and only desire that my representation and argument

may be fairly compared with your statement, and with the

general, notorious, and undisputed facts to which I referred.

You say, p. 12, "I refer to his insinuation, that we have

adopted a style of preaching opposed to that of the apostles,

BECAUSE WE WISH TO AVOID THE SUFFERINGS WHICH THOSE

HOUY MEN ENCOUNTERED, AND WISH TO SECURE THE FAVOUR

of the world."—1 did indeed suppose that "the favour of



the world" which you enjoy, and of which you speak in your

Letter with so much complacency, was to be attributed, at

least in part, to "a style of preaching" widely different from

that of the apostles. But that you have adopted this style

for the sake of such a boon, I have no where "insinuated.''

Throughout my Letter, I studiously confined myself to the

statement and suggestion of facts and principles in "lan

guage" which you acknowledge to be "sufficiently soft and

guarded," and without arraigning or impeaching, in a single

instance, intentions or motives. Had you duly attended to

tlus character of my Letter, you would have spared yourself

the pain of many of your remarks.—And here, Sir, I enter

my protest against the "rule" of construction which you have

professedly adopted, and according to which you seem to

think it right to assume the "impression," which any writings

happen to make, as the criterion of their real meaning.

P. 15, you quote from my Letter the following passage:

"You doubtless will not hesitate to acknowledge what 1 have

certainly very great sorrow in stating, that the doctrines of

atonement by Christ's death, and justification through faith in

his blood, as held by orthodox christians in all ages of the

church,—at once fall to the ground before you." Upon this

you exclaim, "Astonishing assertion!"—"What! does Dr.

Won ester really believe that I will acknowledge without

hesitation, that I reject these or any other doctrines, as they

were held by orthodox christians in tlie age of Christ

ami his apostles, or as held by orthodox christians in any

age of the church," Really, Sir, I did rely on your candour,

that you would not refuse to me the common and established

use of the word orthodox, and that you would not, by giv

ing to this word a different sense, evade a notorious matter

of fa»t, and avoid an ingenuous concession. Admit the word

orthodox in its general acceptation, and in the sense in which

you must have understood me to use it; and I am still confi

dent you will not deny what 1 supposed you would not hesitate

to acknowledge.

In this connexion you say, "Before leaving this head, I

would protest against Dr. Worcester's habit of fastening on

opponents the consequences which seem to him to follow

 



from their system. This practice is unfair and injurious." I

am not conscious of this "habit." I do not think it right for

any one to fasten upon his opponents the consequences which

seem to him to follow from their system,* when they them

selves disavow those consequences, or do not generally admit

them. Against such a practice, I would cordially join with

you in the most earnest and decided "protest." But the pres

ent is a very different case. It is a well known fact, that

those who deny the essential divinity of Jesus Christ, do also

generally, if not universally, deny the doctrines of atonement

and justification by faith, as held by orthodox* christians.

Your reference to Dr. Samuel Clark and to Bible News is

utterly irrelevant. Dr. Clark did not deny the essential di

vinity or the eternal existence of the Son of God; and hence

was not under the necessity of denying the doctrine of atone

ment. Though, nevertheless, I believe Dr. Clark's views of

the Trinity erroneous, and to have been solidly refuted by

Dr. Waterland; yet it is not with Dr. Clark, or with any who

do not deny the essential Divinity of Jesus Christ, that I am

concerned in the present discussion. My concern is with

those who hold Jesus Christ- to be only a creature- whether

they hold him to be "the first production of God, the most ex

alted being in the universe with the single exception of the

infinite Father," or a mere man, fallible and peccable like

other men. Whatever terms may be employed to set forth

the dignity of Jesus Christ, and to represent him as being al

most equal to the supreme Father, it is nevertheless certain

that, if he is only a creature, he is infinitely inferiour to the

Father* and is no more to be compared with God, no more to

be represented as approaching in dignity and glory to him,

than any other creature, even man tliat is a worm. Before Him

whose name is Jehovah all creatures are as nothing. This

the highest holy creature will the most deeply feel, and, feel

* I still use this word in its common acceptation, to denote those christians,

who hold the doctrines of Christ's true divinity, atonement for sin by hit

death, and justification by faith alone in him; in opposition to those who deny

these doctrines, and whom 1 call Unitarians, not because I think, them justly

entitled to appropriate this name, but, became it is the name by which they

choose to be -calletJ.



ing this, would shudder at tho ascription to him of the

names, and titles, and honours ascribed to Jesus Christ. As

it respects the doctrine of atonement then, and other evangel

ical doctrines connected with it, it matters not whether Jesus

Christ be regarded as a mere man, or as a creature of super-

angelick dignity. If he is a mere creature, whatever rank

you choose to assign to him, his death could not have been of

the nature, or of the meritorious efficacy of a propitiatory

sacrifice for the sins of the world. It is therefore with per

fect consistency, and a matter "of course" and necessity, that

those who hold him to be a mere creature, do actually deny

the doctrines of atonement and justification, as held by ortho

dox christians. What, then, 1 "again and again intimate,"

is not a matter of mere inference, but a notorious matter of

(act

But is it not remarkable, Sir, that in the very paragraph

in which you protest against "fastening on opponents the

consequences which seem to follow from their system," you

should do the very thing against which you protest? You

here assert, that "the system of the Trinitarians makes the

sufferings of Jesus Christ nothing more than the sufferings

of a man." Do you not know, Sir, that the Trinitarians

decidedly deny this consequence? Do you not know that

they hold Jesus Christ to be God and man united in one

person—that tliis one complex person suffered and died.—and

that his death had all the importance, all the merit, all tho

efficacy, which could be derived to it from the infinite dignity

of such a person? He who was in the form or God,

AND THOUGHT IT NO BOBBEBY TO BE EQUAL WITH GOD

"was made in the likeness of man, and being found in fashion

as a man, he humbled himself and became obedient unto

DEATH, EVEN THE DEATH OF THE CROSS. HOW COllld J'OU

then say, that our "system makes the sufferings of Jesus

Christ nothing more than the sufferings of a man?"

To several veiy solemn quotations of scripture, in my

former Letter, this remark is subjoined: "If this language

sound harsh and unfashionable, I trust, Sir, you will have

the goodness not to impute the fault to me; and that you will

not on account of any unpleasantness in the language, refuse



to give attention to the momentous sentiment contained in

it" Of this you complain. The serious truth is, that I was

so forcibly struck with those passages, in contrast with the

language which we are accustomed to hear from your quarter,

that it really occurred to me that sue h disgust would be ex

cited by them in the minds of readers of the liberal class, as

would almost induce them to throw down the pamphlet and

read no further: and I paused to deliberate whether it might

not be expedient to suppress the quotations. It was under

this impression that the remark was made. On reflection,

however, after the Letter was published, and before I saw

your reply, I was apprehensive, that, in tins instance, I

had conveyed an unjust imputation, and sincerely regretted

that I had made the remark. When I found that you con

sidered it in this light, and were wounded by it, my regret

was increased. I confess ray fault in this particular; and

devoutly wish that the remark could be obliterated from the

Letter, and effaced from every mind.

1 have now, I believe, noticed all the instances, in which

you have intimated that I am chargeable with misrepresen

tation, or unjust imputation; and with these brief remarks, I

cheerfully submit them all to the candid and serious reconsid

eration of yourself and every reader.

My next inquiry was, whether you had invalidated any of

my "criticisms," statements, positions, or arguments: and

after a very attentive examination and re-examination, you

will permit me, dear Sir, to say, what I feel perfectly safe in

saying, it is my deliberate judgment, and in it I have the con

currence of all with whom I have conversed on the subject,

that you have not directly met me at a single point, shewn

me to he incorrect in a single statement, nor refuted me in a

single position or argument; and, in a word, that your

Remarks are no real answer to my Letter.

It becomes then an inquiry, by what means you have given

to your Remarks the appearance and effect of an answer? For

that they have with some tliis appearance and this effect, I do

not doubt. This inquiry, though a delicate and unpleasant

•ne, justice to the cause of truth forbids me to decline.
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In the first place, you, have imputed to me a bad spirit mid

intention. Willi this you begin, and with this you end; and

in this, I believe, the effective force of your Remarks mainly

lies. Were no bad spirit or intention imputed to me, I pre

sume no person would suppose my Letter to have been an

swered. But with persons who allow their feelings and pas

sions, instead of reason, and conscience, and scripture, to de

cide upon the controversy, this imputation has all the effect of

the most victorious argument.

yiy Letter, you say, "though milder in language, breaths

too much of the spirit of THE review." The spirit of

the Review you have represented, in your Letter to Mr.

Thacher, as being a spirit of "falsehood," "unfairness,"

"disingenuousness," "Uncharitableness," "illiberality," "cen-

soriousness," "insult," "bitterness," "malignity," "pride,"

"cruelty," "fury," "denunciation," "heresy," and "awfid

temerity." It was by imputing this spirit to the Reviewer,

that you roused the passions of your party into a flame.

And now you impute to me the same spirit—whether in equal

measure you do not say. It was easy, Sir, if nothing in the

breast rendered it difficult, to make this imputation: but it

ought not to have been made without proof—clear, substantial

proof. Had you convicted me of such a spirit, though it

would not have been a refutation of my Letter, yet it would

have fixed on me an indispensable obligation to humble my

self before you, before the world, and above all before Him

whose servant I profess to be. But you have offered no

proof; and utterly unconscious as I am of having written

with such a spirit, I confidently refer it to all candid judges

—I humbly refer it to Him who judgeth righteously—wheth

er the imputation is not entirely gratuitous and unjust.

Of my Letter you further say, "It is too obviously design

ed to drive both me and my brethren from the church and

from the ministry." Could charity, Sir, neither discern nor

imagine any other design than this? What other course should

have been adopted, what other means should have been used,

had one designed to do what he could to convert his brethren

from the errour oj their ways, and thus to hide a multitude qf
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You repeatedly speak of my "attempts to render your

preaching and your sentiments omors;" and this you repre

sent to he one "great object of my Letter." This also

plainly imports a malignant spirit and intention. But, Sir,

in what way have I attempted to render your sentiments and

preaching odious, excepting hy a simple exhibition of them,"

without discolouring, distortion, or declamation, in contrast

with those of orthodox ministers and of the apostles of Christ.

In pp. 22 and 23, you make a representation of my spirit

and intention, at which you "shudder," and at which you

had reason to shudder. But that part of your Remarks I

shall have occasion to consider in another place.

Towards the close you have this passage: "It does not

"appear, no, not in a single line, that Dr. Worcester ever

"brought home to himself the case of his injured brethren,

"ever imagined himself in their situation, and inquired how

"under such circumstances he Mould himself have felt and

"acted." Here I am represented as devoid of brotherly

sympathy and feeling; and here is the consummation of that

unchristian and malignant spirit, which is imputed to me

from the beginning of your Remarks to the end. Sir, I

have reason to sympathize with my brethren, whenever they

are injured by attempts "to drive them from the ministry,"

or to deprive them of their comfort, their good name, or their

usefulness; I have no occasion to "imagine myself in their

situation;" and I should, indeed, be a monster of insensibili

ty, had I no tenderness of feeling for them. I have not for

gotten that I was once myself "driven" from a settlement, a

church, and people, dear to my heart; driven, indeed, not by

persecuting Calvinists, but by liberal men; yet not on that

account entirely without pain. I have witnessed the suffer

ings of others in similar circumstances, and particularly of

a beloved brother in your vicinity. If I have not been de

ceived, these painful scenes, while they have brought me

pretty fully acquainted with the charity and liberality of the

age, have had a salutary effect upon my feelings, and taught

me how much it becomes the professed servants of Christ to

Ireat their brethren With forbearance, kindness, tenderness,

and undissemblcd good will. This lesson may I never forget—
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■ever fail to practise towards all my brethren, however they

may differ from me in opinion, and in whatever way I may

be called in duty to bear testimony against their errours, or

their proceedings.

Tour imputation to me of a bad spirit and design, 1 do

not attribute to any particular unfriendliness to me. I at

tribute it to a general cause—to a general state of mind, and

habit of thinking and feeling; and on this account I am in

duced to consider it with more particularity, than I should

bo willing to bestow on any tiling merely personal. It is but

too manifest that you and your liberal brethren arc in tho

habit of regarding, and of representing and denouncing those

who hold the sentiments which I espouse, as being possessed

of a malignant spirit. And having been accustomed to wit

ness how completely the imputation of this spirit serves, with

a large portion of people, instead of a thousand "proofs of

holy writ" against us, you resort, it would seem habitually,

and, 1 would hope, without any meditated intention to injure,

to this convenient and effectual expedient. To what, if not

to this habit, shall we attribute the frequent, and entirely un

necessary mention, both in your Letter and Remarks, of

Calvinists;* and almost always with some insinuation, as if

they above all men were sinners in the odious matter of

persecution?

But, Sir, is this charitable, is it candid, is it magnanimous,

to it just? Was not Arius, the father of that class of Unitari

ans to which you yourself seem to belong, a violent persc^

tutor? Was it not he and his followers, who, frst of all

among proteased christians, set the hideous and direful ex

ample of secularizing the discipline of tlte church, and perse

cuting tlidr opponents to imprisonment, banishment, and death?

And did they not crimson the whole Roman empire with the

Mood of Trinitarians? Did not Davides perish in prison,

• The present controversy has no respect to points peculiarly Calvinistich.

Arminins whs as decided as Calvin on the doctrines of the Trinity in the Godhead,

tie entire coemption of human nature, atonement by the death of Christ, juBti.

Station by grace through faith in liira, and moral renovation by the Holy Spirit.

Hi • system, it is true, was soon corrupted, and a mixture of Pelajrlauisra and

Soeinianism came to be called Arminiaiiism; but genuine Arminianism is bo

Was direwly in opposition, than Calvinism, to ever}' species of Uailariauisrv.,
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under the unrelenting severity of the persecuting spirit of

Faustus Socinus and his adherents, the founders of another

class of Unitarians? Was it not hy Archbishops Laud and

Sheldon, the fathers in England of adulterated Arminianism,

and of sentiments once called latitudinarian, now called lib

eral, that Calvinists were forbidden to preach on the "Five

Points,"—that two thousand ministei-s, confessedly the best

in the kingdom, were "driven" from their parishes on St.

Bartholomew's day, and persecuted with fines and imprison

ments, and some of them to death,—and that our Calvinis-

fick forefathei-s were compelled to leave their native country,

and seek an asylum in the American wilderness? In our own

country and in our own age, who have shewn the most deter

mined spirit to "drive" their opponents from the ministry,

by private exertions, by ecclesiastical proceedings, and by

judicial decisions? And since the commencement of the pres

ent controversy, on which side, may I not ask, has there

been most of wrath, and clamour, and evil speaking, among

the people in the places of greatest excitement?

I have no pleasure, Sir, in adverting to these deplorable

facts; nor would I, for my life, mention them with the spirit

and for the purpose of retaliation. I should deem it most un

christian, unjust, and injurious in me to reproach you and

your liberal brethren, with the violent spirit of persecution,

displayed by men of your sentiments in the days of other

times, when ecclesiastical discipline was secularized, and

confounded with judicial proceedings. I should deem myself

a most unfair and ungenerous disputant, should I, in this

discussion, endeavour to divert attention from the real points

in debate, and to enlist passion and prejudice on my side, by

a perpetual recurrence to such extraneous and odious facts.

Persuaded as I am, that your feelings would revolt at the

thought of acting over again the violent and bloody scenes of

Alius or of Laud; 1 am no less full in the confidence, that you

have no good reason to believe, or to insinuate, that your op

ponents woidd not revolt with equal horrour from every thing

like "the flames lighted for Scrvctus." Such a belief, such

an insinuation, permit me, dear Sir, to say, is unworthy of

your enlightened mind, and your elevated standing: and coi
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Mcver have found a place with you, hut for the unpropilious

habit to which I have referred, and of which probably you

have been too little conscious.

Have we yet to learn, that the spirit of persecution is the

offspring, not of any particular system of religious sentiments,

but of that corruption of our fallen nature, which, if not sub

dued by divine grace, will exert itself against the true spirit

of the gospel, sometimes in the form of a fiend of darkness,

sometimes in the guise of an angel of light, according to cir

cumstances. It ought not to have been mentioned in the

present controversy. On neither side are we pleading for

persecution. In regard to this spirit, its atrocity or its

hatefulness, there is no question between us; and to fix the

attention upon this, as if it were mainly or in part the subject

matter in debate, can serve no other purpose, than to excite

passion, inflame prejudice, embitter feeling, mislead the

judgment, and bar the mind against argument and truth. It

is time, and more than time, that every thing of this sort

should be utterly discarded, by enlightened and liberal men,

and by all who would bear the christian name. Though

we differ, and widely differ in our opinions;—though we en

gage in debate on most important and interesting points;—

though we should find occasion even to separate as to chris

tian fellowship; yet there need not be, there ought not to be,

and if our tempers were right there would not be, any bitter

ness, or wrath, or anger, or clamour, or evil speaking on ci

ther side. The gospel teaches us to exercise unfailing char

ity and good will, not only towards those whom we receive to

christian fellowship, but towards all men.

Another of your means for giving to your Remarks the

appearance and effect of an answer is that of representing my

letter as being light and "trifling." You speak repeatedly,

and not a little contemptuously of "verbal criticism," and of

"humour arid sarcasm." Of the criticism, I shall have oc

casion to take some notice in another place; upon the rest.

my remarks will be short. If, Sir, I have used lightness, if

my Letter was not serious, I was greatly deceived and great

ly to blame. The subject I certainly considered a very mo

mentous one: and I did really apprehend that the seriousness
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with which I treated it would be offensive to many. If, tut

you say, particularly in regard to the last head, "the view

which I took of the subject gave me a field for my powers of

humour and sarcasm," I believe that you and every reader

must suppose that my powers of this kind are extremely lim

ited and feeble. I confess I was forcibly reminded by your

remarks, that a writer, whose name I will not mention in any

connexion with yours, chose to call the book of Proverbs

"Solomon's Jest Book."—"Let us open the book," says the

Bishop of Landaff in his answer, "and see what kind ofjests

it contains."

Another of the means by which you have given to your

Remarks the appearance and effects of an answer is that of di

verting attention from the point and the argument; and in

such a way as to have the effect of suppressing the truth.

Besides what is general of this kind, in imputing to me a bad

spirit and a light manner; there are particular instances, some

of which it may be proper to consider.

In regard to my first head, you very candidly acknowledge,

that I have "pointed out an inaccuracy in the language which

you employed to express the charges contained in the Review."

This pointing out of a slight verbal inaccuracy you repre

sent as being all that I have done; and to this head entire you

seem to refer in your repeated mention of "verbal criticism."

Thus by noticing a trivial circumstance, and giving to the

whole a light name, you divert the attention from the main

point and argument, and conceal the truth in the case.—You

had brought, Sir, against the Reviewer, the heavy charge of

'falsehood." This charge I sincerely believed to be unfound

ed; and I attempted, not merely by pointing out a small ver

bal inaccuracy, but by fairly examining those parts of the Re

view to which you referred, to show that it really was unfoun

ded. I do not rest on my ownjudgment only in the persuasion

which I feel, that in this attempt I was not unsuccessful. But

you say, "the question is not what a verbal critick with a dic

tionary in his hand may make out of the Review, but what

are the impressions which readers at large receive from it."

Here, Sir, I again protest against the "rule" of construction

which you have repeatedly applied; at least against your man-
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ner of applying it. You surely cannot be unapprised, that

people receive very different "impressions" from "writings"

and discourses, especially on controverted points, according

to the different tempers, or states of mind, with which they

read or hear. If, as you intimate, you have not met with a

single individual who did not receive from the Review, impres

sions, coincident with the charge which you made; I, on the

other hand, have not met with a single individual who did re

ceive such impressions: and I really helieve there were very

few who did, before their minds were prepared for it by your

Letter. Your "way," then, "of settling the dispute" is not

so "short a one" as you seem to imagine.

I was far, Sir, from believing that you intended to prefer

against the Reviewer a false and injurious charge, I

really did suppose that, owing to some unpleasant state of

mind, you had received from the Review an incorrect im

pression; and did hope that you would see, and rejoice to see,

that it was incorrect, and do honour to yourself and to our ho-

"ly profession, by frankly retracting the accusation, and re

dressing the wrong which you had unwittingly committed.—

And iiere I must say, that I am more fully persuaded, if pns-

sible, than when I wrote before, that your first charge against

the Reviewer is entirely unjust; and that had you duly atten

ded to the scope of Ids remarks, you would have seen, that

where he speaks of "Unitarianism, in Mr. Belsham's sense of

the word, being the predominant religion of the liberal party,"

he meant not to determine any thing in respect to numbers,

but only in respect to prominence and influence. His refer

ence to the college and to the principal publications of ths

party, makes his meaning sufficiently plain.

You say, p. 14. that I "again and again intimate that Uni

tarians, of course, reject all the great and distinguishing

doctrines of the gospel, particularly the doctrine of atone

ment by Christ's death." And upon this you ask, if it is

"possible that I am unacquainted with the writings of Dr.

Samuel Clark, and with Bible News," in which books the

doctrine of atonement is asserted. I have before noticed the

implied charge in this of misrepresentation on my part; what

1 would now notice is your turning the attention from the
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fact and the proof, and concealing the truth in the case. I

know very well that, in the writings here referred to, the

doctrine of atonement is asserted; and I also know, and all

who are conversant with this suhjcct know, that the Unitarian

writers of the present day generally deny this doctrine, as

do all who agree with them in denying the essential divinity

of Jesus Christ: and if Dr. Clark's works and Bible News

are "popular" among them, it is not because they assert the

doctrine of atonement; but because they serve to unsettle the

minds of people in regard to the Trinity, and to start tliera

from the rock down the steep and fearful declivity of Uuita-

rianism.

"There is a part" of my Letter you say, p. 19, "accord

ing to which our charity, towards the lowest Unitarians not

only proves our indifference to truth, but makes us partakers

in their sentiments and deeds." To divert attention from the

point and the argument here, you instantly direct it to Cal-

vinists, and Hopkinsians. "It is well known," you say,

"that the old fashioned Calvinists regard the new divinity of

"the Hopkinsians with great horrour; but it is also true

"that 'a peculiar brotherhood is established' between these

"two classes of christians in New England. The Calvinists

"here have never, as a party, borne testimony against Hop-

"kinsian peculiarities, have never 'purged themselves from

"the guilt of them,' but walk with Hopkinsians on as friend

ly terms as we do with the lowest Unitarians." Admit

all that you here state to be true; does it prove that "the

liberal party" are not guilty of "mutilating the New Testa

ment, rejecting nearly all the fundamental doctrines of the

gospel, and degrading the Saviour to the condition of a falli

ble, peccable, and ignorant man?" Not in the least. But

there is an egregious errour in your statement. It is a well

known fact, that what you call the old fashioned Calvinists in

New England, have borne their earnest, decided, and publick

testimony against what they consider as errours in the Hop-

kinsian theory; and the Hopkinsians, on their part, have

borne their testimony, equally earnest, decided, and publick.

against what they regard as errours in the old Calvinistick

-«ystem. But while they have clone this, they have not, on
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either part, held these crrours to be fundamental, as they do

hold the crrours of the Unitarians,' but have mutually regard

ed each other as being orthodox and sound, in the great es

sentials of christian doctrine. And, Sir, however grievous

it may be to their common opponents, the acknowledged fact

thai they do "walk together on friendly terms," notwithstand

ing their minor differences and disputes, and all the attempts

from your quarter to sow discord between them, is highly

honourable to their principles and feelings; and affords most

derisive proof that, in the allegations so continually and ve

hemently urged against them, as if they were entirely devoid

of c harity, and would acknowledge as christians none who

differ from them in any point, they have been slanderously

reported. Had "the old fashioned Caivinists of New York"

been as well acquainted with the sentiments and characters

of the different classes of orthodox christians in New Eng

land, as these are with one another, they would never have

given the recommendations which they have given to such a

book as Ely's Contrast.

Another of the means by which you have given to your

Remarks the appearance and effect of an answer, is that of

misstatement. Let me distinctly premise that as, in the

preceding articles, I have not intended in any instance to

impeach your motives, so here I mean not to insinuate that

you have designedly misstated. The misstatements which I

am about to point out, and which are only a part of what

might be pointed out, I attribute to no bad intention, but to

the vague and rndiscriminating manner of treating subjects,

to which you seem to be habituated.

••it may next be observed," you say, p. 9, "that the com

mon disputes about the great doctrines of the gospel have

not related so such to their truth and importance, as

to some inferiour points connected with them." Now, Sir,

in direct opposition to this statement, I should feel the

utmost safety in affirming, that "the disputes about the

great doctrines of the gospel have related," and do relate

primarily and "chiefly to their truth and importance."

This unquestionably is the fact in regard to the doctrines

directly in question in the present dispute: the doctrines

3
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of the Trinity in the Godhead, the true divinity of the

Saviour, atonement for sin by his death, and justification

through faith in his blood. On our part, these doctrines

are held to be true and essentially important; on your

part, both the importance and the truth of them are deni

ed. So long as this is the case, to dispute about "inferi-

our points connected with these doctrines" would be most

idle and preposterous. To give some plausibility to your

strange assertion, you refer to disputes concerning the

"benevolence of God" and "his omnipresence." But these,

Sir, are not "peculiar doctrines of the gospel," but funda

mental doctrines of natural religion. "In like manner,"

however, you say, "christians have disputed about the pre

cise way in which Christ's death has an influence on our

forgiveness: but that it has a real and important influence

on forgiveness almost all have united in asserting." This

is one instance out of many of the manner, in which you

conceal the real and essential points of difference in debate.

The plain truth is, and it ought not to be concealed, that

while some professed christians hold the death of Christ,

God manifest in thejlesh, to have been an expiatory sacrifice

for sin, on account of which solely and through faith in

this blood, forgiveness is to be obtained; others deny this

doctrine entirely, and hold that the death of Christ, a mere

creature, was in no proper sense expiatory, and has no

influence on forgiveness, only as it attests the truth of his

religion and the benevolence of God. It is in this latter

sense, at least in some sense altogether different from the

former, undoubtedly, that you "tell your hearers that God

sent his Son to die for us." The difference between us in

regard to "spiritual influences," to which you also refer, is

not less wide and essential. And, Sir, I believe you might

be less "general and vague in your representation of the

truths of the gospel," and not "be precise above what is

written," nor less "faithful?* than you now are.

"It is urged," you say. p. 16, "that our sentimewt*

le \n us into an entire indifference to christian truth; that

we believe all crrour to be innocent; that we consider belief

In the truth as no virtue." No, Sir: but what I advanced
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•n this topick was "urged" directly and explicitly upon your

broad assertion, that "to believe with Mr. Belshani is no

crime," in connexion with other declarations and represen

tations to the same effect. Why then did you not fairly and

magnanimously meet me upon this ground? As to wliat you

say in this connexion of "love of the truth," as being essen

tial to the "faith to which salvation is promised," thei-e is no

controversy between us. I am happy in expressing my

agreement with you in this point; and most devoutly wish

that in every other important point we were equally agreed.

In coincidence also with you, I hold that there may be true

faith, where there is but little knowledge of divine truth. I

am accustomed to make a wide difference between ignorance

of truth and rejection of truth; between the infelicity, of

bad instruction, and scanty means of divine knowledge;

and the audacity of opposing reason to revelation, and the

w isdom of this world to the wisdom of God.

What I offered under the third and last head of my Letter,

on the question of "separation," and which you say is "infi

nitely the most important part" of the whole, you have

almost entirely misstated. I did not undertake to decide the

question of separation in the way of giving an opinion; but

thought it more befitting, and more likely to be useful, to

submit some considerations, relating to the subject, which

appeared to me relevant, and worthy to be most seriously

w eighed on both sides. To these considerations you bring

no argument in reply.

You represent, that "the separation, which has been made

in England by the Unitarians themselves," is something far

less "solemn,"—vastly less dreadful, than the separation

which you suppose me to favour. What then is the separa

tion which the Unitarians in England have made? You de

scribe it to be "a separation in worship—a separation pro-,

duced by the adoption of prayers, hymks, and doxol-

OGIES, ACCOMMODATED TO THEIR PECULIAR SENTIMENTS."

Are we to understand, Sir, that you and your liberal breth

ren here, are ready for such a separation as this? If so, there

is no further occasion of debate on this subject, unless your

opponents should be unwilling to separate. Let it be under



 

stood, that the differences between us are such, that we can

not consistently worship together—cannot unite in offering the

same prayers, norjoin in the, same hymns and tloxologies,—and

the question is settled. What is this, I pray you, short of a

thorough disruption of fellowship, a complete non-commu

nion?—Yet this separation you admit to have been made by

the Unitarians themselves in England, and of this you ex

press not the slightest disapprobation.

You omit, however, to state "to the publick" the strong

terms and the earnest manner, in which the English Unita

rians urge this separation. You do not mention that they

loudly call upon their people, "to come out from Babylon,"—

to separate themselves from idolaters; and earnestly rep

resent that the separation of Unitarians from Trinitarians

is as obviously proper and necessary, as was the separation

of the Protestants from the church of Rome, and that such

Unitarians as continue to worship with Trinitarian*, are

either still in great darkness, or else guilty of compromising

their consciences to a most reprehensible extent. This you

have omitted to mention: yet you who are much more exten

sively conversant with the English Unitarian writers, tha

I can pretend to be, must have been perfectly acquaint

With the fart.

Such then is the separation, made by the Unitarians ther,

selves in England; and such the terms and the manner in

which its importance is urged. Of this separation, 1 repeat

it, you express no disapprobation: you speak of it in no oth

er manner, than if in your judgment it were entirely unob

jectionable. Now, Sir, permit me to ask, what greater or

more dreadful separation than this, do any of your opponents

contemplate? Has even the Panoplist Reviewer proposed any

thing more frightful? or has he urged his proposal in terms

more decisive, or in a manner more vehement? To what, be

yond this, ran any of the considerations submitted in my Let

ter, by fair construction or legitimate inference, be made to

favour?

Yet speaking of me, p. 23, you say, "The obvious import

"of his Letter (and it is the obvious import, and not a

"STBAINED AND CIRCUITOUS LNTEBPKETATION WHICH 1
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:r. vkd) may he thus expressed: <Evcry man who^annot

< " admit as a doctrine of scripture, the gkeat doctrine of

"•THREE PERSONS IN ONE GOD, WHICH I AND OTHER OR-

" <THODOX CHRISTIANS EMBRACE, BELIEVES AN OPPOSITE

" 'GOSPEL, REJECTS THE TRUE GOSPEL, deSpis.CS the authority

• ' 'id' Jesus Christ, is of course a man wholly wanting i v

piety ami without christian virtue; and may

rrftct consistency with christian love he rejected as un-

• - -worthy the name of a christian.'" Here, Sir, I suppose

you to have applied the "rule" of construction which I have

twice before noticed,—that of the "impression" which hap

pened to be made on your mind, without duly considering the

Denning of the w ords, and the scope of the argument. And

lu re 1 record my linal and solemn protest against your use of

this rule.

In vain, Sir, will any one search in my Letter for what

yon would make me say. I did indeed think it right, not

"studiously to magnify" the points of difference between us,

which you seemed .studiously to conceal; but distinctly to state

them, and set them in a fair and clear light. In doing this,

I contrasted Mr. Belsham's sentiments with the doctrines

held by orthodox christians; (not however making you an

swerable for those sentiments, any further than as you plead

for their being held in general christian fellowship;) and I

did pronounce that "one or the other of these schemes must

be what St. Paul denominates another gospel, and against

which and its abetters he solemnly pronounces his apostolick

anathema." This is the most that I have any where said.

I did not draw the inference, that "every man" who rejects

the orthodox doctrines and embraces Air. Belsham's senti

ments, "is of course a man wholly "wanting in true picty, and

without christian virtue." This, Sir, is your own inference;

J have said no such thing. I do not, however, complain of

your making the inference, though you protest against the

practice: but since you have made it, you will permit me to

hold you to it. By making this inference, you give it to be

iindei stood, and in effect concede, that in your own judgment

every one who does embrace another gospel, than that which

Paul preached, "is ofcourse wholly wanting in true piety, and

without christian Tirtue."—Now, Sir, will you deny the
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premises? Will you deny, that either Mr, Bclsham's system,

or that called orthodox, must be another gospel? Will you,

deny that these two systrms are essentially different, from

the foundation to the topstonc? We are here, as you will cer

tainly perceive, to lay out of the question the doctrines of

natural religion, and confine our attention to such as are pe

culiar to the gospel. Do not, then, the Unitarians, whose

sentiments are set forth by Mr Belshain, reject every doc

trine of the gospel, as held by orthodox christians? I am per

suaded, Sir, you will not deny this. Your own inference, then,

is that eiiheV those who embrace Mr. Bclsham's scheme, or

those who hold the doctrines called orthodox, are "of course

wholly wanting in true piety and without christian virtue."

I now refer it to you to say further, whether they can con

sistently meet together at the table of the Lord.

But you make me say, not only that the Uiutarians who

hold with Mr. Belsham, axe "wholly wanting in true piety

and without christian virtue," which I have no where said;

but also that "every man" is so, "who cannot admit as a

doctrine of scripture, the great doctrine of three persons in

one God, which I and other orthodox christians embrace."

So far, however, from having said this, I have not even as

serted the premises from which such an inference could ho

drawn. No w here have I said or intimated, that every one

who does not admit the doctrine of the Trinity as I hold it^

"rejects the true gospel, and believes an opposite gospel."

For stating that I have said this, you have not the shadow of

a warrant.

Dr. Samuel Clark's views of the Trinity, as I before intU

mated, are very different freni mine and those called ortho

dox, and in my judgment very erroneous, and of dangerous)

tendency. Yet I am by no means prepared to say, that every

one who adopts lus views of the Trinity rejects the true gos

pel, embraces another, and is devoid of christian faith and

virtue: for I can suppose that a person may adopt those views,

and yet be a sound believer in the doctrine of atonement by

Christ's death, and ofjustification through faith in his blood.

As much as this I am also ready to say respecting other views

•f the Trinity very different from mine, and in my opinion



very erroneous and dangerous. Let mc repeat it, and let it

be remembered, my concern in this debate is with those who

deny the essential divinity, and the propitiatory sacrifice of

Jesus Christ. These doctrines I certainly do consider as

constituting the very foundation of the gospel; and I

feel no unwillingness to have it understood, that in my judg

ment every one who rejects these doctrines does reject the

true gospel, and must either embrace another gospel, or be

a Jew or an Infidel. If you say, as you have before inher

ed, "then all who deny these doctrines are wholly wanting

in true piety and without christian virtue;" I will leave yon

in the quiet possession of the inference, and would earnestly

recommend it to your very serious consideration.

For myself, however, I think it sufficient at present, to

refer the deniers of these doctrines, as I would all others, in

regard to their inward piety and their final state, to Hist

who searcheth the heart, and to whom it belongs to award

the retributions or eternity. Always, Sir, would I feel, and

deeply feel, that I am a "frail, fallible creature:" and if for

this reason I should "shudder at the awful temerity" of ad

judging to final perdition, "men of the profoundest under

standings, of the purest lives, and of unwearied devotion to

the study of God's word;" no leas should I shudder at the

no less awful temerity of adjudging to eternal life, men,

however fair their characters in the eyes of the world, how

ever renowned for what the world calls wisdom, however

distinguished among the friends of srience, or of sacred lit

erature, who, nevertheless, deny the blood of atonement, de

grade the Lord who bought them to the condition of a incite

creature, and, not submitting tliemselves to the righteousness

of God, go about to establish tlieir own righteousness. I did

not, therefore, when writing my former Letter, nor do I

now, think it incumbent on me to determine how much of

divine truth a man may reject, and yet have saving faith:

or what is the precise point or degree of errour, beyond

which there can be no hope of any one's salvation. With

questions of this sort, I have not at all intermeddled: not

only because I am consciously incompetent to deride upon

tbem; but also because I do not consider them as belonging



to the present discussion: and I have wished that the discus-*

«ion might not he incumbered or perplexed with any thing

extraneous or irrelevant.

The question now at issue is, wlietlter visible christian jel-

lowsldp might to be maintained between orthodox christians and

Unitarians. There are cases, indisputably, in which it may

be right to maintain visible fellowship with individuals, re

specting the sincerity of whose christian profession we may

have very strong doubts; on the other hand, there may be

cases in which it were right to decline visible fellowship with

individuals, of whose christian sincerity we have very strong

hopes. When, in the regular exercise of discipline, a church

passes the sentence of excommunication upon a peccant mem

ber, it does not by that act pronounce the excluded person to

be "wholly wanting in true piety and without christian vir

tue." Leaving that decision to the omniscient Judge, it is

sufficient for the church to decide, that the person is so dis

orderly in his walk, or so corrupt in his sentiments, that the

purity and welfare of the church, the honour of religion,

and fidelity to the cause of truth, require his exclusion. This

decision should be made, only in the spirit of charity, and

in the fear of. God. Upon the same general principle, a

church may withdraw fellowship from another church, with

out meaning to pronounce that every individual in that other

church is utterly' graceless and in a state of condemnation.

The Protestants did not pronounce this, when they separ

ated from the church of Rome:—but they did pronounce that

the crrours of that church were subversive of the gospel,

and most dangerous to the eternal interests of mankind;

and they felt it incumbent on them to come out and be separate

from all communion with those errours, and to bear their

publick, decided, and most solemn testimony against them.

Nothing more than this, Sir, has been proposed in the

present case. It is our solemn conviction, that the errours

of the Unitarians are subversive of the gospel, and most

dangerous to the eternal interests of mankind; and we think

it right and indispensably incumbent on Us, clearly to de-

vclope them before the world, fully to display their enormi

ty and their pernicious tendency, and faithfully to bear our
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testimony against them, and to warn all people to beware

lest they be deceived and misled by tbem to their final ruin.

This we believe to be an urgent dictate of that charity,

which supremely seeks the glory of God and the salvation of

men: a dictate, which we are fully persuaded we may obey,

without justly incurring the charge of "awful temerity,"—

without pronouncing any "sentence" more "tremendous" than

we are warranted by the word of God to pronounce,—without

taking upon ourselves any "responsibility," which it would

not be treacherous and most criminal, in those who are setfor

the defence of Vie gospel, to decline.

Such, Sir, are my views; such arc the principles on which, in

my former Letter, the remarks and arguments on the subject,

of separation were founded; and with these views and princi

ples, all which is there advanced is in perfect and most evi

dent coincidence.—Your statement, therefore, of the "import

of the concluding part" of my Letter is most palpably incor

rect and unjust. And though I attribute this incorrectness

and tins injustice, not to any injurious intention, but to thnt

habit of thinking and feeling of which I have before taken no

tice; yet after what I have now stated, I think I have a right to

call upon you,—and I do solemnly call upon yon, to retract this

^flagrant misstatement. I know indeed, you have given it to

be understood, that you shall not write again; but, Sir, the

public k disputant who makes this resolve ought to be careful,

not merely, not to "j)ut down ought in malice," but to write

nothing which justice to his opponent and to the cause of

truth,—nothing which the sacred principles of Christianity

will require him to retract.

It is upon the ground of this incorrect and injurious state

ment, that you have founded the earnest and impassioned

appeal, in which you seem to have put forth all your powers

of rhetorick, and by which you evidently designed to make

your grand and decisive impression against me. But as the

ground is removed, the whole splendid shew must dissolve,

"like the baseless fabrick of a vision."—As to what you say,

in this connexion, with reference to my statement, that "the

Saviour whom you acknowledge is infinitely inferiour to

ours," a very brief remark may be sufficient. I did supjwse



you would yet acknowledge JESUS CHRIST to be your

SAVIOUR. Your declaration, however, if it has any

pertinency, plainly imports that you do not. How can you

then sit down at his table in communion with those who d»

Acknowledge him as their SAVIOUR,—and who with undis-

sembled gratitude and devotion unite in the holy ascrip

tion,—Unto uim that loved us, and wasted usfrom our sins i»

his own blood, and huthmade us kings and priests unto God and

his Father; to him be glory ann bominion fob eveb Airn-

ever. We worship, Sir, THE FATHER, SON, AND

HOLY GHOST. Do you worship this same GOD?

You "did look" to mc, you are pleased to say^ "for a

healing spirit." Happy, indeed will he be, who shall be in

strumental in "raising up the foundations of many genera

tions," and justly "be called, The repairer of the breach,

The restorer of paths to dwell in." But wo to him, who

would "heal the hurt slightly, saying, Peace, peace, when

there is no peace!" Few men can have greater inducements,

than I have, to listen to the enchanting voice of peace; few

could have engaged in this controversy with greater reluc

tance, or have brought to it greater heaviness and sorrow of

heart.—But the servants of him who endured tJie cross, de

spising Hie shame, must not confer with flesh and blood: must

never forget the'solemn declaration, He tliat loveth father or

motliir more than me is not worthy of mc; and he that loveth

son or daughter more than me is not worthy of me; and he

Uiat take Hi, not his cross andfollowcth after me is not worthy

•f me.

You charge me with "studiously magnifying the differen

ces" between orthodox Christians and Unitarians; and

with "studiously overlooking the points of agreement."

There is certainly no occasion to magnify the differences;

they are in themselves sufficiently great. To me, however,

it has appeared vastly important, that people should "learn

the distinction between Trinitarianism and Unitarianism."

This you recommend in your "Note;" and in this recommenda

tion I cordially join. Upon this, however, you proceed to some

discussion, as if with a design to shew the "distinction;" and

yon finally represent it as being little, if any thing more
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itiran a mere "sound." Elsewhere, also, you speak of it as

being only a "difference which relates to the obscurest of all

subjects, to the essence and metaphysical nature of God."

And throughout hotli your Letter and your Remarks you

seem to have laboured, assiduously, to conceal the points of

difference betweecn us, and to make the impression that these

points are few and of very little importance. This mode of

treating the subject appears to me exceedingly improper, and

of most deceptive tendency. Is this the way, Sir, to pro

mote the know ledge of truth? Is it thus that you would con

duct "that candid and impartial research," which according

to your Letter, is to "guide mankind to a purer system of

Christianity, than is now to be found in any church under

Heaven,"—and to bring about a "glorious reformat ion of the

jchurch of God.'"

In opposition to this system of concealment, I have thought

it right and important to endeavour a developcment, and to

lay the differences between us open to the puhlick in their

true light. On our part we have no dread of this; no dread

of a clear and full developement. It has long been our earnest

desire, that your sentiments as well as ours, might be known;

and that all christians and all people might well understand

the points on which you differ from us. On this account we

devoutly rejoice that tlic subject has been brought before the

puhlick. In our view, it has come forward in a way to an

swer an important purpose. A "general discussion" of the;

differences between us, would have been of little avail, while

people were utterly unapprised that such differences really

existed, and were fast asleep in regard to them. It was first

of all desirable that these differences should be disclosed:

that people should be made to see them to be not imaginary,

but real; not of trivial consequence, wit of essential impor

tance; and that their attention would be strongly drawn to

them.

It was under impressions of this kind, that I was induced

to make the statements, exhibited in my former Letter; and

under the same impressions, I now proceed to a still mow

distinct and detailed statement.
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Orthodox christians hold, that the Scriptures of the Old

and New Testaments were given by insjnration of God; and

that all which tliey contain is to be received as truth, on the

authority or God.—But by the principal Unitarian wri

ters, and, so far as is known, by Unitarians generally, the

■plenary inspiration of the scriptures is denied. "The scrip

tures," says Dr. Priestley,* "were written without any par

ticular inspiration, by men who wrote according to the best

of their knowledge, and who, from their circumstances, could

not be mistaken, with regard to the greater facts of which

they were properly witnesses; but (like other men subject to

prejudice) might be liable to adopt a hasty and ill grounded

opinion, concerning things which did not fall within the com

pass of their own knowledge, and which had no connexion

with any thing that was so. Wc ought all of us, therefore,

to consider ourselves fully at liberty to examine, with the

greatest rigour, both the reasonings of the writers, and the^

facts of which wc find any account in their writings;

that, judging by the uui.es or just criticism, we may

distinguish what may be depended on from what may not."

Mr. Bclsham says,f "The scriptures contain a faithful and

credible account of the christian doctrine, which is the true,

word of God; but they are not themselves the word of God,

nor did they ever assume that title; and it is highly improper

to speak of them as such; as it leads inattentive readers to

suppose they were written under a plenary inspiration, to

which they make no pretension; and as such expressions ex

pose Christianity, unnecessarily, to the cavils of unbelievers."^:

• History of Early Opinions, vol. iv, p. 5.

t Review of Wilberforce, p. 19.

! "Perhaps I may be charged with having made a distinction in this place,

which gives an unfair representation of Unitarians, inasmuch as they also profeat

to derive their arguments from scripture. But whether that profession be not

intended in mockery, one might be almost tempted to question; when it is found

that in every instance, the doctrine of scripture is tried by their abstract notion

of right, and rejected if not accordant:—when by means of figure and allusion, it

is ever}- where made to speak a language the most repugnant to all fair, critical

interpretation; until emptied of its true meaning, it is converted into a vehicle

for every fantastick theory, winch under the name of rational, they may think

proper to adopt:—when in si:ch parts as propound gospel truths of a contexture

(oo solid to admit ofan escape in figure and allusion, the sacred writers arc charged
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-Though all Unitarians niay not be ready fully to adopt the

language or the sentiments on this subject of Dr. Priestley,

Mr. Belsham, or others, mentioned in the note below; yet

I believe very few, if any of them, admit the plenary in

spiration of the scriptures. But, Sir, if the plenary inspira

tion of the scriptures be denied, where shall we stop? How

shall we determine what is the word of God, and what is

not? What other test, or criterion, of truth have we, than

REASON?

Accordingly the Unitarians very generally seem to have

adopted "the fundamental rule" of the old Socinians, "That no

doctrine ought to be acknowledged as true in its nature, or

divine in its origin, all whose parts are not level to the com

prehension of the human understanding; and that, whatever

the Holy Scriptures teach concerning the perfections of God,

his counsels and decrees, and the way of salvation, must be

modified, curtailed, and filed down, in such a manner, by the

transforming power of art and argument, as to answer the

extent of our limited faculties."* That this is the principle,

and this the labour of Unitarians, no one who is conversant

as bunglers, producing "lame accounts, improper quotations, and inconclusive rea

sonings," (Dr. Pricstley's 11th Letter to Mr. BurnJ and philosophy is conse

quently called in to rectify their errors:—when one writer of this class (Stein-

bart) tells as, that "the narrations," (in the New Testament) "true or false, are

only suited for ignorant, uncultivated minds, who cannot enter into the evidence

of natural religion;" and again, that "Moses, according to the childish conceptions

of the Jews in his days, paints God as agitated by violent affections, partial to

one people, and hating all other nations:"—when another, (Sender) remarking

on St. Peter's declaration, that prophecy came not in old time by the will of man,

ht Holy men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy Spirit, says, that

"Peter speak* here according to the conception of the Jew s," and that "the

prophets may have delivered the offspring of their own brains as divine revela

tions:^ Dr. Erskine's Sketches and Hints of Ch. Hut. No. 3, pp. P6, 71.)—w hen

a third (Etigedin) speaks of St. John's portion of the New Testament, as written

with "concise and abrupt obscurity, inconsistent with itself, and made up of alle

gories;" and Gagneius glories in having given "a little light to St. Paul's ilarkuess,

a darkness, as some think, industriously affected:"—when we find Mr. Evanson,

one of those able commentators referred to by Mr. Belsham in his Review, htv.

p. 206: assert, (~ Dissonance, See. p. i,) that "the evangelical histories contaiu

gross and h-reconcileable contradiction," and consequently discard three out of the

•bur, retaining the gospel of St. Luke only, at the same time drawing his pen over

as much of this, as either from its infelicity of style, or other such causes happens

for to meet his approbation." Magee on Jitonement, J\'otes, Ao. 11.

* Mosheim'sEccl. Hist, Cent. 16. ehap. 4.
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n ith their writings can doubt. Dcnyingthe plenary inspiration

of the scriptures, they hold themselves at liberty to subject

those sacred writings to all the torture of the most rigorous

criticism; not for the purpose merely of deciding upon "vari

ous readings," of elucidating obscure passages by reference

to ancient customs and manners, or of ascertaining the true

meaning of the original words, and their most natural sense

in the connexions in which they occur; but for the purpose

especially, of explaining the different parts in such a manner

as to make them yield a meaning conformable to their views

of what is rational. In this mighty work human reason ap

pears in all its pride, and the wisdom of this world in its

highest glory.

Here is the primary point of difference between orthodox

christians and Unitarians. The orthodox, holding the Bible

to be the word of the living God, feel themselves warranted

and bound to embrace as divine truth, every doctrine which

they, find revealed in that sacred volume, however humbling

to reason it may be, however mysterious and incomprehensi

ble. But the Unitarians, regarding the Bible in a very dif

ferent light, are not restrained from using greater liberties

with it; are not restrained from rejecting such doctrines, as

transcend the comprehension of their own understandings,

or do not comport with their views of what is rational; but

glory in excluding all mystery from religion. Hence the

name which they assume of ratiowax christians; and

hence the imposing superiority which they affect over those,

who understand the scriptures in their natural and obvious

sense, and believe in doctrines confessedly beyond tlie powers

of the human mind to comprehend.

On the authority of the scriptures, orthodox christians be

lieve that the one Jehovah exists in a Trinity, called the

Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit. These we call three

persons; because we have no better word by which to denote

the distinction; and because they apply to each othex. the

personal pronouns I, Tfiou, and He, and to tliemselves together,

the plurals we, us, and our. This Trinity in the Godhead

w'c acknowledge to be a mystery, which we pretend not to

comprehend, and which we would not undertake to explain.
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So too the eternal existence of God, in any mode, is to us a

mystery; his omnipresence is a mystery; his omniscience is

a mystery; his creating all tilings out of nothing by the word

of his power, is a raysteiy. We find mysteries, indeed, in all

his perfections and works; mysteries in natural religion, as

well as in revealed; mysteries in every thing around us, as

utterly beyond our powers to explain or comprehend, as

that of the Trinity in the Godhead.

"We believe this doctrine, because we find it in those scrip-

tures, which we receive as given by divine inspiration. In

the scriptures, the original Hebrew name, by which the

Supreme Being is most commonly called, is plural: [.lleim,

Gods.] Incoincidence with this plural name, other plural words

are used. "Let us make man in our own image." "Behold

fhe man has become as one of vs." "The knowledge of Vie

Holy (in the original the Hozy Ones) is understanding."

"Bemember now thy Creator (original Ckeators) in the

days of thy youtli." This remarkable use of plurals, which

runs through the Hebrew scriptures, we think clearly denotes

a plurality of what, as I before observed, we call persons.

Yet we read, "Hear 0 Israel, Jehovah our God (our Jlleim,

Gods) is one Jehovah;" and of the unity of God we find in

the scriptures abundant proof. To each of the Holy Ones,

however, to the Father, to the Son, and to the Spirit, the

scriptures ascribe divine names and titles,—divine attributes,—

divine works,—and divine honours. The proofs of all this

are so abundant and so memorable, that for my present pur

pose it is not necessary to cite even a specimen. Each of

the three, therefore, we believe to be truly and essentially

divine, and all of them koj u. in dignity and glory.

But this doctrine of the Trinity the Unitarians utterly

deny: not because there is no proof of it in the scriptures;

but because it is a doctrine, (as you repeatedly and emphati

cally pronounce in your Letter and Remarks.) "perplexing,"

"mysterious," and not to he "understood."

The doctrine of the Trinity, we hold to be important, fun

damentally important, in relation especially to the general

doctrine of redemption and salvation revealed in the gospel.

In the gospel, the Son, Jesus Christ is revealed as our Re



decmer and Saviour; the Holy Spirit, as our Sanctifier and

Comforter. But who is Jesus Christ, and who is the Holy

Spirit? With what feelings and affections, with what expec

tations and hopes, with what kind and degree of reverence

and confidence, is it suitable that we should regard the one

and the other? What is the nature, and what the extent of the

work which they severally perform for us? and what the

nature, and the extent of our obligations to them? These are

most interesting questions: questions not merely of a specu

lative nature, but of the first practical concernment, of the

very highest religious importance. But by each of these

questions we are directly referred to the doctrine of the

Trinity; and to each of them infinitely different answers will

be given, by those who believe, and those who disbelieve,

this doctrine.

Who then is Jesus Christ? The apostle John in the first of

his gospel, says, "In the beginning was the Word,

and the Word was with God, and the Word was God. All

THINGS WERE MADE BY HlM, AND WITHOUT HlM WAS

NOT ANT THING MADE THAT WA9 MADE." In the cl08e of

his first Epistle, he says "This is the true God, and

eternal life. St. Paul also speaks of "our great God and

Saviour Jesus Christ;" calls Him, "God over aix bles

sed forevermore;" and says that "all things were made bt

Him and for Him." Language of similar import is familiar

to the sacred writers; who as before intimated, most abun

dantly and expressly ascribe to Jesus Christ divine names,

titles, attributes, works, and honours. Upon authority such,

as this, we believe that the Son is essentially divine,—essen

tially equal to the Father.—And believing this, we feel our

selves warranted and bound to regard Him with all the feel

ings and affections, hopes and expectations, reverence and

confidence, which a Saviour of infinite perfections, of illimi

table riches of grace and of glory, can inspire or claim. The

•criptures, however, teach us further, that the same "Word,"

—who "was in the beginning with God and was God,"—"was

made flesh and dwelt among us;" that "He took on him the

seed of Abraham,"—"was made of a woman, made under

(he law;" that though being in the form of God, he tlwught
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it not robbery to be EquAi with God; yet lie made himself of

no reputation, and took upon Him the form of a servant,

jjip was made in THE likeness of men; and being

found in fashion as a man, he humbled himself, and became

obedient unto death, even the death of the cross." We therefore

believe that, in the person of the Son, God was manifest in

the flesh, in our own nature; that, in the person of Jesus

Christ, God and man were united. And here we see a foun

dation for all that is said in the scriptures, importing an ine

quality of the Son to the Father. The Son was subordinate

to the Father in office, as he was pleased to take upon him

the form of a servant; and lie was iiferiour to the Father in

respect of his human nature. Viewing Him, then, in his two

natures, divine and human, we see a perfect consistency, in

his being represented, as he is in the script hits, both as God

and man, as essentially equal to the Father, and yet in other

respects unequal. This union, again, we acknowledge to be

a mystery, which we pretend not to comprehend; but as we

find it revealed in the word of God, we feel ourselves bound

to believe it, as a most interesting and important truth.

But this doctrine also the Unitarians deny. They deny

the true divinity of the Son, Jesus Christ; and hold him to

be a mere creature; some of them, a creature of more than

angelick dignity; others, no more than a mere man. The

Saviour's divinity, however, as must appear from the brief

statement now made, is denied, not because there is no proof

of it in the scriptures, understood in their most obvious and

harmonious sense; but because, like the doctrine of the Trin

ity of which it is a branch, and with which it must stand or

fall, it involves mysteries which the human understanding

cannot explain or comprehend, and which, therefore, accord

ing to the leading canon of Unitarian criticism, before cited,

are not to be received as truth.*

ie word* of our Saviour, John vi, f>2. "What and ifye thall tee the

Son of man attend up -where he wat before." Dr. Priestley, remarks, "Though

not satisfied with any interpretation that has been given of this extraordinary pas

sage, yet rather than believe our Saviour to have existed in any other state before

the creation of the world, or to have left some stale of great dignity and happi

ness when he came hither, he "would have recourse to the old and exploded Socin-

ian idea of Christ's actual accent into heaven, or oi his imagining that he had been
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Jesus Christ is revealed as our Redeemer and Saviour'*

But what is the nature, and what the extent of his work, in

these interesting characters? According to the scriptures, He

is "the Lamb of God that taketii away the six of the

world." His "flesh was given for tlie life of the world;"—

his "blood rvas shed for many fob the remission of sins."

He "was offered to bear the sins of many." He "was

made a curse for us, and bore our sins in his own body

on the tree. He "was delivered fo* our offences,

ami raised again for our justification." "In him we

liave REDEMPTION THROUGH HIS BLOOD, the FORGIVENEIS

of sins according to the riches of his grace." He

"govt himself for tts, an offering and a sacrifice to

God." "He appeared to put away sin by the sacrifice

of himself;"—and lie is the propitiation, the expiatory

sacrifice, for our sins, and not for ours only, but also for

the sins of the whole world." "Not by the blood ofgoats

and calves, but by his own blood, he entered in once into Due

holy place, having obtained eternal redemption for

cs;" wherefore "he is able to save them to the ut

termost that came unto God by Him, seeing he ever liveth

to make intercession for them." "This is the stone

which was set at nought of you builders, which is become the

head of Hie corner.. Neither is there salvation in any

other; for there is none other name under heav

en given among men whereby we must be saved."

In these, Sir, and the passages to the same effect with which

the scriptures abound, we, see the foundation of all our hopes

for eternity. This foundation is Jesus Christ—Jesus Christ

crucified. Upon this divine testimony, so explicit and so

abundant, we believe that the death of Jesus Christ was a

vicarious atonement, a propitiatory sacrifice for sin: and that

carried up tliitlier in a vision; which like that of St. Paul, he had rot' been able to

distinguishfrom a ndHtgt nay, he woukl not huild an article offailh, of such mag

nitude on the correctness oj John's recollection and representation ofour Lord's

language; and so strange and incredible does the hypolhrsis of a ure-existent

stale appear, that sooner t/ian admit it, he -mould suppose the whole verse to be

un interpolation, or that the old apostle dictated ose TgiNr, and ais

avakukhsis wbotk asotuui." Letters to Dr. Price, as quoted by JJr.

Magee.
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in him we have redemption, the forgiveness of sins, and

solely on account of the merits of his blood.

Connected with this dortrine of atonement, and founded

npon it, is the doctrine of justification by faith. The whole

is presented in one concise view, in the third of Romans.

"Now we know that what things soever the law saith, it

saith to them that arc under the law, that every mouth may

he stopped, and all the world become guilty before God. There

fore BY THE DEEDS OF THE UW, THEBE SHALL NO

flesh be justified in his sigiit; for by the law is the

knowledge of sin. But now the righteousness of God without

the law is manifested, being witnessed by the law and the

prophets; even the righteeusness of God, which is by faith of

Jesus Christ unto all and upon all them that believe; for

there is no difference: for all have sinned and come short of the

glory of Gods being justified fheely'of his grace, through

THE REDEMPTION THAT IS IN CHRIST JESUS, WHOM

GtiD HATH SET FORTH TO BE A PROPITIATION THROUGH

faith in his BLOOD, to declare his righteousness, for the

remission of sins t/iat are past, through the forbearance of God;

to declare, I say, at this time his righteousness; that he

MIGHT BE JUST, AND THE JU8TIFIER OF HIM WHICH BE-

LIEVETH IN Je«US.

But all this is. denied by Unitarians. I do not mean that

they utterly discard and would obliterate the sacred passages

here cited, and all others of similar import; but, conforma

bly to the rule and the practice of the Polish Unitarians, as

before quoted from Mosheim, "they modify, curtail, and file

down" these passages, or the momentous doctrine contained

in them, "in such a manner, by the transforming power of

art and argument, as to answer the extent of their limited

faculties." The doctrine of a propitiatory sacrifice by

Christ's death, of redemption through his blood, of the for

giveness of sins and justification on account of his vicarious

merits they reject, as unreasonable in itself, inconsistent with

the goodness of God, and derogatory to the character of man.

—"Christ bring a man," says Dr. Priestley,* "who suffered

and died in the best of causes, there is nothing so very diff'er-

' Thuol. Rep. rot. i, p. 39.
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tnt in Vie occasion and manner of his death,from that of oilier*

who suffered and died after him in the same cause of Chris

tianity, but that their sufferings and death may be consider

ed in the same light with his." Again he says,* "Re

pentance and a good life are of themselves sufficient to re

commend us to the divine favour." "In this," then he says

again,f (that is in the notion that Christ's deatli had no re

lation to the forgiveness of sins) "Let us acquiesce, not

doubting but that, though not perliaps at present, we shall in

time be able, without any effort or straining, to explain

all particular expressions in the Apostolical Epistles:" a

plain confession, that it is not without "effort and straining"

that the scriptures are now accommodated to the Unitarian

doctrine. "'When, (says Mrs. Barbauld4) will christians per

mit themselves to believe, that the same conduct which gains

them the approbation of good men here, will secure the

favour of heaven hereafter?—When a man, like Dr. Price,

is about to resign his soul into the hands of his Maker, he

ought to do it not only with a reliance on his mercy, but

lis justice. It does not become him to pay the blasphemous

homage of deprecating the wrath of God, when he ought to

throw himself into the aims of his love!"—"Other foundation

can no man lay." (says Dr. Harwood,§ as if with an express

design to contradict an apostle.) "All hopes founded upon

any tiling else than a good moral life, are merely imaginary!"

♦'There can be no proper foundation," says Mr. Belsham,||

"for religious address to him, [Christ] nor of gratitude to

him for favours now received, nor of confidence in his future

interpositions in our behalf!" It were easy to fill many

pages with passages to this general effect, selected from the

writings of Unitarians.

Concerning the Holy Spirit, my limits do not allow me to be

particular. Suffice it to say, that while orthodox christians be

lieve that He, like the Father and the Son, is truly and essen

tially divine,—and that all which is truly holy and virtuous in

any of mankind is to be ascribed to his sovereign and gracious

• Hist of Con-up. of Christianity, vol. i, p. 1SS. tTheo1 ReP- yo1- '»P- 21*'

$ Remarks on Wakefield. § Sorraons, as quoted by Dr. fuller.

i| Review of Wilberforce.



agency; both the one and the other of those doctrines arc de

nied by Unitarians. "In popular language, says Mr. Bel-

sham,* the virtuous affections of virtuous men, are, with

great propriety ascribed to God; and the pious writers of the

scriptures have often adopted this form of expression.

Whether they themselves believed in the existence of fre

quent and supernatural impressions upon the mind, docs not

clearly appeal-; and it is certain tliat they no "wlierc affirm that

it constituted any part of their commission, to teach this EXTRA

ORDINARY AXD IMPBOBABXE DOCTRINE."

1 mean not, Sir, to say or to intimate, that you, or any of

your liberal brethren here would adopt all the expressions or

all the sentiments now cited from Unitarian writers. I know

that Unitarianism lias its degrees and diversities, and is a

variable and mutable thing. Dr. Priestley says of himself,

that he was once "a Calvinist and that of the straitest sect;"

that afterwards he "became an high Arian, and in a little

time a Socinianofthe lowest kind, in which Christ is consid

ered as a mere man, the Son of Joseph and Mary, and natur

ally as fallible and peccable as Moses or any other prophet:"

and even then lie wished it to be understood, that he did "not

know when his creed would he fixed." It is easier and safer

to say what Unitarians do not believe, than what they do.

The sentiments however, here exhibited, in contrast with or

thodox doctrines, are Unitarian; and it is not to be forgot

ten that we are required to hold in christian fellowship,

those Unitarians who go to all these lengths as well as thotw

who do not.

My design in the sketch now given, was not to go into a

defence of the doctrines called orthodox, or into a refutation

of the Unitarian system; (a design which I am fully aware

would require a volume rather than a pamphlet;) but to ex

hibit in a more specifick and connected manner than I had be

fore done, some of the principal points of difference between

these two classes; and to present a summary view of the

grounds on which they respectively stand.

Now, Sir, are these differences inconsiderable and unim

portant? And is it proper to represent them as consisting only

* Review of Wilberibrce, p. 7».
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in a "metaphysical" point, or a mere "sound?"—If the scrip

tures entire were given by inspiration of God, and ought to be

received with all reverence and humility, as having his seal to

all the doctrines which they teach, as well as to all the pre

cepts which they inculcate; is it a light thing to deny them

this supreme authority, and to subject them to the test of fee

ble, erring reason, and to the ordeal of arrogant, philo

sophical criticism?* If the doctrine of the Trinity is reveal

ed in the word of God; if it rests on the sure foundation of

divine testimony; is it a light thing to reject this doctrine,

because it transcends the limited faculties of the human

mind; and to pronounce it irrational and absurd, because we

cannot comprehend it? Though we cannot by searching find

out God unto perfection; yet may we not assuredly believe that

He knows himself, and the mode of his own existence? and

may we not safely rely on what he reveals respecting himself,

though there be something relating to it, and beyond it,

which Ave cannot understand? If Jesus Christ is truly and

essentially divine, and all men are required to "honour the

Son, even as tliey honour the Father;" is it a light thing to deny

his divinity, to refuse to him all divine honours, and to regard

and treat him only as a mere creature? If, though he thought

it no robbery to be equal with God, yet for the salvation of

lapsed and lost mankind, he came down from heaven, took

upon him the form of a servant, was made in the likeness of

men, and became obedient unto death even the death of the

cross, as an offering and sacrifice, for the sins of the world;

is it a light tiling to deny this doctrine of atonement,—refuse

to acknowledge that stupendous disjday of divine wisdom, con

descension and love which it reveals, which the inspired writers

celebrate in the most exalted strains of gratitude and praise,

and to which all the multitude of saints before the throne of

God and the Lamb, ascribe their redemption from eternal per

dition to immortal life and glory! If Jesus Christ crucified

* Let me not be understood to speak in any disparagement of fair and legiti

mate biblical criticism. I honour the labours of Kennicott, Dc Hossi, Michaelis,

Griesbach, Louth, and many others who have distinguished themselves in this

useful field. It is such criticism only, as has for its object to mutilate, and ex

plain away the scriptures, and to shape their doctrines in accommodation to

human feelings and views, that I mean to reprobate.
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is the only foundation of good hope to 1110:1; if there is no

other name by which men must or fan he saved; if forgive

ness of sin and justification unto life can be obtained, only

through the merits of his sacrifice, and by faith in his blood;

is it a light thing to reject this doctrine, to refuse this way

of pardon and of life, and to trust for acceptance with God

and everlasting happiness, on any other ground?

Suppose a church founded on these doctrines, in the act of

celebrating the death of the" Lord Jesus at his table. They

unite in worshipping the Father, Son, and Iloly Spirit; in

adoring Christ as their almighty Saviour, and gratefully

ascribing the forgiveness of their sins, their acceptance

with God, and all their immortal hopes entirely tolas propi

tiatory sacrifice; and in devoutly acknowledging the Holy

Spirit as their Sanctifier and Comforter, and praising llim

as the efficient Producer in them of all holy affections and

consolations. Can a Unitarian; who denies all these doc

trines, have communion with the church in this solemn and

interesting scene. Must it not he to him a scene of abomin

able idolatry; a most delusive and flagitious perversion ofthe

sacred institution?—In regard to the whole, the doctrines and

the worship founded upon it, is he not an unbeliever?

Let us change the scene. Suppose a church of Unitari

ans, (say* if you please, low Unitarians) at the table of the

holy supper. They refuse to worship the Son and the Holy

Ghost: they deny the divinity and atonement of Jesus Christ,

and remember him only as a good man, who "suffered and

died in the best of causes," but "in the occasion and manner

of whose death there was nothing very different from that of

others who suffered and died after him in the same cause;"

and they professedly rely for eternal life, not on the Sav

iour's merits, but on their own "good moral lives," and de

clare, "that all hopes founded on any thing else arc merely

imaginary." What has an orthodox christian to do with

such a communion? Can he join in divesting his adored

Saviour of his glory,—in profaning his institution,—making

"his blood on unholy thing!"

Wc assume, we claim no dictation, no controul over other

men's consciences. We invade not, we wish not to invade
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or to abridge the natural, civil, or religious rights of any

man or class of men. We rejoice in the civil, and still more

in the religious freedom of our country. We acknowledge

the right of every one to think for himself, and to form his

own opinions of truth; a right, however, for the unperverted

exercise of which every one is solemnly accountable to God.

While we allow this right to others, and claim it for our

selves, we hold it to be perfectly consistent, and our bounden

duty, openly and faithfully to declare and inculcate what we

believe to be divine truth; firmly and earnestly, yet candidly

and benevolently, to contend for what we receive as the

faith once delivered to the saints: and to employ all scrip

tural means to counteract and explode such opinions as we

v deem erroneous,—such, especially, as we believeto be utterly

subversive of the gospel; and to convince and warn all peo

ple, of their delusive nature and their destructive tendency.

Jbul we think it neither charitable nor reasonable,—we hold it,

indeed, entirely incompatible with our liberty of conscience, and

our right of private judgment, that we should be required to

think favourubly of such opinions, to refrain from bearing our

testimony against them, or to regard them as no obstruction to

christian fellowship.

We are not so happy as to have the belief, which you so

confidently express, that, "the great principles, for which

the apostles contended, are now received with little dispute

in christian communities." We "sincerely believe" on the

contrary, that those doctrines were the very same, for which

we are now contending. We believe that the Gospel of John

and his first and second Epistles, all which were WTitten af

ter controversies arose among professed christians, concern

ing the person and character of Jesus Christ, had particular

respect to those controversies; and were particularly design

ed to establish the faith of the churches, in both his true Di

vinity and humanity. We believe that the Epistles of Paul

to the Romans and Galatians, had for their primary and

principle object, the vindication and establishment of the car

dinal doctrine of justification, "freely by grace through the

redemption that is in Christ Jesus; whom God hath set forth

to be a propitiation, through faith in Ids blood;" in opposi
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lion to such professed christians as denied this doctrine, and

"went about to establish their own righteousness;" and tliat

the divine dignity, the high priesthood and expiatory sacri

fice of Christ, and salvation only through his one offering

for sin, and by faith in him, constitute the subject of his en

tire Epistle to the Hebrews. We believe, in a word, that

these are the very doctrines of tlie cross, which were "to

THJB JEWS A STUMBLING BLOCK, AND TO THE GREEKS

foolishness;" and we deeply deplore the affecting fact, of

which we see most abundant evidence, that there is, in our

own age, and in our own country, the same spirit of hostility

to these doctrines, which was so awfully and fatally display

ed in the days of the apostles. With deep impressions, and

the most painful emotions, we remember the solemn word,

"Unto them which be disobedient, the stone whiih the builders

disallowed, tlie same is made the head of tlie cornier, ami a

stone of stumbling, and a rock of offence, even to them whLh

stumble at the word, being disobedient."

The event of the present controversy, I would submissive

ly leave with Him, whose truth, and whose glory are deeply

concerned in it. Most deeply do I lament the uncommon

animosities which have been excited, and the uncommon

manner in which they" have been displayed. True, it has

always been the fact, that when errour has been exposed, the

passions which have clung to it have been disturbed; but it

most solemnly concerns us all, on the one side and on the

other, to look well to our tempers, to our words, and to our

actions,—remembering that we are erelong to stand togetlier

before the judgment sent of Christ. Notwithstanding, how

ever, the present excitement, and the lieavy guilt incurred by

many, it is devoutly to be hoped that shortly the passions of

the day will subside, and give place to serious reflection

and candid inquiry; that people will consider the questions

in debate, as being of a nature too momentous, to be hastily

decided by private attachments or antipathies, by party spir

it or prejudice—by any thing indeed other than reason and

conscience and scripture; and will attend to these questions,

•with all tlie earnestness which their everlasting importance

6



demands, with humble dependence on the Spirit of grace,

and with sincere and unfailing desires to know and obey the

truth.'

With fervent prayers fir a consummation so happy, and

for your joy as well as my own in the event, I am,

Rev. and dear Sir,

Yours, with sincere affection and respect,

S. WORCESTER.

Sukm, August 26, 1815.

POSTSCRIPT.

Dr. Watts, in the preface to his Glory of Christ, one of his

latest publications, says, "Though we learn from Scripture

that trite AND PROPER DEITY is ascribed to the father,

the son, asd tbe HoiY spirit, and they arc represented

often in scripture as dktiiu t personal agents; yet after all our

inquiries and prayers, we may be still much at a loss to de

scribe exactly, wherein this distinct personality consists, and

what is the distinct communion of each of them in the divine

nature."—"I can assure them [his readers] that there is not

ene sentence in aH these discourses, but what is very consist

ent with a firm belief of the divinity of Christ, and a just

and sincere concern for the most eminent and glorious truths

ef the gospel, as they are professed by Protestants among us

against ilte Socinian and Jirian errours."—In these viewsj so

for as appears, Dr. Watts remained to the last.

Respecting Dr. Barnard, I have only to reaffirm what I

said before,

A pamphlet by a Layman has come to hand, just in season

to receive as much attention as it seems to require. The

pamphlet bears this title, "Are you a Christian or a Calvimstf

Or, Bo yon prefer the authority of Christ to that of the Genevan

Refmmerf Whatever in this publication concerns me, and

the cause which I have espoused, has been almost entirely

anticipated, and, as I believe, sufficiently answered, in the

foregoing Letter.

The title, the spirit, the whole tenour, import that Calvin*,

ists arc not Christians. I am not in the least angered by
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this; nor do I apprehend that any of my brethren implicated,

will think that they would do well to be angry, or will feel

themselves called upon to express, even "a virtuous indigna

tion." If the Layman and his party really believe that Cal*

vinists are not christians, they have my full and most hearty

consent to declare it with the utmost freedom; nor will I con

tend with them at all about their consistency in claiming td

Be thought most charitable, in entertaining and expressing

this opinion, and in continually denouncing us as being ut

terly devoid of charity.

"I expect," says this unknown writer, the ""intolerant among

the disciples of Calvin will be ready to consign a layman to the

fcte of 'unregtnerate reprobates,' who shall dare to intermeddle

with the sat red mysteries of their faith." The gentleman, I

believe, need give himself no concern on this score. "Their

master," lie proceeds to say, "would never suffer arty one

to question his doctrines under pain of the fagot. He wished

to dethrone the Pope, only that he might put the tiara on his

own head. His disciples in this country, and in this alone,

retain the same spirit."—These are the first sentences. To

these I will add a quotation from the 6th page. "The orthodox,

believe in Calvin and the Westminster Assembly; the libera!

christians in Christ and his apostles. The former are Calvin-

ists—the latter are christians. Yet so intolerant and unrea

sonable are the party who have, arrogated to themselves the

title of orthodox, that they venture to deny the name and title

•f christians to the followers of Christ, and apply it exclu

sively to the followers of Calvin, and of human councils, as

semblies, and creed-makers." Those who have not the op

portunity or inclination to read the pamphlet, may rely on

these quotations, not only as a fair specimen, but as contain

ing the sum and substance, the pith and marrow of the Whole;

Such is the "document" which this writer is careful to let us

know it was his intention "to furnish" to be deposited in the

archives "of our historical societies and the alcoves of our

colleges:" a monument more durable than brass, to proclaim

and exemplify to the generations to come, the talent and taste,

the truth and argument, the correctness and wisdom, the dig

nity and urbanity, the meekness and modesty, the candour and
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charity of the liberal men of Massachusetts "in the beginning

of the nineteenth century."

The Layman states, or intimates, more than once, that I

deny, and endeavour to prove, that the Reviewer did not

charge the liberal clergy and party with "hypocritical con

cealment;" and upon' this he bestows many words. I said,

however, explicitly, "I mean not to deny that the Reviewer

does charge ministers, and perhaps others, of the party called

liberal, with want ofopenness and clearness; nay, with design

ed concealment and culpable disguise."

P. 12. the Layman says, "We agree with Dr. Worcester,

and we arc happy to agree with him in some points, that

south of Massachusetts there is very little freedom of reli

gious opinion. Men must think as they are bid, not as they

believe." How the gentleman came to know this to be my

opinion, I will not attempt to divine; but sure I am, he can

find not the slightest intimation of any tiling of this sort, not

the most distant reference to the people south of Massachu

setts in my Letter.

For an answer to the main scope and argument of his

pamphlet, I beg leave to refer the Layman to pp. 11—14,

22—25, and 28—39 of the foregoing Letter.

What is principally to be apprehended by me and my breth

ren, of danger to ourselves and our cause from the Layman's

attempt is, that we shall not duly remember, that "charity

rejoiceth not in iniquity; but rejoicetlt in the truth.'' We have

strong temptation to rejoice in tli is publication. This shower

ef "poisoned arrows" hr.s not reached us. I confess, however,

I like the Layman's openness. He conceals neither his

sentiments, nor his spirit, his party prejudices nor his private

enmities, his designs nor his resources;—nothing but his

name.

"Alack; 'ti« he! why he itl met even now

"As mud as the vex'd tea: tinging aloud;

"Crown'd with rank (unuter, and furrow weeds,

"With hat locks, hemlock, nettles, cucko-Bower,

"Darnel, and all the idle weeda that grow

•In our sustaining corn. \

- " ■ That close aspect of his

"Does shew the mood of a much, troubled breast." •
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REMARKS, &c

Those who have read the second letter addressed

to me by Dr. Worcester, will not be surprised at the

appearance of these remarks. I intended to leave

the controversy to the decision of the publick, who,

I thought, were in possession of all the materials

requisite to the formation of a correct judgment.

But Dr. Worcester has called on me to retract what

he pronounces a " flagrant misstatement" of an im

portant part of his letter ; and he has done this with

a solemnity, which hardly permits me to observe the

silence on which I had resolved. These remarks will

relate primarily to that point, but I shall not restrain

myself from offering observations on other parts of

his letter.

Dr. Worcester has complained with much earnest

ness, that I have imputed to him, in my former re

marks, a " bad spirit and intention." To this I

answer, that I really did consider his letter as very

unworthy of him as a christian and a christian min

ister. I did think, that if the principles of his letter

could be reduced to practice, every Unitarian would

be driven from the church, and every minister of

Unitarian sentiments would be driven from the pul

pit. I did think, that he discovered a strange in

sensibility towards his brethren, whose moral purity

had been so wantonly assailed in the Review of the

Panoplist. I also acknowledge, that 1 did not dis

cover any marks of that affection and respect to

wards myself, ofwhich he speaks in his second letter.

Believing that his remarks directly tended to divide

the church, and to expose a respectable body of

christians to reproach and injurious treatment, I



spoke of this tendency with plainness, but without

bitterness or anger. Whether my interpretation of

Dr. Worcester's letter, in these respects, was unau

thorized, I cheerfully leave to the decision of those

who have read it. My own impressions have coin

cided with those of ail around me ; and I cannot

believe, that I have not one friend of a candid mind,

and of sufficient ability to decide on the obvious im

port of a letter written'in our native tongue.

Dr. Worcester, however, disclaims the feelingi

and intentions which I have ascribed to him. He

{>rofesses to have been governed by respect and af-

ection towards me, and by a spirit of forbearance,

kindness, tenderness, and undissembled good will

towards his brethren. That Dr. Worcester is sin

cere in reporting what now appears to him to have

been the state of his mind during the composition of

his first letter, I am far from denying. But on a

subject like this, memory is sometimes treacherous ;

and I confess I cannot shake off the conviction, that

some improper feelings, perhaps unsuspected by Dr.

Worcester, occasionally guided his pen. But I mean

not to pursue this point. I have not the least dispo

sition to attribute to Dr. Worcester any intentions

which he disclaims. I had much rather believe, that

his style is unhappy, than that his temper is evil.

Most sincerely do I wish, that his heart may be a

stranger to every unworthy sentiment, that his life

may be adorned with every virtue, and be crowned

with every blessing.

THE CHARGE OF « FtAGRANT MISSTATEMENT."

I now come to my great object. In my former

remarks, I observed, that Dr. Worcester " has so-

" lemnly ahd publickly given all his influence to the

" opinion, that we, and all who agree with us on the

a subject of the Trinity, are to be disowned by the



b

+ chdrch of Christ. The obvious import of the con-

" eluding part of his letter, (and it is the obvious

w import, and not a strained and circuitous interpre-

" tation which I regard,) may be thus expressed.

** ' Every man who cannot admit as a doctrine of

" scripture, the great doctrine of three persons in

** one God, which I and other orthodox christians

•* embrace, believes an opposite gospel, rejects the

44 true gospel, despises the authority of Jesus Christ,

** »9, of course, a man wholly wanting in true piety,

u and without christian virtue, and may, in perfect

"consistency with christian love, be rejected as un-

u worthy the name of a christian.' " On this repre

sentation of his sentiments, Dr. Worcester thus re

marks, " Your statement of the import of the

14 concluding part of my letter is most palpably

• incorrect and unjust. And though I attribute this

44 incorrectness and injustice not to any injurious in-

** tention, but to that habit of thinking and feeling of

** which J have before taken notice ; yet, after what

" I have now stated, I think I have a right to call

" upon you, and I do solemnly call upon you, to retract

"this flagrant misstatement. I know, indeed, you

u have given it to be understood, that you shall not

44 write again ; but, Sir, the publick disputant, who

" makes this resolve, ought to be careful, not merely

44 not to put down aught in malice, but to write

44 nothing which justice to his opponent and to the

tt cause of truth—nothing which the sacred princi

ples of Christianity will require him to retract."

This is the charge, which has again brought me

before the publick, the charge of palpable incorrect

ness Am/ injustice, and offlagrant misstatement. I now

intend fairly and fully to meet it. I intend to show,

that in giving this interpretation, I followed the na

tural meaning of Dr. Worcester's words, that I put

Do Tiolence on his language, and that no other sense

w w ^^

i
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would have offered itself to an unprejudiced mind.

I shall state the passages which fed to the repre

sentation which I have formed, beginning with those

which are least decisive, as these first present them

selves in the letter, and requesting the reader to

form his judgment, not from a part, but from the

whole which shall be presented to him.

In page 24, of Dr. Worcester's letter, I found the

following quotation from scripture, with the subjoined

remark : " St. Peter says, ' There were false pro-

" phets also among the people, even as there shall

" be false teachers among you, who privily shall

*' bring in damnable heresies, even denying the Lord

" that bought them, and bring upon themselves

*' swift destruction.' If this language sound harsh

*' and unfashionable," Dr. Worcester continues, " I

*' trust, Sir, you will have the goodness not to im-

" pute the fault to me; or that yon will not on account

" of any unpleasantness in the language, refuse to

" give attention to the momentous sentiment contain-

" ed in it." I did consider this text of scripture,

followed by this remark, as intended by Dr. Wor

cester to be applied to my brethren and to myself,

and to hold us up to the community as false teachers,

who have brought in damnable heresies, who have

denied the Lord that bought us, and who are bringing

on ourselves swift destruction. I believed that every

reader would give this application to the passage,

and that some would be confirmed by it in denying

to all Unitarian ministers the christian character.

Dr. Worcester has frankly acknowledged the impro

priety of the remark which follows the text; and I

introduce it now, not for the sake of casting on him

the slightest reproach, but simply to state the im

pression which it naturally communicated, at the

time when my remarks were written.

In page 24, Dr. Worcester speaks of " the doc-

i'* trines on which we differ," as " doctrines which



u immediately affect the very foundations of our

* faith ;" and he adds, that " a true faith is the vital

" principle of all holy practice, and of all the works

" which are good and acceptable in the sight of

" God." I understood this passage as strongly inti

mating, that Unitarian principles shake the very foun

dation of all holy practice, and of all good works.

In page 24, 1 met the following remarkable pas

sage : " The God whom you worship, is different

* from ours" and a little below, " if we are wrong

u in regard to the object of our worship, we can

u hardly be right in any part of our religion." I

understood this passage as strongly intimating, that

the whole religion of Unitarians is rendered worth

less, by their departure from the " orthodox," on the

subject of the Trinity.

Page 29, 1 met the following passage, which seem

ed to me to admit but one construction. Dr. Wor

cester is speaking of the different schemes of Mr.

Belsham, and of " orthodox christians ;" and he says,

"One or the other of these schemes must be what

" St. Paul denominates 'another gospel,' and against

" which and its abettors he solemnly pronounces

" his apostolick anathema." Which of these two

schemes Dr. Worcester intended to mark out as

" another gospel," is a question which no reader of

his letter will wish me to discuss. Who doubts that

it was Mr. Belsham's ? Against this scheme then,

and against its abettors, the apostolick curse is pro

nounced. This I certainly understood to be Dr.

Worcester's meaning, and I see not what other

sense the passage will bear. I also had not a doubt

that Dr. Worcester in representing the abettors of

Mr. Belsham's scheme as accursed, intended to repre

sent them as wholly destitute of piety and christian

rirtue, for this I naturally conceived was implied in

the curse of God. Dr. Worcester indeed says, that



 

lit; did not draw this inference, but it seemed to me

too plain to need the formality of a deduction. I be

lieve, that this will be granted by all to be the plain

sense ofhis words—But it may be said that this pas

sage only includes the followers of Mr. Belsham.

Let the reader observe Dr. Worcester's phraseolo

gy. He does not say followers, but abettors. Let the

reader then look back to pages 10 and 11 of Dr.

Worcester's letter. He will there find Dr. Worces

ter very strongly intimating that the liberal party gen

erally are partakers in the deeds and guilt of Mr.

Belsham, because they bear no decided testimony

against them. The natural import, then, of this

passage is, not only that Mr. Belsham in particular,

but that the liberal party in general, fall under the

apostolick curse. But the next passage is still more

decisive.

Page 32, I met the following passage. " Is it

" a violation of the great law of love for the friends of

" truth to decline communion with its rejecters ? We

" have nothing to do here with slight diversities of

u opinion ; with differences about modes or forms, or

u inconsiderable points of faith or practice. Our con-

" cern is with differences of a radical and fundamental

'* nature ; such as exist between orthodox Christians

" and Unitarians of all degrees, even down to the

" creed of Mr. Belsham : for to this point you have

M yourself fairly reduced the present question. Yes,

" Sir, the simple point here at issue is, Whether it

'• be a violation of the law of love, for believers in

"the true Gospel of Jesus Christ, to separate from

" believers in another and an opposite gospel ? Il

" yours is the true Gospel, then ours is another ; il

'• ours is the true Gospel, then yours is another."

clearly understood Dr. Worcester, in this passage, as

saying, that the differences between " orthodox Chris-

* items" and Unitarians are radical and fundamental,
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and that / and my brethren and Unitarians of all

degrees hold " another gospel," and even an opposite

gospel to the true. I understood too, that as he

considered Mr. Belsham and his abettors as accursed

because they had " another gospel," he intended to

represent me, and all who agree with me in rejecting

the "orthodox" doctrine of the Trinity, as also falling

under the apostle's curse, because he represents our

gospel not ordy as " another" but as opposite to the

true gospel. I also understood his pointed interro

gations as strongly teaching, that the "friends of

truth" (a phrase never doubtful in Dr. Worcester's

mouth) may separate themselves from us and decline

communion with us, without any " violation of Chris

tian love." What other interpretation this passage

can bear, I confess myself as yet unable to conceive.

Page 33, I met with a passage which also seemed

to me very plain and decisive. Dr. Worcester asks,

"Would it conduce more to the promotion of truth,

" for the believers in the true gospel, to hold fcllow-

" ship with the believers in another gospel, than to

" separate from them ? We have seen in what way

" onjy this fellowship can be maintained. If it is to

" be maintained, the principal doctnncs of the gospel

" must cease to be clearly preached ; divine worship

«iust cease to be conducted on principles distin-

uishingly Christian, &c. &c. But is this the way,

ir, to promote the truth in the church and the

" world ? Is it not rather the way to extinguish the

" light of the ministry, the light of the church, the light

" of the world, to throw back the children of light

" into darkness and the shadow of death, and to leave

" the prince of darkness to triumph in an unlimited and

" undisturbed empire ?" I thought this passage very

plain. I understood Dr. Worcester as saying, that

were " orthodox Christians" to wave in their preach

ing and in publick worship those peculiarities which

2
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are disapproved by Unitarians, the light of the gos

pel would be put out, the ministry would be useless,

Christians would fall back into the shadow of death,

and Satan would rule the minds of men without any

limitation or any disturbance to his power. In other

words, I understood Dr. Worcester as saying, that

where a Unitarian ministry and worship are estab

lished, the minds of men are altogether unenlightened

by the gospel, and are abandoned wholly to the sway

of the prince of darkness. This is indeed a horrible

sentiment.—But as yet I see no explanation of the

passage by which it can be avoided.

I now come to the last passage which I shall quote,

found in page 35. " Sir, the differences, which exist

" between the Unitarians and the orthodox christians

are certainly of a nature to demand the most seri-

" ous and earnest attention. They concern most

M directly and essentially the glory of God, the hon-

our of the Saviour, the welfare of the church, and

" the salvation of men. In comparison with these,

" the difference between Dissenters and Episcopa-

lians, between Paedo-baptists and Anti-paedo-bap-

t; tists, are matters of mere feature and complexion.

" Utterly in vain is the attempt to put these differen-

" ces out of light, to conceal their magnitude and

" momentous consequences ; or by a raised cry of

.• bigotry, illiberality, and intolerance, to divert the

publics attention from them. They must and will

" be fearlessly discussed and seriously considered ;

" and ministers, and churches, professed christians,

" and all others must and will be brought to th«

" solemn decision—whether they will be for Christ,

a or against him ; whether they will receive and hold

" fast his truth, or despise and reject it; whether they

'. will bow to his authority, and trust in his grace, or

" refuse to have him to reign over them, and contemn

f his salvation.''1 This passage spemed to me per

fectly plain when I wrote my remarks, and I amj«t
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utiable to give it a different interpretation. Dr.

Worcester speaks in this passage of Unitarians in

the broadest sense of the word, of Unitarians as op

posed to " orthodox christians," »'. e. of all who re

ject the " orthodox" doctrine of the Trinity. He

says that the differences between this class and the

" orthodox" concern most directly and essentially the

salvation of men ; that these differences, in spite of

clamour and concealment, will be fearlessly discuss

ed; and that in deciding on these differences, in

choosing between these parties, men will in fact de

cide whether they will be for Christ, will receive and

bow to his truth, or will be against him, will despise

his truth and salvation, and refuse to have him to

reign over him. I thought this passage too obvious

to admit dispute. I understood Dr. Worcester as

charging Unitarians of all degrees with contempt

and rejection of the authority of Jesus Christ, and

of course, with entire destitution of piety and chris

tian virtue.

I have selected several passages from Dr. Worces

ter's letter, which appear to me to vindicate entirely

the statement which I made of his sentiments. Let

me now ask the reader to examine them in the con

nexion in which they stand. He will find nothing

thrown in by Dr. Worcester to restrain their

natural import ; not one word expressive of charity

for Unitarians of any class ; not one word to soften

the severity of his censure. His whole reasonings

and interrogations appeared to me to have one bear

ing, to breathe one spirit, and left me without a doubt

as to his real meaning.

, ,# \ can further say that there was nothing in the

state of my mind unfavourable to a fair interpreta

tion of Dr. Worcester's letter. I regarded him as a

man of candour and moderation. I expected nothing

like exclusion anU denunciation. Seldom have 1

known a more cruel disappointment than in reading
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his first letter. To this I can add, that among those

with whom I have conversed, I have found but one

sentiment in regard to his meaning. I cannot there

fore believe, that my prejudices have blinded me,

and that 1 am chargeable with " palpable and flagrant

misstatement."

Dr. Worcester however assures me that I have

misrepresented him j and I have no disposition to

auestion the sincerity, with which he now declares,

lat he did not intend to communicate the senti

ments which I ascribed to him. I cannot indeed

avoid the belief, that his recollections on this point

are imperfect, and that in the hurry of his thoughts

and feelings, he was not so watchful over his mo

tives as he now imagines. With this, however, I have

no concern. I am satisfied with having shown, that

my interpretation was natural, and indeed unavoida

ble, and I cheerfully record the protest of Dr. Wor

cester against this interpretation. I am pleased to

witness the sensibility with which he repels the

charge of denying to Anti-Trinitarians all piety

and virtue. I observe in this a degree of candour

of which I could not discern the faintest ray in his

first letter.

dr. Worcester's concession in favour or dr.

CLARKE.

There is another part of Dr. Worcester's letter

which also gave me some pleasure. I refer to that

part, in which he expresses some charitable senti

ments towards Dr. Samuel Clarke. He tells us,

" that he is by no means prepared to say that every

" one who adopts Dr. Clarke's views of the Trinity

" rejects the true gospel, embraces another, and is

"devoid of christian faith and virtue." Now if he

will act consistently with these sentiments, and with

the charitable dispositions which he seems inclined

to exercise towards the author of " Bible News."
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the controversy between us will soon end. As far

as I understand the prevalent sentiments among libe

ral christians in this quarter of our country, they

appear to me substantially to agree with the views

of these excellent men ; and were we required to

select human leaders in religion, I believe, that we

should range ourselves under their standard in pre

ference to any other. Dr. Clarke believed, that the

Father alone is the Supreme God, and that Jesus

Christ is not the Supreme God, but derived his be

ing, and all his power and honours from the Father,

even from an act o{ the Father's power and wilL

He maintains, that as the scriptures have not taught

us the manner in which the Son derived his existence

from his Father, it is presumptuous to affirm, that

the Son was created, or, that there was a time when

he did not exist. On these subjects the word of

God has not given us light, and therefore we ought

to be silent The author of " Bible News," in like

manner affirms, that the Father only is the Supreme

God, that Jesus is a distinct being from God, and that

he derives every thing from his Father. He has

some views relating to the "proper Sonship" of

God, which neither liberal nor "orthodox" chris

tians generally embrace. But the prevalent senti

ments of liberal christians seem to me to accord sub

stantially with the systems I have above described.

Like Dr. Clarke, the majority of this class feel that

the scriptures have not taught the mode of Christ's

derivation. They therefore do not call Christ a crea

ture, but leave the subject in the obscurity in which

they find it, carrying with them, however, an im

pression, that the scriptures ascribe to Jesus the

character of Son of God in a peculiarly high sense,

and in a sense in which it is ascribed to no other be

ing. With respect to the atonement, the great

body of liberal christians seem to me to accord pre

i
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oisely with the author of " Bible News," or rather

both agree very much with the profound Butler.

Both agree, that Jesus Christ, by his sufferings and

intercession, obtains forgiveness for sinful men, or

that on account, or in consequence of what Christ

Jhas done and suffered, the punishment of sin is aver

ted from the penitent, and blessings, forfeited by

sin, are bestowed. On the question which is often

asked, how the death of Christ has this blessed in

fluence, they generally think that the scriptures have

given us little light, and that it is the part of wisdom

to accept the kind appointment of God, without con

structing theories for which the materials must be

chiefly borrowed from our own imagination.

My motive for making the preceding statement is

no other than a desire to contribute whatever may

be in my power to the peace of our churches. I

have hoped that by this representation, some portion

of the charity which has been expressed towards

Dr. Clarke, and the author of " Bible News," may be

extended towards their Unitarian brethren ; and that

thus the ecclesiastical division which is threatened

may be averted. Let it not, however, be imagined

that I or my friends are anxious on our own account

to extort from the " orthodox" an acknowledgment,

that possibly we hold the true gospel, and are not

" devoid of christian faith and virtue." We regard

other christians as brethren, but can in no degree

recognize them as superiours in the church of our

common master. We do not dread the censures

which they may pass on our honest opinions : We

rejoice that we have a higher judge, whose truth it

is our labour to learn, obey, and maintain, and whose

favour will be distributed by other principles than

those which prevail in a prejudiced and shortsighted

world. But, whilst we mean not to be suitors to

our brethren ; we arc willing and desirous, by any
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fair representations, to save them from a course.

which, as we firmly believe, will be injurious to

their own characters, injurious to their brethren, un

friendly to the diffusion of the gospel, and highly

offensive to our common and benevolent master.

Happy should I be, if by any representation or

any honourable concessions on ourpart, our churches

could be preserved from the shock which threatens

them. But on this point Dr. Worcester's last letter

is as discouraging as the first. He indeed dis

claims the intention of denying to Anti-trinitarians

all piety and virtue. But the tendency of his letters

must be obvious to the humblest understanding, and

I doubt not that many carry from them the impres

sion, that Unitarians criminally reject the gospel, and

ought to be driven from the church. This effect,

whether intended or not, is produced, and for this

we hold Dr. Worcester responsible.

'*%&'METHODS OF RENDERING UNITARIANS ODIOUS.

In his last letter, one great object seems to be, to

paint in the strongest colours the differences between

Unitarians and Trinitarians, and to produce the most

unfavourable impression in regard to the former. To

effect this object, he again and again brings forward

the views of the lowest Unitarians, and culls the

most offensive passages from the works of Dr.

Priestley and Mr. Belsham. I know that he throws

in a caution against the inference, that all Unitarians

are responsible for these views : but I am persuaded,

that the effect on common readers is, that they iden

tify this whole class of Christians with Mr. Belsham

and Dr. Priestley. Now to this I object. It is well

known that every denomination of Christians is bro

ken into various subdivisions. For instance, among

those who adopt the great principles of Calvin, are

Sandemanians, Antinomians, Fatalists, and I may

add, Universalis!?. Suppose now that in delineating
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Calvinism, I should lay the chief stress on these

peculiarities. Or suppose, that I should ransack the

writings of Trinitarians, should collect all their crude

notions and wild explanations of the Trinity, and

should bring forward the horrible language, in which

some have spoken of God's wrath burning against

his Son, and of the blood of Jesus appeasing the fury

of the Father. Would not Calvinists and Trinita

rians pronounce me unfair, if by such methods I

should lead common readers to imagine, that they were

generally favourable to these offensive sentiments.

It is an indisputable fact, that Dr. Priestley and Mr.

Belsham have, comparatively, few followers among

the Anti-trinitarian clergy of this country. For my

self, I have read very few ofthe writings ofthese gen

tlemen, and chiefly from want ofsympathy with their

feneral views. Their theology appears to me very

efective, and their theory ofmaterialism and ofneces

sity, which they have attempted to incorporate with

their theology, seems to me unfriendly to a sense of

responsibility, and to elevation of moral feeling. Are

we then to be confounded with the lower Unitarians,

because we happen to accord with them in the great

point, that the Father alone is the supreme God,

and that Jesus Christ derives from him his being and

all his powers.—Do any ask me on what ground I

admit those, whose theology is so defective, to be

Christians? I answer; precisely on the ground on

which I acknowledge the Christian character of

another denomination. Avhosc additions to the simple

gospel seem to me at least as exceptionable as the

deficiencies of their brethren. But what did I say i

that / admit these men to be Christians ! They neet

no admission of mine. Professing Jesus to be their

head, and exhibiting in their lives a reverence for his

gospel, they have a place in Christ's church which I die

not give, and which neither I nor any other man cs

take aAvay.
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Another method of awakening publick feeling

against the Unitarians, is to represent them as obliged

by their sentiments to give up the doctrine of the

atonement. It is indeed very true, that Unitarians

say nothing about infinite atonement, and they shud

der when they hear, what Dr. Worcester seems to

assert, that the ever blessed God suffered and died

on the cross. They reject these representations,

because they find not one passage in scripture

which directly asserts them, or gives them sup- '

port. Not one word do we hear from Christ or his

Apostles of an infinite atonement. In not one solitary

text, is the efficacy of Christ's death in obtaining for

giveness, ascribed to his being the Supreme God.

All this is theology of man's making, and strongly

marked with the hand of its author. But the doc

trine of the atonement, taken in the broad sense which

I have before stated, is not rejected by Unitarians.

In my former letter, I adduced two distinguished

Unitarians, Dr. Clarke, and the author of Bible News,

in whose valuable writings this doctrine is stated

and maintained. Dr. Worcester does not deny

the fact, but to my astonishment has attempted to

escape its force, by maintaining that these gentlemen

do not deny the essential divinity of Jesus Christ, and

are therefore not obliged to renounce the atonement.

What ! Dr. Clarke and Mr. Noah Worcester do not

deny the essential divinity ofJesus Christ ! I assure Dr.

Worcester then, that neither I nor my friends deny it,

and that, according to his own language, we are under

no necessity of denying the doctrine of the atonement.

The fact is, that some of the best works on the atone

ment have come from the pens of Unitarians. Mr.

Tomkins, one of the most zealous Unitarians of his age,

and I believe a sufferer for his principles, published a

well known treatise, called "Jesus Christ the Medi-

" ator," in which the doctrine.of atonement is more

Strenuously insisted on, than even by Dr. Clarke and

/

3
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Mr. Noah Worcester. Not long ago, there Was

published in this country, I think under the patron

age of Trinitarians, a work on the atonement by

Hampton, called " Candid Remarks on Dr. Taylor,

ifec." which, as I well recollect, appeared to me, when

I read it, to be decidedly the production of an

Unitarian. It contains not one word about an infinite

atonement made by the Supreme God. The sentiments

of the work, I think, accord in the main with the

views of many Unitarians in this country. Unitari-

anism, then, does not exclude the doctrine of atone

ment.

Another method by which the publick feelings are

to be awakened against Unitarians, is the frequent

assertion, that they disbelieve the Trinity, because

the doctrine is mysterious, and because they prefer

reason to revelation, human wisdom to the wisdom

of God. Dr. Worcester says to me, " The doctrine

u of the Trinity the Unitarians utterly deny, not be-

" cause tliere is no proof of it in the Scriptures, but

" because it is a doctrine (as you repeatedly and em-

" phatically pronounce) perplexing, mysterious, and

" not to be understood." What will common readers

infer from this, and from other passages in his letter ?

Why, that we do not rest on scripture, as the ground

of our rejection of this doctrine, or at least, that we do

not consider the scriptures as very strongly opposed

to the Trinity, and that we assail it chiefly with

weapons furnished by reason. Now, as far as my

knowledge of Unitarian writers extends, this impres

sion is altogether unfounded. We do indeed object

to the Trinity, that, as it is often stated, it is an unin

telligible proposition ; and we say, what I presume

Dr. Worcester will as freely say, that it is out of our

power to believe a proposition of which we do not

know the meaning. It is also true, that when the

doctrine is stated, as it sometimes is, in words which

we understand ; when for example we are told by
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the pious Howe, that the three persons in God are

three minds; we insist that it involves a palpable con

tradiction, and we argue precisely as the protestants

do with the papists, that a doctrine involving a con

tradiction cannot be from God. But Unitarians

never stop here. They always declare that Scrip

ture with one voice disowns the doctrine of the

Trinity, and that of all the fictions of theologians.

the doctrine of three persons in the one God, has

perhaps the least countenance from the Bible. Their

writings are filled with quotations from Scripture.

Some of them, like Dr. Clarke's, consist almost

entirely of texts arranged under proper heads. Uni

tarians believe, and constantly affirm, that no

laboured comments and no critical skill are required,

to teach common Christians the great truth, that the

Father alone is the supreme God, and that Jesus

Christ is a derived and dependent being ; and they

believe and affirm, that the opposite sentiment is

chiefly maintained by appeals to men's fears, and by ar

tificial excitement ol their feelings. This is the ground

taken by all the Unitarians whom I have known,

and on this Scripture ground I profess myself to rest.

I am not conscious of the least prejudice against the

doctrine of the Trinity. My earliest prepossessions

must have been in its favour. But in my youth,

before I had read a book on the subject, the Scrip

tures suggested doubts of its truth, and by the study

chiefly of the Scriptures, my doubts have grown up

into a solid conviction. The Scriptures, in my view,

are the strength of the Unitarian cause ; and I am

persuaded, that they are continually extending it in

opposition to the strongest influences of education,

have found from conversing with pious people of

3th sexes, that the Scriptures always gave them

le idea, that God and Jesus Christ were distinct

;ings, and that Jesus derived his being and power

)m God. They have sometimes told me, that they
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have wished to resist this impression, that they have

dreaded to depart from principles which were early

instilled as essential, that they have shrunk from a

doubt of the Trinity as from a sin ; but still the lan

guage of Scripture has forced them to doubt and

disbelieve. This is the history of many minds ; and

many, I am confident, have buried in silence anxious

scruples, which they dared not clothe in words.

I state this with great distinctness and strength,

that I may repel and remove a common mistake

among Christians, that we reject the Trinity because

we cannot reconcile it with reason, although we can

hardly help acknowledging it as a Scripture doctrine.

It is not oeeause we exalt reason above Scripture,

but because we revere the Scriptures, because we

fear God, that we maintain Unitarian principles.

We dare not offer prayers to the Holy Ghost,

because we find not one command, or one example

of such wrorship, in the gospel of our Master; and we

honour him too entirely to depart from his plain

rules on so important a subject. We read too in

the Scriptures such passages as these. " My Father

is greater than I." " This is eternal life, that

men may know thee the only true God, and Jesus

Christ whom thou hast sent" " Of that day and

hour knowcth no man, not the angels which are in

heaven, neither the Son, but the father, the father

only." " I can do nothing of myself.'''1 " My doctrine

is not mine, but his who sent me. If any will do his

will, he shall know of the doctrine, whether it be of

God, or whether I speak of myself" We hear these

passages from the very lips of our honoured and

beloved Lord ; and with these passages engraven on

our minds, and supported by the whole current of

Scripture, we dare not, we dare not approach Jesus

Christ as the only living, the only true God. It is

from reverence for his character and instructions,

from fear of offending him, from a conscientiousness
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which would prompt us to sacrifice all in his service,

that we offer him no homage, but in the character of

the Son of the only living and true God.

Another method of awakening the feelings of

Christians on the subject of the Trinity, is to address

their fears. It is common with Trinitarians, and Dr.

Worcester has learned it, to say to people, " If the

Trinity rests on the sure foundation of divine testi

mony, if Jesus Christ is essentially divine, &c. &c. is

it a light thing to reject these doctrines, to refuse to Je

sus divine honours, &c. &c." Appeals of this kind,

which are ordinarily connected with positive assertions

of the truth of the Trinity, are worth a thousand argu

ments, and terrify into silence the doubts which lurk

in many minds. I mourn that Christians should

think so unworthily of Jesus, as to be moved by this

language. This language evidently supposes, that

Jesus, our merciful Saviour, overlooks the general

temper of our minds, the general obedience of our

lives, and, like a jealous sovereign, is prepared to

punish every deficiency of homage to himself, how

ever unintentionally the tribute may be withheld,

and however sincere and upright the heart which

unconsciously withholds it. And is this the

character of our merciful Lord ? Suppose that a

human benefactor, of exalted endowments, were to

conter on you some great blessing, and suppose that

through ignorance of these endowments, you should

not address him with all the terms of homage which

they deserve, but should yet be sincerely grateful

for the benefit he has conferred, and should love and

imitate his excellence as far as it is known ? Think

you, that he would spurn your imperfect tribute, and

drive you from his presence ? Ana will Jesus, whose

kindness was stronger than death, who bore so pa

tiently the low views of his disciples, will he cast

from him those, who at the present day revere his

authority, study his word, and labour to derive from
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that pure fountain the very truths which he taught

respecting himself, and respecting the service which

is his due. I am persuaded, that at the last day the

Trinitarian will he found in a great errour, and were

I disposed, I could make as moving an appeal to his

fears as Dr. Worcester can make to ours. But if

there be a principle, which above all others shines

resplcndently in the sacred volume, it is this, that

he who breathes the spirit and follows the steps of

Jesus, however faint or defective be his views, will

certainly enter into the joy of his Lord.

Another method of awakening the feelings of the

community against Unitarian sentiments is this. Dr.

Worcester charges me again and again with attempt

ing studiously to conceal the differences between Uni

tarians and Trinitarians, as if our sentiments were

too horrible to be brought fully and fairly to the

light. He intimates that we "dread a dcvelope-

ment." And does Dr. Worcester really believe that

we stand in awe of him, or his " orthodox" brethren ?

We respect many of our opponents, but we dread

none. Our love of peace, they may be assured, has

another origin than lear or selfish views. It is from

deep conviction, and not from the principle which

Dr. Worcester insinuates, that I have stated once

and again, that the differences between Unitarians

and Trinitarians lie more in sounds than in ideas ;

that a barbarous phraseology is the chief wall of

partition between these classes ofChristians; and that

would Trinitarians tell us what they mean, their

system would generally be found little else, than a

mystical form of the Unitarian doctrine. These two

classes of Christians appear to me to concur in

receiving the most interesting and practical truths

of the gospel. Both believe in one God of infinite

perfection ; and we must remember, that it is this

perfection of God, and not his unknown substance,

which is the proper object of the Christian's love.
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Both believe in the great doctrine, that eternal life is

the free gift of Goa through Jesus Christ. Both

learn from the lips and life of Jesus the same great

principles of duty, the same exalted views of human

perfection, and the same path to immortality. I

could easily extend these points of agreement ; and

what are the questions which divide them ? Why

these; first, Whether the One God be three distinct

subsistences, * or three persons, or three " somewhats"'\

called persons, as Dr. Worcester says, for want of a

" better word ;" and secondly, Whether one of these

three subsistences, or improperly called persons,

formed a personal union with a human soul, so that

the Infinite mind, and a human mind, each possessing

its own distinct consciousness, became a complexper

son. Such are the points, or rather phrases of dif

ference between these Christians. And ought phra

ses like these, of which we find not a trace in the

Bible, which cannot be defined by those who employ

them, which convey to common minds no more mean

ing than words of an unknown tongue, and which

present to the learned only flitting shadows of

thought instead of clear and steady conceptions, to

separate those who are united in the great principles

1 , T have stated ? Trinitarians indeed are apt to

themselves at an immeasurable distance from

ans. The reason, I think, is, that they

iTounded with a mist of obscure phraseology,

yy ere this mist dispersed, I believe that they would be

lurprised at discovering their proximity to the quar

ter of the Unitarians, and would learn that they had

been wasting their hostility on a band of friends and

brothers. Whenever Trinitarians begin to explain

elves, we find that their three persons vanish

tree indefinable somethings, and that God suffered

by Trinitarians in writing and courer
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for us on the cross only by a figure of metaphysical

fiction. Such is Trinitarianism, as it appears to my

mind. In all this I may mistake, but I have no motive

and certainly no desire to practise * concealment.'*

THE SYSTEM OF EXCLUSION AND DENUNCIATION CONSI

DERED.

The object of Dr. Worcester, in the representation,

which I have now considered, seems to be, to prepare

the " orthodox" for separation from their Unitarian

brethren. His remarks all tend to teach them, that

they ought to refuse communion with Unitarians as

Christians, to deny them the character and name of

Christians, to deny their title to the ordinances of the

gospel ; in a word to disown them as brethren in

Christ. On this point I shall now offer several ob

servations.—But first I beg that it may be dis

tinctly understood, that the zeal of liberal Chris

tians on this point has no other object, than the

peace and prosperity of the church of Christ.

We are pleading, not our own cause, but the

cause of our Master. The denial of our christian

character by fallible and imperfect men gives us no

anxiety. Our relation to Jesus Christ is not to be

dissolved by the breath of man. Our christian rights

do not depend on human passions. We have precise

ly the same power over our brethren, which they have

over us, and are equally authorized to sever them

from the body of Christ. Still more ; if the possession

of truth give superiour weight to denunciation, we are

persuaded that our opposers will be the severest suf

ferers, should we think fit to hurl back the sentence

of exclusion and condemnation. But we have no dis

position to usurp power over our brethren. We be

lieve, that the spirit which is so studiously excited

against ourselves, has done incalculable injury to the

cause of Christ i and we pray God to deliver us from

its power.
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Why are the name, character, and rights of Chris-

tians to be denied to Unitarians ? Do they deny that

Jesus is the Christ ? do they reject his word as the

rule of their faith and practice? do their lives dis

cover indifference to his authority and example ? No,

these are not their offences. They are deficient in

none of the qualifications of disciples, which were re

quired in the primitive age. Their offence is, that

they read the Scriptures for themselves, and derive

from them different opinions on certain points, from

those which others have adopted. Mistake ofjudg

ment is their pretended crime, and this crime is laid

to their charge by men, who are as liable to mistake

as themselves, and who seem to them to have fallen

into some of the grossest errours. A condemning sen

tence from such judges carries with it no terrour. Sor

row for its uncharitableness, and strong disapproba

tion of its arrogance, are the principal feelings which

it inspires.

It is truly astonishing, that Christians are not more

impressed with the unbecoming spirit, the arrogant

style, of those,who deny the christian character to pro

fessed and exemplary followers of Jesus Christ, be

cause they differ in opinion on some of the most sub

tle and difficult subjects of theology. A stranger, at

hearing the language ef these denouncers, would con

clude, without a doubt, that they were clothed with in

fallibility, and were appointed to sit in judgment on

their brethren. But for myself, I know not a shadow

of pretence for the language of superiority assumed

by Dr. Worcester and his brethren. Are they exempt

ed from the common frailty of our nature ? Has God

given them superiour intelligence? Were they educated

under circumstances more favourable to improvement

than those whom they condemn. Have they brought

to the scriptures more serious, anxious, and unwearied

attention? Or do their lives express a deeper reverence

for God and for his Son ? No. They are fallible, imper

4
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feet men, possessing no higher means, and no strong

er motives for studying the word of God, than their

Unitarian brethren. And yet their language to them

is virtually this. " We pronounce you to be in er-

"rour, and in most dangerous errour. We know that

" we are right, and thatyoM are wroncr in regard to the

" fundamental doctrines of the Gospel. You are unwor-

" thy the christian name, and unfit to sit with m at the

u table of Christ. We offer you the truth, and you re-

"jeet it at the peril of your souls." Such is the lan

guage ofhumble Christians to men, who in capacity

and apparent piety are not inferiour to themselves.

This language has spread from the leaders through a

considerable part of the community. Men in those

walks of life which leave them without leisure or op

portunities for improvement, are heard to decide on

the most intricate points, and to pass sentence on men,

whose lives have been devoted to the study of the

Scriptures. The female, forgetting the tenderness of

her sex, and the limited advantages which her educa

tion affords for a critical study of the Scriptures, in

veighs with bitterness against the damnable errourg

of such men as Newton, Locke, Clarke and Price !

The young too forget the modesty which belongs to

their age, and hurl condemnation on the head which

has grown gray in the service of God and mankind.

Need I ask, whether this spirit of denunciation for

supposed errour becomes the humble and fallible dis

ciples of Jesus Christ? .«

In vindication of this system of exclusion and de

nunciation it is often urged, that the " honour of re

ligion," the " purity of the church," and the " cause of

truth," forbid those who hold the true gospel to main

tain fellowship with those who support corrupt and

injurious opinions. Without stopping to notice the

modesty of those who claim an exclusive knowledge

of the true gospel, I would answer, that the " honour

of religion" can never suffer by admitting to christian
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'fellowship men of irreproachable lives, whilst it haa

suffered most severely from that narrow and unchari

table spirit, which has excluded such men for imagin

ed errours. I answer again, that the cause of truth

can never suffer by admitting to christian fellowship

men, who honestly profess to make the scriptures their

rule of faith and practice, whilst it has suffered most

severely by substituting for this standard conformity

to human creeds and formularies. It is truly wonder

ful, if excommunication for supposed errour be the

method of purifying the church, that the church has

been so long and so wofully corrupted. Whatever

may have been the deficiencies of christians in other

respects, they have certainly discovered no criminal

reluctance in applying this instrument of purification.

Could the thunders and lightnings ofexcommunication

have corrected the atmosphere of the church, not one

pestilential vapour would have loaded it for ages. The

air of paradise would not have been more pure, more

refreshing. But what does history tell us t It tells us,

that the spirit of exclusion and denunciation has con

tributed more than all other causes to the corruptioo

of the church, to the diffusion of errour ; and has ren

dered the records of the christian community as black,

as bloody, as revolting to humanity, as the records of

empires founded on conquest and guilt.

But it is said, did not the apostle denounce the

erroneous, and pronounce a curse on the " abettors

of another gospel." This is the strong hold of the

friends of denunciation. But let us never forget,

that the apostles were inspired men, capable of mark

ing out with unerring certainty those, who substitu

ted " another gospel" for the true. Show us their

successors, and we will cheerfully obey them.

It is also important to recollect the character ot

those men, against whom the apostolick anathema

was directed. They were men, who knew distinctly

what the apostles taught, and yet opposed it ; and

— •
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who endeavoured to sow division, and to gain fol

lowers in the churches which the apostles had plant

ed. These men, resisting the known instructions of

the authorized and inspired teachers of the gospel,

and discovering a factious, selfish, mercenary spirit,

were justly excluded as unworthy the christian name.

But what in common with these men, have the Chris

tians whom Dr. Worcester and his friends denounce ?

Do these oppose what they know to be the doctrine

of Christ and his apostles ? Do they not revere Jesus

and his inspired messengers ? Do they not dissent

from Dr. Worcester, simply because they believe

that Dr. Worcester dissents from their Lord ?—Let

us not forget, that the contest at the present day is

not between the apostles themselves, and men who

oppose their known instructions; but between unin

spired Christians, who equally receive the apostles

as authorized teachers of the gospel, and who only

differ in judgment as to the interpretation of their

writings. How unjust then is it for any class of

Christians to confound their opponents with the fac

tious and unprincipled sectarians of the primitive

age. Mistake in judgment is the heaviest charge

which one denomination has now a right to urge

against another ; and do we find that the apostles

ever denounced mistake as " awful and fatal hostili

ty" to the gospel, that they pronounced anathemas

on men who wished to obey, but who misappre

hended their doctrines. The apostles well remem

bered, that none ever mistook more widely than them

selves. They remembered too the lenity of their Lord

towards their errours, and this lenity they cherished

and laboured to dilfuse.

But Dr. Worcester will ask, if Christians have not

a right to bear " solemn testimony" against opinions

which are " utterly subversive of the gospel, and

most dangerous to men's eternal interests." To thit

I answer, that the opinions of men, who discc
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equal intelligence and piety with ourselves, are enti

tled to respectful consideration. If after inquiry

they seem erroneous and injurious, we are authorized

and bound, according to our ability, to expose, by

fair and serious argument, their nature and tendency.

But I maintain, that we have no right as individuals,

or in an associated capacity, to bear our " solemn

testimony" against these opinions, by menacing with

ruin the Christian who listens to them, or by brand

ing them with the most terrifying epithets, for the

purpose of preventing candid inquiry into their

truth. This is the fashionable mode of " bearing

testimony," and it is a weapon which will always be

most successful in the hands of the proud, the positive

and overbearing, who are most impatient of contra

diction, and have least regard to the rights of their

brethren.

But whatever may be the right of Christians, as to

bearing testimony against opinions which they deem

injurious, I deny, that they have any right to pass a

condemning sentence, on account of these opinions,

on the characters of men whose general deportment is

conformed to the gospel of Christ. Both scripture

and reason unite in teaching, that the best and only

standard of character is the life; and he who over

looks the testimony of a christian life, and grounds a

sentence of condemnation on opinions, about which

he as well as his brother may err, violates most fla

grantly the duty of just and candid judgment, and

opposes the peaceful and charitable spirit of the gos-

J)ei. Jesus Christ says, " By their fruits shall ye

;now them." " Not every one, that saith unto me,

Lord, Lord.shall enter into the kingdom ofheaven,but

he who doeth the will of my Father wluch is in heaven."

" Ye are my friends, if ye do wliatsoever I command

yoifc" " He that heareth and doeth tlicse my sayings"

1. e. the precepts of the sermon on the mount, " I will

liken hiin to a man who built his house upon a rock."

r

i
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it would be ca*y to multiply similar passages. The

whole scriptures teach us, that he and he only is a

Christian, whose life is governed by the precepts of

the gospel, and that by this standard alone, the

profession of this religion should be tried. We

do not deny, that our brethren have a right to form

a judgment as to our christian character. But we

insist that we have a right to be judged by the fairest,

the most approved, and the most settled rules, by

which character can be tried ; and when these are

overlooked, and the most uncertain standard is ap

plied, we are injured ; and an assault on character,

which rests on this ground, deserves no better name

than defamation and persecution.

I know that this suggestion of persecution will be

indignantly repelled by those who deal most largely

in denunciation. But persecution is a wrong or in

jury inllicted for opinions, and surely assaults on

character fall under this definition. Some persons

jioein to think, that persecution consists in pursuing

errour with fire and sword; and that therefore it

has ceased to exist, except in distempered imagina

tions, because no class of Christians among us is

armed with these terrible weapons. But, no. The

form is changed, but the spirit lives. Persecution

has given up its halter and fagot, but it breathes,

venom from its lips, and secretly blasts what it can

not openly destroy. For example, a liberal minis

ter, however circumspect in his walk, however irre-

Eroachable in all his relations, no sooner avows hi«

onest convictions on some ofthe most difficult subjects,

than his name begins to be a by-word. A thousand

suspicions are infused into" his hearers ; and it is in

sinuated, that he is a minister of satan, in " the guise

of an angel of light." At a little distance from his

home, calumny assumes a bolder tone. He is pro

nounced an infidel, and it is gravely asked, whether

he believes in a God. At a greater distance, his



31

 

morals are assailed. He is a man of the world,

" leading souls to hell," to gratify the most selfish

passions. But notwithstanding all this, he must not

say a word about persecution, for reports like these

rack no limbs ; they do not even injure a hair of

his head ; and how then is he persecuted ?—Now for

myself, I am as willing that my adversary should take

my purse or my life, as that he should rob me of my

reputation, rob me of the affection of my friends, and

of my means of doing good. " He who takes from

me my good name," takes the best possession of

whicb human power can deprive me. It is true, that

a Christian's reputation is comparatively a light ob-

{'ect ; and so is his property, so is his life ; all are

ight things to him, whose hope is full of immortality.

But, of all worldly blessings, an honest reputa

tion is to many of us the most precious ; and he who

robs us of it, is the most injurious of mankind, and

among the worst of persecutors. Let not the friends

of denunciation attempt to escape this charge, by

pleading their sense of duty, and their sincere de

sire to promote the cause of truth. St. Dominic

was equally sincere, when he built the inquisition j

and I doubt not that many torturers of Christians have

fortified their reluctant minds, at the moment of ap

plying the rack and the burning iron, by the sincere

conviction, that the cause of truth required the sacri

fice of its foes. I beg that these remarks may not be

applied indiscriminately to the party called " ortho

dox," among whom are multitudes,whose humility and

charity would revolt from making themselves the

•tandards of christian piety, and from assailing the

christian character of their brethren.

Many other considerations may be added to those

which have been already urged, against the system

of excluding from christian fellowship men of upright

lives, on account of their opinions. It. necessarily

erpetual discord in the church. Men
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differ in opinions as much as in features. No two

minds are perfectly accordant. The shades of belief

are infinitely diversified. Amidst this immense variety

of sentiment, every man is right in his own eyes.

Every man discovers errours in the creed of his bro

ther. Every man is prone to magnify the impor

tance of his own peculiarities, and to discover danger

in the peculiarities of others. This is human nature.

Everyman is partial to his own opinions, because they

are his own, and his self-will and pride are wounded

by contradiction. Now what must we expect, when

beings so erring, so divided in sentiment, and so apt

to be unjust to the views of others, assert the right

of excluding one another from the christian church

on account of imagined errour ? As the Scriptures

confine this right to no individual and to no body of

Christians, it belongs alike to all ; and what must we

expect, when Christians of all capacities and disposi

tions, the ignorant, prejudiced, and self-conceited,

imagine it their duty to prescribe opinions to Chris

tendom, and to open or to shut the door of the church

according to the decision which their neighbours may

form on some of the most perplexing points of theolo

gy ? This question unhappily has received answer

upon answer in ecclesiastical history. We there see

christians denouncing and excommunicating one

another for supposed errour, until every denomination

has been pronounced accursed by some portion of the

christian world ; so that were the curses of men to

prevail, not one human being would enter heaven.

To me it appears, that to plead for the right ofexclud

ing men of blameless lives, on account of their opinions',

is to sound the peal of perpetual and universal war.

Arm men with this power, and we shall have "nothing

but thunder." Some persons are sufficiently simple

to imagine, that if this " horrid Unitarianism" wore

once hunted down, and put quietly into its grave, the

church would be at peace. But, no : our present con
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*ests have their origin, not in the " enormities" of Urin

tarianism, but very much in the principles of human

nature, in the love of power, in impatience of contra

diction, in men's passion for imposing their own

Tiews upon others, in the same causes which render

them anxious to make proselytes to all their opinions.

Were Unitarianism quietly interred, another and

another hideous form of errour would start up

before the zealous guardians of the " purity of

the church." The Arminian, from whom the

pursuit has been diverted for a time by his more

offending Unitarian brother, would soon be awa

kened from his dream of security, by the clamour

of denunciation ; and should the Arminian fall

a prey, the Calvinists would then find time to

look into the controversies among themselves, and

almost every class would discover, with the eagle

eye of their brethren at New-York, that those who

differ from them hold " another gospel," and ought

to be " resisted and denounced." Thus the wars of

Chn'stians will be perpetual. Never will there be

peace, until Christians agree to differ, and agree to

look for the evidences of Christian character ia

the temper and the life.

Another argument against this practice of denoun

cing the supposed errours of sincere professors of

Christianity, is this. It exalts to supremacy in the

church, men, who have the least claim to influence.

Humble, meek, and affectionate Christians are least

disposed to make creeds for their brethren, and to de

nounce those who differ from them. On the contrary,

the impetuous, proud, and enthusiastick, men who can

not or will not weigh the arguments of opponents, are

always most positive, and most unsparing in denun

ciation. These take the lead in a system of exclu

sion. They have no false modesty, no false charity,

to shackle their zeal in framing fundamentals for

their brethren, and in punishing the obstinate in

5
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errour. The consequence is, that creeds are formed

which exclude from Christ's church some of his

truest followers, which outrage reason as well as

revelation, and which subsequent ages are obliged

to mutilate and explain away, lest the whole religion

be rejected by men of rejection. Such has been the

history of the church. It is strange that we do not

learn wisdom from the past. What man, who feels

his own fallibility, who sees the errours into which

the positive and " orthodox"' of former times have

been betrayed, and who considers his own utter

inability to decide on the degree of truth, which every

mind, of every capacity, must receive in order to sal

vation, will not tremble at the responsibility of pre

scribing to his brethren, in his own words, the views

they must maintain on the most perplexing subjects

of religion ? Humility will always leave this work to

jthers.

Another important consideration is, that this sys

tem of excluding men of apparent sincerity, for their

opinions, entirely subverts free inquiry into the scrip

tures. When once a particular system is surrounded

by this bulwark ; when once its defenders have

brought the majority to believe, that the rejection of

it is a mark of depravity and perdition, what but the

name of liberty is left to Christians ? The obstacles to

inquiry are as real, and may be as powerful, as in the

neighbourhood of the inquisition. The multitude

dare not think, and the thinking dare not speak. The

right of private judgment may thus, in a protestant

country, oe reduced to a nullity. It is true, that men

are sent to the scriptures ; but they are told before

they go, that they will be driven from the church on

earth and in heaven, unless they find in the scriptures

the doctrines which are embodied in the popular

creed. They are told, indeed, to inquire for them

selves ; but they are also told, at what points inquiry

must arrive ; and the sentence of exclusion hangs over
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them, if they happen to stray with some of the best

and wisest men into forbidden paths. Now this

* protestant liberty" is, in one respect, more irrita

ting than Papal bondage. It mocks as well as en

slaves us. It talks to us courteously as friends and

brethren, whilst it rivets our chains. It invites and

even charges us to look with our own eyes, but with

the same breath warns us against seeing any thing

which orthodox eyes have not seen before U9. Is

this a state of things favourable to serious inquiry in

to the truths of the gospel ; yet, how long has the

church been groaning under this cruel yoke ?

Another objection to this system of excluding pro«

fessed disciples of Christ, on account of their opin

ions, is, that it is inconsistent with the great principle*

of Congregationalism. In churches, where the pow

er is lodged in a few individuals, who are supposed

to be the most learned men in the community, the

work of marking out and excluding the erroneous

may seem less difficult. But among Congregation-

afists, the tribunal before which the offender is to be

brought is the whole church, consisting partly of

men in humble circumstances, and of unimproved

minds ; partly of men engaged in active and pressing

business ; and partly of men of education, whose

studies have been directed to law and medicine,

Now, is this a tribunal, before which the most intri

cate points of theology are to be discussed, and seri

ous inquirers are to answer for opinions, which they

have perhaps examined more laboriously and faith

fully than all their judges ? Would a church of hum

ble men, conscious of their limited opportunities,

consent to try for these pretended crimes professing

Christians, as intelligent, as honest, and as exemplary

as themselves ? It is evident, that in the business of

excluding men for opinions, a church can be little more

than the tool of the minister, or a few influential

members ; and our churches are, in general, too in-

i
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dependent and too upright to take this part in so so

lemn a transaction. To correct their deficiencies, and

to quicken their zeal on this point, we are now threat

ened with new tribunals, or consociations, whose office

it will be to try ministers for their errours, to inspect

the churches, and to advise and assist them in the ex

tirpation of " heresv." Whilst the laity are slumber

ing, the ancient and free constitution of our churches

is silently undermined, and is crumbling away. Since

argument is insufficient to produce uniformity of

opinion, recourse must be had to more powerful in

struments of conviction ; I mean, to ecclesiastical

courts. And are this people indeed prepared to

lubmit to this most degrading form of vassalage ; a

vassalage, which reaches and palsies the miiia, and

imposes on it the dreams and fictions of men, for the

everlasting truth of God !

These remarks lead me to the last consideration,

which I shall urge, against the proposed system of

exclusion and separation. This system will shake to

the foundation our religious institutions, and destroy

many habits and connexions which have had the

happiest influence on the religious character of this

people. In the first place, if christian communion

and all acknowledgments of christian character are

to be denied on the ground of difference of opinion,

the annual " Convention of Congregational ministers,

of Massachusetts," that ancient bond of union, must

be dissolved ; and in its dissolution we shall lose the

edifying, honourable, and rare example of ministers

regularly assembling, not to exercise power and to

fetter the conscience, but to reciprocate kind affec

tion, and to unite in sending relief to the families of

their deceased brethren. This event may gladden

the heart of the sectarian ; it will carry no joy to the

widow and orphan.—In the next place, the " Associ

ations of ministers," in our different counties must

in many cases be broken up, to make room for new
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associations, founded on similarity of opinion. Thus,

that intercourse, which now subsists between minis

ters of different persuasions, and which tends to en

large the mind, and to give a liberality to the feelings,

will be diminished, if not destroyed ; and ministers,

becoming more contracted and exclusive, will com

municate more of this unhappy spirit to their socie

ties.—In the next place, neighbouring churches,

which, from their very foundation, have cultivated

christian communion, and counselled and comforted

each other, will be mutually estranged, and catching

the temper of dieir religious guides, will exchange

fellowship for denunciation ; and instead of de

lighting in each other's prosperity, will seek each

other's destruction.—Again, in the same church,

where Christians of different views have long ac

knowledged each other as disciples of one Master,

and have partaken the same feast of charity, angry

divisions will break forth, parties will be marshalled

under different leaders, the sentence ofexcommunica

tion will be hurled by the majority on their guiltless

brethren, (if the majority should be " orthodox,") and

thus anger, heart-burnings, and bitter recriminations

will spread through many of our towns and churches.

—Again ; many of our religious societies will be rent

asunder, their ministers dismissed, and religious insti

tutions cease. It is well known, that many of our

country parishes are able to support but a single

minister. At the same time, they are divided in sen

timent ; and nothing but a spirit of charity and for

bearance has produced that union, by which publick

worship has been maintained. Once let the proposed

war be proclaimed, let the standard of party be rais

ed, and a minister must look for support to that party

only to which he is attached. An " orthodox" min

ister should blush to ask it from men, whom he de

nounces for honest opinions, and to whom he denies

all the ordinances of the gospel. It surely cannot be
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expected that liberal Christians will contribute, by

their property, to uphold a system of exclusion and

intolerance directed against themselves. What then

will be the fate of many of our societies ? Their

ministers, even now, can with difficulty maintain the

conflict with other denominations : must they not

sink, when deserted by their most efficient friends ?

Many societies will be left, as sheep without a shep

herd, a prey to those whom we call Sectarians, but

who will no longer have an exclusive right to the

name, if the system of division, which has been pro-

fiosed, be adopted. Many ministers will be compet

ed to leave the field of their labours and their pro

spects of usefulness ; and I fear the ministry will lose

its hold on the affection and veneration of men, when

it shall have engendered so much division and con

tention.—But this is not all. The system of denying

the christian name to those who differ from us in in

terpreting the scriptures, will carry discord not only

into churches, but families. In how many instances

are heads of families divided in opinion on the pre

sent subjects of controversy. Hitherto they have

loved each other as partakers of the same glorious

hopes, and have repaired in their domestick joys and

sorrows to the same God (as they imagined,)

through the same Mediator. But now they are

taught, that they have different Gods and different gos

pels, and are taught that the friends of truth are not

to hold communion with its rejectors. Let this doc

trine be received, and one of the tendcrest ties by

which many wedded hearts are knit together will be

dissolved. The family altar must fall. Religion

will be known in many a domestick retreat, not as a

bond of union, but a subject of debate, a source of

discord or depression.

Now I ask, for what boon are all these sacrifices to

be made ? The great end is, that certain opinions,

which have been embraced by many serious and in
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quiring Christians as the truth of God, may be driven

from the church, and be dreaded by the people as

anions; the worst of crimes. Uniformity of opinion,

that airy good, which emperors, popes, councils, sy

nods, bishops, and ministers have been seeking for

ages, by edicts, creeds, threatenings, excommunica

tions, inquisitions and flames, this is the great

object of the system of exclusion, separation, and

denunciation which is now to be introduced. To

this we are to sacrifice our established habits and

bonds of union, and this is to be pursued by means,

which, as many reflecting men believe, threaten our

dearest rights and liberties.

It is sincerely hoped, that reflecting laymen will no

longer shut their eyes on this subject. It is a melan

choly fact, that our long established congregational

form of church government is menaced, and tribunals

unknown to our churches, and unknown, as we be

lieve, to the scriptures, are to be introduced ; and in

troduced for the very purpose, that the supposed er-

rours and mistakes of ministers and private Christians

may be tried and punished as heresies, i. e. as crimes.

In these tribunals, as in all ecclesiastical bodies, the

clergy, who make theology their profession, will of

necessity have a preponderating influence, so that

the question now before the pubhek is in fact only a

new form of the old controversy, which has agitated

all ages, viz. whether the clergy shall think for the laity,

or prescribe to them their religion ? Were this question

fairly proposed to the publick, there would be but

one answer ; but it is wrapped up in a dark phraseo

logy about the purity and order of the church, a

phraseology, which, I believe, imposes on multitudes

of ministers as well as laymen, and induces acquies

cence in measures, the real tendency of which they

would abhor. It is, I hop#^ from no feeling of parly,

but from a sincere regard to the religion ofChrist, that

I would rouse the slumbering minds of this community
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to the dangers which hang over their religious insti

tutions. No power is so rapidly accumulated, or so

dreadfully abused as ecclesiastical power. It assails

men with menaces of eternal wo, unless they submit,

and gradually awes the most stubborn and strongest

minds into subjection. 1 mean not to ascribe the in

tention of introducing ecclesiastical tyranny to any

class of Christians among us ; but, I believe that ma

ny, in the fervour of a zeal which may be essentially

virtuous, are about to touch with unhallowed hands

the ark of God, to support Christianity by measures

which its mild and charitable spirit abhors. I believe,

that many, overlooking the principles of human na

ture, and the history of the church, are about to set

in motion a spring of which they know not the force,

and cannot calculate the effects. I believe, that the

seed of spiritual tyranny is sown, and although to a

careless spectator it may seem the " smallest of all

seeds," it has yet, within itself, a fatal principle of

increase, and may yet darken this region of our coun

try with its deadly branches.

The time is come, when the friends of christian

liberty and christian charity are called to awake, and

to remember their duties to themselves, to posterity,

and to the church ofChrist. The time is come, when

the rights of conscience and the freedom of our

churches must be defended with zeal. The time it

come, when menace and denunciation must be

met with a spirit, which will show, that we dread

not the frowns, and lean not on the favour of

man. The time is come, when every expression of

superiority on t!ie part of our brethren should be re

pelled as criminal usurpation. But in doing this, let

the friends of liberal and genuine Christianity remem

ber the spirit of their religion. Let no passion or

bitterness dishonour their sacred cause. In contend

ing for the gospel, let them not lose it virtues or

forfeit its promises.—We are indeed called to paw
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through one of the severest trials of human virtue,

the trial of controversy. We should carry with us a

sense of its danger. Religion, when made a subject

of debate, seems often to lose its empire over the

heart and life. The mild and affectionate spirit of

Christianity gives place to angry recriminations and

cruel surmises. Fair dealing, uprightness, and truth

are exchanged for the quibbling and arts of sophistry.

The devotional feelings, too, decline in warmth and

tenderness. Let us then watch and pray. Let us

take heed that the weapons of our warfare be not

carnal. Whilst we repel usurpation, let us be just

to the general rectitude of many by whom our

christian rights are invaded. Whilst we repel the

uncharitable censures of men, let us not forget that

deep humility and sense of unworthincss, with which

we should ever appear before our Maker. In our

zeal to maintain the great truth, that our Father ix

Heaven is alone the Supreme God, let us not neglect

that intercourse with him, without which the purest

conceptions will avail little to enthrone him in our

hearts. In our zeal to hold fast the " word of Christ"

in opposition to human creeds and formularies, let us

not forget, that our Lord demands another and a still

more unsuspicious confession of him, even the exhibi

tion of his spirit and religion in our lives.

The controversy in which we are engaged is in

deed painful ; but it was not chosen, but forced upon

us, and we ought to regard it as a part of the disci

pline to which a wise Providence has seen fit to sub

ject us. Like all our other trials, it is designed to

promote our moral perfection. I trust, too, that it is

designed to promote the cause of truth. Whilst I

wouYd speak diffidently of the future, I still hope, that

a brighter day is rising on the christian church, than

it has yet enjoyed. The gospel is to shine forth in

its native glory. The violent excitement, by which

9ome of the corruptions of this divine system are now

6
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supported, cannot be permanent ; and the uncharita-

bleness with which they are enforced, will re-act, like

the persecutions of the church of Rome, in favour

of truth. Already we have the comfort of seeing

many disposed to inquire, and to inquire without

that terrour, which has bound as with a spell so

many minds. We doubt not, that this inquiry will

result in a deep conviction that Christianity is yet dis

figured by errours which have been transmitted from

ages of darkness. Of this, at least, we are sure, that

inquiry, by discovering to men the difficulties and

obscurities which attend the present topicks of con

troversy, will terminate in what is infinitely more

desirable than doctrinal concord, in the diffusion of a

mild, candid, and charitable temper. I pray God,

that this most happy consummation may be in no

degree obstructed by any unchristian feelings, which,

notwithstanding my sincere efforts, have escaped me

in the present controversy.

 

 



NOTE.

It would be easy to point out many exceptionable pas

sages in Dr. Worcester's letter ; but I wish to "abstain even

from the appearance" of that minute and carping criticism, so

common in controversy, which, overlooking the general im

port of a book, and the great points of controversy, seizes

on unguarded expressions, exposes petty inaccuracies, ex

torts inferences of which the author never dreamed, and

aims to humble an opponent instead of meeting the great

question in dispute. There are, however, a few particulars

in Dr. Worcester's letter, which ought not to be passed over

in that silence, which in the present and in my former re

marks i have observed towards many objectionable expres

sions and passages.

A common reader would imagine from Dr. Worcester'i

language, that from the age of Christ to the present time,

there has been a succession of Christians called " orthodox,"

who have agreed in opinion on the disputed doctrines of the

gospel. But this is a fiction. The opinions of some of the

" most orthodox" in New-England, on the Trinity, would

have exposed them, I fear, to excommunication by the "or

thodox" in some of the early ages of christianity. If 1 were

to define the word " orthodox," I should say that it means

the predominant party in the church, and especially those

who are so destitute of humility as to arrogate to themselves

an exclusive understanding of the gospel.

Dr. Worcester in his first letter had this remarkable, and I

think, very unhappy passage. " The God whom you wor

ship, is different from ours." To remove this impression, I

declared very fully, the God whom I worship. Dr. Worces

ter has taken no notice of this statement, but observes, " We

worship the Father, Son and Holy Ghost. Do you worship

this same God." To this question I will endeavour to give

a satisfactory answer. If by " the Father, Son and Holy

Ghost," Dr. Worcester means the God of Abraham, of

Isaac, of Jacob, who glorified his son Jesus, whom Peter

preached Acts iii ; if he means the God and Father of our

Lord Jesus Christ to whom Paul bent the knee ; if he means
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that God whom Jesus worshipped in the solemn hour at

dealh, sa_> in^., "Father into thy hands, I commit my spirit ;"

if he means thai God of wi;om Jesus spoke in these memora

ble words, " the hour comelh and now is, when the trite

worshippers shall worship the Father in spirit and in truth ;

if he means lhaf God of whom Paul said ; " To us (i. e. to

Christians) there is one God, even the Father ; if by " the

Father, Son and Holy Ghosi," Dr. Worcester means this

God, who is proposed to us in these passages, the God of

Jeyns Christ, of Abraham, ofPaid and of Christians, then I

worship " the Father, Son and Holy Ghost." 1 sincerely

hope that this is D . Worcester's meaning, for it would give

me great pain to believe that he and his friends worship any

other than the " God ol Jesus Christ" and the God of Chris

tians.—Why does he use phraseology, which renders this

pout in the least degree doubtful? Wrhy does he not speak

of the true God in the simple and affeding language of the

scriptures ? Jesus in his sermon on the Mount, has given us

very particular instructions in relation to the object of our

worship, and has closed this discourse with a solemn declara

tion, that if we obey the precepts which it contains, we

shall be " like the man who built his house on a rock."—

Now in this longest and most particular discourse of Jesus,

whom does he tell us to worship. Does he say, when ye

pray, pray to " the Father, Son and Holy Ghost." No—

His language, so simple, so touching, so encouraging, should

be engraven on all our hearts. "Thou, when thou prayest,

" enter into thy closet, and when thou hast shut thy door

" pray to thy Father who is in secret." Again. " When

" ye pray, say, Our Father, who art in Heaven ;" And

again. " If ye being evil, know how to give good gifts to

" your children, how much more shall your Father who is

" in heaven give good things to them that ask him." To

these most interesting precepts of Jesus, I and my brethren

yield entire and cheerful obedience. With these precepts

the whole scriptures concur. We find not one passage in

the scriptures, commanding us to worship " the Father, Son

and Holy Ghost ;" not one precedent, which authorizes such

worship, and while we feel ourselves bound to exercise

christian candour towards those who adopt this form of wor

ship, we are not without solemn apprehension, that, in this

respect, they are guilty of irreverence towards the word of

God, and of preferring to it the commandments and inven

tions of men. Let them weigh seriously these remarks.
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In my former remark!, I repelled the assertion of Dr.

Worcester, that our Saviour is infinitely inferiour to

kin, by declaring that " We believe that God saves us

by his son Jesus Christ in whom he dwells, and through

whom he bestows pardon and eternal life." Dr. Worcester

■ays, that this is to declare that Jesus Christ is not our Sa

viour. I lament that his letter is dishonoured by such a re

mark. Does he not know that the apostles again and again

speak of God as our Saviour, and as saving us by Jesus

Christ ? Do they therefore deny Jesus to be our Saviour ?

In 2 Tim. i. I, we find these words of Paul, " Paul an apos-

" tie of Jesus Christ, according to the commandment of

" God our Saviour, and of Jesus Christ our hope." Here

Ood, and not Jesus Christ, is called the Saviour. Did

Paul intend to deny this name of Jesus Christ ? Is not this

name applied to Jesus because he is the minister of Ood

in our salvation, and do we then refuse it to him, when we

declare that it primarily belongs to God, his Father. In

1 Tim. ii. 3, we meet these words, " This is acceptable in

the sight of God our Saviour, who will have all men to be

eaved ; for there is one God, and one Mediator between

God and men, the man Christ Jesus." Here God is emi

nently our Saviour, and Jesus saves us as he is his minis

ter. In Titus 3, 4, &c. we see this title applied both to

God and Jesus Christ in a manner which shows that it be

longs to God in the first and highest sense. " After that

the kindness of God our Saviour appeared, he saved us

by the renewing of the Holy Ghost, which he shed on us

abundantly through Jesus Christ our Saviour.* The

apostle, it seems, thought that he might call Jesus Christ

•ur Saviour, although he considered God as originally and

eminently our Saviour, and as saving us through or hy Je

sus Christ. I will add one more passage from Jude. "Now

nnto him who is able to keep you from falling, to the oji/y

God, or/a Saviour, be glory through Jesus Christ our

Lord." See Griesbach. Had Dr. Worcester weighed

these passages, he would not have made the rash and very

improper charge, which I am considering.—Is not the reader

inclined to think, that the apostles wrote very much like

Unitarians ?

It was my intention in this note to show the weakness of

the scripture proof of the Trinity which Dr. Worcester has

* I omit toiae clauses that the connexion may be better seen.

'



adduced in his letter. But this pamphlet is already extend

ad beyond my wishes; and besides, I wish to sepaiate the

discussion of the Trinity from the present controversy. I

would therefore only observe in relation to the texts which

have been collected by Dr. Worcester, that nothing is easi

er than to produce a string of texts in support of almost

•very doctrine. Calvinism and Anninianism, Universal

Salvation and the doctrine of eternal punishment, tiansub-

gtanti'ation and other tenets of popery, may each and all be

Supported by detached passages as conclusive as those

which Dr. Woices!*r has produced for the Trinity. This

mode of defence is peculiarly suited to the Trinitarian cause,

which rests on a comparatively small number of disconnect

ed texts. Unilai mnism, besides being directly affirmed in

particular passages, runs through the whole scriptures, ap

pears on the whole current of sentiment and langcage in the

old and the new Testament, its proofs are not therefore to be

despatched in so narrow a compass. It is my earnest desire

that the public!; attention may be turned from individuals to

this point. Why cannot this controversy be conducted with

calmness, without impeachment of character or motives, and

without appeals to popular feeling ? We have all an equal

interest in discovering truth ; and no zeal, and no sophistry,

can long support the cause of errour. Let us then encour

age fair and dispassionate discussion, and be careful to

throw no obstruction in the way of free and honest inquiry.

I have now a few words to offer on the " separation"

made by some of the Unitarians in England, to which Dr.

Worcester seems disposed to attach great importance. I

inferred (perhaps inconsiderately) from the statement of

Dr. Worcester in his first letter, that these Unitarians had

■o far introduced their peculiarities into their publick wor

ship, that other Christians were virtually excluded. Of

this separation I expressed no approbation, but simply ob

served that it by no means amounted to the separation

which is recommended in this country, which would deny

the christian character to a large body of professing Chris

tians. Dr. Worcester, however, by a kind of reasoning,

which is too common with him, infers that this kind of se

paration would be quite agreeable to me, and spends a page

in observations founded chiefly on my silence. Since

writing my remarks, I have been happy to learn that the

impressions which i received from Dr. Worcester respect

ing these English Unitarians were incorrect. I, am inform-
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ed, that their worship is singularly free from peculiarities,

and ihat all Christians may join in il without hesitation or

pain. I learn, that Mr. Lindsey introduced into his chapel

the Liturgy of the chinch of England, omitting only the

few parts in which the doctrine of the Trinity is recognized,

and directing all the prayers to the Father through the Son.

This is the worship which is most common among ail de

nominations in this country, and by which no Christian can

be offended. Most sincerely do I wish, that our puhlick

services may be marked by this liberal character. Very

different classes of Christians, I am persuaded, may unite

in the same worship, and be built up at once in godliness

and charity. I have listened with great satisfaction to the

pi avers of Trinitarians, and I have heard from very ardent

Trinitarians expressions of great interest in prayers which

have been offered by Unitarians. True piety, when un

fettered by system, approaches the Father through the

Son, and supplicates earnestly for the aids of the Holy

Spirit.

Dr. Worcester speaks in his letter of the " awful temeri-

" ty of adjudging to eternal life, men, however fair their

" character in the eyes of the world, however renowned for

" what fhe world calls wisdom, however distinguished

" among fhe friends of science or of sacred literature, who

" nevertheless deny the blood of atonement, degrade

" (he Lord, who bought them, to the condition of a mere crea-

" fure, go about to establish their own righteousness," &c.

This passage is designed to teach us that we cannot with

out awful temerity admire the christian virtues and labours

of such men as Newton, Locke, Lardner and Price, or che-

ri»h (he delightful hope that they have gone to receive the

rewards of faithful servants of Jesus Christ. I confess that

I am shocked when I hear the humble Lardner, (at whom

these remarks seem principally aimed) charged with degrad

ing that Saviour, to whose cause his life was devoted, with

criminal insensibility to his honour and with a proud de

pendence on " his own righteousness." There must

be something wrong, dreadfully wrong, in a religious system,

which calls us to breathe mildew on the fairest and most

interesting characters which have adorned the church, and

to repress the gratitude and admiration which spontaneous

ly upring up in a pure mind towards the most illustrious

benefactors of mankind. If it be " awful temerity" to

think Lardner a good man, where is the human being whose
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piety we ought not to distrust. What can preserve ut

from distrusting the reality of all human virtue T To this

mournful result, the present system of denunciation directly

tends. It tends to diffuse the most fatal kind of skepti

cism, a skepticism in regard to tbe reality of all moral and

religious excellence. If the marks of christian virtue which

have been exhibited by Unitarians be false and delusive,

then none are worthy of confidence, and the slanders which

the Atheist has cast on human piety cannot be refuted.—

If " orthodoxy" encourage and demand this fatal censori»

ousness, it cannot be of God, it cannot ultimately prevail.

V
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LETTER.

REV."* iSH DEAE SIB,

I fiwd that yon have seen fit to make to the publirk

another set of remarks about me, and about other persons

and things in connexion with me. I did hope, if you should

condescend to write again, it would not be in the style of a

murmurer and complainer, or of a popular suiter and declaim-

er. Ifthe "self-respect" and "virtuous indignation," ofwhich

you have so emphatically spoken, required you to turn your

back upon your opponent, and to refuse to him the offices, not

only of brotherly kindness, but of common civility; yet it

might have been well, had they not withheld you also from at

tending to the points which essentially belong to the debate,

which have been distinctly stated and urged, and which cer

tainly merit very serious and candid consideration and dis

cussion. Those, however, arc virtues it should seem of no

ordinary loftiness and inflexibility, and of no ordinary claims

and prerogatives.

On the question of writing again, several considerations

have presented themselves to my mind. My Second Letter

seems to need no vindication or support; as your Remarks

have not I suppose, to any one, even the appearance of an an

swer. My labours and duties arc many, and my health is

frail. A considerable portion of the publick are probably

desirous that the controversy should cease: as a large < h.ss

have not patience to attend long to any subject which re

quires serious thought; not a few have an imposing prejudice

against all religious debate, and a morbid dread of this dis

cussion in particular; as if religious truth, and such especial

ly as relates directly to the redemption of mankind, and the

person and kingdom of the Redeemer, ought not to be de

veloped or defended: and not a little influence is exerted to

prevent people from reading—more than one side.—Still

r
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however there are many who do read and will read both sides.

The points in discussion are among the most important, that

could be offered to the attention of the christian community.

Though some ill effects may ensue, as, in a world like this, is al

ways to be expected, when any thing is attempted for the

cause of truth; yet the persuasion, I believe, is continually ex

tending and gaining strength, that the good effects will great

ly preponderate. And though 1 have been accused of being a

volunteer in this service, as I would certainly wish to be, in

a cause so deeply interesting to the honour and kingdom of

the Lord Jesus; yet as I have girded on the harness, whether

prudently or imprudently, the time does not seem to have ar

rived for me to put it off.—What I have now to offer will be

disposed under several distinct heads.

I. In the outset of your Remarks, you rc-urge the charge

of "bad spirit and intention." To this I am compelled briefly

to reply.—My conscience bears me witness, that my design has

been not to excite popular or party passions and animosi

ties, already in a flame when I first took my pen, but to as-

saugc them; not to promote a violent disruption, or an ir

regular denunciation in the christian community, but to give '

such a direction to the controversy, as would lead to sober

and conscientious inquiry, and to a right understanding of

truth and of duty. It has long been well known, that I have

not been the advocate of rash measures, of hasty separations,

or of a rigorously restricted system of fellowship. You have

yourself been pleased to say, that you had "regarded me as

a man of candour, moderation, and liberal feelings." Though

you have seen fit to alter your opinion, and to represent me

as a man destitute of candour, and possessed of a bitter, ma

lignant, and persecuting spirit; yet I suppose it will be obvi

ous to others, if not to yourself, that this latter opinion has

been formed under circumstances not the most favourable to

an impartial and correct judgment; and lam sustained in the

confidence, that candid men will pronounce, that for yoursud

den change of opinion, and your consequent criminations, so

hastily expressed, and so pertinaciously reiterated, you had

no sufficient reason.

 



To a candour, indeed, which confounds the distinction be

tween truth and errour,—to a moderation which regards both

the one and the other, as of little consequence,—to a liberali

ty which places them on equal terms, in regard to christian

character and christian communion, I make no pretensions.

I do hold, that belief in the truth is essential to Christianity;

and that "the church of the living God, which is the pillar

and ground of the truth," and the ministers of Jesus Christ,

who are "set for the defence of the gospel," have not only a

right to inquire, but are under obligations of infinite responsi

bility to inquire, concerning the faith as well as the practice

of individuals and communities, claiming christian fellowship:

—to inquire, however, with candour, and meekness, and char

ity, making a difference between ignorance and disbelief, and

between circumstantial errours, and fundamental. This is

my heinous offence,—my unpardonable crime. It is on ac

count of this persuasion, that you have "considered my letter

unworthy of me as a christian and a christian minister," and

"thought that I have discovered a strange insensibility towards

my brethren," and written with a bad spirit and intention.

I say, this is the reason of your abundant criminations of me:

foryou have pointed to no other, but to this you have distinct

ly and repeatedly pointed.

What you tliink of me, or what I think of you, is in itself

of little importance to the publick, and can have nothing to

do with the merits of the cause in debate. It may be, howev

er, of considerable consequence, to remark the grounds on

which you arc so ready to pronounce a man to be destitute of

candour, and charity, and all good motives and feelings, and

to impute to him a bitter, malignant, and persecuting spirit;

as it may serve to explain the nature of that charity on

which you lay so great a stress, and to which you make such

lofty pretensions. Let it here then be distinctly noted, that,

according to your representations, if a man demur as to chris

tian fellowship, on account of any errour in sentiment, he is

destitute of charity, and a persecutor; if he regard no errour

as any bar to fellowship, he is a charitable man, and a liberal

christian. Tin's topick I shall have occasion to consider fur-

flier in another place.

 



II. You give if to be understood, that the reason 6f ydur

appearing again before the- publick, was my call upon you to

retract a misstatement. You had stated that "the obvious

import of the concluding part of" my first "Letter might be

thus expressed: 'Every man who cannot admit as a doctrine

of scripture, the great doctrine of three persons in one God,

which I and other orthodox christians embrace, believes an

opposite gospel, rejects the true gospel, despises the authori

ty ofJesus Christ, is of c6urse a man wholly wanting in true*

piety and without christian virtue; and may in perfect consist

ency with christian love be rejected as- unworthy the name of

a christian.' " I did prenounce this "a flagrant misstate

ment," and solemnly call upon you to retract it. In reply

you say. "I ?utend to shew, that in giving this interpreta

tion, 1 followed the natural meaning ofDr. Worcester's words,

that I put no violence on his language, and that no other sense

would have offered itself to an unprejudiced mind." You

then proceed to "state the passages" of my letter "which led

to the representation which you had formed."

I did propose to rcqiiote all those passages in their order,

for the sake of shewing in a strong light the strange state of

that mind which could assert, and in the face of the clear ex

position of my sentiments and views, given in my Second

tetter, reassert, that "the natural meaning" of them is given

in your contested statement. But I feel a strong repugnance

to filling the pages of my present letter with quotations from

my former ones; and a repugnance, not less strong, to be

stowing so much attention upon a point so personal. One

principal passage, therefore, may suffice. "Is it," I ask in

my first Letter, p. 32, "Is it then a violation of the great laW

of love for the friends of truth to decline communion with its

rejecters?—We have nothing to do here with slight diversi

ties of opinion; with differences about modes or forms, or in

considerable points of faith or practice. Our concern is with

differences of a radical and fundamental nature; such as exist

between orthodox christians and Unitarians of all degrees,

even down to t!te creed of Mr. Bclshan*: for to this point you

have yourself fairly reduced the present question.—Yes, Sir,

the simple point here at issue is, Whether it be a violation of



the Jaw of love for believers in the true gospel of Jesus Christ

to separate from belieycrs in another and an opposite gospel;

If yours is the true gospel, then ours is another; if ours is the

true gospel, then yours is another. In either case, the great

question respecting fellowship remains the same." This is

the passage on which you seem mainly to rely; and it is un

doubtedly the strongest passage of the whole, and includes in

ttthe principal ideas, of any aspect to your purpose, contain

ed in the rest.—But, Sir, do I here say, that "Every man who

cannot admit as a doctrine ofscripture, the great doctrine of

three persons in one God, which I and other orthodox chris

tians embrace, believes an opposite gospel, rejects the true

gospel, despises t lie authority of Jesus Christ, and is, ofcourse,

a man wholly wanting in true piely and without christian vir

tue.'" Is this "the natural meaning of the words?" and does

no otlver sense offer itself to an unprejudiced mind!" I put the

question, Sir, to your conscience.

Please to observe. In the first place, in this passage, I state

the question at issue: "Is it a violation of the great law of love

for the friends of truth to decline communion with its reject

ers?"—I then, that the question may he disembarrassed, state

by way of explication, that "We have nothing to do here

with slight diversities of opinion; with differences about modes

or forms, cr inconsiderable points of faith or practice:" such

as those might be thought to he, which exist between ortho

dox christians and some whom you would call the higher

Unitarians. "Our concern," I further observe, "is with dif

ferences of a radical and fundamental nature; such as exist

between orthodox christians and Unitarians of all degrees,

even down to tfie creed of Mr. Belsliam: for to this point you have

yourselffairly reduced Vie present question." You certainly

bad reduced it to this point. You had contended, that Uni

tarians, not of the higher degrees only, but even of the

lowest degrees, ought to be held in christian fellowship. I

therefore, fixed upon Mr. Belsham*s creed, as something

tangible and definite, by means of which the merits of the

pending question might be tried; and, reduced to this point,

the question, which otherwise might have been attended with

embarrassment and perplexity, became to my mind a very
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>lain one. Accordingly I bad a little before said, "The

question then is a short one. Is not Mr. Belsham's gospel,

asset forth in his creed, another gospel than that which Paul

preached? If you are not willing to admit this; yet surely

you cannot hesitate a moment to admit, that it is another than

that which is held by orthodox christians,—which is

preached by orthodox ministers:—essentially different

in every particular from the foundation to the topstone.

One or the other of these schemes then must bo what

St. Paul denominates another gospel, and against which and

its abettors he solemnly pronounces his apostolick anathema."

To this statement I distinctly refer in the passage under consid

eration. Having thus simplified the question respecting fellow

ship, by restricting it to Mr. Belsham's scheme, I then proceed

to restate it in these words: "Yes, Sir, the simple point here

at issue is, whether it be a violation of the law of love for

believers in the true gospel of Jesus Christ to separate from

believers in another and an opposite gospel. If yours is the

true gospel, then ours is another; if ours is the true gospel,

then yours is another. In either case the great question res

pecting fellowship remains the same."—Was it possible for

the question to have been more clearly or definitely stated?

Was it possible for it to have been more plainly expressed,

that the issue to be tried was precisely between the believers

tn Mr. Belsham's gospel, and the believers in that called or

thodox? Mr. Belsham's is here called "your gospel, for tho

very obvious reason, that it is the one which, in the statement

of the question, is opposed on your part to the one on our part."

Now, Sir, I ask again, do I in this passage say, that "Ev

ery man who cannot admit as a doctrine of scripture, the

great doctrine of three persons in one, which I and other or

thodox christians embrace, believes in an opposite gospel

rejects the true gospel, despises the authority ofJesus Christ

and is, of course, a man wholly wanting in true piety and

without christian virtue." No, Sir: it is not here, or anj

where else by me, said, that "every twin" who does not em

brace the orthodox doctrine of the Trinity cither "believe

in," or "abets, an opposite gospel," or "rejects the tm

gospel, or despises the authority of Jesus Christ," or "ie

 



wholly wanting in christian piety," or is "without christian

virtue." Neither of these things is either affirmed or impli

ed in any passage of mine; hut the terms used by ine, and

the entire connexion, are particularly and pointedly guarded

against such a construction. Had not you said it, I should

certainly have thought that the person who could say, that

the interpretation which you have given is "the natural mean

ing of my words," "that in giving such an interpretation no

violence is put upon my language," and "that no oilier sense

offers itself to an unprejudiced mind," really had not "ability

to decide on the obvious import of a letter written in our na

tive tongue," and ought to be sent to school, to learn the very

rudiments of grammar and logick. This remark I apply to all

the passages which you have cited. Taken severally or col

lectively, in a detached state or in their respective conexions,

they neither naturally express, nor by all the torture to

which you have put, or can put them, can they be made to

yield the sense which you have so resolutely attempted to

fasten upon them.

Had it, however, been otherwise; had my expressions been

*uch as easily to admit, or even naturally to convey the sense

ef your statement; yet, if they would bear another construc

tion, and I had explicitly said that such was not my meaning,

it might have been compatible witli the laws of common cour

tesy for my disavowal to have been candidly accepted. It

has been thought allowable in debate, for a person, when mis-

anderstood, to explain; and right that his explanation should

he admitted. But this privilege has not been allowed to me.

I was misunderstood,—certainly misrepresented: and though

I thought my language sufficiently plain, yet I went, in my

Second Letter, into a full and candid exposition of my senti

ments and views; and not only said, but shewed, that my

meaning was not, and could not have been, such as you had

stated. Yet after all tlus, you take it upon you to say, that

you "cannot avoid the belief that my recollections on this

point are imperfect;" you resolutely insist on your former in

terpretation, which I have explicitly disavowed, and refuse to

admit my frank exposition of my own meaning. This, Sir, is

earryingthc claims of your "self respect verv far; to an extent.
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1 believe, beyond what any courteous, and candid, and mod

est, and honourable man, to say nothing of a christian minis

ter, ever before attempted.

I must here quote from your Remarks an extraordinary

passage. "Dr. Worcester, however," you say, p. 12, "as

sures me that I have misrepresented him; and I have no dis

position to question the sincerity with which he now declares

that he did not intend to communicate the sentiments which I

ascribed to him. I cannot indeed avoid the belief, that his

recollections on this point are imperfect, and that in the hur

ry of his thoughts and feelings, he was not so watchful over

his motives as he now imagines." In the same style you say,p.

4, "Dr. Worcester, however, disclaims the feelings and inten

tions which I have ascribed to him.—That he is sincere in re

porting what now appears to him to have been the state of his

mind during the composition of his first letter, I am far

from denying. But on a subject like this, memory is some

times treacherous; and I confess I cannot shake off the con

viction, that some improper feelings, perhaps unsuspected by

Dr. Worcester, occasionally guided his pen." Here, Sir, is

an expedient to save one's "self respect" from the pain of a

concession, and to fix upon an opponent an injurious charge,

the whole credit of which, I do believe, belongs to you, and

ought forever to remain in your uncontested possession: an

expedient of which, I presume, the annals of controversy

might be searched throughout in vain, for an example, a pro

totype, or a parallel. Will any reader in the world suppose

that, in both or either of those instances, I really misremem-

bercd?—or that you seriously meant to be understood that I

did misrenifmbcr? Why then this spurious irony,—this way

ward circumlocution? Why not charge me directly with

falsehood, as you had before done the Reviewers?

You have had, Sir, a fair opportunity for a display of can

dour. You had misstated the import of an important part of

my Letter. This was a different affair from that which was

before between us, relating to the Reviewers. That was a

question concerning the meaning of a third party, and, there

fore, concerning which I as well as you might misjudge; this

was a question respecting my own meaning, and respecting
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which I could not mistake. I supposed you had wronged the

.Reviewers; I knew you had wronged me. Without, however,

imputing toyou any ill intention or motive,I remonstrated,ex-

plahicd, and called upon you to retract. It was only, in

christian spirit and manner, to acknowledge that you had

misapprehended my meaning,—and the credit for ingenu

ous feeling, especially the consciousness of having done an

act of magnanimous equity to an opponent, would have ahun-

dantly compensated for any self denial which there might

have been in the case. But you have chosen a different

course, and must look for a different reward. I can, however,

assure you, Sir, that it would have afforded me much greater

pleasure to have had occasion to acknowledge your generous

candour, than I have found in making the kind of stricture
 

III. Page 13, you make this statement "Dr. Clark be

lieved, that the Father alone is the Supreme God, and that

Jesus Christ is not the Supreme God, but derived his being,

and all his power and honours from the Father, even by an act

of the Father's power and will. He maintains, that as the

scriptures have not taught us the manner in which the Son

derived his existence from his Father, it is presumptuous to

affirm, that the Son was created, or, that there was a time

when he did not exist. On these subjects the word of God

has not given us light, and therefore we ought to be silent.

The author of Bible News in like manner affirms, that the

Father only is the Supreme God, that Jesus is a distinct be

ing from God, and that he derives every thing from his Fath

er. He has some views relating to the "proper Sonship," of

God, which neither liberal nor orthodox christians generally

embrace. But the prevalent sentiments of liberal christians

seem to me to accord substantially with the systems I have

above described. Like Dr. Clark, the majority of this class

feel that the scriptures have not taught the mode of Christ's

derivation. They therefore do not call Christ a creature, but

leave the subject in the obscurity in which they find it, carry

ing with them, however, an impression, that the scriptures as

cribe to Jesus the character of Son of God in a peculiarly high

sense, and in a sense in which it is ascribed to no other being "



lfe

 

Upon this statement I submit the following rcmarki.

1. The appellation "liberal christians," is ambiguous and

indeterminate. In your first pamphlet you tell us, that

"liberal christians are scattered through all classes of chris

tians;" and that although "in this pail of the country they

are generally," yet "by no means universally Unitarians."

And you somewhere, I think, estimate that about one third

part of the ministers and cliristian professors in this common

wealth are of the liberal class. I have myself computed, that

about this proportion are non-calvinistick; and it should seem

that all these are included by you in the denomination of

"liberal christians." Of these, however, I have supposed

there are many, who are not Unitarians. They may have

some difficulties and doubts respecting the terms in which the

doctrine of the Trinity is often stated, and some diversities

in the manner of conceiving and speaking of the doctrine,

-^r and yet believe in the true divinity of the Son, and of the

Holy Spirit. If so, they ought not to be classed with Unita

rians. "Those," as justly observed by Bishop Huntingford,

"who hold the doctrine of a Trinity, however individually

they may give different explications of it, are nevertheless

Trinitarians; as those, who protest against a particular

church, although unhappily among themselves they have

separated from each other, by multifarious divisions, and dis

criminate each other by subtle distinctions, implying even

dimidiation, are nevertheless all protestants."

Dr. Samuel Clark was not a Unitarian, and ought not to

be so called or classed. He held to an "ever-blessed

Thikity,"—to a Trinity of "Divine Persons,"—Father,

Son, and Holy Spirit, who existed together "from the

beginning." This is the siUistance of his scheme; and in

this lie agreed with orthodox Trinitarians, though in other

respects he differed from them. And if, as it "seems" to you

"the prevalent sentiments among liberal christians in this

quarter of our country accord substantially with Dr. Clark's,"

then these "prevalent sentiments" are not Unitarian. How

large a proportion of those whom you would assign to the

\ liberal class, are Trinitarians, or believers in the essential

divinity of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit, I do not know;
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nor do I know in what manner they would severally explain

themselves upon this subject, or where they would choose to

be considered as standing. I have, however, entertained the

hope, that by the process of devclopemcnt it would be found,

that not a few of them are more orthodox than Dr. Clark;

and that the Unitarian brotherhood is much less numerous,

than you seem desirous of having it understood to be.

2. It appeal's from your statement, that the "prevalent

sentiments of liberal christians" are exceedingly unsettled,

indistinct, and indeterminate. "The majority of this class,

you say,feel that the scriptures have not taught the mode of

Christ's derivation. They therefore do not call Christ a

creature, but leave the subject in the obscurity in which they

find it, carrying with them, however, an impression, that the

scriptures ascribe to Jesus the character of Son of God in

a peculiarly high sense, and in a.sense in which it is ascrib

ed to no other being." With these "liberal christians," then,

it is a matter of utter uncertainty, of endless doubt, and, it

would seem, of cold and lofty indifference, who the Saviour

of the world is!—whether he is a created, or an uncreated

being; whether he existed from eternity, or begun to exist in

time; whether he is a God, who, though inferiour to the "su

preme God," has yet a rightful claim to religious worship, or

only their fellow servant, to whom no divine honours belong!

1 From other passages, on which 1 shall have occasion in

another place to remark, it appears that the same uncertainty,

and doubt, and indifference exist with these same "liberal

christians," in regard to what Jesus Christ has done for

them:—whether he died to expiate their sins with blood of

inestimable merit, or whether "in consequence" merely "of

what he lias done and suffered, the punishment of sin is avert

ed from the penitent;" as it may have been, in consequence

of the sufferings and labours, the instructions and interces

sions of Paul and other good men, by whose means sinners

have been brought to repentance!—Of course, there must be

similar uncertainty, doubt, and indifference, as to the obliga

tions which they owe to him; as to the love and trust, the

thanks and honours to which he is entitled.—Do they then

Ijonour the Son, even as they honour, or should honour tbe
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Father? They do not know who or what the Son is. Are

they hlessed in putting their trust in him? They do not know

to what extent, or for what purposes he is to be trusted. Do

they delight to join in the heavenly anthem, ''Worthy is the

Lamb that was slain to receive power, and riches, and wis

dom, and strength, and honour, and glory, and blessing?

They do not know that he is worthy thus to be adored and

praised!—Ah! where are we? Into what a region of frost, of

darkness, of the shadow of death are wa advancing!—Is

this, Sir, the light which is so ardently hailed, and so loudly

proclaimed by the "rational christians," of this favoured age?

Is it here that we are to find the grand consummation of di

vine knowledge, that "purer system of Christianity," to which

you and your "liberal" brethren would guide mankind? Is

it in this chilling, dismal clime, that professed christians of

every name are to meet together in one blessed fellowship?

No wonder then that Jews and Infidels, Mohammedans and

Pagans are invited to participate in the blessedness.* And

no wonder, that they who adore the Lord Jesus, as "the true

God and eternal life" and delight in the ascription, "Unto

him that loved us, and washed us from our sins, in his own

blood, and hath made us kings and priests unto God and h

Father,—to him be glory and dominion forever and ever,

should decline the invitation.

"This," says our great Intercessor, "This is the life eter

nal, to know thee the only true God, and Jesus the Christ

whom thou hast scnL"f But in the knowledge of Jesus the

• With intimations to this effect, the writings of Unitarians abound.

■f "What is said here of the only true God, seems said in opposition to the gods

v limn the heathens worshipped; not in opposition to Jesus Christ himself, who is

called the true God by John in 1 Epist. », 20." Bishop Pearce.

'That our blessed Lord here speaks of the only true God, in distinction from

idols, and not to the exclusion of himself, appears from his speaking of himself as

the object of the same fiducial knowledge, with the Father, and by his distin

guishing himself from the Father, not by any essential title, but merely by his

official character, viz. Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent. And the same apostle

who recorded this prayer, expressly says of Christ; This is the true God, and

eternal life, in opposition to idols." Dr. Guise.

"Those who deny the Hivine nature of Christ, think they haTe a mighty argu

ment from this text, where Christ (as they say speaking to his Father) callclh

h'an the only true God. But divines answer, that the term onhj, or alone, is mrt

'
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Christ, must not liberal christians* if your account of them is

correct be lamentably wanting?

"The majority of this class," you say, "feel that the scrip

tures have not taught the mode of Christ's derivation.

And well they may feel this: since the scriptures declare,

that "his goings forth have been of old, even from everlast

ing;"—that "in the beginning he was with God, and was

God;"—that he is "the same yesterday, and to day, and for

ever,"—"Alpha and Omega, the Beginning and the Ending,

the First and the Last."—Your oracle indeed, Dr. Clark,

has a long sectien, entitled, "The passages in which he

[Christ] is declared to be subordinate to the Father; deriving

his being (in an incomprehensible manner) from Him, receiv

ingfrom him his divine power, authority and other attributes"

&c. And under this head, in his own imposing manner, he

has arranged about two hundred and forty texts; in not one

ef which, I feel perfectly safe in saying, is it "declared that

Christ dtrived his being and divine attributes from the

Father." It is not then strange, that "the scriptures have

not taught the mode of his derivation." And since you feel

this, it might be well if you would acknowledge what the

scriptures do teach,—that as God he existed with the Father

from eternity.

Christ and the great work of redemption by him, is the

grand subject of the scriptures, from the beginning to tlie

end. Is it then credible, that, after all, the scriptures have

»ot informed us, who or what Christ is,—whether God or a

mejv creature,—nor what he lias done for us, nor how we

are to be saved by him, nor what regards and honours are

due from us to him? Is it credible, that the inspired writings

have left these primary subjects in such "obscurity," that

to be applied to ihet, but to the term God,- and tie sense this: to know tliee to

*e that God -which is the only true God; and this aupeareth from 1 John v, 20,

•here Christ is said to be the true God, which could not be if the Father were

the only true God, considered as another , God] from the Son. The term only

w alenc » not exclusive of the other two persons in the Trinity, but only of idols,

the gods of the heathen which are no gods.—Our Saviour aaith it is life eternal

to knmv him -who is tlte only true God,—he adds, and Jesus Christ whom than

hast sent: by which he lets us know, that the Father cannot be savingly known,

Wl in and by lira Son." Poole's Coutiuuators.

r
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«*ne man may acknowledge him as God, one and co-equal with

the Father, another, only as a mere man, •'fallible and pec

cable like other men," and a third as a demigod, or some

unknown intermediate being, between the Creator and crea

tures,—that some may believe his death to have been an ex

piatory sacrifice for the sins of the world, and others that he

died only as a witness to the truth,—that some may trust for-

justification and salvation only in his vicarious merits, and

others in their own virtues,—and yet all of them have an

equal claim to the name and privileges of christian be

lievers? Is it credible, that in a divine revelation, a principal

object of which is to guard mankind against idolatry, and to

teach them the true worship, the representations are such as

to make the great body of christians in every age idolaters,—

as the fact certainly is, if Christ is not truly God! Surely

the man who can believe all this, ought to charge no other

man in the world with strange or enormous credulity.

3. "The majority of liberal christians," you say, "carry

with them an impression, that the scriptures ascribe to Jesus

the character of Son of God in a peculiarly high sense, and

in a sense in which it is ascribed to no other being." Great

stress is laid by the doniers of the orthodox doctrine of the

Trinity, on this appellation, Son of God: as if it must ne-^

ccssarily denote a separate being, infinitely below the Father,

and as if the sonship of Christ were denied by Trinitarians.

Neither the one nor the other of these assumptions is admit

ted. Trinitarians not merely "carry with them an impres

sion," but have a firm belief, that "the scriptures ascribe to

Jesus the character of Son of God, in a sense in which it is

ascribed to no other being." Some of them indeed understand

the scriptures as ascribing this character to him in his medi

atorial capacity and human nature only, and others to his

original existence and his divine nature; but all of them be

lieve in his peculiar sonship, and in his essential divinity;

all of them hold that he is at once the Son of God, and him

self also God. , >"t*v?

•What an absurdity, you will say, is this!—The Son of

God—himself God!—How can he be the Son of himself!*

Unitarians are perpetually stumbling at this stumbling stone,
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and casting it in the way of others. They impose upon

themselves and upon others, by a species of sophistry, by

which no wise man ought to be deceived. In this trite ob

jection, as is very common with you in other instances, yoH

beg the main question in debate. Only admit the Trinita

rian distinction of Persons in the Godhead, and the pretend

ed absurdity vanishes at once. If there arc in the Godhead,

three Persons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, and each of

these three in inseparable union with the other two is God;

then there is no absurdity in saying that Jesus Christ is

both the Son of God, and himself God. This docs not sup

pose, or imply, that he is the Son of himself; it only imports

that he is the Son of the Father.

Neither does his being Son imply inferiority in nature to

the Father. On the contrary, it imports sameness and

equality of nature. Was not David of the same nature with

Jesse, whose son he was, and of equal attributes and dignity?

Is not a true and proper son always of the same nature with

his father? Jesus is called the son of man, because he par

takes of human nature and is truly man. Why then should

we not understand, that he is called the Son of God, the

Only Begotten of the Father, because he also partakes

of the divine nature, and is truly God.—It was so under

stood by the Jews, to whom the appellation, Son of God, as

belonging to the Messiah, was familiar. Jesus said to them,

"My Father worketh hitherto, and I work." Therefore the

Jews sought to kill him, because he—said that God was his

FaVier; [original, his own or proper Father] "malting himself

eo.ual with God." They understood him to call God his

Father, not in a sense in which angels and men may call him

their Father, but in a peculiarly high sense; in a sense which

made God his natural Father, and himself in nature divine

and equal with the Father. It was upon this very ground,

that tliey afterwards persisted in charging him with blas

phemy, and finally condemned him to death.—Jesus said to

Nathanael, "Before that Philip called thee, when thou wast

under the figtrce, I saw thee." Perceiving in this the divine

attribute of omniscience, Nathanael replied, "Rabbi, thon

art the Son of God:" evidently understanding this appolla
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tion to import true divinity. It cannot reasonably be doubt

ed, that such was the understanding of Peter and of Thomas,

and the other disciples, when they acknowledged Jesus to

be "the Christ, thf Son of the hving God," and wor

shipped him as their "Lord and their God."

The same was the understanding of the primitive Fathers.

In his epistle to the Ephesians, St. Ignatius, who had con

versed with the apostles, says, "There is one Physician,

both fleshly and spiritual; made and not made; God incar

nate, true life in death; both of Mary and of God; even

Jesus Christ our Lord."* This passage shews not only that

the blessed martyr acknowledged Jesus Christ to be God, of

which his epistles afford most abundant evidence; but also

that he understood Christ to be the Son of God in such a

sense as to be of the same nature with the Father; that as

the Son of Mary, he was made, and was man, as the Son of

God, not made, and himself God. "If," says Justin Martyr,

in his Dialogue with Trypho the Jew, "If ye had considered

the things spoken by the prophets, ye would not have denied

Christ to be God, who is the Son of the unbegotten and ineffa

ble God." Gregory Nyssen, as quoted by Dr. Watcrlund,f

speaking of the heretic Eunomius, says, "Hp says there is

one only God Almighty. If he means a Father under the

name of Almighty, he says the same that we do, and nothing

different; but if he intends it of an almighty who is not a

Father, he may preach circumcision if he pleases, along with

his other Jewish tenets. The faith of christians looks to a

Fathtr. The Father indeed is all; [all things] he is most

high, almighty, King of kings, and Lord of lords. Whatev

er titles sound high and great, they belong to the Father;

and all things that are Vie Fatlur's belong to the Son." The

argument is, a Father implies a son of the same nature and

attributes.—To the same effect Dionysius of Alexandria

says, "The Father being eternal the Son must be eternal too,

Light of Light. The names by me mentioned, [Father and

Son] arc undivided and inseparable. When I named the

Father before I mentioned the Son, I signified the Son in the

Father. If any of my false accusers suspect that because I

* Wake'i Apostolio Fathers. f On the Trinity, ch»p. vi.
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called God Creator and Former of all things, I made him

Creator of Christ, let him consider that I before styled him

Father, and so the Son was included in him."

Such was the doctrine of the primitive church, as might

be shewn at large by many quotations. The apostles antl

the Fathers held Christ to be the Son of God not only "in a

peculiarly high sense," but in a sense the highest possible:

in a sense which implied his true divinity, his being of the

same nature and one with the Father.

IV. A plain scriptural exhibition of the doctrine of the

Trinity may serve to shew the fallacy and futility of many

of your objections and representations, and the unsoundness

and corruptness of your general system.

Dr. Clark, as before stated, held to a Trinity of Divine

Persons, Father, Son, and Holy Spirit. "With the first and

supreme Cause, or Father of all things," he says, "there has

existed from the beginning a second Divine Person, which

is his Word or Son."—"With the Father and the Son, there

Las. existed from the beginning a third Divine Person,

which is the Spirit of the Father and of the Son."* Thus

far he agrees with orthodox Trinitarians, ancient and mod

ern, excepting that he makes the Father, separately consider

ed, "the first and supreme Cause of all things;" and thus

far, with the specified exception, he proves his doctrine by

most abundant and decisive scriptural testimony, establish

ing, beyond all reasonable debate, the personal distinction,

and the co-existence before all ages of the Divine Three.

The Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, then, are either three

Divine Persons united in one Godhead, or else three separate

Divine Beings. Tlie former is the orthodox doctrine, the

latter is the doctrine of Dr. Clark. But if the three Divine

Persons arc so many distinct beings, having each a separate

existence, then must there not be three Gods?—Dr. Clark in

deed held, as you correctly state, that "the Father alone is the

supreme God;" and this he asserts with astonishing assur

ance, and in the way of begging the main question which it

behoved him to prove. Be it however even so, that the Fa-

» Scripture Doctrine, Part II. Sections 2 and 3.
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ther alone is the supreme God; then the other Divine Per-.

sons are two infrriour Deities Tiiis conclusion, so obvious

and unavoidable, is neither denied nof directly affirmed in

Dr. Clark's book, but is favoured and forced upon the mind

by the entire t rain of his argument. This is the grand ab

surdity of his most absurd system. If there was ever a

Tritheist in Christendom, Dr. Clark was one; and if "the lib

eral christians in this part of our country agree substantially

with Dr. Clark," instead of being Unitarians, they are

Tritheists.

In opposition to this trithcistical scheme, orthodox chris

tians hold that the three Divine Persons are united in one

Godhead. This we believe to be the plain scriptural doc

trine: for while the scriptures distinctly reveal to us the Fa

ther, Son, and Holy Spirit, and abundantly ascribe to each

of the Three, divine names, attributes, works, and honours;

yet they assure us throughout, that there is but one God,

and utterly preclude the doctrine of inferiour Deities.

Though the unity of the three Divine Persons in one God

head involves mystery, which, probably, no finite mind will

ever fully explore; yet the scriptures open to us a vista of

this wonderful glory. Jesus in his memorable intercessory

prayer with his disciples, says, "Neither pray I for these

Sdonc, but for them also which shall believe on me through

their word; that they all may be one; as thou Fathbb art

ix mb and I in thee, that they all may be one in us.**

And christians are abundantly exhorted in the scriptures to

seek, and preserve the most perfect unity.—In what does this

unity consist? Undoubtedly in being, as St. Paul expresses it,

"perfectly joined together in the same mind and in the same

judgment,"—"being knit together in love." When christians

are thus in mind, in judgment, and in love, perfectly joined

and knit together, they arc in a most important and interest

ing sense one. They have "one Spirit and one hope;—one

Unrd, one faith, one baptism; one God and Father of all, who

is in them all." They have the same views of divine truth,—

of God, of Christ, of the Holy Spirit,—of the gospel, of the

way of holiness and life, of the kingdom of grace, and of glo

ry; they love and seek the same things; their thoughts, their
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feelings, their desires, their pursuits are in harmony.—The

more nearly christians think, and speak, and love, and pur

sue the same thingsV~and the more intimately they arc ac

quainted with each others minds and hearts, the closer and

the more blessed is their union.. Were they perfectly holy;

had they also exactly the same thoughts on every subject,

the same views of every object, the same affections and re

gards towards every being and thing; and had they moreover

a perfect knowledge of each others minds and hearts, their

union would be most complete. Though a union so complete

probably can never exist between finite minds, as they will

always have different capacities and degrees of knowledge,

and can never be perfectly intimate with all the feelings and

thoughts of each other; yet a union of this kind does exist in

greater or less degree among believers, and will increase as

they are more and more sanctified through the truth, and as

they advance in the knowledge of God, of Christ, and of one

another, until it attain its highest perfection in the heavenly

world—This is the onenoss into which Jesus prayed that his

people might be brought, and which he resembled to that

which exists between him and his Father.

The union, however, of Christ's people, whatever resem

blance it may bear, falls infinitely short of the unity of the

ever-blessed Trinity. "I," says Christ, "I and the Father

are one." "Believe me, that I am in the Father and the Fa

ther in me." "No man hath seen God at any time; the on

ly begotten Son, which is in the bosom of the Father, he bath

declared him." "As the Father knoweth me, even so know I

the Father." "The Son can do nothing of himself, but what

[but as, Campbell's Translation] he secth the Father do; for

what things soever he doeth, these also docth the Son like

wise." "The Father lovcth the Son." "I love the Father."*

These passages express all that is above described, as com

prised in the union of Christ's people, and vastly more.—Tlie

Son is in the bosom of the Father; perfectly intimate with the

Father, and with all his mind and heart. As the Father knows

him, even so he knows the Father. It will not be doubted even

by Unitarians, that the Father knows the Son perfectly, as

he knows all other beings: knows him intuitively; has an

* John x, 30. x, IS. xiv, 11. v, 19. iii, 35. xiv, 31.
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immediate, intimate, complete perception of all that is in him.

Even so then the Son knows the Father; has an intuitive

perception, ,an intimate and perfect knowledge of all his Fa

ther's infinite mind and will. The Son can do nothing of

himself, but as he seeth the Father do. Such is his union with

the Father, so perfectly one is his will with the Father's will,

that lie cannot act separately or by himself; he can do noth

ing but in union with the Father, and as the Father does.

But -wlmt things soever the Father doeth, these also doeth the

Son [ofto;wc] in the same manner. Such is their co-operation,

their unity of will, and of action, that all that is done by the

Father is in the same manner, and at the same time, done by

the Son. The Fatlier loves the Son, and the Son loves tlie Fa

ther, with perfect, infinite love.

But if the S»n knows the Father even as the Father knows

him, intuitively and perfectly; then he knows all that the

Father knows. If he can do nothing, otherwise than in

Union with the Father; but does all things which the Father

does, and as the Father does them; then his will and his pow

er are the same with the will and the power of the Father.

And if the Father and the Son have the same knowledge and

wisdom, the same will and power, and are perfect in mutual

love; then they must regard all other'beings and things with

the same views, the same feelings, and the same purposes.—

tlie Fattier is in the Son and the Son is in the Fatlier. All the

infinite knowledge, and power, and wisdom, and goodness of

the Father are in the Son. "In him dwelleth all the fulness

of the Godhead bodily." "He is the brightness of the Father's

glory, and the express image of Ids person." Therefore he

says, "He that hath seen me, hath seen the Father also."—

Such is the unity of the Father and the Son.

Of the Holy Spirit we Tead:* "The Spirit searchcth all

things, yea the deep things [t« /JaSii, the depths} of God. For

what man knoweth the things of a man, save the spirit of

man which is in him? even so tho things of God knoweth no

man, but the Spirit of God."—The Holy Spirit searclieth even

the deptlis of God. He then must know the Father and the

Son, even as they know him. He knows the things of

• i Cer. a, 10,11.
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God, os tltt spirit of a man knows what is in the man, that

is, by intuition, by consciousness. As the spirit of a man

19 conscious to all that is in him,—knows intuitively his un

derstanding, and will, and affections, his thoughts, volitions,

and feelings; so the Holy Spirit is conscious to all that is in

God: not only in himself personally considered, but also in

the Father and in the Son: intuitively knows all the attri

butes, thoughts, affections, designs, and acts of the God

head.—All the knowledge, then, all the wisdom, all the pow

er, all the goodness, which are in the Father and in the Son,

are also in the Holy Spirit. Accordingly he is made known

to us, as the Spirit of wisdom and of knowledge, of grace

and of holiness, of comfort and of fellowship; who reveals

the mind and will of God to men,—"convinces the world of

sin, of righteousness, and ofjudgment,—renews whom he will

after the image of God, and dwells in all the saints,—acts in

concurrence with the Father and the Son in the great econ

omy of redemption, and carries into effect the glorious de

signs of divine wisdom and mercy. "When he the Spirit of

truth is come," says Christ, "he shall guide you into all

truth: for he shall not speak of himself, but whatsoever he

shall hear that shall he speak." He shall not act by himself

alone, but only in union with the Father and the Son. "He

shall glorify me; for he shall receive of mine, and shall shew

it unto you. All things that the Father hath are mine;

therefore said I, he shall take of mine, and shall shew it unto

you." According to the divine economy, all things pertain

ing to the salvation of mankind, arc first the Father's, then

the Son's, and then the Holy Spirit's, to be by him dispensed,

agreeably to the will of all the Three.

From this plain, scriptural view, it appeal's that the unity

of the three Divine Persons is the highest and most perfect

possible: not merely a moral -union, such as exists between

holy men and angels, but an essential oneness, such as consti

tutes one Godhead. If all the knowledge, and wisdom, and

power, and goodness of the ^Father are also in the Son and

in the Holy Spirit; then in their nature, in their attributes,

in their designs, in their works, in their blessedness, in their

they are one. They arc also essentially equal, each

tliewilt

ual. caor.9
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tb the other: for all that is in the Father, is in the Son, and

in the Holy Spirit. What the Father is, the Son is, and the

Holy Spirit is; what the Father knows, the Son knows, and

the Holy Spirit knows; what the Father wills, the Son wills,

and the Holy Spirit wills; what the Father does, the Sob

does, and the Holy Spirit does; what the Father enjoys, the

Son enjoys, and the Holy Spirit enjoys. They exist, and

act, and are hlesscd forcvermore, as one God. Tins ac

counts in the most satisfactory manner, for the scriptures as

cribing, as they do abundantly ascribe to each ofthe adorable

Three, the same divine names, attributes, works, and hon

ours.

In the Holy Trinity, however, though there is an essential

equality, yet there is order, and there is subordination.

The Father is first, the Son is second, the Holy Spirit is

third, in order; and in relation especially to the great work

of redemption, as the scriptures most plainly represent, the

Son is subordinate to the Father, and the Holy Spirit, both

to the Father and the Son. This sufficiently accounts for the

pre-eminence which the scriptures assign to the Father, and

from which Unitarians, and even Dr. Clark, most un

warrantably conclude that "the Father alone is the supreme

God," and that the Son and Holy Spirit are inferiour beings;

as if there could be no such thing as Jirst among equals, and

as if subordination necessarily implied inequality; when, to ev

ery person of the least reflection or observation, the contra

ry is manifest. This therefore might suffice for an answer

to the hackneyed Unitarian objection, founded on such pas

sages of scripture as seem to import an inferiority of the Son

to the Father: an objection which was answered in my sec

ond Letter, as it had been before a thousand times answered;

but which nevertheless, you bring forward in your Remarks,

p. 20, with an air of assurance and shout of triumph, as if it

were fresh, and new, and absolutely unanswerable; and as if

it were not at all incumbent on you to answer our argument,

founded on the passages, in which the Son is represented as

being essentially equal and one with the Father. It may be

well however just to remark further and anew, that not only

is the Son the second in the order of the Trinitv, but, for our
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redemption, lie made himself of no reputation, took upon him

the form of a servant, and was made in tho- likeness of man.

And surely it is not wonderful, that, while in his state of hu

miliation he appeared in fashion as a man, he should utter

expressions, importing inequality; for as man he was une

qual, infinitely unequal to God.

After Dr. Clark and others, you seem very fond of repeat

ing, that "the Father alone is the supreme God;" and "we

dare not, we dare not," you earnestly say, "approach Jesus

Christ as the only living, the only true God."—There was

occasion in old time for the serious interrogation, "Will ye

accept his Person? Will ye contend for God?" Let me entreat

ynu, Sir, not to imagine, that you do honour to the Father,

by refusing to honour the Son. The Father does not exist

"alone," nor is he alow the supreme God. Existing in es

sential, inseparable union with the Son and the Holy Spirit,

whom he loves with infinite delight, it is only in union with

them, being himself in them and they in him, that he is the

supreme God. Neither does the Son exist alone, nor is he

separately considered, "the only living, the only true God."

But existing in essential, inseparable union with the Father

and the Holy Spirit, he in them and they in him, he is the

living and true God,—"the true God and eternal

live." We therefore dare not, we dare not refuse to honour

him, even as we honour the Father. The Holy Spirit also,

in essential, inseparable union with the Father, and the Son,

he in them and they in him, is the living, true, and supreme

God: and being so revealed to us, there was no occasion for

an express command to worship him, as there was for one to

worship Christ in liis mediatorial cliarader. There are not

wanting examples, however, in the scriptures of the Holy

Spirit being religiously invoked. And in that very institu

tion, by which we are initiated into the christian community,

a solemn act of worship is prescribed, to be done to the Holy

Spirit in union with the other Divine Persons. The high

command is, "Go, and teach all nations, baptizing them in

the Kt.MK of the Father, and of the Son, and of the HoiY

Spirit. Shall men then dare to "put asunder what arejoined

together" in the very imnif and nature of God.'
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"Christianity," says the Bishop of Durham,* whom you

rery justly style the "profound Butler," "Christianity is

not only an external institution of natural religion, and a new

promufgatton of God's general providence, as righteous gov

ernor and judge of the world; but it contains also a revelation

of a particular dispensation of providence, carrying on

by hi$ Son and Spirit, for the recovery and salvation of man'

Hind, who are represented in Scripture to be in a state of nvtir.

Ami in consequence of this revelation being made, we are

commanded to be baptized, not only in the naiAeofthe Father,

but also Of the Soir, and of the Hoiy Ghost; and other obliga

tions of duty, unknown before, to the Son and the Holy Ghost,

are revealed.—The essence of natural religion may be said

to consist in religious regards to God the Father Almighty;

and the essence of revealed religion, as distinguishedfrom nat-

wroi, to consist m religions regards to tlte Son and tile Holy

Ghost. And the obligation we are under, of paying these relig

ious regards to each ofthese Divine Persons respectively, arises

from the respective relations which they each stand in to ns.

How these relations are made known, whether by reason or

revelation, makes no alteration in the case; bemuse the dutics

arise out ofthe relations themselves, not out ofthe manner in which

"Ut are informed of them. The Son and Spirit have each his

proper office, in that great dispensation of Providence, the

redemption of the world; the one our Mediator, the other our

Sanctifier. Does not then the duty of religious regards to boVt

these Divine Persons as immediately arise, to the view ofreason,

Out of tlte very nature ofthese offices and relations, as the inward

good will and kind intention, which we owe to our fellow

creatures arises out of the common relation between us and

them. If therefore Christ be indeed the Mediator between

God and man, i. e. if Christianity be true; if he be indeed our

Lord, bur Saviour, and our God,—no one can say what may

follow, not only the obstinate, but the careless disregard to him

in those high relations.]

• Analogy, Part II. Chapter I. Sec. 2.

f "It is the evir blessed Trinity we invoke," says Dr. Sherlock, "when we

pray, Our Father, which arc in heaven. For as they are inseparably One God,



TJi is, Sir, I deem a very sufficient answer to what you hav e

so boldly and unwarrantably objected to the worship of the

Son and the Holy Spirit, both in the body of your Remarks,

page 20, and in your Note, page 44, where you take it upon

you to speak to us, as you are not a little accustomed to dn,

in the style and the tone of "a master of Israel" as follows:

"We find not one passage in the scriptures commanding us

to worship the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; not one prece

dent which authorizes such worship, and while we feel our.

selves bound to exercise christian candour towards those who

have adopted this form of worsltip," (i. e. the great body of

orthodox christians in all ages!) "we are not without solemn

apprehension, that, in this respect, they are guilty of irrev

erence towards the word of God, and of preferring to it the

commandments and inventions of men."—We ought doubtless

to listen attentively to the voice of serious admonition, from

whatever quarter it may come; but I can assure you, Sir,

I am by no means convinced that the many thousands of holy

inen in the orthodox church of Christ, who, from the days

of the apostles to the present, have worshipped the Father,

«other are the inseparable Object of our worship; since this great mystery of a

Trinity in Unity is so plainly revelled to us, we cannot worship this one Supreme

God, bat we must direct our worship to all the three Divine Persons in the

unity of the same Godhead; for we do not worship this one Supreme God, un

less we worship Father, Son, and Holy Ghost: and therefore whether we invoke

each Parson distinctly, or pray only to God, by the name of the roost High God,

or by the name of Father, or the Father of our Lord Jesus Christ it is all one;

for Father, Son, and Holy Ghost is the One Supreme God, and the entire Object

of our worship: and whoever worships one God, but not Father, Son, and Holy

Ghost, does not worship the true God, not the God of the Christians. Before

this was so plainly revealed, it was sufficient to worship One Supreme God, with

out any conception of the distinct Persons in the Godhead; but when it is plain!;

revealed to us, that this One Supreme God is Father, Son, and Holy Ghost,

whoever does not worship Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, does not worship the

troe God; far the true God is Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, and there is no God

besides bins; whiah I would desire our Unitarians (as they falsely call themselves)

and our Deists carefully to consider. If any thing be fundamental in religion, it

is the worship of the One true God, and if Father, Son, and Holy Ghost be this

One true God, those who worship a God, who is not Father, Son, and Holy

Ghost, do not worship the true God, and that I think is the true notion of idola

try. So that these men are so far from being christians, that I cannot see how

th»y are worshippers of the true God: which should at least make them con

cerned to examine this matter with more care and less prejudice than they have

yet done."—Vindication of the Doctrine of the Trinity. Sec. VI.
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Son, and Holy Spirit, have been "valiant for the truth upon

the earth," and "shone as lights in the world" have had less

reverence for the word of God, than those, who, from age to

age, have either "gone out from them because they were

not of them," or else have laboured more "privily," to intro

duce new doctrines, subversive of their holy faith and wor

ship.

You say, p. 18, "We do indeed object to the Trinity that

as it is often stated, it is an unintelligible proposition; and

we say, that it is out of our power to believe a proposition

of which we do not know the meaning." In p. 23, you rep

resent the Trinity of Persons in the Godhead, and the union

of the Divine and human natures in the person of Christ, as

mere "phrases which cannot be defined, which convey to

common minds no more meaning than words of an unknown

tongue, and present to the learned only flitting shadows of

thought, instead of clear and steady conceptions." And ex

pressions to the same effect are scattered unsparingly in all

your pamphlets, and in most Unitarian writings. The de

sign is obvious.

But, Sir, do you believe no proposition of which you do

not know the meaning? Take the proposition which you and

other Unitarians would make the single essential article of

the christian creed: Jesns is the Christ, the Son of the living

God. Do you understand the meaning of this proposition?

It is plain from what has before been exhibited, that you do

not. You do not know who or what Christ is: whether a

created, or an uncreated being; whether a creature whose ex

istence had a beginning, or a demigod, or a "somewhat," who

existed from eternity. As little do you know the meaning of

the appellation, the Son of God. You "carry with you in

deed an impression, that Jesus is the Son of God in a pecul

iarly high sense," but in what sense you do not understand.

According to your own statement then, you do not believe

the proposition, that "Jesus is the Christ, the Son of the liv

ing God!" Do not believe what you hold to be the single es

sential article of the christian faith!—Take another very

simple proposition, which, though you will not allow it to bo

essential, holds nevertheless a distinguished place in the
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christian scriptures: Christ died for oifr sins. Of this propo

sition you understand neither the subject nor the predicate.

Concerning Christ, the subject, as already shewn, you are in

infinite doubt; nor do you any better understand the mean

ing of the predicate, died for our sins. That sonic sort of

being called Christ, in some sense died for our sins, you

seem to suppose; but what sort of being he is, or in what

sense he died for our sins, you do not know. This proposi

tion, then, according to your declaration, you do not believe.

Both these scriptural propositions, Jesus is the Christ, and

Christ died for our sins, are "phrases which" to your mind

"convey no more meaning than words of an unknown tongue,

and present only flitting shadows of thought instead of clear

and steady conceptions." It is so also, it should seem, in re

gard to many? if not most other, important scriptural propo

sitions.

I shall not however concede, that the case is the same with

us in regard to the Trinity. I do believe that we under

stand the meaning of the proposition, the Father, Son-, and

Holy Spirit are time Divine Persons in one God. To remove

a stumbling-block out of the way of Unitarians, we have in

deed said, that we use the term, person, because we have no

better word; and that we are not tenacious of the name, pro

vided we have the thing. But this accommodating conces

sion you attempt to ridicule. The term, person, indeed, when

applied to created beings, denotes an intelligent agent, who

has a separate existence. In this particular respect, we do

not consider the term as applicable to the Father, Son, or

Holy Spirit. For myself, however, I have not the least

difficulty in applying the tctm to each of the Divine

Three. I do believe that though they have not each a

separate existence, but are all essentially united in one God;

yet they arc really and truly intelligent agents, each possess

ing all divine attributes, and performing in union with the

other two, all divine works. And so far as I can perceive, I

have as clear an understanding of the meaning of person,

when applied to the three Divine agents united in one God,

as when applied to angels or men, who have each a separate

existence. I do not see, nor do I believe that you or any
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other man can shew, why three Divine Persons may not so

exist as to be one God, as well as three human persons so as

to be three men; nor why the one God may not exist in three

Persons as well as in one.

By no means do I admit, that we do not know the mean

ing of the proposition, that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit

are three Divine Persons in one God. It is a proposition af

firming a plain matter of fact; and the matter of fact we un

derstand and believe. The scriptures reveal to us the adora

ble Three, distinctly, and by name; to each of the Three th«y

ascribe divine names, attributes, works, and honours; and

yet they assure us that Jehovah our God [Alcim, Gods] is one

Jehovah. From the scriptures then we lcam, and under

stand, that there is a Father, a Son, and a Holy Spirit: that

the Father possesses divine attributes, and is therefore God;

that the Son possesses divine attributes, and is therefore

God; that the Holy Spirit also possesses divine attributes,

and is therefore God; and that the divine Three so exist to

gether as to be one God. Now what is there in all this

which, as matter of fact, we do not understand?—If you say

we cannot understand how three divine Persons can so exist

as to be one God, that is quite another tiling; a thing not

contained in the proposition; and therefore not necessary to

be understood, in order to the doctrine being understood, and

believed. The proposition does not pretend to declare the

nature or manner of the union; but merely affirms the fact.

And this we understand, as well as you understand the sim

ple proposition, tliere is a God, How there can be a God, or

how he exists, you do not understand. You may have much

to say about self-existence, necessary being, infinity, and

eternity, but you comprehend none of these tilings.—So of

other facts.—God is omnipresent; but how he is in every

place, you do not understand. God is omniscient; but koto he

knows all things, you do not understand. God made the

■worlds out of nothing; but how he made them you do not un*

derstand. Your soul and body are united in one man; but

how they are united you do not know. You think; hut how

you cannot tell. You walk; but liow your will moves your

body, you cannot explain, T»c sun warms the earth; bujt
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how? Vegetable* grow out of the ground; how? Animals are

nourished by food; how?—There is no end to this sort of

statement and inquiry; for you do Mot know how any thing

exists, or moves, or acts. You understand and you believe the

idain matters of fact; but how tilings can be so, is utterly be

yond your power to comprehend.

1 do not deny, but have freely admitted that there is mys

tery in the Trinity. The mystery, however, does not lie in

the natter of fact, as stated in the proposition, that three Di

vine Persons are one God, or that the one God exists in three

Divine Persons; for this is revealed with sufficient clearness.

The mystery lies in something beyond; something not con

tained in the proposition: something not revealed, but about

which there may be endless speculation without any satisfac

tory results. It is so with respect to every thing else. The

being of God, in the simplest statement of the truth, involves

mystery upon mystery in unlimited accumulation. Yet a

plain unsophisticated man finds no difficulty in understanding,

or in believing the preposition, there is a God. No more

does he find any difficulty, in understanding, or in believing

the proposition, th*t God exists in tliree persons.

You may very well, therefore, spare yourself the concern

which you would seem to feel for common christians. The

plain humble christian, who reads his Bible much more, and

to much better purpose, than the wise men of the world by

whom he is despised, finds that in that sacred book all divine

attributes, works, and honours are ascribed to the Father, who

gave the Son to die for him; that the same divine attributes,

works, and honours are ascribed to the Son, his adored Re

deemer and Saviour; and the same to the Holy Spirit, his

gracious Sanctifier and Comforter. He therefore under

stands that the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit are tliree

Divine Persons in one God: and accordingly he believes,

loves, and adores; undisturbed by the metaphysical and dia

lectical specidations, and the critical and sophistical subtili-

ties of men, wlio, not content with the truth as divinely re

vealed, bewilder themselves, and labour to involve others, is

endless perplexities and mazes:—just as plain men under

stand, believe, and act upon, other truths and facts, clearly —„-J

.en undhm
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presented to their minds; while speculates and philosophers,

unable to account how things can be so, employ themsclvea

in raising endless difficulties and objections; until one denies

the existence of matter, another, the existence ofcreated spir

its, a third, the existence of a God, and thus between them

all contrive to annihilate the universe. It is as true now as

ever it was, and as much a reason of holy thankfulness, that

the "things which are hidden from the wise and prudent are

revealed unto babes." "The meek he will guide injudg-

ment; the meek he will ^cacli his ways."

The objection of mystery, which you and other Unitarians

are perpetually urging against the Trinity, might be urged,

and has been urged, with equal reason, and with equal force,

against all the principal doctrines of religion, both natural

and revealed. If we are to fly before this objection, wc must

fly not only from orthodoxy to imitaiianism, but from uni-

tarianisin to Deism, from Deism to atheism, and from athe

ism to universal skepticism. If the pretensions of the "ra

tional christian" to supcriour wisdom, because, to avoid mys

tery, he denies the Trinity, arc well founded; then for the

same reason, the deist is wiser than the rational christian,

the atheist is wiser than the deist, and the universal skeptick

is the wisest man of all. And upon this scale, I suppose,

the pretensions to wisdom are actually graduated.

"That this is a very mysterious doctrine," says Bishop

Porteus, "we do not deny; hut it is not more so than many

other doctrines of the christian revelation, which we all ad

mit, and which we cannot reject without subverting the

foundation, and destroying the very substance and essence of

our religion. The miraculous birth and incarnation of our

blessed Lord, his union of the human nature with the divine,

his redemption of mankind, and his expiation oftheirsins by

his death on the cross;—these are doctrines plainly taught in

scripture, and yet as incomprehensible to our finite under

standings, as the doctrine of three Persons and one God.

But what wc contend for iu all these instances is, that these

mysteries, although confessedly above our reason, are not

contrary to it. This is a plain and well known distinction,

and in the present case an incontrovertible one. No one for
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instance can say, that the supposition of three Persons in one

God is contrary to reason. We cannot, indeed, compreliend

such a distinction in the divine nature; but unless we know

perfectly what that nature is, it is impossible for us to say

that such a distinction may not subsist in it consistent with

its unity.—Let not then the mysteries of the gospel ever be a

rock of offence to you, or in any degree shake the constancy

of your faith. They are inseparable from any religion, that

is suited to the nature, to the wants, and to the fallen stale of

such a creature as man.—Laying aside all the superfluity of

learning, and all the pride of human wisdom, let us hold fast

to the profession of our faith, without wavering and without

cavilling at what we cannot compreliend.—Let us resolutely

neat down every bold imagination, every high thing that ex-

nlteth itself against the mysterious truths of the gospel;

bringing into captivity every thought to the obedience of

Christ, and receiving with meekness the ingrafted word,

which is able to save our souls."*

No, Sir, it is not for "flitting shadows of thought," that

wc contend; it is for most substantial realities. It is for

three Divine Persons, of illimitable perfection and glory,

• On Matt Tjm. xiiv. Does net, Sir, the Bishop of London in diii passage,

anew as much of tbe meekness of wisdom, and of (.lie spirit of the gospel, as your

fraternity of Unitarians, who, you say, p. f9, "always declare that Scripture with

one voice disowns the doatrinc of the Trinity, and that of all the fictions of theo

logians, the doctrine of three persons in one God has perhaps the least count* -

uauoe from the Bible!"

lu this connexion yoa have seen fit to entertain the nuUick with a brief his

tory of your own mind io relation to the Trinity; in which we are presented

with an instance, simitar to too many others, of a struggling and gradual decline

>.tm\ the principles of an orthodox education: principles to whose influence Dr.

Priestly very frankly ascribes the habits of seriousness and devotion which re

mained with him, even after he had adopted sentiments confessedly less condu-

•ire to such habits. Did I think it proper thus to obtrude personal history, I

took) give you a very different account. I could tell you of one, who well remem

bers tbe day of enchanting temptation,—when his foet stood on slippery places,—

when he felt himself strongly impelled to follow the ignei fatui ofunitarian illusion;

and who devoutly hopes never to forget the gracious hand winch arrested bit

aaone, guided him back, and as be humbly trusts, fixed his feet on "a stone, a

tried none, a litre foundation." But rather would I lake leave to recommend

'• your very serious perusal a little book entitled The Force of Truth.
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who have manifested towards us exceeding riches of grace

and mercy, and to whom we owe supreme and everlasting

love, and gratitude, and homage. Though we cannot by

searching find them out unto perfection; yet we can thank

fully receive the testimony which they have condescended to

give us respecting themselves and one another, and humbly

adore the ineffable and incomprehensible glory which they

have opened to our view. In the most Holy Three in One,

we see what can never be seen in a single Divine Person:—

we see a society, infinitely perfect and blessed.—When we turn

our thoughts from the Trinity to one Divine Person, inhabit

ing eternity in solitary existence, we find it impossible to con

ceive how he can be happy. We can form no conception of

happiness without love, nor of perfect happiness where love

has not an adequate object. But the most exalted creatures

arc infinitely below the Deity; the whole created universe is

as nothing in comparison with him. If then he existed in

one solitary person, where could he find an adequate object

of infinite love, and how could he be infinitely happy?—When

we contemplate the Trinity, a far different view is presented

to our minds. God is xove. The three adorable Persons,

unlimited in all perfections and excellencies, inhabit eternity

together; dwell everlastingly in each other, in mutual, perfect,

immeasurable love. Thus infinitely happy themselves, they

unitedly delight in communicating happiness to their crea

tures. Their own society of boundless love and boundless

happiness, is the archetype and centre of that holy, and bless

ed, and numberless fellowship of angels and of the redeemed

from among men, who are to be "gathered together in one,"

around the throne of everlasting glory, with immortal joys,

and unceasing praises.—Call this, Sir, mystery, mysticism,

or what you please;—it is a theme on which my mind delights

to dwell; and which I cannot exchange for the solitary Deity,

and the philosophical heaven of Unitarians.

V. In pp. 13, 14, and 19, of your Remarks, I find the fol

lowing passages. "With respect to the atonement, the

.great body of liberal christians seem to me to accord precisely
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with the author of "Bible News," or rather both agree very-

much with the profound Butler. Both agree that Jesus

Christ, by his sufferings and intercession, obtains forgiveness

for sinful men, or that on account, or in consequence of what

Christ has done and suffered, the punishment of sin is avert

ed from the penitent, and blessings forfeited by sin are be

stowed. On the question, which is often asked, uow the

death of Christ has this blessed influence, they generally

think that the scriptures have given us little light, and that

it is ihe part of wisdom to accept the kind appointment of

God, without constructing theories for which the materials

must be chiefly borrowed from our own imagination."—"It is

indeed very true that Unitarians say nothing about infinite

atonement, and they shudder when they hear, what Dr.

Worcester seems to assert, that the ever blessed God suffer

ed and died on the cross. They reject these representations,

because they find not one passage in scripture which directly

asserts them or gives them support. Not one word do we

hear from Christ or his apostles of an infinite atonement. !n

not one solitary text is the efficacy of Christ's death in obtain

ing forgiveness, ascribed to his being the Supreme God. AH

this is theology of man's making, and strongly marked with

the hand of its author."—Upon these passages I have to

remark:

1. If there is presented to the mind of man a subject which,

more than any other, should repress the spirit of haughty

disdain and fastidious cavil, it is that of the atonement. If

ever man should feel and show profound humility, tenderness,

and reverence, it is when he approaches the cross of Him,

who, though he thought it not robbery to be equal with God,

vet humbled himself, and became obedient unto death.—

However ranch of a spirit opposite to the meekness and low

liness of Christ might be deemed suitable, to give effect, to

personal invective and popular harangue; but little of it

surely was necessary, in making a mere statement of your

sentiments on the most affecting and awful of all subjects.

2. You are not, I presume, entirely unacquainted with tbo

history or the writings of the primitive age of the christian

or::

i
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church. If not, you doubtless know that, in that age, both

Pagans and Jews reproached the christians with worshipping

a crucificd God; and that the christians did not shrink from

the reproach, nor think it incumbent on them to make th«

offence of the cross to cease. "Permit me," said St. Ignatius*

w hen on his way to the scene of his martyrdom, "Permit m©

to imitate the passion, (the sufferings,) of my God."—"Con

sider the limes; and expect Him who is abort all time, eternal,

invisible, though for our sokes made visible; impalpable, and

impassible, yetfor us subjected to sufferings; enduring all man'

tier of waysfor our salvation."—At this you "shudder." Yet

I suppose the blessed martyr, who had been conversant with

the apostles, and by them ordained a bishop, had some right

understanding of the doctrine of Christ crucified. You

"shudder" too at the words of Paul, in their plain and genu

ine sense. "Who, being in the form of God, thought it not

robbery to be equal with God; but made himself of no repu

tation, and took upon him the form of a servant, and was

made, in the likeness of man, and being found in fashion as a

man, he humbled himself and became obedient unto death

even the death of the cross." For in these very words, I

summed up my statement, to which you refer when yon speak

of your shuddering; and more than what is expressed in

them I have no where expressed on this topick. And yet I

must believe that Paul as well understood the doctrine of

Christ crucified, us any Unitarian of this enlightened age.

This same apostle, in his pathctick address to the elders of

Ephesus, according to our common reading, said, "Feed the

church of God which he hath purchased with his own blood."*

The apostle John also, according to our common reading,

says, "Hereby perceive we the love of God, because he laid

down his life for us."f If by various readings you might be

justified in doubting the genuineness of the common reading

in these passages; yet I must be allowed to deny that yon

are warranted in the bold assurance, with which you as

sert that the scriptures give no "support to these representa-

» Acti Mj 29. 1 1 John iii, 16.
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tions." On the contrary, I contend that the scriptures do

represent and affirm, that the same Jesus Christ, who is God

as well as man, suffered and died on the cross.

The phrase "the ever blessed God suffered and died on the

cross," is not mine. I said that we "hold Jesus Christ to be

God and man united in one person, and that this one complex

person suffered and died." Do you perceive no difference,

Sir, between these two statements? If not, I beg you to con

sider the subject until you understand it, before you again

undertake to state what I "seem to assert." There is the

same sort of fallacy in this representation of yours, as in that

which makes us say, that "Jesus Christ is the only living, the

only true God."* We do not say nor hold, that Jesus Christ

is the only living and true God, separate from the Father and

the Holy Spirit. So neither do we say, that the ever blessed

God, separately from man, suffered and died; but we do say"

that Jesus Christ, as God and man in one person, did suffer

and die. This we believe the scriptures most fully teach,

and at this we verily think no christian ought to shudder.

"We know however that this fundamental doctrine, this corner

stone, has always been to some a stumbling block, and to

others foolishness.

You seem to have a very particular antipathy to "an

infinite atonement." This phrase again is not mine; nor

do 1 know why you should introduce it in the manner

• Of ibe same sort of fallacy you aTail yourself hahitually. A very striking in

stance of it occurs in jour note, p. 46, where you take upon you to say, that "Uni-

tarianisiD, besides being directly affirmed in particular passages, runs through the

whole scriptures, appears on the whole current of sentiment and language in tho

Old and the New Testament." This imposing assertion could ha\e been made

only under cover ofan ambiguity. You would not venture to assert, in unequivocal

terms, that in a single "passage" of scripture it is "directly affirmed" that therein

but one perton in the Godhead, nor that this doctrine "runs through the whole-

scriptures," &c. But the scriptures do teach, directly in particular passxges, and

implicitly throughout, that there is but one Cod; and to this doctrine you here ap

ply the ambignons term Umtarianimt, as if Trinitarians held to more Gods than

one. This, Sir, is practising, as an honest man should be very cautious of doing.

h-> opposition to another assertion of yonrs in this same connexion, I should feet

perfectly safe in affirming, that the doctrine of the Trinity, instead of depending;

for support "on a small number of disconnected texts," "runs through the whole-

^triptui est" and pervades the entire system of revealed truth.

 



you have done, unless it were to make an erroneous im

pression, as if the question between us were, whether the

atonement was infinite. The question, however, is, wheth

er the death of Christ was truly and properly an atone

ment,—an expiatory sacrifice for sin. Let this question first

be determined, and then if you please attend to the other.

Your practice of perpetually confounding things, and varying

and misstating the points in debate, whatever other purpose

it may serve, certainly can serve no good purpose.

In reply to your peremptory assertion, that "in not one

solitary text is the efficacy of Christ's atonement ascribed to

his being the supreme God," I affirm that the scriptures

certainly do, not in one solitary text only, but in many pas

sages, and with one voice, ascribe the efficacy of Christ's

atonement, to his divine dignity. Not to cite particular pas

sages, it may suffice to refer to the epistle to the Hebrews

entire; in which the apostle sets out with asserting and

proving the divine dignity of the Son; and then upon this firm

basis, founds the doctrine of his high priesthood, and his

propitiatory sacrifice. In the course of his argument he uses

such expressions as these: "Such an High Priest became

us."* "Neither by the blood of goats and calves, but by his

own blood, he entered in once into the holy place, having ob

tained eternal redemption for us. For if the blood of bulls

and of goats, and the ashes of an heifer, sprinkling the un

clean, sanctificth to the purifying of the flesh; how much

more shall the blood of Jesus Christ, -who, through the eternal

Spirit' offered himselfwithout spot to God, purge your conscience

from dead works to serve Vie living God?"\ In vain, Sir, do

you attempt, 1-y bold and random assertions, to escape from

the solemn inference, so odious to many, that we are sinners,

• Heb. vii, Cfi.

■\ Heb. >x, 12, 13, 14. "When t!ie Son of Gnd, who is one with the Father,

takes flesh and blood upon him, and becomes God manifest in the flesh, here God

in.l man are united in one complex person, and hereby we enjoy an all-sufficient

Saviour, a Reconciler beyond all eiccption, a sacrifice of atonement, equal to the

guilt ofour transgressions. And so far as I can judg<>, it is on this account one

apostle says, "God redeemed the church with his own blood;" and another assert*,
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naturally in a ruined, condemned state; and that in oithr to

our salvation, there was need of such a propitiation for our

sins, as the scriptures set forth in Jesus Christ crucified.

3. "With respect te Christ's atonement, you say, the

great body of liberal christians seem to me to accord precisely

with the author of "Bible News," or rather both agree very

much with the profound Butler." Most devoutly, Sir, do I

wish that we had more evidence of this, than that it "seems"

so to you. Most gratefully should I rejoice to know, that

you, and others of your liberal brethren, really agree, on this

momentous point, with Bishop Butler. But why refer to this

distinguished writer? Did you mean to make the impression

that your orthodox opponents hei-e materially differ from him?

The truth is, that my statement of the doctrine of atonement,

is so exactly in agreement with his, that my readers might be

ready to suppose, that when making it, I had his book open

before me. I wish you had seen fit to quote him at large,

and recommend his sentiments to your readers. As you have

not done it, I will take leave to make a quotation.

After a very lucid and forcible argument to shew the rea

sonableness and credibility of the doctrine, Bishop Butler

proceeds to say,* "The particular manner in which Christ

interposed in the redemption of the world, or his office as

mediator in the largest sense between God and man, is thus

represented to us in the scripture. 'He is the light of the world;'

the revealer of the will of God in the most eminent sense.

"Hereby perceive we the love of God, that he laid down his life for us." And I do

not yet see sufficient reason why that expression of St. Paul may not be referred

' to in the same sense, "How much more shall the blood of Jesus Christ, who through

the eternal spirit offered himself without spot to God, purge your conscience,"

tee. If the eternal Spirit signify the divine nature or Godhead, which dwelt bodily

in the man Jesus, then the dignity of his complete person is made the foundation of

the value of his blood. This dignity of the Godhead which was personally united

to the man who suffered, spreads an infinite value over his sufferings and merit:

and this renders them equal to that infinite guilt and demerit of sin, which would

have extended the punishment of man to everlasting ages. The infinite dignity

of the person suffering answers to the infinite dignity of the person offended, and

» takes away the necessity of the everlasting durstioa of it." tYatU's Sermons

on Atonement.

• Anahagy, Part H. Chip, V. Sec 6

f
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He is~a propitiatory sacrifice;* tlte Lamb of Godrf

and as he voluntarily offered himself up, he is styled our

high priest4 And, which seems of peculiar weight, he is de

scribed before hand in the Old Testament, under the same

character of a priest, and an expiatory victim.^ And

whereas it is objected, that all this is merely by way of allu-

sion to the sacrifices of the Mosaick law, the apostle on the

contrary affirms, that the law was a shadow of good things

to come, and not the very image of t\ve things;^ and that the

priests that offer gifts according to Ifte law—serve unto the ex-

amplt and sliadow of Iteavenly tilings, as Moses was admon

ished of Goa, wlien he was about to make the tabernacle. For

see, saith lie, that thou make all things according to the pattern

shewed to thee in the mount;** i. e. the Levitical priesthood was

a shadow of the priesthood of Christ, in like manner as the

tabernacle made by Moses, was according to that shewed

liim in the mount. The priesthood of Christ and the taber

nacle in the mount, were the originals; of the former of which

(lie Levitical priesthood was a type, and of the latter the tab

ernacle made by Moses was a copy. The doctrine of this

epistle then plainly is, that the legal sacrifices were allusions to

the great and Jiual atonement; to be made by the blood of

Christ; and not that this was an allusion to those. Nor

can any thing he more express or determinate than the follow

ing passage. It is not possible that the blood of bulls and ofgoats

should take away sin. Wlitrefore, when lie cometh into the

world lie saith, sacrifice and offering, i. c. of bulls, and of

goats, thou wouldst not, but a body hast thou prepared me.—La

1 come to do thy will, 0 God.—By wldch will we are sanctified,

through the offering of tlte body -of Jesus Christ once for aW."ff

And to add one passage more of the like kind. Christ was

once offered to bear Hie sins of many, and unto tItem that look for

him shall he appear the second time, without sin, i. e. without

* Rom. iii, £5, and v, 11. 1 Cor. t, 7. Eph. v, 2. I John ii, 9.

■f John i, 29, 36, and throughout the book of Revelation.

± Throughout the epistle to the Hebrews.

4 Ki. liii. Dan. ix, 24. Pa.cX, 4. * Ucb. x. I.

•• H«b. tiii, 4, 5. ft Heb. *, 4, 5, 7, 9, 10.
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BEARING SIN AS HE DID AT HIS FIBST COMING, BY BEING

as offering fob it, without having our iniquities again

laid upon him. without being any more a sin offering; unto

litem tluit look for him shall lie appear tlie seconih time, ivillwut

sin unto salvation.* Nor do the inspired writers at all con

fine themselves to this manner of speaking concerning the

satisfaction of Christ, but declare an efficacy in what lie

did and suffered, additional to, and beyond, mere instruction,

example and government, in great variety of expression."—

The Bishop in this connexion proceeds to quote nearly

tliirty texts, many of which are the very same which are

quoted in my Second Letter, to shew that we have redemp

tion, the forgiveness of sins tlirough the death of Christ, as

*N EXPIATORY SACRIFICE.

I repeat it, Sir,—most gratefully should I rejoice to know,

that you and your liberal brethren agree with Dr. Butler in

these orthodox views of the atonement. But,

4. It is to be lamented, that you have thought it necessary

to take especial care, not to leave the matter in a general, un

qualified reference to Butler; but proceed to qualify, until

you fritter Hie doctrine to atoms, and scatter it in the wind.

'•Both agree, you say, that Jesus Christ, by his sufferings

and intercession, obtains forgiveness lor sinful men, on t/iat

»»* uecount, on in consequence of what Christ lias done

and suffered, the punishment of sin is averted from the peni-

Unt. and blessings, forfeited by sin, are bestowed," Such are

the ambiguous words which you delight to use. Undoubt

edly, Sir, when penning this studied sentence, you were per

fectly aware, that Unitarians of the lowest class, even such

as make Jesus Christ a mere fallible and peccable man, and

utterly discard, and irreverently ridicule the doctrine of

atonement, would make no difticulty of giving to this repre

sentation their general assent, They would readily admit,

that, "in consequence of what Christ has done and suffered,

the punishment of sin is averted from the penitent, and bless

ings, forfeited by sin, are bestowed;", as, with equal readi

ness, and in the same sense, they would admit, that the same

benefits are conferred, in consequence of what Paul and other
♦-»° •

• Hub. ixviii.

6
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good men have done and suffered.—But is this, Sir, "agree

ing very much with the profound Butler!"* I deeply regret

to say, that I can see in this statement very little evidence of

a true belief in the atonement. At airy rote, whether you

believe in the atonement in any proper sense, or not, it is la

mentably manifest, not from this passage only, but from uni

form representations throughout your three pamphlets, that

you consider the atonement as comparatively unimportant,

and hold that men who utterly reject it, may nevertheless bo

very good christians.

There is a wide difference between acknowledging Jesus

Christ, merely as a prophet and a preacher of righteousness,

who laboured, interceded, and died, to impart, to confirm,

and to impress divine instruction, that men might be induced

to repent and trust in a merciful God for pardon and eternal

* It it agreeing,! acknowledge, very mueh with the popular Price, whom possibly

you had in your eye as your model, and who in a Sermon, lately republished wills

the high imprimatur of the liberal party, says, "Give me but the fact, that Christ

Is the rcrurrection, and the life, and explain it as tou will. Cive me but

this single truth, that eternal life it the gift of God through Jam Chritt our

lard and Saviour, and I shall be perfectly easy with respect to the contrary

opinions which are entertained about the dignity of Christ; about his nature, per

son, and offices; and the manner in which he saves as. Call him, if you please,

simply a man, endowed with extraordinary powers; or call him a superangelick

being, who appeared in human nature for the purpose of accomplishing our sal

vation; or say, (if you can admit a thought so shockingly absurd!) that it was the

second of throe co-equal persons in the Godhead, forming one person with a hu

man soul, that came down from heaven and suffered and died on the cross: Say,

that he saves us merely by being a messenger from God to reveal to us eternal life,

and to confer it upon us; or say on the contrary, that he not only rereah to us

eternal life, and confers it upon us, but has obtained it for us by offering himself

a propitiatory sacrifice on the cross, and making satisfaction to the justice of the

Deity for our sins: 1 shall think such differences of little moment, provided the

fact is allowed, that Christ did rise from the dead, and will raise us from the dead;

and that all righteous penitents will, through God's grace in him, be accepted and

made happy for ever."—So then it is "of very little moment," whether we wor

ship Christ as God, or regard him only as a mere man;—whether we recognise his

death as a propitiatory sacrifice fpr our sins, or only as one instance among many

of mere martyrdom;—whether with bleeding hearts we come to his cross, hum

bly relying on the merits of his'death for pardon and life, or trust in ourselves that

we are "righteous penitents!" By no dread of reproach can I be deterred from

declaring, that neither the name nor the popularity of Dr. Price, nor of any other

man or society of meu, ought to protect sentiments like these from the decided

reprobation of every person who bows at the name ofJesus, or hopes for (slvatipa

through faith in his blood.
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life; ami believing on him, not only as a prophet and a

preacher, but also as our great High Priest, by whose blood

we have redemption, even the forgiveness of sins, and our

Surety, who is the end of the law for righteousness unto every

one that belicvcth on him. This is a main, a radical point

between the orthodox and Unitarians. You acknowledge

Jesus as a prophet and a preacher of righteousness, and make

such an acknowledgement of him essential to the christian

name; but his priesthood and suretyship, with his propitiatory

sacrifice, and vicarious righteousness, you either deny, or

hold to be non-essential and of little importance. A mere

man, for aught that appears, might have been authorized and

inspired to do all which Jesus did in the way of revealing,

preaching, and attesting the mind and will of God, for the

instruction of mankind; indeed Paul did more in this way

than Jesus in person did; and so long as you hold this to be

all which was essential to our salvation, it is not strange that

you do not see it necessary that the Saviour should be God

us well as man.

But, Sir, do not the scriptures dwell infinitely more on

Christ's office as priest, than on his office as prophet? Was

it not to him, chiefly as the great High Priest, who by the

one offering of himself was to obtain eternal redemption for

us, that the Mosaick economy entire, and all the instituted

sacrifices, from the beginning of the world to his incarnation,

looked as their antitype? Did not his harbinger John pub-

lickly announce him as the Lamb of Ood that taketh away

the sin of the werld? Was not salvation by his death, as a

propitiation for sin, the burden of apostolick preaching? Was

it not the express design of the Epistle to the Hebrews

at large, to establish his priesthood, and the necessity and

efficacy of his sacrifice? And do not the scriptures most

abundantly represent, that the faith which it requires of us,

is not merely an assent to his divine instructions, but also

and especially a fiducial trust in his atoning blood?

By what authority then can any one either deny the atone

ment, or represent it as doubtful, or of little importance. When

the scriptures so constantly insist on tiie propitiatory sacri

fice of onr great High Priest, and so directly found upon it

 



the doctrine of justification unto life, and all the immortal

hopes of man; who can be authorized to set this foundation

aside, or represent it as not essential to the christian faith?

When, from the day the Saviour was promised, it was only

by sacrifice, typical of the great and final atonement to be

made by him, that faHen men were allowed to draw near to

God, and without shedding of blood there was no remission;

are we now, since the Saviour has come, and the atonement

has been made,—are we now to be taught that the fact of

the sacrifice is doubtful, that the truth of it is unimportant,

that faith in it is unnecessary, and that, if we please, we may

utterly reject it, and boldly, and without guilt or danger, ap

proach the holy God, trusting in ourselves as "righteous

penitents!"

If it is not necessary to believe in Christ's priestly office

and work, w hy is it necessary to believe in him as a prophet

and messenger of God? If we may innocently and safely deny

his death to be projritiatory, why may we not, with equal

innocence and safety, deny his instructions to be divine?

Many who have denied revelation altogether, have neverthe

less acknowledged the pre-eminent excellence ofthe character,

and of the instructions of Jesus; and have been men of dis

tinguished talents, and of exemplary morality. Why is not

this sufficient? If they acknowledge the morality of the gos

pel to be excellent, and hold the necessity of repentance of all

sin, and of a life conformed to the principles of righteousness

and virtue; why is it necessary for them to believe that Jesus

and the apostles were divinely commissioned and inspired?—

Is not the difference between deists of this description and

unitarians vastly less, than between unitarians and orthodox

christians? Such deists agree with unitarians in acknowledg

ing Jesus as the most excellent of all teachers; both profess

to reverence his instructions; both hold the necessity of re

pentance and a good life; both believe that "righteous peni

tents" will be saved from "the punishment of sin," and re

ceive from a God of infinite goodness and mercy the reward

ofeverlasting life; and both agree in rejecting the propitiato

ry sacrifice of Christ, and in refusing to trust for pardon and

salvation in the vicarious merits of his death.—They are
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Bear to each other,—next door neighbours.—But between

them both and orthodox christians tiie distance is great.

If in any case, a surety, or a substitute is proposed on one

part, and not accepted or consented to on the other, the pro

posal in that case fails, and the debtor, or the offender is still

answerable solely in his own person. God proposes Christ

crucified to us as our surety, our substitute, our propitiation:

it is by faith in him, as thus set forth, that we consent to the

proposal. If we acknowledge Christ as our surety, our sub

stitute, the propitiation for our sins, and believe on him as

such, we consent to God's gracious proposal, and there is a

settled, a fixed agreement or covenant between him and us;

an agreement or covenant respecting the cancelling of our

sins, our renewal after the image of God, and the entire con

cern of our eternal salvation. If we do not thus acknowl

edge and believe on Christ, but deny and reject his propitia

tory sacrifice; the momentous proposal fails as to us: we.

are without a surety, without a ransom fur our souls, with

out the benefit of a propitiation; and must stand at the bar of

the righteous Judge solely upon our own personal footing!—

"If I forsake tlic gospel of Christ and his atonement for sin,

whither shall my guilty conscience fly to find a better relief.—

Nature shews me no way to recompense the justice of God

for my innumerable sins. Nature shews me nothing which

God will accept in the room of my own perfect obedience, or

in the room of my everlasting punishment. If I leave thee,

O Jesus, whither shall I go? Thy sufferings arc the spring

of my hope of pardon, and my eternal life depends on thy

painful and shameful death.—0 may I ever maintain a con

stant exercise of faith on the Son of God as my great High

Priest! May I keep up a lively and delightful sense of theall-

sufficicncy of Ms atonement upon my spirit, that this, which

the glory ofmy religion, may also be the daily life of my sou!.

—Let me call to mind the solemn seasons of transaction be

tween Christ and my soul. Have I not resigned myself to him

as an all-suflkient Saviour, to deliver me both from the guilt

and the power of every sin? Rave I not trusted in the blood of

his atonement, andfelt the quickening 'power of his Spirit as the

fruit of his blood? Has be not raised me to a new life?—1
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Would rise to join with the blessed acclamations, the holy

songs of the saints on high, while they behold their exalted

Saviour. IIow sweet their songs! How loud their acclama

tions! This is the man, tub God-man who died foe me!

This is the glorious Person; the Lamb of God, who wash

ed me from my sins in uis own blood!"*—Such, Sir, arc

the sentiments, inspired by faith in the atoning blood of

of Christ. Where do we find sentiments like these uttered

by a Unitarian. We hear much of their "talents" and their

••learning/' their "purity" and then- "virtues;" but little—

but nothing—oflhtir glorying only in the cross of our Lord Je

sus Christ.—A true believer in Christ's atonement never will,

never can consider it, or represent it as doubtful or unim

portant; never will or can admit any other foundation of

hope for fallen mankind.

VI. After stating what "seem" to you to be the prevalent

sentiments of the liberal party, you are pleased to say, p.

14, "My motive for making the preceding statement, is no

other than a desire to contribute whatever may be in my

power to tjic peace of our churches. I have hoped that by

this representation, sonic portion of the charity which has

been expressed towards Dr. Clark, and the author of "Bible

News," may he extended towards their Unitarian brethren;

and that thus the ecclesiastical division which is threatened

may be averted." This may be considered as the basis of

the fervid rhapsodies and inflammatory harangues, with which

your subsequent pages are filled; and in which to a degree

seldom sm-passcd, you have shewn yourself violent for charity,

and "fierce for moderation;" and, with little restraint, have

appealed to passions and prejudices to which a wise mart, en

gaged in a good cause, would scarcely, in the most desperate

extremity, refer for a decision, or apply for aid. In the course

therefore of my remarks, in relation to this passage, I shall

have occasion to take notice of the most important of the

many exceptionable tilings, which in your varied strains of

declamation you have so copiously poured forth.

* Watts.—Sermon on Atonement.
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Charity ought undoubtedly to be extended to every class of

Unitarians, and to all men. But what is charity? It is love—

holy love:—such as the everlasting Father manifested, when

he gave his Son for the redemption of our ruined race; such

as Jesus Christ displayed, when he "bore our sins in his own

body on the tree," and "tasted death for every man;" such

as the apostles exhibited, when they made a voluntary sacri

fice of every eartldy consideration, for the sake of bringing

men to the knowledge and acknowledgement of the truth,

that they might be saved. But with all his infinite love,

God has never regarded the errours of mankind as either inno

cent or safe; but with awful majesty has borne his decided

testimony against them, and declared that the children of

men have all gone aside, that destruction and misery are in

their ways, and that he will bring to nought the wisdom of

this world, Jesus Christ also, though possessed of the same

infinite love, has solemnly testified, that "men love darkness

rather than light, because their deeds arc evil;" that "the

world hates both him and his Father;"—hates also his true

followers, "because they are not of the world, but he has

chosen them out of the world."* And he exercised perfect

charity when he said, "Wo unto you, scribes, and pharisces,

hypocrites! for ye shut up the kingdom of heaven against

men; for ye neither go in yourselves, nor suffer them that are

entering to go in.—Ye build the tombs of the prophets and

garnish the sepulchres of the righteous, and say, If we had

been in days of our fathers we would not have been partakers

with them in the blood of the propbcts."f—"Ye are of the

world.—If ye believe not that I am he, ye shall die in your

sins.";—It was in the spirit of pure and fervent charity, that

the devoted apostle of the Gentiles so solemnly averred: "I

say the truth in Christ, I lie not, my conscience also bearing

me witness in the Holy Ghost, that I have great heaviness

and continual sorrow in my heart. For I could wish that

myself were accursed from Christ, for my brethren, my kins

men according to the flesh, who arc Israelites."—"For I bear

Ihem record that they have a zeal of God, hut not according

* J»hn iii, 19; 7; ttx, 17, 18,24. \VlttX. niii, IS—33. * Joho viii,24
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to knowledge. For they being ignorant of God's righteous

ness, and going about to establish their own righteousness,

have not submitted themsehes unto the righteousness of

God."* In the same charitable spirit, be said to the Gala-

tians, "I marvel that ye are so soon removed front him that

called you into the grace of Christ, unto another gospel:

which is not another: but there are some that trouble you

and would pervert the gospel of Christ."—"O foolish Gala-

tians, who hath bewitched you, that ye should not obey the

truth." "1 would that they were even cut off that trouble

you."f And in the same holy love, he declared to the Corin

thians, "We preach Christ crucified, unto the Jews a t>t amb

ling block, and unto the Greeks foolishness;"^.—exhorted the

Romans, "Now I beseech you, brethren mark tliera which

cause divisions and offences contrary to tiie doctrine which

yc have learned, and avoid them;"§—warned the Colossians,

"Beware lest any man spoil you through philosophy and vain

deceit, after the tradition of men, after the rudiments of the

world, ami not after Clirist;"^—and charged Timothy, "to

war a good warfare, holding faith and a gpod conscience,

which some having put away, amreruing taith have made

shipwreck. Of whom," he says, "are Hymcncus ami Alex-

ander, whom I have delivered unto Satan, that they may

learn not to blaspheme."**—The disciple also, whom Jesus

loved was in the exercise of the most enlarged and elevated

charity, when he wrote as follows: "Little children, there are

many antichrists:—but ye liave an unction from the Holy

One, and ye know all things. I have not written unto you,

oecausc ye. know not the truth; but because yc know it, and

that no lie, [no false doctrine] is of the truth."—"Beloved,

believe not every spirit; but try the spirits whether they arc

of God; because many false prophets are gone out into the

world.—They are of the world; therefore speak they ol the

world, and the world heareth them. We are of God: he that

knoweth God heareth us. Hereby know we the spirit of

truth and the spirit of errour."—Whosoever transgresseth

and abideth not in the doctrine of Christ, hath not God. Ho

• Rom. Ix, 1—4; x, 2, 3. f Gal- '» °—9; >"i 1; »i 12. * t Cor. i, S3.

^ Horn. XTi, 17. 1 Col. ii, 8. •• 1 Tim. i, 18—20.
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that abidcth in the doctrine of Christ, he hath both the Fath

er and the Son. If there come any unto you, and bring not

this doctrine, receive him not into your house, neither hid

trim God speed; for he that biddcth him God speed, is par

taker of his evil deeds."*

This, Sir, is genuine—divine charity:—charity, which can

discern between truth and errour; which rejoiceth in the

truth, and in the light, the happiness, and the holy fellowship

of those who embrace and obey it; and, while it rejects and

condemns errour, deeply deplores the darkness, the danger,

and the delusive communion of those who yield to its fascina

tions, and ardently desires and seeks their conviction and

salvation:—which adores the Lord Jesus with a reverence too

holy to trifle with his sacred institutions, and regards all men

with an affection too benevolent to cheer them in the ways of

destruction. Yes, genuine charity rejoiceth in the truth. It

is essentially love of truth; and it regards God and Christ*

saints and sinners, all beings and things, according to truth.

It dclighfs in truth as the foundation of all pure religion,

genuine virtue, and substantial happiness;—as of the first im

portance to the essential and everlasting interests of mankind.

In all ages of the world, therefore, it has been the grand ef

fort of charity to convince men of their errours, to rescue

them from their delusions, and to bring them to the knowledge

of the truth. In this arduous work, it has endured the con

tradictions and reproaches, the unappeasable resentments

and varied persecutions, of the erring, and proud, and ad

verse world, The palms and crowns, which distinguish the

hosts of holy martyrs before the throne of God and the Lamb,

were all won by the labours, and sufferings, and conflicts of

charity, in maintaining, defending, and propagating the truth

upon the earth.

How different from this, in its nature and in its labours, is

charity for which you contend;—a charity

, indulgent to all errour, and inimical only to

truth; which consists jn thinking or admitting that men

he good and acceptable in the sight of God, though they

the gospel as a "cunningly devised fable," and

1 t John ii, 18—27; id, t—C; 2 John 9—1J.
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ought to he held in christian fellowship, if they only acknowl

edge that "Jesus is the Christ," though they disbelieve, and

contemn every essential doctrine of Christianity. This spu

rious charity, it ought to he distinctly noted, may be possess

ed, in its utmost extent, by the most unholy men? by infidels

of every .species of disbelief,—by libertines of every degree of

licentiousness, It is an indisputable fact, that the open scof

fers at religion, the "lovers of their own selves," the "proud,"

tlie "blasphemers," the "covetous," the "fierce," the "despis-

crs of them that are good," can shew as much of this sort of

charity, and clamour as loudly for it, as the very best of your

liberal christians. Listen to the pagan writers with whom

the primitive christians bad to contend,—to the free-thinkers,

deists, and atheists of modern times,—to the "unruly and

vain-talkers," the "murmurers and complainers," w ho "speak

evil of things that they undcrstand not," and utter "great

swelling words of vanity:"—all these, while they strenuously

oppose al] the efforts of holy love, both divine and human, to

reclaim men from <ithe crrour of their waVs unto the wisdom

of the jost;" yet with one voice cry out for charity and liber

ality, denounce christians as so uncharitable and illiberal as to

deserve the execration of the world, and charge upon them all

the guilt of all the divisions, contentions, and persecutions, of

which truth and religion have been innocently the occasion.

"Are we blind also?" was indignantly said by some of the

masters of Israel to the great Teacher from heaven, who

would have "guided their feet into the way of peace." To

the inspired apostles, to the successive ministers of Christ,

and to others who have been valiant for the truth upon the

earth, similar language has been used, and with a similar

spirit, in every succeeding age. The pride of man revolts at

the imputation of errour, and the passions take lire to revenge

the alleged insult. To compose and prevent the strife, "the

wisdom of this world" has devised and proposed, that all re

ligious truth should be held as matter of mere opinion,—that

all religious opinions should be entitled to equal favour,—that

the acknowledgement of this title should be called charity,—

and that this charity should be regarded and inculcated as the

essence and sum of religion. Were this compact universally.
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adopted and carried into effect, the world, it is imagined,

■would be settled in millennial tranquillity, and men would be

Ivft, without molestation, to ibllow their own opinions, to

worship their own gods, and to pass on to their final state in

their own chosen ways. All therefore who dissent, are to be

regarded as common enemies, uncharitable, illiberal, bigottcd

fanaticks,—men who would turn the world upside down, and

against whom cliarity calls for a combination of all classes

and persuasions. "The system," you say, "of excluding from

christian fellowship men of upright lives, on account of their

opinions,—necessarily generates perpetual discord in the

church.—Thus the wars of christians will be perpetual.

Never will there he peace, until christians agree to differ, and

agree to look for the evidences of christian character in tin*

temper and the life:" tl»at is, without regard to faith or disbe

lief. Pages 31—S3.

Such, Sir, is the charity for which you contend, which you

represent as incomparably more excellent than faith, and to

which you make no ordinary pretensions. But, high as your

pretensions are, you are eclipsed in this particular, by deists

and atheists, by scoffers and libertines.

You seem to be aware, that the apostles were not entirely

in this system. You desire, however, that «e may "never

forget that the apostles were inspired men, capable of mark

ing out with unerring certainty those who substituted another

gospel for the true," p. 9.7. In this desire I cordially unit*

with you. It ought certainly never to he forgotten, that they

were inspired men; and as little should it he forgotten, that

by excluding from fellowship "those, who substituted another

gospel for the true," they made it as certain as the high au

thority of inspiration could make it, that those who do reject

the true gospel and embrace another, however their tempers

and lives may appear, are not entitled to the privileges of

christian communion. This point then is decisively settled.

But you will say, who can now pretend to inspiration, and

■a ho, without this gift, has a right to decide what the true

gospel is, and what is another. "Show us their [the apostles]

successor and we will cheerfully obey them." Much is to be

found to this effect in all your pamphlets: importing that il*
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uninspired man can know, nor has a right to decide, what the!

true doctrines of the gospel are, or what are false doctrines;

and charging with an arrogant assumption of "infallibility,"

those, who profess any assurance or certainty, that, in their

articles of faith, or their "opinions," they are light. This

indeed seems to be the very basis of your system.

Is it however so, that no uninspired man can know, nor has

a right to judge what the true gospel of Christ is? For what

purpose then were the apostles and the prophets before them

inspired? Was it merely for their own benefit? or at most for

theirs, and the benefit of others of their own times? For what

purpose then were the revelations which were communicated

to them, committed to writing, and transmitted with so much

care to succeeding generations? Of what use are the scrip

tures, if no uninspired man can know with any certainty what

arc the doctrines contained in them?—The celebrated Hume

has asserted, that miracles could be of no use, as attestations

to a divine revelation, excepting to such as were eye-wit

nesses of them; because no other persons could have sufficient

evidence of the facts. But I believe that even that gigantick

adversary of the gospel never went so far as your argument

goes: ,never undertook to assert that a divine revelation,

though well attested, could never make any doctrine or trutli

certain, excepting to inspired men; because no other persons

could ever know with any certainty what doctrines or truths

arc revealed. Had he lighted upon this discovery, he would

have found an argument against revelation, incomparably

more available than any which he has urged; an argument

which,' if correct in its premises, must be decisive in its con

clusion: for unquestionably a God of infinite wisdom and

goodness would never communicate a revelation to the world,

for the instruction and faith of uninspired men, if none but

the inspired could understand it, or attain to any certainty

in regard to its doctrines. Upon this Unitarian principle,

inspiration, to answer its purpose, must be continued through

out, all ages; just as Hume contended that miracles must be.

This point demands very particular attention, for it is the

very hinge on which the question respecting fellowship turns.

ot it then be again distinctly noted, that you have found
 



 

yourself compelled to concede, that the inspired apostles ilui

exclude from fellowship those who embraced another gospel,

or doctrines or opinions subversive of the gospel of Christ.

This establishes the principle decisively, that it would be

right to separate from such now, could it only he determined

what the gospel of Christ is, and what another gospel. But

this, yon contend, no uninspired man or body of men has a

right to determine. The Unitarian system, as set forth by

Mr. Bclsham, is clearly opposite, in every essential point, to

the orthodox system. Yet no uninspired man has a right to

determine, which of these two opposite systems is the true

gospel; no one has a right to pronounce either of them false!

And, therefore, the believers in either of them have no rigid

to separate from the believers in the other!—If it be really so.

then let us hear no more of the great Protestant principle, that

the scriptures are a sufficient mle of faith; for instead of being

a sufficient rule, they are no rule at all. They do not enable

or warrant us to decide between two systems, fundamentally

and diametrically opposite, which is true, or whether both of

tliem are false. What the gospel of Christ is, no uninspired

man can tell. If any undertake to determine, and to pro

nounce an opposite system another gospel, they are to be re

garded as illiberal and uncharitable men. •'proud and arro

gant" pretenders to "infallibility,-' ignorant "bigots,'' and

odious "persecutors."

The question respecting fellowship or separaton certainly

resolves itself into this point. If the scriptures are a suffi

cient rule of faith, if from them uninspired men can know

what the doctrines of Christ arc, or what the true gospel is:

Then they have apostolic!;, divine authority for withdrawing

and withholding fellowship from those, who reject the true,

and embrace another gospel. If the scriptures arc not a suffi

cient rule of faith; if no uninspired man can know what the.

gospel of Christ is; then the "faith of christians is vain, and

our preaching also is vain;" and we have yet to wait, in

gloomy uncertainty, in dismal darkness, until God in his

sovereign goodness shall again bless the world, or som« por

tion of it, Avith the gift of inspiration.
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This cardinal question of the sufficiency of the scriptures

Ought to he considered, as having been long since decisively

settled. It is one of the principal questions which was ar<

dently debated, more than two hundred years ago, between

the Protestants and Papists; and it was little to have been

expected that, at this time of day, professed Protestants

would entrench themselves upon the ground, as Unitarians

actually have done,* from which the Papists have been so

triumphantly driven. It is however a most striking instance

of tlie meeting of opposite extremes. Upon this topick, I can

hardly do better, than to present the following quotations

from a great champion of the Protestant cause, whose author

ity on some points you would undoubtedly very highly value.

<•! pray tell me," says Chillingworth, "why cannot

Heresies be sufficiently discovered, condemned, and avoided

by them which believe scripture to be the rule of faith? If

scripture be sufficient to inform us what is the Faith, it must

of necessity also be sufficient to teach us what is Heresy; see

ing Heresy is nothing but a manifest deviation from, or op

position to the Faith. That which is straight will plainly

teach us what is crooked; and one contrary cannot but

manifest the other.—Though we pretend not to certain,

means of not erring m interpreting all scripture, partic

ularly such plates as are obscure and ambiguous, yet this,

methinks, should be no impediment, but that we may have

certain means of not erring in and about the sense of those

places which are so plain and clear that they need no inter

preters: And in such we say our faith is contained. If you

ask me, how I can be sure that I know the true meaning of

these places? I ask you again, can you be sure that you un-

* I am fufiy aware that the orthodox have been violently charged with a derclic-

tion of this principle, because they make use of creeds; and Unitaruns, in oppos

ing creeds, have claimed the honour of "contending for the liberty of being Pro

testants." Every well informed person however knows, that the Protestants

held the principle, not to the exclusion of creeds drawn from the scriptures, b.n

in opposition to "Unwritten tradition" and "papal infallibility." While they biJd

the scriptures to be the only and sufficient rule of faith, all the Protestant

churches had their creeds.—The Unitarian argument, in misapplying the princi

ple, it to this effect: The scriptures are sufficiently full and plain as the rule 01

frith for all men; therefore no man, or body of men, has a right to z»r what doc

trines the scriptures teach!

-
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tlerstand what I, or any man rise says?—God be thanked that

we have sufficient means to be certain enough of the (ruth of

our faith. But the privilege of not being in possibility of

erring, that we challenge not, because we have as little rea

son as you, to do so; and you have none at all. If you

ask, seeing we may possibly err, how can we be assured we

do not? 1 ask you again, seeing your eye-sight may deceive

you, how can you be sure you see the sun when you do see it?

Perhaps you may be in a dream, and perhaps you arid all the

men in the world have been so, when they thought they were

awake, and then only awake, -when they thought they

dreamt.—A pretty sophism this,—that whosoever possibly

may err, cannot be certain tliat lie doth vol err. A judge ma\

possibly err in judgment; can lie therefore never have as

surance, that he hath judged right, A traveller may possi

bly mistake his way; must I therefore be doubtful whether I

am in the right way from my ball to my chamber.

"Methinks. so subtle a man as you are, should easily ap

prehend a wide difference between authority to do a thing,

and infallibility in doing it, and again, between a conditional

infallibility and an absolute. The former, the Doctor, [Potter]

together with the Articles of the Church of England, attribut-

eth to the church, nay to particular churches, and 1 subscribe

to his opinion: That is, an authority of determining contro

versies of faith, according to plain and evident scripture, and

univci'sal tradition, and infallibility while they proceed accord

ing to this rule. As, if there should arise an heretick that

should call in question Christ's passion and resurrection, the

church had authority to decide this controversy, and infallible

direction how to do it, and to excommunicate this man, if he.

should persist in his crrour.

"The ground of your errour here is, your not distinguish

ing between actual certainty and absolute infallibility. Geome

tricians are not infallible in their own science; yet they are

very certain of those things which they sec demonstrated: and

carpenters arc not infallible, yet certain of the straightness of

those things which agree with their rule and square. So though

the church be not infallibly certain that in all l.er definitions,

whereof some arc about disputable aiid ambiguous matters.

"atten
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site sli all proceed according to her rule; yet being certain 6f

the infallibility of her m'.c, and that in this and that thing she

doth manifestly proceed according to it; she may be certain.

of the truth of some particular decrees, and yet not be certain

that she shall never decree but what is true.

"Protestants, believing scripture to be the word of God,

may be certain enough of the truth and certainty-of it. For

what if they say the Catholick Church, much more them

selves, may err in some unfiindamental points, is it therefore

consequent, they can be certain of none such? What if a wiser

man than I may mistake some obscure place of Aristotle, may

1 not therefore, without any arrogance or inconsequence con

ceive myself certain that I understand him in some plain

places which cany their sense before them?—We pretend not

at all to any assurance that we cannot err, but only to a suffi

cient certainty that we do not err, but lightly understand those

things that are plain, whether fundamental or not fundamen-

tal.—I do heartily acknowledge and believe tlie articles of

our faith to Ik1 in themselves truths as certain and infallible,

as the very common principles of geometry or mctaphys-

icks."*

These pertinent and forcible reasonings and remarks,

which were long ago employed against the Papists, are now

of equal pertinence and force against the Unitarians; and

they now as well explain and vindicate the principles and views

of the orthodox, as they then did those of the Protestants.

But you say further, p. 27. "It is also important to recol

lect the character of those men, against whom the apostolick

anathema was directed. They were men who knew distinctly

what the apostles taught, and yet opposed it; and who en

deavoured to sow division, and to gain followers in the

churches which the apostles had planted. These men, re

sisting the known instructions of the authorized and inspired

teachers of the gospel, and discovering a factious, selfish,

mercenary spirit, were justly excluded as unworthy the

christian name. But what in common with these men, have

the christians whom Dr. Worcester and his friends denounce?

• Chillingworth's Works, Chap, ii, Bee. 127, 145, 152, 160, 162. Chap, iii,

Sec. 26, 50.
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Do Uiese oppose what they know to be the doctrine of Christ

and bis apostles?"

I ask you, sir, how those men "knew distinctly" what the

apostles taught? We have now the writings of the apostles*

the same which were then communicated to the churches; but,

according to you and your friends, no uninspired man can

know distinctly what they teach. Were those, who resisted

the known instructions of the authorised and inspired teach

ers of the gospel, themselves inspired men ? If not, what

right have you to say that they knew what the apostles,

taught, any better than uninspired men now may know? Will

you say that, besides having the writings of the apostles, they

had the advantages of hearing the apostles preach and con

verse? How do you know that such was the fact with all, if

it were with some of them? Besides, if the apostles could not

write intelligibly, who shall say that they could preach or

converse intelligibly? It should seem indeed, that the advex-*

sarics of Paul and his doctrine dreaded his writings more

than his preaching and conversation. "His letters, said they,

ai-e weighty and powerful; but his bodily presence is weak,

and bis speech contemptible."

But further, if those men did know distinctly what the

apostles taught, did they however know that the apostles

wen "inspired" men? Is it not on t\n\ contrary certain, that

nf Paul in particular, they denied both the inspiration and

apostolick commission? Will you take it upon you to say,

that in this they were not honest? Paul himself, while a zeal

ous pharisee, verily thought, notwithstanding all "the signs

and wonders'' which had been exhibited, that he ought to do

many things contrary to the name of Jesus of Nazareth.

Why then might not those false teachers and others who op

posed themselves to Paul, verily think that they ought to op

pose him and his doctrine ?

If there is any force in what you state upon this point, it

lies in this assumption: that those whom the apostles exclud

ed from fellowship, as false christians and hereticks, were

guilty of opposing and rejecting doctrines, which they knew

to have been delivered under the authority of divine inspira

tion; and on this account were "justly excluded as unworthy

' wortt
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the christian name:" but uow there are no such characters,—

none who reject or oppose what they know to be divinely

revealed truth. Here, as in other paits of your writings,

you seem to take it for granted, that mankind are much bet

ter now, than they were in the days of the apostles. Tlien

their depravity was such, that they would deny and resist

what they knew to be divine truth ; but now, no man will

do this. What warrant have you for this assumption? What

evidence that the heart is not now as "deceitful and despe

rately wicked" as ever it was? If men could once reject what

they knew to be the truth of God, why may they not now?

Is it however certain, that the opposers of Jesus and his

apostles, all of them if any, rejected what they knew to be

divine truth? On the contrary, is it not evident, that, in most

instances at least, though the evidence before them was clear

and abundant, yet they found means to make themselves be

lieve, that Jesus and his apostles were not "authorized and

inspired teachers," and that the doctrines taught by them

were not true. Jesus upon the cross prayed, "Father for

give them, for they know not what they do." Paul testifies

that "had they known, they would not have crucified the

Lord of glory; and of himself says," that what he did, while

"breathing out threatening and slaughter against the disci

ples of the Lord," he "did ignorantly in unbelief." It was

generally so, no doubt, with those who opposed the truth in

those ancient days. It is just so now. It will hardly be de

nied, by any considerate man, that, in christian lands, the

advantages for knowing the truth are as great now, as they

were in Judea, or in any part of the world, in the days of

Christ and his apostles. Where then is the mighty differ

ence between those who now reject the truth, and those by

whom it was then rejected. And if sucli were not then en

titled to the privileges of christian fellowship, by what rea

soning, or by what sophistry can it be made to appear, that

they are now entitled to these privileges.

The apostles, by your own admission, excluded them: and

it is not to be forgotten, that they enjoined it also upon the

churches to exclude them. Many passages to this effect have

already been cited, and many more might be adduced. The
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primitive churches, though not composed of inspired men. yet

thought themselves warranted to judge of doctrines whether

they were true or false; and accordingly, in conformity to

apostolick example and direction, withdrew themselves from

those who rejected, or esscntiaUy corrupted the gospel.

Some of them indeed were more faithful in this respect than

others; and in his solemn addresses to the churches in Asia,

"He who walketh in the midst of the golden candlesticks,"

particularly commenced the more faithful, and severely re

buked the more negligent. And I hold it to be a fact, which

ought not to be conti-overtcd, that, in all succeeding ages,

the purest and best churches, those which have shone as the

brightest lights in the world, have been the most steadfast in

the apostolick practice,—the most faithful in keeping sepa

rate from those, "who would pervert the gospel of Christ."

Yet you say, p. 27, "It is truly wonderful, if excommunica

tion for supposed errour be the method of purifying, that the

church has been so long and so wofully corrupted. AYhat-

ever may have been the deficiencies of christians in other re

spects, they have certainly discovered no criminal reluctance

in applying this instrument of purification." And in this

connexion you employ an elegance of imagery, worthy of be

ing applied to a much better purpose, together with a vehe

mence of reproach, similar to what is often to be met with in

the writings of the avowed enemies of Christianity. For

myself however, I am firmly persuaded that it is to be at

tributed, not to undue strictness, but to a criminal laxation

of discipline, that "the church has been so long and so woful

ly corrupted." Owing to this laxation, the corrupter's of the

gospel have found it easy to Introduce and intrench them

selves within the sacred pale; and seizing upon the gates and

fortresses of the holy city, have made themselves strong,

have cast down the truth to the ground, have worn out the

saints of the Most High, and have practised and prospered,

until they have "rendered the records of the christian commu

nity as black, as bloody, as revolting to humanity, as the

records of empires founded on conquest and guilt."

You contend nevertheless, p. 28, that mistake in judgment

is the heaviest charge which one denomination has now a
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right to urge against another, and you ask, "Do we find

that the apostles ever denounced mistake as 'awful and fatal

hostility' to the gospel, tiiat they pronounced anathemas on

men, who wished to obey, but who misapprehended their

doctrines." It is already, I trust, sufficiently evident, that

the nature and general character of mankind are not so dif

ferent now from what they were in the apostles' days, as you

seem to suppose; that there is no such difference between the

cases of those professed christians, who then opposed and

perverted the gospel, and those who now do the same, as you

represent. If mistake in judgment is the heaviest charge,

which they justly incur now, it is the heaviest which they just

ly incurred then.—Do you imagine, Sir, that those whom

the apostles "denounced and excluded," made no pretensions

to sincerity, no professions of "a wish to obey" the gospel?

Do not the apostles testify that the false teachers, on whom

"they pronounced anathemas," transformed themselves inta

the apostles of Christ? And is it not abundantly manifest*

that they made very lofty pretensions to sincerity and vir

tue, and by good words and fair speeches deceived the hearts of

tlie simple? Even the immediate opposers of Christ, on whom

he pronounced his heaviest woes, claimed to have God, even

"the God of Abraham, of Isaae, and of Jacob," for their Fa

ther, and in their zeal for God, opposed and rejected his doc

trines as blasphemous. There is no evidence to show, nor

reason to believe, that the adversaries of the truth were not

as sincere, as candid, as virtuous, and as respectable, in the

first days of the gospel, as they are in the present age; and

might as justly claim exemption from every charge, heavier

than that of "mistake in judgment."

This however was not the heaviest charge which was

urged against them. To those who claimed to have God for

their father, and who were fair and "beautiful" in outward

appearance, the mild and benevolent Jesus said, "I know you

that ye have not the love of God in you. Ye believe not, be

cause ye are not of my sheep. How can ye believe, which re

ceive honour one of another, and seek not the honour w/dch

cometh from God only?" And he declared that they had

vboth seen and hated both him and his Father." AH tins, you
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will please to observe, was said of the pharisces, rabbins, ru

lers, and priests, those who "devoted themselves to the study

of the scriptures," and were regarded by one another, and by

the world, as "the eminent, the enlightened, and the good."

I quote these testimonies of the "faithful and true Witness"

as a specimen, not to intimate that "fallible men" should

rasldy apply or use similar language, but to shew in what

light He who "knows w hat is in man," views an obstinate

disbelief of the truth. Far from regarding it as mere mis

take in judgment, he traces it home to an evil heart. Accord

ingly he declares in general terms, that "men love darkness

rather than light, because their deeds are eviL" The inspired

Paul also says, "If our gospel be hid, it is hid to them that

are lost; M whom the god of this world hath blinded the minds

of them which believe not, lest the light of the glorwus gospel

of Christ, wlio is the image of God, should shine unto them."'

And he represents natural nun as "having the understanding

darkened, using alienated from the life of God, through the

ignorance that is in them, because of the blindness of their

hearts." To this evil source, this moral depravity, the scrip

tures constantly refer disbelief and rejection of the truth.

Is or do they at all limit this affecting representation to the

early times of the gospel. On the contrary, the spirit of pro

phecy most abundantly foretold, that errours, proceeding

from the same corrupt source, would abound in times then

future and distant; and that the last ages of the world woidd,

in this respect, be eminently perilous: that men would "turn

away from the truth, not enduring sound doctrine:" and that

false doctrines would be propagated in such a manner, by

su<"h nun, and with such pretensions, as would "deceive, were

it jmssible, the very elect."

And is it not most evident, that all which is'proud and

haughty, and corrupt, in the nature of failen mankind, will,

in every age, resist the truth of God?—particularly those,

humbling doctrines which declare, that «'tha heart is deceitful

above all tilings and desperately wicked," that "except t\

man be born again, he cannot see the kingdom of God," that

men can be justified no otherwise, than "freely by the grace of

God, through the redemption thai is in Christ Jesus, whom
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God hath set forth to be a propitiation through faith in his

blood;" and those which transcend the comprehension of hu

man reason, the trinity of persons in the Godhead,—the. union

of the divine with human nature in the person of Christ, and

the expiation of the sins of the world, by his one offering of

himself. And is it not equally evident, that all that is self-

sufficient, and arrogant, and subtile in man, will employ all

the resources of "philosophy and vain deceit," to corrupt,

to discredit, and to subvert doctrines to which the heart is so

decidedly adverse?

Still, however, you strenuously insist, p. 29, "Whatever

may he the right of christians as to bearing testimony against

opinions which they deem injurious, 1 deny that they have any

right to pass a condemning sentence on the diameters of men

whose general deportment is conformed to the gospel of

Christ, Moth scripture and reason unite in teaching that t ho

best and only standard of character is the life: and lie who

overlooks the testimony of a good life, and grounds a sen

tence of condemnation on opinions, about which he as well

as his brother may err, violates most flagrantly, the duty of

just and candid judgment, and opposes the peaceful and char

itable spirit of the gospel."

By the "condemning sentoncc" of which you here speak,

I understand you to mean the sentence of excommunication,

or non-communion; and the principal sentiment of the

passage, stript of its adventitious circumstances, is, that

christians have not a right to exclude any from their fellow

ship on account of erroneous opinions, or, in other words, on

account of their corrupting or denying any doctrines of the

gospel. It is, however, an indisputable fact, as has before

been shewn, that christians have always, from the days of the

apostles to the present, held and exercised this as a right and as

a duty. And I ask you, Sir, do not even Unitarians, do not you

yourself claim and exercise this right? Is there no case in which

you would exclude a man from christian fellowship on ac

count of erroneous opinions ? In your remarks on my second

letter, p. 19, you say, "We are convinced from laborious re

search into the scriptures, that the great truth, which is the

object of christian belief, and which in the first ages corK
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ferred the character of disciples on all who received it, i.tf

■imply this, that Jesus is the Christ, or anointed by God to be the

light and Saviour of the world. Whenever this great truth

appears to us to be sincerely acknowledged, whenever a man

of apparent uprightness declares to us his reception of Jesus

in this character, and his corresponding purpose to study and

obey bis religion, we feci ourselves bound to give him the

hand of christian fellowship."—Be it even so. There is then,

however, one article of faith, which you hold essential to

christian fellowship; an article which you have ascertained by

•'laborious research." Should one, who denies the great

truth that Jesus is the anointed by God to be the light and Sav

iour of the world, request the privileges of fellowship in your

church, however fair his character in other respects might

be, he could not be admitted. He would be refused simply on

account of his opinion. And for the same reason, should a

member of your church, a man of apparent uprightness, avow

his disbelief that Jesus is the Christ, if you and your church

acted consistently with your declared principle, he would be

excluded from your fellowship.

But why should you exclude him? why exclude a man for

bis errour in this one particular? I suppose the plain truth to

be this: You would hold that he may be a good man, and go to

heaven, though he disbelieve that Jesus is the Christ,* and

deny divine revelation altogether. Yet you would say, that

he cannot be a christian, unless he believe that Jesus is the

Christ, the anointed by pod to be the Light and Saviour of

the world. But why not? He may acknowledge, as many

infidels have done, that Jesus Christ was a man of preeminent

excellence of character, and the best moral teacher or philos->

•pher, that ever appeared in the world; may "declare, with

apparent uprightness, his corresponding purpose to study

and obey his religion;" and may wish to call himself, and to

be called a christian, for the same reason that the follower's

of Plato were called Flatonists, and others have been called

after the names of the philosophers or teachers, whom they

have respectively chosen for their masters. Still, however,

• Notwithstanding JciU3 ha? au'ui, "If ye believe not that lam he, ye shall dic.

in your rim."
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Vou may say, he denies the church and its ordinances to be of

divine institution, and it would be a profanation for him to

participate in them? Why so? Though he denies them to be of

divine appointment, lie nevertheless acknowledges them to be

institutions of JcsusChrist, whom he acknowledges as his mas

ter; institutions eminently conducive to the improvement of

ihe social virtues and to the good of society; and he is there-

fore sincerely desirous of participating with other good christ

ians in thrill.

Why then, I repeat it, should you refuse him? Why after

all is it so very important, that he should believe that Jesus

is the Christ* the anointed by God?

You will not I presume insist, that the case now supposed is

such an one as does not and cannot exist? Are there not many,

who stand almost precisely upon this ground? Is it not so with

some who are called deists or infidels? Is it not so with those

unitarians* in Germany and elsewhere, who deny special di*

vine inspiration altogether,—deny that Jesus is the Messiah

of the QUI Testament.—deny that he was, in any special or

proper sense, anointed by God to be ihe Light and Saviour of

the world; and yet call themselves christians!

What will you do with these men? If you admit them to

christian fellowship, you must give up what, after "laborious

research into the scriptures," you hold to be the single essen

tial article of the christian faith; that which alone "confers

the character of disciples on all who receive it." If you re

fuse them, you incur the guilt of the heinous crime of exclud

ing from fellowship, on account of opinion, or of what you

otherwise call, mere mistake in judgment.—If you say yon

do not "pass a condemning sentence on their characters?' I

reply, then neither do we on the characters of those whom wo

exclude: and I refer you to what I have said on this topick,

in the 24th page of my second letter. You do however pro

nounce a sentence importing distinctly, that the excluded per

sons are not christians; for it is upon the very principle, that

they deny that article of faith, which alone "confers the

character of disciples," that you exclude them. This is more

than, in ordinary cases of withholding or withdrawing fellow

ship, we pronounce.
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The difference then hctwcen you and us in regard to fel

lowship, is not that we exclude on account of opinion, and

you do not; but it is this: you hold it necessary, only that a

person believe that Jesus is the Christ; we hold it necessary,

that he also believe in the essential doctrines of Christ's religion.

By what authority you make your specified article the only

essential article of the christian faith, after some "research in

to the scriptures," and after perusing with some attention

your great authority, Locke, 1 am still unable to see. Was

it for the denial of this article, and this only, that the apos

tles pronounced their anathemas? Did the false teachers who

troubled the churches of Galatia and Corinth, did Hymeneus

and Alexander, did those "many antichrists" of whom the

apostle John speaks, deny that Jesus was the Christ? No: but

they were excluded for errours of a very different kind. What

would you think of the man, who should call himself a Plato-

nist, merely because he acknowledges Plato to have been a

great philosopher, while at the same time he denies all the

essential doctrines of the Platonick system? Please to answer

the question; and then apply the answer to the man, who

professes to be a christian, merely because he acknowledges

Jesus to be the Christ, and yet denies all the essential doc

trines of the christian system.

How, after reconsidering the subject, you will decide re

specting those, who deny your one essential article, I know

not, nor am I greatly concerned to know. At present, how-

e\cr, according to your .own account, you have your creed, as

well as we ours; a short one indeed, as one of your respecta

ble friends has eloquently expressed it, "contained in one

bright line;" yet a creed which is exclusive! Yes, Sir, you

yourselves do the very thing, which you so vehemently con

demn in us! You excludefrom christianfellowship on account of

opinion.'

What then becomes of all your rhetorical declamations,

your inflammatory invectives, your violent charges of per

secution? They might all be retorted with all their force

upon yourselves. Such characters as I have described, by

whatever name they may be called, might adopt your own

language, and with equal pertinency and modesty, say.
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"Tor" ourselves, we "know not a shadow of pretence for the

language of superiority assumed by" Mr. Channing "and

his brethren. Are they exempted from the common frailty

of our nature? Has God given them superior intelligence?

Were they educated under circumstances more favourable to

improvement than those whom they condemn? Have they

brought to the scriptures more serious, anxious, and unwea

ried attention? Or do their lives express a deeper reverence

for God? No. They are fallible, imperfect men, possess

ing no higher means, and no stronger motives for studying the

word of God than their" excluded "brethren." Our "offence

is, that we read the scriptures for" ourselves, and derive

from them "a different opinion on" one "point," from that

which others have adopted. Mistake ofjudgment is our pre

tended crime, and this crime is laid to our charge by men

who arc liable to mistake as "ourselves,'' and who seem to

"us" to have fallen into "one" of the grossest errours.* A

condemning sentence from such judges carries in it no terrour.

Sorrow for its uncharitableness, and strong disapprobation

of its arrogance, are the principal feelings which it inspires."

Pages 25, 26.

Not only, Sir, do you exclude from christian fellowship,

on account of opinion, but on account of opinion you also pass

"a condemning sentence" directly "on the characters of

men,"—of men too, I think it right to say, "whose general

deportment is conformed to the gospel of Christ." Here, in

addition to the passages just quoted, and which were by you

• Trinitarians appear to you and your brethren, you say, "to have fallen int*

some of the grossest errours." In another place, p. 16, you tell us, that our "ad

ditions to the simple gospel seem to you at least as exceptionable as the deficien

cies" of Dr. Priestly aml Mr. Belsham. And, p. 33, you say, "I am persuaded,

that at the lust uay the Trinitarian will be found m a great errour, and were I

disposed, / could make at moving an appeal to his fears, as Dr. Worcester can

make to oura." I do not know very well how to reconcile, with these and other

similar representations, the following passages: "It is from deep conviction, that

I have stated once and again, that the differences between Unitarians and Trini

tarians lie more in sounds, than in ideas," ho. "Trinitarians, indeed, are apt to

consider themselves at an immeasurable distance from Unitarians. The reason, I

think, is, that they arc surrounded with a mist of obscure phraseology. Were

this mist dispersed, I believe that they would be surprised at discovering their

proTimity to the quarter of the Unitarians," lie. Pages 23, '23. One W9uM

think that this "mist" might bo "dispersed"—"at the last day."



 

applied to the orthodox, I must be permitted to present a (few

more select quotations from your remarks.—"It is truly as

tonishing, you say, that christians are not more impressed

with the unbecoming spirit, the arrogant style, of those, who

deny the christian character to professed and exemplary fol

lowers of Jesus Christ, because they differ in opinion on some

of the most subtle and difficult subjects of theology. A

stranger, at hearing tlie language of these denouncers, would

conclude without a doubt, that they were clothed with infalli

bility, and were appointed to sit jn judgment on their breth

ren. This is the fashionable mode of bearing testimony, and

it is a weapon which will always be most successful in the

hands of the proud, the positive, and overbearing, who are

most impatient of contradiction, and have least regard to the

rights of their brethren. Persecution is a wrong or injury in

flicted for opinions, and surely assaults on character fall

under this definition. Some persons seem to think that per

secution consists in pursuing errour with fire and sword; and

that therefore it lias ceased to exist, except in distempered

imaginations, because no class of christians among us is

armed with these terrible weapons. But, no. The form is

changed, but the spirit lives. Persecution has given up its

halter and faggot, but it breathes venom from its lips, and se

cretly blasts -what it cannot openly destroy. Of all earthly

blessings, an honest reputation is to many of us the most pre

cious; and he who robs us of it is the most injurious of man

kind, and among the worst ofpersecutors. Let not thefriends

of denunciation attempt to escapefrom this charge, by pleading

their sense of duty, and their sincere desire to promote the

cause of truth. St. Dominic was equally sincere, when he

built the inquisition. Humble, meek, and affectionate chris

tians are least disposed to make creeds for their brethren,

and to denounce those who differ from them. On the con

trary, the impetuous, proud, and enthusiastic}:, men wlio can

not or will not weigh the arguments of opponents, are always

most positive and unsparing in denunciation. They take

the lead in a system of exclusion. They have no false mod

esty, no false charity, to shackle their zeal in framing fun

damentals for their brethren, and in punishing the obstinate
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in errour. The consequence is, that creeds arc formed which

exclude from Christ's church some of his truest followers,

which outrage reason as well as revelation. Such has been,

ihe, history of the church." Pages 25—34.

Such, Sir, is the sort of language, which you employ with

euch frequency, such ease, and such assuranse, as clearly

indicate the practice to be habitual with you. I am afraid

also that no small portion of your "liberal" friends arc so

'accustomed to similar language and similar feelings, as to

have read these passages, and others of the kind in your

pamphlets, with no other emotions than those of pleasure and

Exultation; not suspecting in the least , that the spirit of them

is not perfectly "candid," and "liberal," and "charitable,"

and " mild," and "affectionate," and "modest," and "meek,"

and "humble."

But is there not here "a condemning sentence passed" di

rectly "on the characters of men?"—a sentence of absolute

destruction! The characters here described are sentenced

as destitute of "modesty" and of "charity;"—as "the proud,"

"the impetuous," the "arrogant," "the enthusiastick;"—as

either "not able, or not willing to weigh the 'arguments of

opponents;"—as "most positive and most unsparing of de-

)iunciatron;"-«-as "having the least regard to the right of their

brethren;"—as "denouncers," possessing "the spirit of perse

cution," which, though it "has given up its halter and faggot,"

yet "breathes venom from its lips, and secretly blasts

what it cannot openly destroy;"—as characters who shall in

vain "attempt to escape from the charge" of being "the most

INJURIOUS OF MANKIND, and among THE WORST OF PER

SECUTORS."

Was ever a more "condemning sentence passed on the

eharacters of men?" Is it possible for one more condemning

to be passed on the very worst of men,—the most execrable

malignants, and miscreants, that ever troubled the world!

Upon whom is this sentence passed? Not upon the review

ers and the writer of the letters to Mr. Channing only; not

upon the orthodox ministers and christians cf this country

and of the present age only ; but upon the great body of the

christian church of all nations and of all ages! You "beg,"
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indeed, that it "may not be applied indiscriminately to tha

party called orthodox, among whom," you are pleased sav

ingly to say, "there are multitudes whose humility and char

ity would revolt from making themselves the standards of

christian piety, and from assailing the christian character of

their brethren." It does, however, from the very terms of

it, apply to all of every nation and age, who have adhered to

creeds, and refused fellowship on account of ojrinioiis. Where,

among orthodox christians, the "multitudes" are to be found,

who do not fall within this description, it would not, I believe,

be very easy to point out.

You will not deny that creeds were used in the early periods

of the church. What is called the Apostles' Creed, if it were

not set forth by the apostles themselves, is however historical

ly traced up nearly or quite to the apostolick age, as having

been then used in the churches with little or no exception. It

is equally certain, that in those purest and brightest days of

the church, it was held by all christians right, and a sacred

duty, to note as hereticks, and to exclude from fellowship,

those who denied or corrupted the essential doctrines of the

gospel. Afterwards the Nicene and Athanasian Creeds were

used along with the Apostles', generally, and with exclusive

effect, in the orthodox churches. In the age of the Reforma

tion, the Protestant churches, Lutheran, Zuinglian, Calvin-

ian, or by whatever name distinguished, all had their creed,

and excluded from fellowship those who denied their essential

articles. And it has been so with the orthodox churches

generally, from that day to the present.

It is also a well attested fact, that, by the great body of

christians, from the days of the apostles to the present, the

deniers of the Trinity, or of the proper Deity and atonement

of Jesus Christ, Unitarians of various names, have been re

garded as being eminently subverters of the gospel; and as

little doubt has been entertained of the duty of withholding

fellowship from them, as from any who have called them

selves christians. About two hundred years ago indeed the

celebrated Episcopius made it a question, whether they might

not, consistently with the gospel, be admitted to the fellow

ship of orthodox churches. But the question, after ardent,



and powerful debate, on the Continent and in England, was

decided in the negative; and in that decision, the orthodox

churches, with great unanimity, have ever since rested.

I am then fully warranted in saying, that your condemn

ing sentence applies to the great body of the church of Christ

of all ages and nations. Indeed you yourself very explicitly

give it this extensive application when you say, with signifi

cant emphasis, "Such lias been the history of the church." Es

pecially does it apply to those, who, in successive periods,

have been the most distinguished in "the kingdom and pa

tience of Jesus Christ,"—who have contended with the most

holy charity and zeal for the faith once delivered to the saints,

by whose labours and sufferings the religion of the gospel

has been, instrumentally, maintained and propagated,—of

whom the world has not been worthy,—but whose "witnesi

is in heaven and their record on high."—And, my dear Sir,

it is with no common feelings of grief, that I find myself

compelled to say, that a heavier sentence than yours, against

the disciples of the Lord, against "the church of the living

God, the. pillar and ground of the truth," has never, I be

lieve, been pronounced, by the bitterest of enemies, either pa-

£an or infidel.

But why are the servants of the Most High thus condemn-

edi Because tlicy have thought it rigid not to extend christian

fellowship to such as have denied and sought to subvert, what

tliey hold to be the essential doctrines of tlieir holy religion; doc

trines on which they have founded all tlieir hopes of salva

tion to themselves and their fellow men, and which they have

been ready to seal, and in thousands of instances have actu

ally sealed, with their blood. Yes, Sir, it is for this opinio*

of theirs, that you have passed a condemning sentence on

their "characters," as "the most injurious of mankind,

THE WORST OF PERSECUTORS, RREATHING VENOM FROM

TIIEIR LIPS, AND SECRETLY BLASTING WHAT THEY COULD

Not openly destroy! If then, as you say, persecution is a

wrong or an injury inflicted for opinions, and assaults on

character surely fall under this definition;" I solemnly refer

it to your conscience before God, whether you do not stand

convicted at your own bar as a persecutor.
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U you Bay that the great body of orthodox christians.

whom you have thus vehemently condemned, have not only

beld the obnoxious opinion, but have also expressed it and

acted upon it, I shall not deny the charge. But that they

have done it in the bitter and violent manner, which you

have so frightfully represented, especially in this country,

and still more especially "in this quarter of our country," I

do utterly deny; and I challenge you to produce any facts to

justify in the least your representation. I affirm, with the

most assured confidence, that if in any part, or in any period

of the world, a spirit of moderation, forbearance, and kind

ness, has been shewn towards those who have been regarded

as subverters or corrupters of the gospel, it has been in this

region, and in the present age. Even you yourself acknow

ledge, that we "talk to you courteously as friends;" but this,

in your charity, you choose to represent as "mockery," with

an insidious intention to "rivet your chains," and "more ir

ritating than papal bondage." Of the candour of this rep

resentation, 1 have nothing to say; but have only to remark,

that, even in the midst of your violent invectives, you have

reluctantly made, at an unguarded moment, an acknowledge

ment of a fact, known and read of all men: the fact, that in

stead of the venom and "outrage," which, from the general

strain of your declamation, "a stranger" would suppose you

had experienced, you have actually been treated by tltcso

"most injurious of mankind," with great courtesy and kind

ness,—with great tenderness for your characters, and care for

the preservation of peace. But the "coals of fire which have

thus been heaped upon your heads," have served, it should

seem, only to "irritate."

If, however, the orthodox have expressed their opinion re

specting fellowship, and acted upon it, is it not also true,

that those, from whom they have withheld fellowship, have

likewise expressed their erroneous opinions, and acted agree

ably to them? Doubtless there have always been men who

have thought it prudent to conceal their opinions. Only,

however, when their opinions have been avowed, and acted

out, Iiavc the erroneous, on account of their crrours, been ex

cluded. It has been because, that from their opinions, words



have proceeded, which "eat as doth a canker," and deed*

which tend to the subversion of the gospel, that they hav«

been placed out of communion.

But you say, "Both scripture and reason unite in teaching

that the best and only standard of character is the life."

"The whole scriptures teach that he, and he only is a chris

tian, whose life is governed by the precepts of the j^ospel, and

that by this standard alone, the profession of this religion

should be tried." "Jesus Christ says, 'By theirfruits shall

ye know them." I have no difficulty in acceding to this state

ment. I certainly hold, and wish to he understood to hold,

that the best and only standard of character, is the life;"

that "he, and he only is a christian, whose life is governed

by the precepts of tlio gospel, and that men are to be "known

by their fruits." If, however, you mean, as it is evident you

do, that in estimating or determining christian character, a

man's opinions, his faith or his disbelief, are not at all to be

taken into the account; I can assure you, I have not so learn

ed Christ.

The scriptures throughout earnestly and authoritatively

insist on faith, humble, hearty belief of the truth, as essential

to christian character. The cbistian life is a life offaith. The

fruits by which the christian is to be known are the fruits of

faitit. Christians are believers. They are sanctified through

Hie truth. Their hearts are purified by faith. Such is the

doctrine of scripture.

It a man discard the gospel altogether, as a cunningly de-

visotl fable, however fair and commendable in other respects

his life may be, you will hardly yourself, I suppose, find in

him the christian character. If then a man acknowledges the

gospel ts be from God, and even makes a formal profession

of Christianity, and yet, instead of believing, loving, stead

fastly maintaining, and seeking to promote the great and es

sential truths of the gospel, disbelieves, hates, opposes, and

endeavours to discredit and obstruct them; though he may

be eminently what the world calls honest, and benevolent, and

amiable, and virtuous; yet must not his christian character

be materially and eminently defective? Is it not manifest,

that "his life is" not "governed by the precepts of the gos
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pel?"—particularly tliose loading precepts, which require

him to receive the truth in love,—to ohey the truth, to walk

in the truth,—to do nothing against the truth,—to contend

earnestly lor the faith once delivered to the saints,—to shine

as a light in the world, holding forth Ihe word of life? These

christianfruits are certainly wanting in him; and fruits of an

opposite kind,—fruits as bitter as the "grapes of Sodom, and

the clusters of Gomorrah," arc exhibited.—If he be a pro

fessed minister of the gospel, and in addition to the particu

lars now mentioned, instead of speaking the true gospel of

Christ, and declaring all the counsel of God, he preach ano

ther gospel, or doctrines subversive of the truth, and employ

all the advantages of his publick station, and all the iulucnce

of his sacred and engaging character, in counteracting the

faithful ministers of Christ, representing their steadfast ad

herence to the truth as bigotry, their earnest defence of the

gospel as illiberality, their labours to prevent the spread of

the pernicious effects of errour, as persecution, their zeal for

the honour and cause of Christ, as . party spirit, and their

measures for advancing his kingdom, and extending his sal

vation, as projects of ambition;—what must we say or think

of his life? Is it governed by the precepts of the gospel? "Be-

ware" says He who came down from heaven to guide our

feetinto the way ofpeace, "Beware offalse prophets, which come

to you in sheep's clotldng.—Ye shall know Hum by their frc its."

'•False teachers would pretend extraordinary endowments

of Learning perhaps, or Sanctity, or Piety, and an affection

ate concern for the happiness of those whom tlicy should ad

dress themselves to. But they might be detected by their

fruits. For if their doctrine should be found contrary to the

doctrine of Christ, that is conviction at once, and all their

glozing pretences are worth nothing. They are false pro

phets, because their doctiiiies atefalse. W hat can be a plain

er proof of it? Neither is it any objection to this, that our

Lord afterwards speaks of doing Hie will of his Father, and

at working iniquity: for maintaining the truth, is doing God's

willi and corrupting or resisting it, is working iniquity.

Therefore, let this be included at least among other bad fruits,

other works of iniquity. We will allow that an htrctick in

matters of mere revelation, is not so bad a man, generally

sneaking, as an henlich in morality; bnt still he may be a

10
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much worse man, or, to speak plainer, may do a great deal

more mischief by Iiis doctrine, than the immoral man may do

by his example. For besides his propagating dangerous er-

j^ours, subverting souls, it is farther to be considered, that he

sets himself up as a rival teacher, in opposition to the faith

ful ministers of Christ. He weakens their hands, frustrates

(heir pious labours, perverts their flocks, gives the common

enemy a handle to insult and blaspheme, raises a kind of

flame and war in the church, and remotely administers, to all

immorality and dissoluteness of manners, by taking off the

influence of the best instructions. Religion is not a personal

thing, which every man may new model or alter for himself.

It is the joint patrimony of the whole community; and every

man more or less is accountable to his neighbour for any

waste made in it. That corrupting ihcfaith is not an innocent

practice, but a very ill thing, every one knows, or ought to

know. I speak not of mere mistakes in judgment, but of

espousing and propagating them; corrupting the faith in im

portant articles, and diffusing such corruptions. A life so

spent, is a wicked life, if opposing divine truths, undermining

the gospel, and subverting souls, be wicked attempts, as they

undoubtedly are."* "Be not deceived, my brethren; those

(hat corrupt families by adultery, shall not inherit the king

dom of God. If therefore they who do this, according to the

flesh, have suffered death; how much more shall he die, who

by his wicked doctrine corrupts the faith of God, for which

Christ was crucified? He that is thus defiled, shall depart into

unquenchable fire, and so also shall he that hearkens to him." \

The Unitarians, however, according to you, are in no re

spect wanting in christian character, and have nothing to

fear from the judgment of men or of God. We regard other

christians," you say, p. 14, "as brethren, but can in no de

gree recognize them as superiours in the church of our com

mon Master. We do not dread the censures which they may

pass on our honest opinions. We rejoice that we have a

higher judge, whose truth it is our labour to learn, obey, and

maintain." Who are these other christians, whom you re

gard as brethren? Are they the orthodox, whom you have.

• Waterland's Importance of the Doctrine of tlie Trinity, Chap. v.

t St. Ignatius. Epist. to (he Eph. The blessed martyr, it should seem, had

"learned," even so early as the apostolick age, what yon say 1 have learned—to

"swakun men's feelings, by addressing theiryear*." He (earned it, I suppose,

lioin the apostks themselves, as the apostles had learned it from Christ.
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condemned. as "the most injurious of mankind," "breathing

renom from their lips?" Again, p. 20, "It is not because we

exalt reason above scripture, but because we revere the scrip

tures, that we maintain Unitarian principles."*—P. £5. -it

is truly astonishing that christians are not more impressed

with the unbecoming spirit, the arrogant style, of those, who

deny the christian character to professed and exemplaryfol

lowers of Jesus Christ, P. £8. "Do these oppose what they

know to be the doetrine of Christ and his apostles? Do they

not revere Jesus Christ and his inspired messengers?" P. 33.

"This practice of denouncing—exalts to supremacy in the

church, men, who have the least claim to influence. Hum

ble, meek, and affectionate christians, are least dis

posed to make creeds for their brethren, and to denounce

those who diner from them." Who those arrogant and

proud ones are, who, in your estimation, have the least claim

to influence, we have before seen. They are the orthodox

christians." The "exemplary followers of Jesus Christ, the

humble, meek, and affectionate christians, who have the

highest claim to influence, and ought to be exalted to supre

macy in the church,"j are the Unitarians. 'tThelJ,,, you af

firm, p. 25, fThey are deficicnt ih" none of the ouaxifv

Catio.vs, which were required in the primitive age.'' {Ortho

dox christians, will readily concede, that they have no pre

tensions to claims like these. Deeply conscious of many and

great "deficiencies," they are far from considering them

selves as having "already attained, or being already per

fect. i*We dare not make ourselves of the number, or coin-

pare ourselves with some that commend themselves: but they,

measuring themselves by themselves, and comparing them

selves among themselves, arc not wise."

* In this passage, yon allude, as in the connexion, yir.i do repeatedly, to the

statement -winch I made hi my Second Letter of ilie sentiments and practice of

t'nharians, respecting the scriptures; and yon treat the subject in that sort of eva

sive aml equivocal manner, to which you are egregiously addicted. You do not,

you w II not, yon cannot, deny the correctness ol the statement) yet you obliquely,

and querulously refer to it, as if it were incorrect, and vary ing the aspect of it,

would teem to deny it.

f In this commonwealth, you, and your "liberal" brethren are already in "the

chief seats." To what other "supremacy you would wish to be "cxalied," or'

can well be exalted, until you increase jour numbers, or establish a hicrarchy, I

do not rcadilv sec. In other parts of our country, and of the ehr Wan world, it

must be confessed, it is otherwise. In Bnglaud, ih: I'riestU, it should seem,

ought to have been bishop of St. Asaph's, instead of Br. Horsier, Mr Lindsay or

Mr. Belshara, bishop of London, instead of Dr. Porteus, Mr. \\ akefield, urchhish-

op of Canterbury, instead of Dr. Moore; and the present dignitaries of the estab

lishment, as they "have the least claim to influence," ought to resign their places

to tli£ Unitarians,—such, and so many as can be fjund.

-
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In the latter part of your remarks, pp. 36—43, you pre

sent a frightful picture of the consequences, which you ima

gine must result from what you call "the system of exclusion

and separation:" tliat is, the system of non-communion be

tween orthodox cliristrans and Unitarians. It would have

been natural to conclude, from the descriptions which yon

have given of tliesc two classes respectively, that you could

neither have wished, nor thought it possible, that any thing

like christian fellowship should subsist between them. How

can you indeed wish, how can you think it possible that fel

lowship should subsist between the humble, meek, affection

ate, exemplary followers of Jesus Christ, and the proud, the

arrogant, the impetuous, the worst of persecutors, and most

injurious of mankind, whose venomous breath secretly blasts

what they cannot openly destroy! Can the wolves and the

sheep dwell together within the same enclosure, in concord,

amity, and peace?

You state, however, that "the system of excluding profess

ed disciples «f Christ on account of opinions, is incompatible-

with the great principles of Congregationalism." In this,

as you cannot but be sensible, you differ most widely from

the founders of the Congregational churches, whether we

consider as the founders the apostles and primitive ministers

of Christ, or the leaders of the Puritans in England and in

tins country. The apostles certainly established the primi

tive churches upon this system; and upon this system the

leaders of the Puritans, and the churches founded by them,

uniformly acted. Look into the platforms of these churches,

the Savoy, the Cambridge, and the Saybrook; turn over the

ecclesiastical records of the primitive times of New England,

and pi-oof will accumulate upon proof. The Congregational

churches all had their creeds, their confessions of faith, and

all held it as their right and their duty, to withhold and

withdraw fellowship from all who denied or corrupted the

essential articles.

Yet you say, "This system will shake to the foundation

our religious institutions, and destroy many habits and coir-

nexions which have had the happiest influence on the rel»giou*

character of this people. The annual convention of Congre

gational ministers of Massachusetts, that ancient bond of

union must be dissolved. The association of ministers m

our different counties must in many cases be broken "P



Neighbouring churches will be mutually estranged. In tlie

same church angry divisions will break forth. Many relig

ious societies will be rent asunder, their ministers dismissed,

and religious institutions cease. Discord will be carried not

only into churches, but into families. The family altar must

fall." Such are the direful consequences on which your fe

verish imagination broods, and to which it has given the

most dismal colourings.

Are you not aware, Sir, that this same sort of objection, or

of argument, might have been used with equal force, and ac

tually was used, by the Jews against preaching tl»c gospel

and establishing christian churches in Judea,—by the Pagans

against propagating Christianity in the lands where their gods

were worshipped,—and by the PapiRts against the doctrines

of the Reformation, and separation from their church. It is

a sort of popular argument, which has always been urged

against disturbing the corruptions of the world, by the exhibi

tion and defence of the truth. The awful words of our Lord

here force themselves into serious recollection. "Whosoever

shall deny tik before men, him will I also deny before my

Father which is in heaven. Think not that I am come to send

peace on the earth; I came not to send peace, hut a sword.

For I am come to set a man at variance against his father, and

the daughter against her mother. And a man's foes shall be

those of his own household."—"Ultimately indeed I shall

establish peace in every sense of the word," and "shall make

wars to cease in all the world; but at present, and indeed for

many years to come, I shall not bring peace, but a sword

upon the earth. The promulgation of my religion will be

productive of much dissention, cruelty, and persecution, not

only to you, but to all those who, for many ages afterwards,

shall preach the gospel in purity and truth. The truf cause

of this will be the wickedness, and the ferocious passions of

men; but the occasion and the pretence for it will he the holy

religion, which you are to promulgate. In this sense, and in

this only, it is that I may he said to bring a sword upon the

earth; but they who really bring it, are the open enemies or

prchiukd friends of the gospel."—"He that loveth father or

mothcr, more than me. is not worthy of me, and he that loveth

son or daughter more than me, is not worthy of me." "That

Is evidently when the nearest and dearest relations come in

competition with our belief in Christ, and obedience to his

 

 



commands, our affection for them, and deference to their

opinions must give place to love for our Redeemer and

attachment to our Maker."'*

But why must these dreadful consequences mow ensue?

The "system" from which you s.iy they must result, is not a

new one. It has been in practice from the first ages of the

gospel. It has been in practice in our churches from the

first settlement of our country. The orthodox churches of

New-England, of Massachusetts, have always held it right

to separate from those who essentially corrupt the gospel; at

no period of our history have they supposed that they ought

to be in communion with avowed Unitarians; and if at any

time they have been in communion with them, it is because

those Unitarians have not been publickly avowed and open.

No Sir; wc are not introducing or proposing a new sys

tem.f We stand upon the "foundation" of our fathers;—the

venerable founders of our churches, to whom, under God, we

are indebted for our "religious institutions," and the invalu

* Malt x, ?,S—37. Bishop Portens's Lecture on the Chapter.

f You say, indeed, that "we are threatened with new tribunals, or consocia

tion*;" that "it is a melancholy fact, that our long established congregational

lorm of church g ivernment is menaced;" and taking your note from the "Law

man," you blow the trumpet of alarm with all your might. Were this the

proper place, I should feel mvself entitled to speak upon this subject with a degree

of freedom and confidence, if I have ever made myself known for any thing, I

have for my firm adherence to the principles, my zealous attachment to the lib

erties of our Congregational churches. In defence of them, my pen was early

employed; and in the same cause my feeble voice has been raised in ecclesiastical

Councils, in the General Association of Massachusetts, and in the Convention of

Congregational Ministers. My opinion and feelings upon the subject remain

unchanged.

The "Ltyman" tuts committed a mistake. He states that "an obsolete manu

script of Dr. Cotton Mather,—is now attempted to be imposed upon the chris

tian churches of this state, as the rule of their government. The truth is, that,

hy the Report of the Committee of the General Association, to which you aodhe

refer, that ancient document too* entirely set aside; not a scrip of it was retained,

and it was set aside for the very reason, that it contained principles incompatible

with the rights and liberties ol the churches; principles, which, sooner than at

tempt to impose them upon the churches, the members of that Committee, sonic

ft them at least, would have resisted unto blood. All therefore that the Layman

has said on this subject, falls to the ground; and with it, what you have said, as you

.have followed him both in sentiments and words, also tails.

The plan of Consociation, presented by the Committee, 1 have considered with,

earnest attention,—have examined and re-examined with anxious scrutiny; and I

am free to declare, that I can see nothing in it repugnant to congregational Pn'J-

ciples, to (he Plattbrm, or to the lioerties of the churches. On the contrary it

•does appear to me well calculated to revive Congregationalism in its purity, to re

store the Platform to its legitimate use, to guarantee to the churches their rights

and liberties, and to secure them from those invasions, infringements, vexations,

and usurpations, to which, since the Phi firm has gone so generally into disuse,

they have been continually exposed. I may be in an errour. The Report how-

( ver, agreeably to the express intention and desire of the Committee, is before

the publitk for free consideration and discussion. To denounce it as you hate

dune, is more easy than wise. I sincerely hope it will be examined with all the

fairness and candour, together vi ith all the faithful scrutiny, and jealous care^

which its nature and importance demand. If you er any other man shall make it

appear to be uiicongregauonal in its principles, or dangerous to the liberties of the

«mirehc» in its provisions, I pledge myself to exert whatever I may possess «f

talent or of influence, to prevont its adoption.



able blessings Which have resulted from tltcm to our beloved

commonwealth and country. We adhere to their faith and

their worship, to their principles and system of ecclesiastical

order and discipline; and both the one and the other \vc wish

to maintain and to perpetuate, in their genuine spirit, and

with all their benign and salutary influence, as an inheri

tance to our children and our children's children, l'ou, not

toe, are the innovators,—the aggressors,—the assailants. By

fou, not by us, arc our religious institutions to be shaken to

tlie foundation," and all those direful consequences, which

you have so rhetorically represented, are to be produced!

Are you and your friends, Sir, determviea on all this? It

should seem, from the. portentous signal which you have

given, that such is the fact.—Then, indeed, "the time, is

come, when" all who venerate the religion of their fathers,

who love the gospel of Christ, who wish well to the temporal

and eternal interests of their fellow-men, "are called to

awake, and to remember their duties to themselves, to pos

terity, and to the church of Christ." To affect to despise

your strength or your means, would not be the part of wis

dom. We know very well where your scat is. Wc know

that you have established yourselves on the high places of the

Commonwealth; and that you ]>ossess advantages for exert

ing an influence as extensive as it may be destructive. We

know too that the earthly dispositions and passions of man

kind, and the "imaginations and high things which exalt

themselves against the knowledge of God," are on your side.

And we are not unaware how apt many may be to embrace,

with little reflection and as little concern, a fashionable re

ligion which has a shew of wisdom, which makes the offence

of the cross to cease, which accommodates itself to the spirit

of the world.

Are "the slumbering minds of this community," however,

prepared for such a change, as you contemplate? Are the

churches, the ministers, the people of Massachusetts, prepar

ed to yield up, without a struggle, the consecrated faith and

worship, the religious and ecclesiastical principles and insti

tutions of their ancestors? Are they prepared to renounce

the religion, and place themselves out of the fellowship of the

general Church of Jesus Christ, and to embrace a religion,—

an unblest religion,—which has never, in any country, or in

any age, been admitted to that holy fellowship? Are they pre

pared publickly to declare against, the Divinity and atone
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ttient ul Him, who is "the propitiation for the sins of the

world," and in whose name alone there is solvation for men?

to "break his hands asunder, and to cast away liis cords

from them!"'—I trust in God that they are not. I trust, that

they that arc with us, are more than they that arc with you;

ami that lite God of our fathers has not yet forsaken the

churches, which they planted with so many prayers, and

watered with so many tears. It is devoutly hoped that "re

flecting laymen,'' and all the people, will open "their eyes to

this subject:'* a subject which most deeply concerns both

their temporal and eternal interests, and than which no other

can have a higher claim to their earnest and serious consid

eration. I deem it by no means too solemn, to refer them to

the awful warning of the second Psalm. "Be wise now

therefore, O ye kings: be instructed, ye judges of the cartb.

Kiss the Sox test lie be angry, and ye perish from the way

when his wrath is kindled but a little.

I ask however again, why must those consequences, so

baleful to society, to churches, and to families, ensue? If

Unitarians are "humble, meek, affectionate christians," it

surely should be little expected, that a spirit of discord, and

strife) and animosity, and bitterness, and violence would be

displayed by them; and little of such a spirit, I sincerely hope

and am firmly persuaded, will be displayed by the orthodox,

notwithstanding the heavy accusations which you hava

brought and may continue to bring against them. I repeat

w hat I said in my Second Letter, and I do it with the utmost

sincerity and earnestness: "Though we differ and widely

differ in our opinions;—though wc engage in debate on most

important and interesting points;—though we should find oc

casion even to separate as to christian fellowship; yet there

need not be, there ought not to be, and if our tempers wci c

right there would not be, any bitterness, or wrath, or anger,

or clamour, or evil speaking on either side. The gospel

teaches us to exercise unfailing charity and good will, not

only towards those whom we receive to christian fellowship,

but towards all men." Wherever then we can meet, let

us meet with mutual courtesy and kindness; wherever we can

cooperate for any good object, let us amicably and heartily

i ooperate; and where we must part, let us part in the spirit

of peace, and with sincere desires and prayers for each other's

good. Yours, Rev. and dear Sir, with affection and respect,

Salem, Dec. 1815. S. WORCESTER.
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PREFACE.

IT is matter of regret with many sincere christians, that the.

doctrine of the Trinity should ever be a topic of controversy or dis

cussion. They consider it a mysterious subject, difficult fully to

explain or comprehend, and of very little practical effect. And

as theological disputes are often productive of bitterness and ali

enation, rather titan of elucidation of scripture, or of the convic

tion of the disputants, they are ready to condemn every thing of

a controversial nature.

It is certainly to be lamented, that christians (however they

may differ in opinion on speculative subjects,) should dispute

with bitterness and ill will, or rashly and severely condemn all

who cannot subscribe to their particular creeds. But when dis

cussions of this sort are conducted with candor, and lead people

to a more careful perusal of the Bible, the repository of divine

truths, they are rather to be encouraged, than condemned.

It is evidently important, that, as we have the word ofGod in

our hands, we should study it for ourselves, and see whether the

doctrines taught us, by this or the other theologian, be true.

We should endeavor to learn what the Scriptures realty teach

concerning Jesus Christ our Savior. And it is to the revealed

wiJl of God only, that we should repair for light and evidence

on this subject. This must be our guide and directory in forming

our religious opinions.

The few remarks here submitted to the pablic were made upon

reading some late pamphlets on the character and nature of Christ

in relation to God. They were suggested by an examination of

the inspired volume, by one not at all engaged to build up any

particular sect ; and it is humbly hoped, they will prove useful

to the sincere christiau, who calls no man Master but Christ,

and is Anxious only that his opinions be founded in and supported

by the Bible.



it PREFACE.

As the representation here given is not conformable either to the

Trinitarian or Socinian system, our statement will probably be rejec

ted by such as adhere strictly to either of those creeds. We wish

to offend neither. Nor do we vainly pretend to offer any really

new view of the subject. We have drawn from the Bible only :

and have attempted to give the obvious and uniform meaning of

Scripture. If we have not proposed any scheme as precisely and

positively correct, it is bceause we are satisfied the language of

revelation is such and so various on this subject, that it is diffi

cult, unless one is very dogmatical and vain, to give a concise

opinion in the words of human wisdom.

It is but justice to observe, that the Unitarians are catholic

in their temper, and ready to allow to every one the privilege

of interpreting Scripture for himself ; while the Trinitarians

are generally intolerant and exclusive, (yet, no doubt sincere,) and

very forward to censure and anathematise all who differ from

their particular formula of faith.

Boston, Jiugutf l, 1810.



THE LANGUAGE OF SCRIPTURE RESPECTING

THE SAVIOR.

THE inspired Scriptures teach us that there is one

God. Indeed, they repeatedly and explicitly declare,

that there is only one. This is a distinguishing doctrine

of revelation. It was because the world was given to

idolatry, and believed in and worshipped many gods,

that Jehovah, the true God, was pleased to give special

instructions and revelations to mankind. It was to

preserve in the world a knowledge and belief of himself,

as the only living and true God, (the only self-existent

and eternal Being,) that he called Abraham, and made

revelations to Moses and many prophets after him, for the

instruction of the Jewish people. In fact, all Jews and

Christians profess to believe, that there is but one God :

they do not hold to a plurality of deities. In opposition

to Pagans and Polythcists, they will promptly say, that

they believe in one God, the source of all power, intelli

gence and goodness.

How, then, is it, that any portion of the Christian

world profess to acknowledge and worship three Gods,

or three persons in one God, or a Triune God, as some



express themselves ? And why do they condemn those

who cannot believe as they do ? Why censure a man,

who is a Unitarian, who believes in the Unity of the di

vine nature, but yet acknowledges Jesus Christ to have

been sent by God, to be the Savior of the world—to

have been inspired and constituted to be the redeemer

of ignorant, sinful men, and endowed with all the pow

ers and qualities necessary for such an office ? Is it not

because they claim to be the only correct interpreters of

scripture ? Because they undertake to be wise above

what is written in the sacred volume ? And take upon

them to pronounce, that the Savior must be God, in

order to perform the work given the Savior to do ? And

then to conclude, that the scriptures teach such a doc

trine, and torture various passages to justify their con

clusion ?

The Scriptures are, certainly, not inconsistent with

themselves. One passage, or writer, does not contradict

another. If then, the Scriptures teach clearly and fully,

that there is one God, and only one God, no detached

passages, however difficult or mysterious, can teach an

opposite doctrine.

We will quote a few passages, which must satisfy

every rational and candid mind, that the Bible plainly

and fully asserts the doctrine of the Unity ofDeity.

1 Hear, O Israel, Jehovah, our God, is one Lord.'

Deut. vi. 4. 'I am God, and there is none like me.'

Isaiah xlvi. 9. ' Is there any God beside me ? Yea,

there is no God : I know not any.' Isaiah xliv. 8.

' Hear, O Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord—There

is but one God, there is none other but he.' Mark xii.

29, 32. ' That they may know thee, the only true

God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou sent.' John xvii. 8.

' Unto us there is but one God, the Father, of whom are

V



all things—and one Lord Jesus Christ, by whom are all

things.' I Cor. viii. 6. ' One God and Fadier of all.'

Ephesians iv. 6. ' For there is one God, and one Medi

ator between God and man.' I Tim. 2. 5. ' Thou be-

lieveth there is one God ; thou doest well.' James 2. 19.

The intelligent reader of the Bible will recollect

numerous other texts equally clear and explicit. But

these are sufficient for our purpose.

We will not, now, merely assert, by way of conclusion

from these declarations of Scripture, that there is only one

God; and that Christ, however highly endowed, receiv

ed all his power from God, and is, therefore, necessarily,

not one in essence, independence and self-existence with

the Father ; but distinct from, and subordinate to him.

Such a conclusion, we think, however, forces itself upon

the mind of every reflecting man, who considers these,

and other texts of Scripture, and is not unduly biassed

by human creeds and confessions of faith. It may be

proper and satisfactory, therefore, to attend to the declara

tions of the Bible, respecting the Messiah, or Christ,

whom God has "anointed to be a Savior to give repent

ance and remission of sins."

Prophesying, as was generally supposed by the Jews,

of the Messiah, Moses snys, " a prophet like* unto

me, shall the Lord your God raise up to you : him

shall ye hear in all things." Indeed, Peter and Stephen

both apply this prophecy to our Lord. ' Behold my

servant, whom I uphold ; my elect, or chosen, in whom

my soul delighteth. I have put my spirit upon him, he

shall bring forth judgment unto the Gentiles.' Isaiah.

* Id gome, not in all respects, (nor was it necessary to justify

the declaration of Moses,) Christ was like the great Jewish proph

et, with whom God talked face to face, and who he appointed the

guide and leader of bis people Israel.
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" The Lord, whom ye seek, shall suddenly come to his

temple ; even the messenger of the Covenant, in whom

ye delight." Malachi. By the evangelical writers, his

birth is represented to be miraculous, his origin divine, and

He to be endowed by God with supernatural gifts, both

of knowledge and power, that proper respect and obed

ience should be given him, as to one appointed to be the

spiritual Instructor and Redeemer of sinful men. This,

they inform us, was the declaration of the angel— *' He

shall be great, and shall be called the Son of the Most

High ; and God will give him the throne of his Father

David." "The Holy Spirit will come upon thee, and

the power of the Most High will overshadow thee :

Therefore, the holy thing, which shall be born of thee,

shall be called the Son of God." The exclamation of

the pious Zachariah, after his sight was restored, was,

" Blessed be the Lord God of Israel ; for he hath visited

and redeemed his people, and hath raised up an horn

of salvation for us in the house of his servant David."

A voice came from heaven, when he was baptised, and

(on another occasion also,) saying, " Thou art my be

loved Son ; in thee I am well pleased." Peter's confes

sion respecting Christ, and of which he approved as

correct, was, " Thou art the Christ, (the Messiah, or

anointed,) the Son ofthe living God." By the evangel

ist Mark, the phrase is a little varied ; but we may be

certain is the same in meaning and effect. As related

by Mark, Peter's confession was simply, " Thou art the

Christ." The expressions, we must conclude are sy

nonymous : and that Christ, Messiah, and Son of God,

all imply the same, and are descriptive of him, whom

God sent to enlighten and save the world.

When the Jewish High Priest asked our Lord,

whether he were the Messiah, or the Christ, the Son of
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God, he acknowledged and confessed that he was. So

also, when the Jews attempted to fasten upon him the

charge of blasphemy, as though he had pretended to be

equal to God, his reply was, that he claimed to be

only the Son of God. Martha's declaration was, "I be

lieve that thou art the Messiah (or Christ) the Son of

God, who was to come into the world."

After our Lord was raised from the dead, Peter says

of him, that he was approved of God by miracles and

wonders and signs, which God did by him." Again,

"This Jesus, whom ye crucified, God has raised up,

and exalted him to his right hand." " Therefore, let all

Israel be assured, that God has made this same Jesus

both Lord and Christ." God, having raised up his Son,

(or Child) Jesus, sent him first to you (Jews) to bless

you, by turning you every one from your iniquities.

The God of our fathers hath raised up Jesus, whom ye

slew and hanged on a tree—him, God hath exalted to

his right hand, to be a Prince and a Savior, to give repen

tance and remission of sins. Against the Lord, and against

his Christ (or anointed) the rulers and kings of the earth

were gathered together : Of a truth against thy holy

child Jesus, whom thou has anointed, both Herod, and

Pontius Pilate, with the Gentiles and the people of Israel,

were gadiered together." The confession of the Eun

uch, was, " I believe that Jesus Christ is the Son of

God." St. Paul, after his conversion, declared, " That

God anointed Jesus of Christ with the Holy Spirit, and

with power—-and testified that it is he who was ordained

of God to be the Judge of quick and dead." He also

contended with the unbelieving Jews, "that he was the

Christ, (or Messiah) the Son of God." Again he says,

" of this man's (David's) seed God hath, according to

his promise, raised unto Israel a Savior, even Jesus."

a
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" We declare unto you glad tidings, even that the prom .

ise, which was made unto the fathers, God has fulfilled

unto us, their children, in that he has raised up Jesus ;

as it is written in the second psalm, thou art my Son, this

day I have begotten thee : And through, or by this man

is preached unto you the forgivness of sins."

These passages of Scripture, candidly considered by

those not wedded to particular systems of theology and

who do not form their opinions by the creeds of falli

ble men ,plainly teach that there is but one God. They

fully assert the Unity of the Deity : and, that Jesus of

Nazareth, the Messiah, or Christ, who is our Instructor,

and guide, in spiritual things, the Teacher of the glori

ous gospel of our salvation, was constituted and sent of

God for these purposes : That, under God, he is our

Savior and Redeemer—that he is the Mediator between

God and man; our Advocate and Intercessor with the

Father ; that through his mediation, God bestows pardon

and salvation on sinful, dying men. However exalted

the powers and qualities Christ possessed, it is evidently

and clearly taught, in our apprehension, that these were

confered by God, who appointed him to be the Savior

of the world.

In some places, indeed, Christ is represented as exer

cising divine power. But these are, either said to be

communicated to him by God for the great purposes of

constituting him the Savior of mankind ; or are applied

to him on account of his being the visible Representa

tive and Agent of the Deity, with a view to make dis

plays of the power and wisdom of God. Moses was a

god to Pharaoh—Christ had all power, and all things

were subject to him, and all things were made by him—

yet all this power wasgiven him by God,to constitute him

the Savior, and to enable him to convince the world that
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he was commissioned and assisted by God ; all things

were put in subjection to him by the Father, who was

himself excepted from this subjection ; " I can of

myself do nothing—I give eternal life to those whom

God has given me—I lay down my life and take

it again ; but this command, or power, I have re

ceived of the Father—who shall sit on my right hand,

is not mine to give, except to those for whom it is

prepared."

The miraculous power posssessed by Christ and

other prophets, may truly be said to be divine, as it was

above the ability of man, and was given immediately by

God. To Christ, the Messiah, indeed, the Spirit was

given without measure. He is exalted to be a Prince

and a Savior, and placed at the right hand of heavenly

power and mojesty. Yet all this wisdom and ability to

save, were given to him. It is expressly and plainly

taught that all were communicated to him by God.

It is an argument with some, we are aware, that

Christ is equal to God, or is divine, since he is called

the Son ofGod. But such a conclusion is, by no means,

necessary. The conclusion most clear and satisfactory,

is, that, being the Son of God, he is distinct from, and

in some sense inferior to him, or dependent on him. It

is however conceded, that this appellation implies, that

lie was an highly exalted Being, and endowed with

miraculous and even superangelic power. Though we

contend for the doctrine, that Jehovah, our God, is one

Lord, as we are fully persuaded it is the doctrine of the

Bible.—Though we are Unitarian, we are not Socinian.

We are unable to reconcile the doctrine of the Socinian,

as well as the Trinitarian, with various passages of sa

cred Scripture.

That many passages in the Bible, which speak of our
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Savior, are figurative, and, therefore, not to have a strict

and literal interpretation, is readily admitted. Nor do

we undertake to oblige others to receive our construc

tions of the word of God. The true Protestant princi-

ciplc is, that every one search, and think, and believe

for himself. ".To his own master, he standeth or

falleth,"

The Character of Christ, the Savior, his followers

ought to endeavour to understand. They should search

his gospel, to learn what is said of his dignity, attributes

and power ; as well as to ascertain his commands and

precepts. It is important, that we believe right, and that

our sentiments be founded in truth. Yet correct opin

ions on all subjects, we do not imagine essentialto piety

and virtue.

The writer of these remarks has studied Scripture

much, with a view to obtain correct, precise and distinct

ideas respecting the character of the Savior. He is ready

to acknowledge, that the subject is not without difficulty ;

and he hopes not to be rash or dogmatical in giving his

opinion. When Christ is said to have come down from

heaven, to do the will of the Father, who sent him ;

when he is said to be the Lamb of God, who taketh

away the sin of the world, and to be the beloved and

only begotten Son of God ; to have all power given

him ; to be exalted to be a Prince and a Savior ; to be

the way, the truth and the life ; to have power given him

to raise us up from the grave ; and to be appointed the

Judge of the living and dead ; to be the brightness of

the Father's glory and the express image of his person ;

to be ordained to come hereafter in the glory of the Deity

with all the holy angels, &c. We acknowledge we can-

not consider these passages as altogether figurative ;

but as implying and teaching that Jesus Christ, ouy
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Lord and Savior, pre-existed, and had power and glory

with God before this world was formed : That he is greatly

superior to other inspired prophets, and to various, if not

to all orders of angelic intelligences. We must, how

ever, at the same time insist, that these passages even

teach, that the Savior is distinct from the Father, the

self-existent Deity, and received all his powers and at

tributes from him.

That he is called the Son of God, implies either his

miraculous character, his being endowed with power

far above human, to enable him to reveal and prove the

doctrines of pardon and immortality ; or, his being of a

superangelic nature, possessing greater wisdom and

power than even angels. It, by no means, proves that

he is the self-existent God. He prayed to his Father in

all his trials and afflictions. He constantly referred all

his powers and ability to him, declaring, that he came

to perform the work and reveal the doctrines, which he

was directed by God to perform and teach. " That

holy thing," said the angel to Mary, "which shall be born

of thee shall be called the Son of God," because it was by

the immediate power and spirit of God. Two of the

Apostles, Peter and Paul apply this appellation to him,

("Son of God") because of his resurrection from the

dead. And in the evangelical history, he is often so

denominated, when the phrase is evidently synonomous

with Christ or Messiah, the Savior, who came with

miraculous powers to teach and redeem mankind.

In several places, however, the Scriptures speak of

Christ in still more exalted terms. By several of the

apostles he is spoken of as superior to the angels, and to

be placed above all principalities and powers, whether

on earth or in heaven. But in all these instances, he is

said to be exalted to, or placed in such a high station, and

to be clothed with this great ability by God.
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It is also the opinion of some, who, we presume,

have received their impressions on this subject from

human creeds, that Christ must be God ; or otherwise

he cannot be the Savior of sinners. Unless he were

really and truly God, a Being of divine and infinite at

tributes, say they, he could not make ..tonement for sin ;

and, therefore, we cannot trust in him for salvation.

But, in our opinion, this is conscriptural, irrational, gra

tuitous, sophistical. The apostle John, says, " w>: testi

fy"—this is our testimony, our preaching, our declara

tion—" that God sent his Son to be the Savior of the

world." The same apostle, in his gospel, declares,

" that God so loved the world, that he gave his only

begotten (or highly dignified) Sou, that whoever believ-

cth on him, should not perish, but have ever lasting life."

The apostle Peter, says, after the resurrection and ascen

sion of Christ, " God hath exalted him to be a Prince

and a Savior, to give repentance and remission of sins."

St. Paul says, " being justified freely by God's grace,

by, or through the redemption which is in Jesus Christ :

whom God hath appointed, or set forth, to be a propi-

tion." " By God," he says, " Christ is made unto us

wisdom, righteousness, sanctification and redemption.—,

Blessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus

Christ, who hath blessed us with all spiritual blessings

in heavenly things in or by Christ Jesus." He prays,

" that the God of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of

glory, may give to them (the Ephesians) the spirit of

wisdom," fc?c. Again, " according to the power of

God, who raised Christ from the dead and set him at his

own right hand in heaven. " The apostle John, declares,

Jesus Christ, the righteous or holy, is our advocate with

"the Father; that he is the propitiation for our sins

and for the sins of the whole world."
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The Bible, we admit and contend, teaches, that Jesus

Christ is our Redeemer and Savior ; but, that he is so

by the will and appointment and ordination of God :

That he was sent by God and endowed with qualities and

attributes necessary to his fulfilling the great duties of

such an office. But, in our opinion, the Scriptures say

nothing of an infinite atonement. They say nothing of

the necessity of God himself suffering and dying to atone

for the sins of men. Nor do they assert that God has

suffered. On the contrary, they teach what, we con

ceive evident also to reason, that he cannot suffer, and

is impassible. But, that being essentially propitious and

compassionate, he sent his Son from heaven to teach

important moral truths to ignorant, doubting man ; to

be their spiritual guide and redeemer. He is a Prince

and a Savior to give repentance and remission of sins.

He is the captain, or leader, of out Salvation. But we

read that he is so by the ordination and grace of God.

The Deity appointed and qualified him for this great

work. And all who believe in him as the Messiah, all

who follow and obey him, ?ll who turn unto and trust in

God by him, shall be saved. " By him ye believe in

God," says Peter, 1 Epis. vii. 21, "who raised him

from the dead and gave him glory, that your faith and

hope might be in God."

The hope and trust of the christian are in God, by

Jesus Christ whom he has sent, and whom we are re

quired to believe and obey, because he is a divine teach

er, appointed, approved and assisted by the Deity. The

christian believes in Christ, as the Son of God, in some

high and peculiar sense, as the mediator and advocate

with the Father, as the messenger and dispenser ofGod's

grace to the world : And he even trusts in him for sal

vation, because God has ordained him to bestow rich and
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s

spiritual blessings. His faith, hope and trust are ultimate

ly in God, (agreeably to the above declaration of Peter,)

who sent Jesus Christ to be our Savior, has revealed

his will by him, and appointed him the Judge of the

world.

When our Savior asked Peter what was his opinion

of him, he replied, " Thou art the Christ," (the anoint

ed) " of God ;" as one Evangelist expresses it; or, ac

cording to another, " Thou art the Christ, the Son of

the living God." There is no express declaration in

Scripture, that Christ is God ; or, that it was necessary

God himself must suffer for the pardon of sin. But it

plainly and fully teaches, that the Savior was sent by

God, and by him endowed and qualified to maintain

this high and glorious character. " God has made him

a Prince and a Savior to give repentance and remission

of sins," is the declaration of Peter, as quoted before.

That of John is the same meaning : " We have seen

and do testify, that God sent his Son to be the Savior of

the world;" and also in his gospel, " God so loved the

world, that he sent his only begotten Son," &c. St.

Paul says, " In bringing many sons into glory, God

made the Captain of their salvation perfect through suf

ferings."

God is essentially gracious and merciful, and ready

to forgive the sincerely penitent. This is the language

both of reason and revelation. It is for him, not for

man, to say, on what terms and in what way he vviH

pardon sin. To say, that infinite atonement and satis

faction must be made before he will forgive the peni

tent, is dishonorable to the Deity and contrary to Scrip

ture. God is not made propitious and merciful by the

acts or doings of any other. He is gracious and pro

pitious originally, and in and of himself. And all the
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good conferred on man, either immediately, or through

the medium of others, is the effect and fruit of his di

vine and infinite benevolence. The passages just now

quoted, clearly teach and fully prove this doctrine.

Angels are said to , bo ministering spirits for good to

man. Prophets and holy men have often been raised

up and qualified to bestow favors upon their fellow men.

Jesus Christ is the great Dispensor of Gospel blessings.

It is in some sense, (we pretend not to decide precisely

in what sense) in consideration of his humiliation, in

structions, sufferings and death, that we receive spirit

ual favors, and are to be made partakers of a divine

nature, and of immortality.

That we are benefited by his instructions, miracles

and example, is very obvious. And that his sufferings

constitute a part of his office as Mediator and Savior, is

repeatedly declared in Scripture. Yet not so, as to

make the mercy and grace of God of none effect ; or

our repentance and holiness unnecessary. This, we

acknowledge, a difficult subject fully to explain : and,

therefore, contend that charity should be exercised to

ward those who differ from us on this point. We only

contend for the Protestant right of construing the gospel

for ourselves ; and censure those only, who assume a

spirit of dogmatism and infallability, and who condemn

as infidels all who do not admit their interpretations.

The question is, not what we may suppose the Deity

mu3t do, or would do, to atone for sin and provide sal

vation for mankind ; but, simply, what does the Bible

teach he has done for this purpose. Now, we do not

find it asserted in Scripture, that it was necessary for one

infinite Being to make atonement to and satisfy the jus

tice of another infinite Being. But we do find it there

declared, that God in the early ages of the world prom
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ised to send,or raise up, some one to teach his will, to make

known his purposes of grace, and to dispense spiritual

and immortal blessings to man. And, that, at a time

suitable to his infinite wisdom he did send the Messiah,

called his Son, endowed with miraculous and even di

vine power, as well as knowledge of heavenly and divine

truths, to be the Savior of die world—" That in bring

ing many children to glory, he made the Captain of their

salvation perfect through sufferings"—" That it behov

ed Christ to suffer and to rise again from the dead, and

to enter into his glory." But all this was done by the

appointment, the direction, the power and grace of God.

But are there not some passages of Scripture, it may

be enquired, which represent Christ to be God ? There

are some, perhaps, which, at first view, appear to express

this idea. We read concerning Christ, in Isaiah'—" Un

to us a child is born, unto us a son is given, and the gov

ernment shall be upon his shoulders ; and his name shall

be called Wonderful, Counsellor, the Mighty God, the

everlasting Father, the Prince of Peace." All critics

agree that this passage may, and most, that it ought, to

be differently translated. The original phrase, " ever

lasting Father," should be rendered, the Father, Author,

or head, of the age, or dispensation, viz. the gospel dis

pensation. We apprehend the same is meant, when it

is said, "that he is the Captain of our salvation ; the Head

of the church ; a Prince and a Savioi to give repentance

and remission of sins;'' and, that the gospel age, or

kingdom is subjected to him, and not to men or angels.

He is also here called " The Mighty God." -But wc

know that the term God is often applied, in the. Jewish

Scriptures, to prophets and princes. Moses was to be a

God to Pharoah. Inspired men and civil magistrates

are called Gods by the psalmist.
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It should be observed also, that this text, in the Greek

version, called the Septuagint, is very different from the

Hebrew. The Greek version of the Old Testament,

was made about three hundred years before Christ, and

was quoted by him and his Apostles, and was generally

in use among the Jews when our Lord was on earth, as

well as before and after. In this version, the above cit

ed passage of Isaiah is as follows, " His name is called

the Messenger of the Great Council." A phrase very

similar in meaning to the following in Malaehi, " The

Lord, whom ye seek, shall suddenly come, even the

Messenger of the Covenant, in whom ye delight.1'

In the first chapter of Hebrews, where Christ is spok

en of in the most lofty and exalted terms, it is abundant

ly evident, that he is still mentioned as the representative

or agent, or Son of God, to enlighten the world, and to

dispense truth, and grace, and salvation from God to men.

" God, who, at sundry times, and in divers manners,

spake to the fathers by the prophets, hath, in these latter

days, spoken unto us, by his Son, whom he hath ap

pointed heir of all things, by whom also he made the

worlds ; who being the brightness of his glory and the

express image of his person (or character) and uphold

ing all things by the word of his power, when he had

by himself purged our sins, sat down on the right hand

of the Majesty on high ; being made as much better (or

higher) than the Angels, as he hath by inheritance ob

tained a more excellent name than they. Unto the Son,

he saith, Thy throne, O God, is forever and ever (or God

is thy throne forever and ever.) Thou hast loved right

eousness and hated iniquity ; therefore, God, even thy

God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness above

thy fellows. We see Jesus crowned with glory and hon

or, who was made a little lower than the Angels by the
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sufferings of death, that he might by the grace of God,

taste of death for all men. Wherefore, holy brethren,

partakers of the heavenly calling, consider the Apostle

and High Priest of our profession, Jesus Christ, who

was faithful to him who appointed him. Seeing then,

that we have a great High Priest, who is passed into the

Heavens, even Jesus, the Son of God, let us hold fast

our profession. Wherefore he is able to save to the utter

most all who come to God by him. Now of the things

of which we have spoken, this is the sum ; we have

such an High Priest, who is set on the right hand of the

throne of the Majesty in the Heavens." Again, in

I. Cor. xv. 24, 8cc. " Then cometh the end, when he

shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, even the

Father ; when he shall have put down all rule, and all

authority raid all power. For he must reign, till he has

put all enemies under his feet. The last enemy which

shall be destroyed is death. For he (God) hath put all

things under his feet. But when he saith, all things are

put under him, it is manifest he is excepted, who put

all things under him. And when all things shall be

subdued under him, then shall the Son also be subject

to him who put all things under him, that God may be

all in all." Again—«' God has highly exalted him, and

given him a name above every name, that, at (or in)

the name of Jesus, every knee should bow, and every

tongue confess, that he is Lord to the glory of God

the Father. For this cause, I bow my knees unto the

Father of our Lord Jesus Christ—One Lord—one God

and Father of all, who is above all, and through all, and

in you all."

But it is unnecessary to multiply these quotations.

And respecting them, it is obvious to remark, that high

and exalted as Uiey represent Christ, when compared
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10 prophets, or even angels, they plainly assert his sub

jection to God, the Father, his appointment and qualifi

cation by God to be the Savior of men, the Captain

of our salvation, the Dispensor of pardon, grace and

eternal life.

In these passages, which speak of our Lord in such

exalted terms, it is said that God has spoken to the world

by him—not that he is God, but, that he is the brightness

of his glory, and express image ofhis person ; (in ano

ther passage, he is said to be the image of the invisible

God) God is said to be the supporter of his throne, of

his religion, his cause, or kingdom. He is said to be

heir ofall things, yet that he is so by God's appoint

ment : By God, to be anointed above his fellows—By

the grace of God he tasted death for all men ; and God

crowned him with glory and power : He is styled the

High Priest of our profession, and said to be faithful to

him who appointed him ; and is said to be set, not on

the throne of the heavenly majesty, but at the right hand

thereof. He is to reign till all enemies are put under his

feet ; and all things, it is said, shall be put under him—

But they are subjected to him by God the Father. He

is said to have put all dungs under him ; and, that when

the end cometh, Christ will deliver up the kingdom to

the Father.

But does not Paul, in his epistle to the Phillipians,

speak of Christ as justly claiming an equality with God?

This is not a correct translation in our common version

of the Scriptures. The plain meaning of the apostle is

contrary to such a construction. He is speaking of the

humiliation of Christ for our good, and says, that though

Jesus was in the likeness of God, (being clothed with

miraculous power and heavenly wisdom, to prove that he

was the messenger or Agent of the Deity for purposes
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or grace and salvation to men) yet he did not claim to be

equal with God, (though the Jews accused him of this

in order to procure his death ;) but made himself of no

reputation, aud submitted to poverty, insult and con

tempt, and was obedient (to God) even unto death :

Wherefore, God has highly exalted him, and given him

a name, which is above every name.

David, also, it may be said, calls Christ his Lord.

"Jehovah said unto my Lord," 8cc. This we think,

he might justly do, without believing Christ to be God.

David believed in a Messiah to come—a great spiritual

deliverer, whose kingdom was to be established in truth

and righteousness, and which was to be given him, and

supported by God. lie might justly call the Messiah

his Lord, as he was to be the Savior of Israel, and the

dispensor of spiritual and immortal blessings to the world.

The meaning is probably the same as in Hebrews—"To

the Son, he saith, God is thy throne forever." It is also

evident from the passage in Psalms, that David did not

speak of Christ as the^Deity : "Jehovah said unto my

Lord, sit thou at my right hand, till / make thine ene

mies thy footstool."

It is unnecessary to speak of the passage in I. John,

v. 7, since it is rejected by most critics as an interpola

tion ; and by all candid men, so far considered doubtful

as not to be quoted with a view to decide the question.

A passage in Acts, xx. 28, which, as it stands in the

present version cf our Bibles, asserts, that God suffered

and shed his blood, is different in the most ancient and

best versions of the Scriptures. It is in some, ' Christ,'

and in some, '■Lord:' So that the true reading, no

doubt, is, " to feed the church of the Lord (that is,

Christ) which he has purchased with his own blood."

The doxologies used by the Apostles, we think, will
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on the subject here considered ; and to shew that Trin

itarian doxologies are without example in the New Tes

tament. "Now unto him who is of power to establish

you according to my Gospel, to God only wise, be

glory, through, (or by) Jesus Christ forever." Rom

xvi. 25, 26. «• Thanks be to God, who giveth us the

victory through, (or by) our Lord Jesus Christ." J. Cor.

xv. S7, " Blessed be God, even the Father of our Lord

Jesus Christ, the Father of all mercies, and the God of all

comfort." II. Cor. i. 3. Blessed be the God and Fa

ther of our Lord Jesus Christ, who hath blessed us with

all spiritual blessings in heavenly things in (or by)

Christ." Eph. i. 3. Now unto him who is able to do

exceeding abundantly above ail that we ask or think,

according to the power which worketh in us, unto him

be glory in the Church by Jesus Christ, throughout all

ages." Eph. iii. 20. "We give thanks to God, even

die Father of our Lord Jesus Christ." Col. i. 3.

" Now unto the King eternal, immortal, invisible, the

only wise God, be honor and glory forever." I. Tim.

i. 17. " To him, who in his time shall manifest or shew

our Lord Jesus Christ ; to him who is the blessed and

only potentate, the Lord of Lords and King of Kings,

&c. be honor and power everlasting." Tim. vi. 15, 16.

" Blessed be" the God and Father of our Lord Jesus

Christ, who, according to his abundant mercy, hath be

gotten us to a living hope, by the resurrection of Christ

from the dead." I. Pet. i. 3. " The God of all grace,

who hath called us to his eternal glory by Jesus Christ,

make you perfect, &c. to him be glory, dominion and

power." I. Pet. v. 10. " Blessing and honor and glo

ry and power be ascribed (from all creatures) to him who

sittcth upon the throne, and to the Lamb for ever and
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tver." Rev. v. 13. " Jesus Christ, who is the faithful

and true witness, the first begotten from the iJead, and

the Prince of the Kings of the earth ; unto him who lov

ed us, and washed us from our sins in his own blood, and

hath made us kings and priests unto God, even his Fa

ther ; to him be glory and dominion for ever and ever."

Rev. i. 5, 6.

We know not how the Socinian can reconcile some

of these passages with his peculiar creed ; Jaiit we are

concerned, now, only to observe and insist, that they are

wholly and decidedly contrary to the Trinitarian scheme.

We will not undertake, however, to censure and con

demn those who may differ from the opinions advanced

above, and the representation here given. We wish well

to all who love our Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity—who

receive him as the Messiah divinely commissioned to

instruct and save the world, and who make his Gospel

the rule of faith and practice. We are desirous only

that the spirit of Sectarianism, of dogmatism, and

of censoriousness, which some discover, may be abated ;

and that disputes and differences on mysterious and

speculative topies, may be merged in a charitable, hum

ble disposition, and an enlightened zeal to spread the

gospel throughout the Heathen world. By our fellow

men, (whether believers or unbelievers ,) and by our

Maker, we shall be judged, not according to our pro

fessions merely, or the number and mysteriousness of

the articles of our faith ; but by ouf benevolence and

candor, by our piety, and moral virtues.

END.

ERRATJ. Page t Ith, 5 lines from bottom, after the word Bible, slionltl be

no period. Page IBtli, S lines from bottom after Sec. no period. Page I4ib, 5

lints from top read untcriptural.
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CURSORY REMARKS.

WE very well understand what is implied and

meant by the term " orthodoxy," in modern times :

j and we well know the object of those who monopolize

it. By " orthodoxy" tbey mean their own peculiar

opinions, viz. JLthanasianism, as it regards the doc

trine of the Trinity ; and Calvinism, as it respects

depravity, election, irresistible grace, &c. But it will

not be admitted, as Dr. Worcester Mould pretend,

that such were the doctrines of the holy apostles, or

that their preaching was of this cast. When, there

fore, the Dr. suggests, that orthodox sentiments j that

is, (according to his view) the correct and true doc

trines of the gospel, are not received by Unitarians,

we humbly conceive he speaks without proof. This

is rather an artful, than an ingenuous suggestion.

He must and does know, that those whom he accuses

of heterodoxy, profess to adhere fully and entirely to

the plain language and meaning of the gospel ; and

endeavour to preach as did the apostles, rather than

follow Jlthanasius, St. JLugustin, Calvin or Hopkins.

We will quote some expressions of the inspired apos

tles, and see whether the Unitarians do not now use

similar language.

" Ye men of Israel," said Peter, in his first ad

dress to the Jews, " hear these words, Jesus of Naz

areth, a man approved of God among you, by niira.
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eles and wonders, which God did by him in the midst

of you all—ye have taken and with wicked hands

have crucified and slain ; whom God has raised up"

from the dead. This Jesus God has raised up, and

exalted to his right hand ; and having received of

the Father the promise of the holy spirit, he has shed

forth this which ye see and hear ;" that is, the mira

cles performed by the apostles. " Therefore, let all

the house of Israel be assured, that God has made

this Jesus, whom ye crucified, both Lord and Christ :"

—And when they enquired, what shall we do, Peter

said, " repent and be baptized in the name of Jesus

Christ for the remission of sins."

In his second address to the Jews, when questioned

about the miracle he had performed on the lame man

at the gate of the temple, Peter said, " ye men of Israel,

why marvel ye at this, or why look ye so stedfastly

on us, as though we had done it by our own power ?

The God of Abraham, Isaac, and Jacob, the God of

our fathers has glorified his sOn (or child) Jesus,

whom ye denied and delivered up, &c.—God has

raised him from the dead ; and his name, by faith in

his name has restored this man—Unto you first, God

having raised up his Son Jesus, sent him to bless you,

by turning you from your iniquities." Again, when

interrogated on the same subject, Peter said, " Be it

known unto you all, that by the name of Jesus Christ

of Nazareth, whom ye crucified, whom God raised

from the dead, even by him does this man stand be

fore you whole. This is the stone Avhich was set at

nought by you builders, which is become (made) the

head of the corner. Neither is there salvation in any

other. For there is no other name given, under hea

ven, whereby we can be saved."—Again, " We ought

to obey God, rather than man : The God of our fa

thers raised up Jesus whom ye slew ; Him God has

exalted at his right hand, to be a Prince and a Saviour,

to give repentance and forgiveness of sins." When

Peter was sent to instruct Cornelius, he said, " God

anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the holy spirit and



 

with (miraculous) power—and God was with him.

The Jews slew him, and hanged him on a tree ; hut

God raised him from the dead. And he commanded

us to preach to the people and to testify, that it is he

who was ordained of God, to he the Judge of the lir-

ing and dead—to him all the prophets bear testimony

that through his name, whosoever helieveth on him

shall have remission of sins."

The preaching of Paul, after his conversion, was

to the same effect. " He proved to the Jews, that

Jesus was the very Christ, or Messiah—and preach

ed to them that he was the Son of God"—" Of this

man's (David) seed, God has, according to his prom

ise, raised up unto Israel, a Saviour, even Jesus.—

And we declare unto you glad tidings, that the prom

ise, which was made to the fathers, God has fulfilled

the same to us, their children, in that he has raised up

Jesus again ; as it is written in the second psalm,

* Tbou art my Son, this day I have begotten thee'—

Be it known unto you, therefore, men and brethren,

that through this man is preached unto you the for

giveness of sins." His language in the epistles is in

substance the same. He teaches, " that we are justi

fied freely by the grace of God, through the redemp

tion which there is in Christ Jesus ? whom God has

appointed a propitiation through faith for the remission

of sins."

Many of his expressions are to be considered

with reference to the strange, absurd and dangerous

tenets of the Jewish teachers, that if they conformed

to the ritual of Moses and observed the traditions of

the rabbis, they would be saved, whatever might be

their moral character. This, Paul laboured to shew

was a most erroneous and a most dangerous doctrine.

And that faith in Christ, as the Messiah, and repent

ance towards God for all sin, with future holiness of

life, were essentially necessary to salvation. His first

great object was to prove, that Jesus of Nazareth was

the promised and long expected Messiah ; and that

he was to be received and obeyed as a messenger



from heaven : Ami that without acknowledging and

receiving him, we should be essentially defective both

jti faith and practice. But this 6ame apostle insists,

that we must walk in newness of life ; must crucify

the flesh with its affections and lusts ; must die to sin

and live to holiness, and that we must all be judged

" according to the deeds done in the body." He also

teaches that Christ, though a propitiation, is made

such by God, and " that unto us there is one God, the

Father, of whom are all things, and one Lord Jesus

Christ, by whom are all things-r-that there is one

God, and Father of all, and one Lord, one faith, one

baptism."

The apostle John declares the same doctrine.

" This we testify," he says, " that God sent his Son to

be the saviour of the world."

Here is no doctrine of a " Triune God," of " three

persons in ike Godhead"—of " infinite satisfaction"

made to God, by the sufferings and death of an infinite

Being. It is simply this, that God in his great and

unmerited grace provided a redeemer for ignorant,

guilty men ; and that through and by him, his doc

trines, mediation, sufferings, death and resurrection,

we are offered pardon and salvation, on sincere pen

itence and new obedience ; and thus the hope of eter

nal life is confirmed to mankind. We are therefore iu-

different to the praise of orthodoxy. Yet we trust, we

are evangelical and apostolical. Christ is acknowl

edged as the Messiah promised to the Jews ; by ap

pointment and qualification of God, the saviour of the

world, the divine instructer and judge of mankind.

Dr. W. observes, that " the learned Dr. S. Clark

believed in the essential divinity of Christ ;" and still

pronounces " his opinion to be erroneous, and of dan

gerous tendency." It is well known to all theologi

cal students, that Dr. Clark was not a Trinitarian,

would not subscribe the Mhanasian creed ; and was

considered by his contemporaries as decidedly Unita

rian. His ideas were similar, in many respects, on

this subject to those of the ingenious author of "Bible
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News." He believed Christ in some sense a divine

person, though entirely distinct from the Father, on

whom he was dependent, and from whom he received

his miraculous and exalted powers to be the Saviour

of men. He supposed him possessed of a nature and

qualities far above human or angelic. And such is

the opinion of many Unitarians at present in New

England.

But it would seem, from Dr. Ws. remark respect

ing the opinion of the celebrated divine above named,

that it is not assenting to the essential divinity of

Christ, but to a particular and human explana

tion of the doctrine, which will entitle us to the sav

ing name of orthodox. Dr. W. says, if we believe

Christ to be a creature, it makes no difference (in his

judgment) whether we admit that he was superan-

gelic, or merely a man. Dr. Clark, the author of

Bible News, and all of their sentiment, then, are as

great hereties as Priestley or Belsham. In fact, this

is the ground taken by him, and the editor of the

Panoplist, though they deny having confounded the

various classes of Unitarians. And this it is, of

which we have reason to complain. We complain,

that it is both uncandid and unjust. It is uncandid

to attempt to fasten unpopular opinions upon those

who do not hold to them, though less hostile to them

than others may be. It is uncandid to endeavour to

make Unitarians of the higher class, who believe in

Christ as the Son of God, in some peculiar sense, and

as the mediator and redeemer of men, answerable for

the opinions of those who consider him merely as a

good man inspired by God to reveal his will, and die

a martyr to the truth.

It is even unjust—For Dr. W. must know that Dr.

Price and others of his character and sentiments have

opposed and do oppose Socinianism ; and consider

Christ as having suffered and died for the sins of the

world ; yet by the appointment and grace of God,

who was pleased to ordain this method for the recov

ery of sinful men.
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Dr. W. will perhaps claim Dr. Doddridge as a

Trinitarian. We admit that he was generally classed

with them ; yet he explicitly declined using many

phrases introduced by Trinitarians, as unscriptural ;

and had christian charity for those who he knew de

nied the doctrine of the Trinity. When one of his

church was accused of being an Arian, and anti-cal-

vinistic, with a design to censure and excommunicate

him, Dr. Doddridge declared, " he fully believed the

person accused a sincere, pious christian ; and soon

er than have him censured for his peculiar faith, he

would give up his place and living/'

If Dr. W. means any thing, by contending, that

those who do not believe in a Trinity, in the essential

ly infinite perfections of Christ, and his entire equality

with the Father, do not receive the doctrine of atone

ment and reconciliation for siu by the mediation aud

sufferings of the Saviour, then he must admit and be

lieve that God suffered, that the infinite Deity died

on the cross. This, we think, he will not—But will

tell us, that, in consequence of the union of the divine

and human nature in the person of Christ, though the

man or human nature only suffered, yet there was an

infinite atonement made for sin. Indeed, lie has said

this : and so have Athanasians and Trinitarians for

many centuries. This is not new. But we ask for

the ground and proof of this notion in scripture ? and

we ask further, how any Trinitarian can show, that

there was greater merit or value in the sufferings of the

man Christ Jesus, because the Deity had resided in

him, and had been united to him, than in the suffer,

ings of a super-angelic Being, of great dignity and

power, as the Arian Unitarians represent Christ to be ?

The passage quoted by Dr. W. and repeated, from

Philippians, " that Christ thought it no robbery to be

equal with God," it should be remembered, admits

a very different translation from the one in our com

mon version ; and that the argument and meaning of

the apostle rather requires it. Christ, who was in

theform or image of God ; that is, full of grace a
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truth, of divine wisdom and power, did not vainly

claim, or pretend, or boast to be equal with God, (al

ways ascribing his great ability, his doctrines and mi

raculous power to the Father) but humbled himself

for our sakes and became subject to death, &c.

Dr. W. says much of persecution ; and pretends

there is as great evidence of a persecuting spirit among

Unitarians, as Trinitarians or the orthodox. He

ought to know, and, we think, cannot but recollect,

that all the difficulty and obstacles to a free inter

course and communion arc Avith his religious

friends. Unitarians do not refuse to hold communion

with Trinitarians. They often assist to ordain them :

and they have never called upon the people to with

draw from them and be separate. This is the very

jet of the late dispute. The editor of the Panoplist

openly and expressly denounced the liberal, or Uni

tarian clergy, as so grossly heretical that good people

ought to withdraw from them ; and the people were

called upon to do so accordingly. And this is the

bigotry and persecution, of which we complain. It is

the same spirit, which, iu other times, has lighted the

fagot around the body of the supposed heretic. Not

only the liberal clergy, but those of the laity, who are

real protestants, who call no man master, except

Christ, and who prefer the word of God to the words

and tenets of men, enter their protest against such

spiritual tyranny ; against this claim to infallibility,

this assumption of the prerogative of heaven.

We think the Trintarians and the high Calvinists

to be in error, to have mistaken the sense of scripture ;

to be unduly governed by human creeds and confes

sions of faith. Wc lament this ; but believe it consis

tent with piety and goodness, and wish not to censure

or disturb those who are of this opinion. But, it can

not be denied, that there has long been a plan among

the highly orthodox, to render those odious who do

not subscribe to their creed. They would not hang

or burn. But they do excite prejudices against, and

2



10

misrepresent the opinions of the liberal christians, as

they are generally denominated. They attempt to

destroy the confidence of people in their teachers, by

calling them heretical, socinian, &c. Whether this

is not as unchristian as burning, let the intelligent and

candid determine.

The apostle Peter speaks of some " who denied

the Lord who bought them." Dr. W. insinuates that

the Unitarians do this. The editor of the Panojjjist

had made the same uncandid suggestion. It is wish

ed to ascertain whether either of them have the temer

ity to make such a charge direct. The apostle says

nothing of a Trinity, or of a Triune God, or of three

persons in the Deity. All this is mere modern refine

ment. But in his time, there were those who denied.

Jesus to be the Christ, or Messiah. Some who

taught Christ was merely a spirit, and never in reality

suffered on the cross. Some, who supposed Christ

was one Being, the Son of God another, and the only

begotten, another still. They were visionary, licen

tious, profligate, impious men, who rejected the

gospel, and the claims of Jesus of Nazareth to the

Messiahship. These he justly condemns. But here

is nothing about the Trinity. This is a fiction of

more recent times ; and has grown out of the strange

theories of subtle and unintelligible metaphysicians.

With as little propriety does Dr. W. pretend that

Unitarians, who receive not his notions of a Trinity

and of infinite atonement for sin by the sufferings and

death of an infinite Being (though it is only the hu

man nature he will admit could suffer) are alluded to

by St. Paul, when he speaks of some in his day, who

preached another gospel. He had reference to Ju-

daising christians, as is evident from perusing his

epistle to the Galatians, who taught the perpetual ob

ligation of the ceremonials of the laws of Moses, and

insisted that all the Gentiles must be circumcised and

observe every ritual enjoined in the Jewish code.

This was a doctrine different from and opposite to the.
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preaching of the apostle, who only required repent

ance towards God, faith in Christ as the Messiah

long expected, and a holy conformity to his precepts.

In the close of his letter, Dr. W. expresses a wish,

that we may decide on this great question, not by pre

judice and party spirit, hut by reason, conscience and

scripture. All Unitarians, all liberal christians, we

presume, will say " Amen" to this sentiment and

wish. The Dr. however, has taken up much time iu

condemning those, who exercise reason in interpreting

scripture : and complains, that any ' orthodox' opin

ions are rejected, because tbcy appear irrational or ab

surd. He says the Unitarians exalt human reason and

wisdom above the word of God. I will not pretend to

justify every thing said or written by those who call

themselves rational christians. The true protestant

principle is, to exercise our reason in construing

scripture, and to judge of its general, obvious and

uniform sense, by comparing different passages, and

by an interpretation, according to common sense. At

the same time, if any thing is clearly and fully as

serted, to receive it, by faith, on the authority of the

inspired writer.

The argument of Dr. W. and other orthodox

clergymen proves too much : For it would oblige us

to receive the doctrine of the infallibility of the Romish

church, and of transubstantiation. For it is express

ly said by Christ, in reference to the sacramental

bread, " this is my body ;" and of the wine, " this

is my blood"—and " except ye eat my flesh and

drink my blood, ,ye have no life in you." The diffi

culty of the doctrine must not prevent our receiving

it. Though it is contrary to reason, philosophy, and

common sense, yet, according to the argument of Trin

itarians we must believe in transubstantiou. For

we must not use our reason in judging, or deciding on

the subject. There is no text in the bible, whicli as

serts the doctrine of the Trinity, so plainly, so express

ly, as the above does the change of the bread and

wine into the real flesh and blood of our Uord,
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Wc acknowledge that Christ was the special rep

resentative, messenger, or agent of the Most High, to

display the divine character and power ; to instruct

and redeem the world. Highly figurative expressions,

therefore, are used in speaking of him, of his dignity,

powei1, wisdom and divinity. But we should always

recollect, that it is expressly declared that all bis

ability aud wisdom were imparted to him by God, his

Father, the Sovereign Lord of heaven and earth, for

the glorious purpose of reforming and saving man

kind.

We have no hesitation in saying, that the bible

does not expressly and explicitly teach the doctrine

of a Trinity ; or of three persons in the Godhead, or

Deity. The dogma is adopted by some theologians

by way of inference or construction. They reason on

the subject, and undertake to shew, that certain pas

sages establish the doctrine. But Unitarians have the

same right to examine and compare scripture, and in

terpret for themselves. And the man who judges and

condemns his brother for his opinion, is rash and dog

matical ; and so far is influenced by an anti- christian

spirit.

Dr. W. complains, that Unitarians are too general

in their expressions, when writing on the character of

Christ, that they are not sufficiently particular, dis

tinct and precise. And he considers it so great a

fault, that it renders them unfit to be teachers of

Christianity. But if they are as particular and dis

tinct as the apostles were, this should satisfy us. In

their preaching to Jews and Gentiles, we find nothing

said about a Trinity—-nothing of the calvinistic no

tion of an infinite atonement by the sufferings of an

infinite Being. They taught, (as Unitarians do now)

that Jesus of Nazareth was the Christ, the Messiah,

long promised in the Jewish scriptures ; and, that,

though he had been put to death, God raised hhn

up, and exalted him to be a Prince and Saviour, to

dispense pardon and immortality. The Unitarians be

lieve with Peter, that "Jesus was the Christ, the Son
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of God"—and a taught the words of eternal life"—

with Mary, that " he is the Messiah or Saviour, who

was to come into the world." They believe be is a

sufficient Mediator and Redeemer, having been en

dowed by God with all proper qualities and attri

butes for that great work.

"We cannot but observe, that Trinitarians appear to

us very indistinct, various and confused in their lan

guage on the subject of the present controversy. It

is well known, that there are various systems and the

ories among them touching this doctrine. " What,

indeed, is Trinitarianism, but Socinianism involved

in mystery ?" as the able author of Bible News ob

served. We think there is great obscurity and indis

tinctness in their writings on this subject. They talk

about an infinite atonement being made by the suffer

ings of Christ, merely as man, in cousequence of the

Deity having been united to him—For they will not

assert that God suffered. This appears strange and

irrational ; and we think it unscriptural. The scrip

tures speak of Christ as being sent by God, and sin

gularly endowed and assisted to be our Saviour, and

as dying for our pardon and salvation. But the pe

culiarities of Calvinism, or Trinitarianism, are mere

opinions, or conclusions of certain divines, by them

adopted in their reasonings, on different texts of scrip

ture ; and by no means necessary to be believed in

order to be a christian, any further than they appear

to our deliberate judgment to be supported by the

word of God. We are willing to leave the subject, in

some sense as unexplained and incomprehensible ; and

to speak of it in the language of scripture. We be

lieve, that " the Father sent the Son to be the Saviour

of the world".—And we trust in him, as the Redeem

er appointed and qualified by God, to direct, instruct,

guide, and save us.

Unitarians wish not to dictate articles of faith to

others ; nor do they condemn those called "orthodox"

for avowing their opinions. It is the positive and

dogmatical conduct, the censorious, exclusive spirit,

\
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Which Trinitarians often discover on a subject con

fessedly mysterious and incomprehensible, which we

consider repreheusible. We see not that they have

authority to be the sole interpreters of scripture ; or

to insist that others should admit their particular ex

planations of passages of high and difficult import.

And we complain, that they should denounce those as

'•' heretical," as '* having another gospel," as '* deny

ing the Lord who bought them,"' who cannot subscribe

to the creeds and declarations of fallible men. This

spirit is much to be regretted. It ought, we think to be

opposed. It is contrary to the spirit of protestantism.

And we consider it the duty of all those who wish to

maintain the present happy degree of christian liber

ty in New England, to bear testimony against it.

The liberal party, as they are denominated, deny

not this liberty to their brethren of different senti

ments. They consider the bible the standard of faith

and rule of conduct : and allow every one the right

to construe and explain for himself, so that he be not

licentious and immoral. We believe the Unitarians

have as great respect for, and are as much influenced

by the declarations of the bible, as those called " or

thodox," who form creeds and articles of faith in the

words of lt human wisdom," and condemn all who

hesitate to subscribe to them. We are willinjr others

should have formulas of faith, aud fix upon certain ar

ticles of doctrine, as a system or guide for themselves :

but must claim the same right and privilege on our

part We fully admit the authority of inspired scrip

ture. What is highly important and essential, we be

lieve to be very intelligible and plain. What is mys

terious and difficult to be understood, we leave for

every one to consider, and to receive according to his

own judgment and understanding. And we think the

li orthodox," who undertake to explain the mysteries

of religion, and to dictate particular modes of belief,

are justly chargeable with a departure from the u sim

plicity which is in Christ," and with substituting the

words of man for the language of inspiration.
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Are you a Christian or a Calvinist ?

I expect the intolerant among the disciples of Calvin will

be ready to consign a layman to (he fate of " unregenerale

reprobates," who shall dare to intermeddle with the sacred

mysteries of their faith. Their master would never suffer

any one to question his doctrines under pain of the fagot.

He wished to dethrone the pope only that he might put

the tiara on his own head. His disciples in this country,

and in this alone, retain the same spirit. They would have

it believed, that the laity are to adopt their faith from them,

as they have taken it from Calvin ; and the pains and penal

ties of infidelity and excommunication are now openly

denounced against those, who shall call in question any one

of the dogmas uttered two centuries ago by an uninspired

priest of Switzerland.

If some future historian of the church shall relate, that in

the beginning of the nineteenth century, in a country whose

constitutions secure the freedom of religious opinion, and

require only a general belief of the christian religion, a set

of men combined to write down all who ventured to think

for themselves, to raise the cry of heresy against those who

preferred the scriptures as the rule of their faith to any

human creed, it certainly will be deemed incredible. Pos

terity will require some collateral evidence of the fact.

They will search the records of our historical societies, and

the alcoves of our colleges, for any controversial writings
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which may confirm so improbable a story. It is with a

view to furnishing such a document that 1 write. I do not

mean to enter into the subtleties of a theological controversy,

which would be unsuitable to a layman, if he were capable

of it. The principal end I propose, is to examine our

rights, and to put on record this alarming and injurious,

and bold attempt to invade them in such a country, and in

such an age. It is one of the facts in the history of human

nature, that deserve to be noticed.

There is one point in which all parties are agreed, that

the christian religion reposes for its foundation on the sacred

scriptures contained in the Old and New Testament.

Some difference of opinion arises, to be sure, as to

the degree of inspiration which the writers of those books

possessed ; but in those books, it is admitted, are contained

all the rules of our faith and conduct as christians. These

scriptures were originally written either in the Greek or

Hebrew languages. They were for nearly fifteen centu

ries imprinted, and were only preserved by manuscripts or

written copies. These copies were scattered over the

whole world, from Abyssinia to the remotest north, and

from Spain to Hindostan.

No two editions, even of printed books, ever would pre

cisely agree with each other, and of course it could not be

possible that these manuscripts, in so many languages, and

in countries so separated, should be alike ; and it is only

by a comparison and collation of many, that any approxi

mation to the certainty of the purity of the text can be

obtained.

The present translation in common use in our churches

was made by order of James the first, two centuries ago.

Its general fidelity and correctness are admitted, but there

must be room for improvement. The knowledge of the Greek

and Hebrew languages has become much more generally

V
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diffused (ban it was when that translation was made. Many

critical inquiries have since been made into those languages,

and more erudition has been displayed since that period than

before. New copies of the Bible have been discovered and

collated with the old manuscripts. Some errours and many

defects, especially in perspicuity, have been found in the

translation now in use. One or two most important in

terpolations have been discovered, and are admitted to

be such by all (he learned men of Europe of all sects.

The object of this statement will presently be seen. An

honest layman, who has no esprit du corps, no fear for the

power and influence of his sect or profession ; who consi

ders religion loo sober and serious a thing to be the subject

of party feelings and spirit, would naturally say upon such

a statement, " It is my duty to get, if I can, the very copies

of the scriptures that the authors respectively wrote with

their own hands, and to learn the languages in which they

are written ; and to take as a standard of faith only what I find

there written, and not what fallible men have inferred from

them." But as he cannot get these originals, and as he may

not have time or talents to. learn the languages in which they

are written, he will take the best translation he can find, and

he will naturally infer, that the last one, if executed by

learned and pious men, will be tbfe most perfect. As he

finds there are faults of great moment in the old translation

of the Bible, he will be anxious to attend to and inquire

after every improvement. Such ought to be, and such

would be, the conduct of every anxious inquirer after truth.

Now let us see what is called orthodoxy in the present

enlightened age.

It is contended, that the translation made by order of

king James the first, is entitled to the fullest faith. It is

regarded by many as inspired, and men are called heretical

and wicked, who endeavour to procure a better translation,

and desire any alteration in the present English text.
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Now what does (his involve ? Not only, that you believe

the apostles inspired, but that every clerk and copyist

(whether slave or monk) was also inspired ; that even the

orthodox men, who made the interpolations to suit their

dogmas, were inspired ; and that all the bishops and divines

who made the translation were inspired. 1 introduce this

point first, because it comes first in order.

The orthodox also maintain, that certain opinions and

•peculations, not to be found in the scripture, but which

Calvin declared he believed were intended to be placed

there, or pretended that he discovered in them, and certain

other opinions, held by an assembly of Divines in Great

Britain, are to be received as the rule of our faith ; however

impossible wc may find it to understand such doctrines,

and even if upon the most accurate examination and impar

tial inquiry we shall be convinced, that no such doctrines

■are contained in the scriptures.

The real point, and the only point, of difference between

those who are* called the liberal clergy and the orthodox,

rests on this ground.

The orthodox believe in Calvin and the Westminster

Assembly ; the liberal christians in Christ and his apos

tles. The former are Calvinists—the latter, Christians.

Yet so intolerant and unreasonable are the party who have

arrogated to themselves the title of orthodox, that they

venture to deny the name and title of christians to the fol

lowers of Christ, and apply it exclusively to the followers

of Calvin and of human councils, assemblies, and creed-

makers.

Let us take as an example the subject, which has been

the occasion of the late attaek on the followers of Christ.

Jesus Christ himself was an Unitarian. To be sure

that particular title was unknown in his day. So explicit

was his language, that no man dared during his life to ad-
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ranee a doctrine so derogatory to his God and father,

as the plurality of Gods, or the equality of the Son with

the Father.

So far as his conduct, his language, his example and

his precepts can have any weight in deciding what was his

own relative character, and what were his notions of the unity

and indivisibility of God, they fully support the proposition,

that he was in the simple sense of the word, an Unitarian.

He uniformly declares, that all his power, all his authority,

all his miracles are derived from God. The form of prayer

which he enjoined upon his disciples is purely Unitarian ;

that is, it is founded on the idea, that there is but one God

overall, distinct from himself or any other created being,

and that to him, and him alone, are due adoration and praise.

Dr. Worcester asserts, that the doctrine of the trinity is

one of those essential points without the belief of which no

man can be a christian. Yet Christ himself, who came into

the world for the sole purpose of revealing to man the will

of God, has studiously concealed from us any such doc

trine ; nay, he has led us to believe by repealed and express

declarations, that he was in every respect distinct from and

inferiour to the God and father who sent him, and whose

messenger he declares himself to be. It is then because

Dr. Morse and Dr. Worcester know more of the character

of God and of our Saviour, than Jesus Christ knew of him

self, that we are called upon to believe this incomprehensible

doctrine, and to reject and view with abhorrence those

venerable pastors, who prefer the authority of Christ to that

of these fallible mortals. I premised that I did not intend

to enter into the argument upon any of the disputed points.

In this I only imitate the Rev. Dr. Worcester and the

charitable and polite editors of the Panoplist. It is not

because, though a layman, I am entirely unacquainted with

the great points of the controversy, but it is because I thiuk,
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if, at this day, argument be necessary on this topick, it ib

the province of learned men, whose professional pursuits

have better qualified them for the task. My object is,

simply, to shew that the Panoplist and Dr. Worcester have

assumed too much, in asserting that the doctrine of the

Trinity is a fundamental article in the creed of a Christian.

It would be the greatest reproach to the Deity, to his Sou

Jesus Christ, and to the gospel which he taught, (o suppose,

that a doctrine, fundamental and essential to salvation, was

not only not directly and plainly enforced in the same per

spicuous manner, in which the doctrines of a future slate, of

charity, of purity of life, are inculcated, but that Christ

should have used such a great number of expressions hidi-

cating his own inferiority, and the unity of God, which

must necessarily lead men astray from an essential truth.

It cannot be denied, that the unity of the supreme God

not only is more consonant to enlightened reason, apart

from revelation, but that it was the prevailing senliment of

the patriarchs, prophets, and distinguished men, whose lives

and opinions are recorded in the Old Testament.

Dr. Worcesler insinuates very distinctly, that the doc

trine of the gospel, the doctrine taught by our Saviour, the

doctrine believed and maintained by many venerable and

learned men in Europe and our country, as to the unity of

God, is injurious to the character of the supreme Being, ia

a very different and inferiour sort of religion, from that which

Calvin and Athanasius, and Morse and himself hold ; and

that for this reason, no communion ought to be held with

such christians.

Let us examine how far this is true, and which party

hold doclrines the most injurious to the supreme Being, and

to his^ Son, whom he sent into the world to enlighten, to

reform and to save us.
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In the first place, in regard to the supreme Being. Is it

more honourable to his character to assert that his power is

divided, that there are three coequal beings in the Godhead,

who may be opposed in will, in capacity, in power 1 In what

does this differ from the polytheism of the ancients, except

in number ? We have dethroned the three hundred gods of

Greece and Rome, and we substitute in their place three

Gods of our own creation.

In the second place, as to our Saviour himself. Is it

honourable to him to contradict the doctrines which he

taught ? In all his language he was solicitous to exalt the

Father above himself. " Not my will, but thine be done."

Yet in face of this declaration it is asserted, that they were

the same persons, or constituted the same God. If they

were the same God, how could the will of the Father be

done, and the will of the Son be left undone or unaccom

plished ?

He also repeatedly declares, that the works which he

did, and the miracles which he wrought, were not his own

works, but those of the Father who sent him.

I know the metaphysical distinction, which was invented

in the ages of scholastick philosophy to reconcile this appa

rent contradiction, that our Saviour had two natures, one

divine and the other human, and that all the expressions of

this sort which he uses, refer to his human character. But

what an idea does it give of the supreme Being, that he

should make a revelation to mankind, founded on the nicest

metaphysical subtleties, which would be utterly incompre

hensible to the greater part of those who were bound to

believe them on pain of eternal damnation ?

No. The gospel is no such snare. It is an injurious

representation of it. The essential points are taught

clearly and distinctly. There is one God, over all, the

Father and Creator of the universe. He sent his Son

2
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into the world to announce to mankind the most sublime

truths, to seal those truths with his blood. But he com

manded him to declare and to teach, as he did, that there

is but one God, the Father and Judge of all the earth,

from whom all blessings flow, whose messenger he was, and

upon the acceptance and belief of whose doctrines, men

would be accepted by God who sent him. Every thing

in this representation is more sublime, more honourable to

the supreme Being than in the other. But the idea, that the

supreme Governour of the universe, in his proper person,

took upon himself the human nature, that he suffered upon

the cross, that the Godhead was for a time divided, and part

of it was on earth suffering persecution and insult from men,

and part in the heavens regulating apd governing (he world,

in addition to its incomprehensibilities, is infinitely deroga

tory to the greatness and majesty, which we are taught to

ascribe to the Maker and Governour of the Universe.

It is a curious fact, but no less curious than true, (and it

shews the propensity of mankind to accommodate every

thing, even the most sublime doctrines, to their own

schemes and party passions) that the general tenour of all

the scriptures, both of the Old and New Testament, has

been overlooked and disregarded, and that particular pas

sages, contradicted by their general tenour, have been made

the foundation of a creed, which is utterly opposed to the

great scope and object of revelation.

If it were possible to burn all the decrees of councils, so

often contradictory, so profane, so wicked, such flagrant

proofs of the weakness and perversity of men; if all the

metaphysical writers and the authority of assemblies could

be annihilated and forgotten ; if the scriptures could be deliv

ered to mankind unbiassed by authority; if no establishments

existed in anycountry founded on sectarian principles ; it is

not to be doubted, that the worship of one true God, the Father
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and Governour of the universe, would prevail throughout

every country, in which (he scriptures were read ; and due

and sublime honours wonld be rendered to his Son who was

made (he glorious instrument of revealing these truths to

mankind. Men would then be as fearful of placing the Son

on an equality with the Father, as he himself was. They

would be contented to assign him a place at his right hand,

as the first and greatest of created beings who had appeared

in this world. They would view him as their kind and be

neficent Saviour and Mediator, but they would shudder at

the thought of enthroning him with the awful but beneficent

God, the almighty Maker and Governour of the universe.

We all know the lofty ground, upon which the Calvinists

maintain their doctrines, and we equally know the weakness

of that foundation. It rests upon what they are pleased to

call the authority of councils and assemblies, or as they

style it, the uninterrupted opinions of the venerable reform

ers and of the ancient churches since the reformation. This

authority is the same upon which reposes the infallibility

of the Romish church. The doctrine of transubstantiation

has this same basis, and is not lest plausibly supported by

scripture. The points upon which the reformers differed

from the ancient church, are not more clearly or satisfacto

rily proved, than are the opinions upon which the Lardners

and Watts's and Paleys have ventured to dissent from the

Calvinisfick school. But when it is recollected, that till

within the last century, faith was settled by ecclesiastical

authority, and heresy was punished with flames ; when it is

known that to this day, dissent, with respect to the clergy,

is followed even in England with expulsion from the church,

and to ail with many civil disabilities ; and that in our country

similar penalties have been inflicted on those who ventured

to prefer the gospel to the Assembly's Catechism, or our

Saviour as their leader to Calvin, wise laymen, who do not
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mingle in theological controversies, will not attribute much

weight to ihe antiquity or prevalence of certain dogmas.

AVe agree* with Dr. Worcester, and we are happy to

agree with him in some points, that south of Massachusetts

there is very little freedom of religious opinion. Men must

think as they are bid, not as they believe.

Those men in all countries who pursue the clerical pro

fession are generally poor. They rely on the hierarchy

or governing party for their patronage and recommenda

tion. In Europe, and even in England, such is the supe-

riour splendour of Ihe established churches, so poor and

humble, though firm and resolute are the dissenting societies,

that it requires something of an apostolical firmness to resist

the temptation of conformity.

Jn our own country, till within fifty years, the same spirit

of intolerance had choaked up Ihe channels of free inquiry.

But if the scriptures should ever get to be popular, if they

should ever attain to a fair equality with the creeds of the

Westminster Assembly, and rival in some degree the dog

mas of Dr. Morse, and the derisions of Dr. Worcester, we

should have very little doubt that Christ would soon be

come the leader instead of Calvin, and the Bible take the

place of the Assembly's Catechism. This day we feel to

be distant. We know that there are some determined

spirits, that are resolved to stand by their peculiar doc

trines, rather than those of the gospel. They are induced

to do this, partly because mystery and passion, and their

peculiar lenets, recommend them to the common class of

hearers. The Sybilline oracles owed a great portion of their

authority to their incomprehensibility. The teachers of a

doctrine which the hearers do not understand, we supposed

by them to have supematuraLgifts. This idea is encouraged,

and kept up, and we could not notice but with a smile thei

comparison seen by the Rev. Dr. Worcester, between him-
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self ami friends, and the early apostles. He and his party,

he thinks, are as much entitled to decide authoritatively

upon the scriptures, as were the men upon whom the Holy

Ghost descended, though they have not the power of con

firming the truth of their doctrines by miracles. Hence,

that very reverend gentleman treats with mi)ch levity and

wit Mr. Channing, whose character is truly apostolick,

though he pretends to no inspiration.

I shall hereafter notice the unfairness with which the let

ter of Mr. Channing is treated ; but at present I shall con

fine myself to the point in question, how far an acquies

cence in the doctrines of Calvin is a proof of their correct

ness. It is known that the English divines adopted them, and

the thirtj--nine articles are partly founded upon them. That

church also adopts the Athanasian creed, and still continues

it in its formula. There is not a congregation in Massachu

setts or Connecticut which would not shudder at its recital,

nor is there a clergyman in either state who would dare to

repeat it from his desk.

If then all men in this country agree to renounce, as too

horrible Tor ulterance, one portion of the orthodox creed

sanctified by the usage of many centuries, to what amounts

the boasted authority of the Westminster confession of

faith ?

In Massachusetts, the prevailing opinion is perhaps yet

Calvinistick, and so thoroughly have the disciples imbibed

the spirit of their master, that they will permit no straggling

partizans, no wavering opinions. They must swallow Calvin

and all his works as the test of their orthodoxy, or they are

denounced as hereticks. Those who doubt, or are even

moderate and candid, are damned. The Panoplisl, allu

ding to these unhappy victims of moderation and christian

feelings, says, " There are others too, who are too modest

and unassuming to preach or act decisively, becausefor
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sooth they are not satisfied about certain controverted

points. Let such persons abandon tbe office of teaching

and return to their studies (ill (hey are satisfied."

We have seen insolence in all its forms. We have seen

the quintessence of tyranny in the person of the kite em-

perour of France, but never did we meet with an exam

ple of such arrogance.

Do the clergy of Massachusetts, Calvinistick or Ar-

minian, Arian or Hopkinsian, mean to encourage such sen

timents ? Can there be a more honest or honourable reason

for forbearing to touch controversial points, than that a man

is not satisfied about them ? The editors of the Panoplist

virtually recommend to such men who conscientiously have

scruples, to quit their livings, abandon their families, and go

to Andover (for that must be the meaning) to get indoctri

nated. •

Suppose a candidate of this school settled with a full con

viction of Calvinism, having obtained the certificate (which

they are so eager to withhold in case of conscientious scru

ples) should change his mind, or at least have doubts

excited, what is this advice ?

" You have had all the learning which Professor Stewart

could infuse into you, you have all the grace and goodness

and unction which Dr. Morse could communicate, yet inas

much as you have doubts, as you are 'too modest and unassu

ming' to preach Calvin against Christ and against your own

conviction, you must turn your children into the streets,and

come back to Andover to be reinstated in orthodoxy?"

Great and benevolent God ! Jesus, thou gracious and

divine Master ! Is this the religion which you intended to

inculcate ? The confident and assuming, the immodest

and impudent only can retain their stations as teachers of

your divine religion, but the " modest and unassuming,"

those who have conscientious scruples about admitting the
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jargon of men who have disgraced your name and your

veligion, are to be discarded from the ministry i

It is not in Massachusetts alone that the works of perse

cution and intolerance are wrought. The lay part of the

community have suffered themselves to be enthralled in

every part of the Union. No man has a higher respect for

the clergy than we have, but we fear they are undermining

their own influence, and giving power to their adversaries

by this intolerant conduct towards one another. We shall

not allude to the cases which we all have known in Con

necticut, in which good men were driven away from their

flocks, on account of maintaining evangelical doctrines

against the creeds and opinions of men.

But this we must state. An orator at one of their publick

exercises before commencement, most distinctly recom

mended the study of the classicks, and urged it on the

ground, that they were more sedulously perused in a sister

college, (meaning, as we believe, at Cambridge) and that this

knowledge was there perverted to the purposes of " infideli

ty .' .'" There is somefhing so unchristianlike in a sentiment

of this sort, so utterly unfounded and notoriously false, that

it requires all the charity which the gospel enjoins to for

give it.

It is the more unjust, as they knew at that time, that our

university had recently sent forth the most learned and able

work in defence of Christianity, by a young man since elected

to a professorship in our college, that America had ever

produced.

They knew then, and they know now, that for zeal for the

truth and authenticity of the scripture, for respect to the

christian religion, and for ardour in its dissemination, the

University of Cambridge yields to no seminary in our

country.
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No. It was a sentiment derogatory to the orator, and

equally so to those, who, I am grieved to say, approved it.

It was a sentiment arising from an unworthy spirit of rivalry

and jealousy, a narrow feeling of religious prejudice. The

officers of the college at Cambridge were to be charged

with infidelity, for not bowing to the authority of the ortho

dox formula, and yielding obedience to the rescripts of the

Calvinistick papacy. Never did a sentiment injurious to any

other college, escape from the lips of any student at Cam

bridge in a publick exercise. We know too well what we

owe to our own dignity ; and whatever the emissaries of that,

and of other colleges, settled in our state, may do to irritate

us and to build up their own seminaries ; however zea

lously they may work to weaken our institution, and propa

gate calumnies to render our Alma Mater odious, we shall

abstain from recrimination. We confide in the just and

equitable feelings of our people, that they will never per

mit the tongue of slander to alienate their affections from

an establishment, which has been the great and best

source of blessings to our country, and which was never

belter administered, nor upon principles more truly

christian, than it is at the present moment.

Considering then, that non-conformity to the dogmas of the

church has in most ages and in most countries been punished

with death, and in all with the loss of publick reward, it

would seem to be no very powerful argument in favour of

any tenets, that they had been maintained for a great period

of years and by very respectable divines.

Even in our own country, the Review in the Panoplist

now in question, and the letter of Dr. Worcester, afford

pretty strong proofs of the danger of dissenting from_pre-

vailiug creeds. Our venerated clergymen, to be sure, are

not carried to the slake, but they are scourged with thongs

of scorpions. These orthodox gentlemen, as if ex Cathe
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dra, have issued their bulls of excommunication, and (what

I believe the bulls did not usually contain,) all the malignity

of caustick wit is exerted to render the excommunicated

odious and detestable.

Yes. I will not except Dr. Worcester from this charge,

though he flatters himself he has concealed the gall under a

cover of honey.

When I read the Review in the Panoplist, I asked myself,

what honourable or even honest end do these gentlemen

propose to themselves ?

Is it the advancement of God's glory, and the mainte

nance and spread of truths which they deem important ?

They have certainly a strange way of effecting their

design. Is God to be glorified by an exulting, haughty and

insolent triumph over brethren who are in errour ?

Does the glory of God require, that the most shameful and

gross misrepresentations and perversions should be used to

excite and prejudice the publick mind against the victims

of these holy gentlemen's wrath ?

Upon whom, and in what manner was this Review and Dr.

Worcester's voluntary, and, as I shall shew, most unhappy

defence of it, intended to operate ?

Are they intended for the benefit of the pretended cul

prits, the hereticks themselves ? Is it believed that Mr. Chan-

ning, and Mr. Thacher, and Dr. Kirkland will be convinced

or reformed, or, if they please, frightened, by this denuncia

tion? Had they so little knowledge of human nature as to

think, that detected calumny would not finally redound to

the honour of the calumniated ? Or did they hope to sow

discord among their respective parishes ! Did they encou

rage the malignant expectation, that they should excite dis

trust among the members of their churches, infuse a little

gall where nothing but nectar had flowed, produce bitternesi

instead of love, lessen the veneration and affection almost
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unexampled, which the citizens of Boston entertain, and

justly entertain, for their pastors, and diminish their salu

tary, I had almost said, divine influence, over the lives and

morals of their people ? Or did they encourage the still

prouder thought, that by their eloqueuce, so tenderly, so

fairly, and so powerfully exerted, they could utterly uproot

these gentlemen in the esteem of their friends and flock*,

and suddenly convince them, that they had been nurturing

in their bosoms a set of hypocrites, of infidels ; men who,

under the guise and garb of religion, had beeu secretly

nndermining their dearest hopes, and blightuig the fair

fruits of religion in their hearts? Did they hope to make

their respective parishioners believe, that Lalinop and

Channiiig, and Lowell and Thacher were wen of deceit and

artifice, making their religion a mere cloak to serve the

cause of infidelity, and that Dr. Morse was the only man in

the vicinity true in the "faith once delivered to the saints.,"

and full of charity and good works ? I appeal to the feelings

of all the persons who have so long known these venerated

clergymen, whether they can believe that such was the

object of the Panoplist and Dr. Worcester ? Do you think,

my brethren, they aimed at your conversion and salvation,

when they plunged the dagger into the hearts of your pastors

and friends ?

But perhaps Dr. Worcester will say, " this is declama

tion and an appeal to the passions," as he has said of Mr.

Cbanning's letter-

Afld pray, if a ma" calls you a murderer, or an adulterer,

when you are without stain, and does not condescend to

reason or argue, what course have you, but to appeal to

your kuown character? and does the gospel or any other

code of morals require, that you should be so lukewarm as

to appear indifferent lo your own reputation ? How much

more then is zeal, and houest ardour commendable in the
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defence of our friend* whom we Rave IbHgkTroWtt and" justly

value ! ! Yes* ! 1 am l'eai!/ to acknowledge that any doc

trine which Would Compel me to believe tmit Dr. Morse

Wrt* a saiirt and Mr. Chahning a sinner, that the first was

acceptable fb God, while the other wa^ the object of His

wrath, that the former was the friend of Jesus and the lat

ter Mi foe, I should for that reason AtoNE reject. I should

do if on just grounds. For F should say, " my reason may

b* fallible, arguments may deceive me, but experience can

not. I know Mr. Channirtg to be practically the admirer

and follower of Jestrs. T aui not so well convinced as to his

accusers." I knovv if is a short way of reasoning, but for

a layman it is safer than to enter into all the subtleties of the

schools. I Say therefore, Dr. Morse may be a better Cal-

vinisf. Re" might perhaps contend more zealously, and be

more ready to hum Mr. Thacher as his master did Serve-

fiw, but 1 doubt whether he is a belter christian ; that is,

I doubt whether he has a greater love for Christ, or is more

disposed to obey his precepts.

I it'M own, that I have derived actual and great light from

Otis Review and Dr. Wdrcester's letter, as to the respective

merits of the Calviitistick and Christian parties.

1 fiWd (Be former intolerant, disposed to slander and

backbite their brethren. I find, under colour of great zeal

for the cause of religion, they indulge the most malignant

passions, passions which our Saviour most explicitly con

demned.

I' find the whole temper and tone of the Review calcu

lated to shew their triumph over their opponents, whom they

thought they had got in their toils.

Jf aH the Orthodox have these' feelings, if they Support

and countenance thte work and indulge strch a spirit, We

shall for the future understand what orthodoxy means.

Wtf shall understand it to' beH*e#f, Vtofeht in its passions,
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intolerant in its principles, and utterly regardless of the

means by which its purposes are effected. I look upon it,

that (he good and candid of that party are bound to come

out openly, and separate themselves, lest they be confound

ed with these men who have undertaken officiously to

represent them.

One thing is certain, that if the principles and spirit of

the Panoplist are to prevail with all whom it professes to

represent, a new and more dreadful schism must take place

in the church than has disgraced it for many ages, and the

cause of religion must suffer, for we never shall abandon,

through fear of insult and reproach, men the most venerable

for their piety and virtues.

I shall now proceed to make a few remarks upon the Re-

■ view in the Panoplist, and the letter of the Rev. Samuel

Worcester, D. D. I shall consider the last work in the

first instance, partly because the author has evidently the

best faculty of varnishing over a bad cause, partly because

he affects, and I am sorry to say (as it appears to me) only

affects, a superiour degree of moderation ; but chiefly

because, in considering his defence of the Panoplist, we

shall naturally be led to examine the merits of that work.

We shall be mistaken if the honest part of society do not

say of Dr. Worcester,

Nee defensoribus istis—tempus eget.

The professed object of Dr. Worcester is, to defend the

editors of the Panoplist from the charge of misrepresenta

tion, preferred and urged against them by Mr. Channing.

In common life, that is among laymen, we are very much

disposed to abhor cunning and prevarication. We think

that a good cause does not require it, and that a bad one is

not aided by it. When we see a man adhering to the letter

and violating the spirit of any rule, we usually call him a
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Jesuit. We say that such a man may be a good special

pleader, an adroit pettifogger, but he is not a fair and hon

ourable combatant. In a clergyman such a spirit is consider

ed as peculiarly unworthy. To be sure one religious order,

which the general indignation of mankind suppressed in the

last century, was accused of this disposition to subterfuge.

"We should be very much grieved to see the spirit of St.

Omer's revived in our country, and especially among those

who style themselves pre-eminently the saints.

That Dr. Worcester has attempted to obtain an unworthy

triumph over Mr. Channing, on the ground of mere verbal

criticism, that he has either misunderstood or misrepresented

the general spirit of the Panoplist review, we think will be

obvious lo all who shall attend to our remarks.

The Panoplist does mean to convey the idea, that that

portion of the clergy and of liberal christians in our country,

who deny the doctrine of the Trinity, are chargeable with

all the opinions which Mr. Belsham and the English Uni

tarians bold. This was the great scope of the work. The

whole effort of the Reviewers was directed lo fix upon

every man in this country, who differed from the Calvinistg

as to the Unity of the Godhead, all the other peculiar no

tions and sentiments which Mr. Belsham maintains.

Dr. Worcester resists this charge, by calling upon Mr.

Channing to shew any distinct phrase or paragraph, which

in itself bears this meaning, and he considers himself as tri

umphant, because no one sentence taken by itself will bear

this construction.

It is well known that the christian world have been from

the third century divided on the question of the Trinity.

At one time the Arians had the majority throughout all the

christian community, and if it had not been for the powerful

arguments of fire and fagot, theirs would probably have con-

tinued to be the prevailing doctrine »f christians. The
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Arians denied the doctrine of the Trinity, yet they nO More

resembled the Socinians in many of their opinions, than the

Calvinists do the Hopkinsians, or the Papists either of them.

These facts were weH known to fhe editors of the Fam>

piist and to Dr. Worcester, but they knew also that they

were unknown to the greater part of laytaenv H*nCtS they

have both of then*, Dr. Worcester firfl as much as the

others, attempted to fix upon alt that portion df Inc clergy,

who are not satisfied with the doctrine of fhe Trinity, art

the opinions maintained by Soeimw or Mr. Belsham, though

they knew the greater part were Arhm*. 1 say diaHnctry,

they must have known that these facts were unknown te>

the great mass of readers, and 1 am afraid that they were

not unwilling that they should be led into errouf.

The Arians have fhe most elevated ideas of Jesns Christ.

They consider him as a being pre-existent to hi* appear

ance on earth ; that he came down from heaveW. Many of

them believe that he had an agency in the formation of thw

world. In this manner they reconcile some texts of scrip

ture which seem to give to the Messiah this, exalted"

character.

The Socinians on fhe other hand consider' Mini a* an

inspired prophet, but purely human in his origin.

There is a third class, whom Dr. Worcester" eugkt to

liare known, because his liberal and pions brother is at the

bead of them ; (a maw, who for his ingenuousness and1 gene'

rons sacrifice of himself in the cause of what he believed

the truth, is worthy of all praise,) who hold'a third opinion ;

ami that is, that our Suvio**, though not a part of (he God-

headv is veritably the Son of GodL

It is not within our scope to discuss the merits of erfhef

of these opinions, but we do say, that, Knowing these distinc

tions to exist, it Was very little short of culpable unfairness,

bath in the editors of the Review and Dr. Worcester", W

affect to confound them.
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It is then ray design to shew,

Firstly. That the sentiments of Mr. Belsham are in

fact imputed go generally, and with such purposed vague

ness, to those (be orthodox call the liberal party, as to lead

nil honest laymen, unacquainted withjhese distinctions (that

49, ninety-nine in an hundred) to believe, that all Unitarians

agree m all points with Mr. Belsbara.

Secondly. That the Review does charge the ministers,

who doubt the doctrine of the Trinity, generally, with base

and hypocritical concealment of their opinions.

Thirdly. I shall shew, that Dr. W orcester himself is

under a great mistake, or has been guilty of a still greater

degree of misrepresentation, in regard to the preaching and

course of conduct of what he calls the liberal clergy.

I would observe here, before I cite my proofs, that it is as

unfair in these gentlemen, to attempt to fix on all Unitarians

every opinion which any one of them professes, as it would

be to fix on all Trinitarians the doctrines professed by any

of tbeui.

Yet Dr. Worcester, by a course of reasoning, if it can

be dignified with that name, affects to do this.

He chooses to consider all the Unitarians as ont party.

He must have known it to be otherwise. This was not in

of our view decorous in a man of his profession.

In page 19 he says, "if among the liberal parly such

" things are done, if some do mutilate the New Testament,

" &c. if of the rest some more and others less directly con-

" sent to these things, if as a parly or as individuals of the

" party they bear no decided testimony against these deeds,

" and do nothing to purge themselves from the guilt of

" them, then is it not true to say of the party generally

" that they do these things ? and will they not generally

' with all who adhere to them be held to answer for them

" at the bar of the righteous Judge ?"
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God forbid that Dr. Worcester, if such are his sentiments,

should ever be promoted to the office of a temporal or spiri

tual judge. A million ofmen entertain one opinion in common.

Nine hundred and ninety thousand of them hold an opinion

perfectly innocent, but ten thousand of them also maintain

the most censurable doctrines. The point in which they

are agreed is either true or harmless. I would impute, says

the humane Dr. Worcester, to the nine hundred and ninety

thousand, the detestable doctrines of the ten thousand, which

they reprobate equally with the rest of the world.

This is imputation with a vengeance !

Let us, however, test the fairness of this reasoning and

the justice of this accusation by an application to them.

So far as it respects this particular point in the nature of

God, the christian world are divided into two sects only,

Trinitarians and Unitarians.

The former term embraces Catholicks, Lutherans, Cal-

vinists, and these again are subdivided into fifty sects.

The latter are divided into Arians, Socinians, and many

who differ from both.

Now is it not as reasonable to say io a Calvinistick

Trinitarian, " Your Trinitarian party (meaning the Catho

licks) maintain the doctrine of transubstantiation, of abso

lution, of auricular confession. You are therefore accoun

table for these opinions."

How unfair would Dr. Worcester deem it, if we should

impute to every Trinitarian every absurd opinion maintained

by those who agree with him in that doctrine.

Yet on this very flimsy ground, and on this alone, does

he impute to Mr. Channing and the other clergy, who hold

the simple doctrine of the Unity of the supreme Being,

opinions, which he considers the most heinous crimes, which

in his judgment will condemn them to eternal punishment,

and which merit the severest human censnre.
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I would remark in this place, that although J would here

establish the illiberally and misrepresentation of the editors

of the Panoplist, it is not because I consider it a reproach

to any man, honestly to entertain the opinions of Mr. Bel-

sham. In most of the opinions cited by the Panoplist I

agree with that Unitarian divine. In seme I differ from

him ; and however it may please the apostolick Dr.

Worcester to denounce such opinions as guilt, I shall ask

for his commission from my Maker and my Saviour before

I shall allow the validity of his decree.

Yes. Though a layman, I understand and value my

religious rights, and in my conscience I have believed ever

since I have had understanding to discern the truth, that

the greater part of the peculiar doctrines of Calvinism are

derogatory to God, in direct contradiction to the doctrines

taught by our Master ; and though I can never call errour

guilt, I shall always esteem the Calvinistick errours the

most unfortunate and dishonourable to the christian system,

of any which the metaphysical subtlety of men has contri

ved, or which their pride and party spirit have induced

them to maintain. But although I consider it no reproach,

jet both Dr. Worcester and I well know, that on many of

the points in question, a great portion of the Unitarians of

this country differ as much from Mr. Belsham as they do

from Dr. Worcester, and in this view the charge was not

only unfounded but extremely unfair.

I- can easily fancy, that I see these metaphysical dicta

tors of our consciences sneering at a layman, who has the

hardihood to give his opinion about doctrines which they

will say he does not understand. How can you, Sir, they

will say, pretend to decide on some of the most abstruse

points in theology, which it costs us the whole labour of our

Jives to endeavour to comprehend, and even that endeavour

is with many of us unsuccessful ? Such will be the private,

4
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if it be not the publick language of these inspired teachers.

Yet they hold very consistently at the same time, that

though we laymen cannot understand the merits of these

questions without much study, though it cost the metaphy

sical and able Dr. Edwards the labour of a life to display

them, yet that every illiterate man is bound to believe them

on pain of eternal damnation.*

Never was a doctrine so well calculated to keep the minds

of men in fetters to ecclesiastical authority. You must be

lieve because it is incredible ; the more incomprehensible,

the more certain its divine origin and its truth. " But I do

not understand even the terms of the proposition." So

much the better ; it is a proof the mystery is deeper and

more holy, and so much the greater your obligation to

believe.

Hence it is, we suppose, that some of these Calvinistick

gentlemen hold human research in such contempt, and aban

don the pain and labour of study to their industrious oppo-

sers, to the seekers after truth, the humble inquirers after

the religion which Jesus taught. Hence it is, we suppose,

that we sometimes see them so devoted to worldly inte

rests, to the publication of profane books (I use profane in

contradistinction to sacred) as to render it impracticable

for them to devote any reasonable portion of time to theo

logical research. To such men, to all who are greedy of

* Q, Where are true churchmen to be found ?

A. Only in the true church.

Q. How do you call the true church ?

A. The holy catholick church.

Q. Is there any other true church ?

A. No. As there is but oi.e Lord, one faith, one baptism, one

God and Father of all, there is but one church.

Q. Are all obliged to be of the true church ?

A. Yes, no one ran be saved mi of it.

The above questions and answers are extracted, not from Dr.

Worcester, but from the eighth edition of the general catechism,

printed at Dublin. 1811, and revised, enlarged, approved and recom

mended, not by the editors of the PanoplUt.—but by the four Roman

Catholick archbishops of the kingdom of Ireland.
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sovereign power over the minds of fheir people, these Cal-

vinistick doctrines are very convenient. They teach their

flocks, that human reason is to be discarded in judging of

sacred things, that it was given us only for our every day

affairs, but that in things which pertain 1o our immortal

souls, and which affect our eternal happiness, it is an in

strument to be dreaded, a faculty to be despised.*

Hence they lay down the Westminster Assembly's con

fession of faith as the gospel, and by the aid of a few texts,

they are enabled to compose what they are pleased to

Btyle an evangelical discourse ; though its resemblance to

the New Testament is perhaps ils slightest recommendation.

If a sober, pious, inquiring parishioner should ask them

to explain the doctrine of the Trinity, the nature and

character and offices of each member of fhis singular Union,

and what was its state when our Saviour was in the tomb

and before his resurrection ; if they should ask, what Christ

could mean by praying to his Father, that the bitter cup of

suffering might pass from him, whether he prayed when he

knew it was in vain, and whether he prayed to himself

who was equally God with the Father ; to all these ques

tions the only reply would be, it is a mystery. We know

no more about it than you. But if yon do not believe it

you will be damned, and the editors of the Panoplist and

Dr. Worcester will sit in judgment upon you.

The poor man, if his mind is feeble and his spirit very

obedient, trembles and obeys ; we cannot say believes, for

belief cannot be affirmed of any thing which is not clearly

and fully understood.

Far different and more arduous is the task of those pas

tors and teachers, who hold their hearers to be reasonable

creatures, and that the noblest faculty which God has given

* " When once the doctrine is adopted, that reason is not to be

exercised in matters of religion, it becomes almost a point of duty to

tee as unreasonable as possible."—Christian Observer, May, 1815, p. 27C.
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to man, is to be employed about tbe noblest and most

sublime subject.

These teachers consider it to be their duty, to give to

every man the " reason of the faith" that is in them.

They esteem it a sacred obligation to search the Scrip

tures, to compare all human systems with them, and to adopt

these only so far, as after fair and honest arid pious research

they shall find them supported by the Bible.

Hence these teachers have a much mbre laborious task,

than those who blindly follow Calvin, or any maker of

creeds. They would consider it a profanation of the desk

to preach doctrines which they themselves Could not under

stand. Their sermons, instead of resembling the treatises of

metaphysical divines, are modelled upon that of our Saviour

on tbe mount. They think his example of sufficient authority.

In the beautiful language of Mr. Channing, " we esteem

" it a solemn duty to disarm instead of exciting the bad

'" passions of our people. We wish to promote among them

" a spirit of universal charity. We wish to make them con-

« demn their own bad practices rather than the erroneous

" speculations of their neighbour. We love them too sin-

" cerely to imbue them with the spirit of controversy."

This is as true as it is christian-like and sublime. We all

know that this is their mode of preaching, and these their

motives.

I mean now to shew,

1st. That the sentiments of Mr. Belsham are in fact

in the Panoplist imputed so generally, and with such purpo

sed vagueness to those whom the orthodox call the liberal

party, as to lead all honest laymen, ignorant of the distinc

tion between the various sects, to believe, that all Unitari

ans agree in all points with Mr. Belsham.

In the first place, I adopt their own course of reasoning,

as against themselves. Both the Panoplist and Dr. Wor
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cester contend, that all the Unitarians are to be considered

as one party, and are responsible for the opinions and even

crimes which any of the party commit.

In page 6, having quoted at large Mr. Belsham's opinions,

the editors of the Panoplist add, " the foregoing quotations

are sufficient to give the reader some acquaintance with the

religious opinions of leading Unitarians."

The evidence only went to shew the opinion of one Uni

tarian. The Panoplist cites it as proof of the opinion of

more than one of the leading Unitarians. Just below in

the same page their courage gains ground, and they pro

ceed without qualification in the work of misrepresentation.

" Our readers (say they) will excuse us, if for the sake

of making a brief summary of doctrines held by Unitarians

as exhibited in the preceding extracts, we give the sub

stance of the several articles by way of recapitulation."

" Unitarians hold and teach then, That God," &c. &c.

here inserting Mr. Belsham's creed.

This in common acceptation, is an insinuation, that all

Unitarians hold those opinions. Here they dropped the

word " leading."

The sarcastick, triumphant manner in which the whole

subject is introduced, the course of argument adopted,

such as that they had secretly known, and had often advised

the publick of what the Boston ministers had studiously

concealed, that they were at bottom Unitarians, though they

artfully concealed it from their parishes and the world, but

that happily for the cause of truth, they had discovered

the means of bringing this more than popish plot to light ;

all this course of statement, as it is applied to the Boston

and other clergy of the liberal party generally, without any

discrimination, was intended to convey, and does convey

to the mind of every reader, that they considered it appli

cable to all. It was purposely vague, that the suspicion
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might fall upon the whole. Mr. Charming has disappointed

them. He has proved that a part of what they would im

pute to him as guilt, he claims as merit, and that the

insinuation, the innuendo, that all the liberal clergy hold the

opinions of Mr. Belsham, is false.

Do these gentlemen believe, that in order to convict them

of a libel, it is necessary they should use a precise form of

words ? Do they believe, they can make insinuations in lan

guage purposely obscure, and when put upon their trial,

escape on the ground of literal variation ?

What will be said to this phrase ?

" Such is the Unitarianism which Mr. Belsham wishes to

propagate, and of which he professes to write the history,

so far at least as it relates to its progress in this country.

Of the existence of such Unilarianism in the metropolis

of New-England, our readers have been generally well per

suaded, but some have not believed that it was making con

siderable progress, because they could not persuade them

selves that men, occupying important places in church and

state, and standing high in publick estimation, were capable

of concealing their true sentiments."

I do not know that Dr. Worcester might not attempt to

prove that the foregoing sentence did not contain any charge,

since he could not see even in the Panoplist a charge of

hypocrisy against the Boston clergy, but I understand the

above to be an averment, that stick Unilarianism as Mr.

Belsham wished to propagate, and contained in the summa

ry above cited by the Panoplist, was the same with that

held by all the men in church and state in Massachusetts,

(who were Unitarians at all) and that they concealed, from

a sense of guilt and shame, their opinions from the publick.

Such any fair jury would say was the meaning of the

sentence. Such Mr. Channing thought it to be, and supposed

it included him and his brethren. Such it was intended to
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be, as I shall prove, and such Dr. Worcester ought to have

supposed to be its meaning.

In the 2d page of the Panoplist Review the term Boston

" and its vicinity" is used in such a manner as fairly to

bear out Mr. Channing's inference. Nay, it would lead

foreigners, and citizens unacquainted with the facts, to con

sider the whole town and vicinity Unitarians of Mr. Bel-

sham's sort.

So much so, that if any Boston minister, however ortho

dox, should (ravel without a passport from the faithful, he

would be in danger of being confounded with the hereticks.

" The pamphlet before us (say the editors) furnishes

most decisive evidence on the subject of the state of reli

gion in Boston and the vicinity. It is evidence which can

neither be evaded or resisted by the liberal party."

We now introduce one of the passages quoted by Mr.

Channing. " We shall feel ourselves (say the Reviewers)

■warranted hereafter in saying that Unitarianism is the pre

dominant religion among the ministers and churches of

Boston."

On this sentence the Rev. Dr. Worcester with wonderful

shrewdness remarks, 1st. that this does not include the

vicinity. But the other one I quoted above, did. 2d. It

did not include the "great body of liberal christians."

But it included the ministers of Boston and their churches;

nay, its fair signification is, that the greater part of all the

churches were Unitarians, and the sentence I have quoted

did include the liberal party. And, 3dly, he says, it does

not say that they were Unitarians in "Belsham's sense of

the word."

But I have shown above, that in many other passages to

the American Unitarians generally are imputed Belsham's

opinions ; so then, if in any one sentence all the proposi

tions cannot be found, our metaphysical divine cannot find
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the assertion supported. To such a mind we can readily

forgive any errours founded on metaphysical or scholastick

subtleties. There is one other evasion which the Rev. Dr.

Worcester invents for the word predominant, which I nolice

for other purposes. He says that it might have meant pre

dominant in " influence," having the " most prominent

characters" for supporters. There are two sentences in

which this word is used by the Reviewer. The other one

is, " We feel entirely warranted in saying, that the pre

dominant religion of the liberal party is decidedly Unitarian

in Mr. Belsham's sense of the word." Is there a man of

plain sense who believes that the Reviewers meant thence

simply to assert that the men of influence, the men who have

the care of the college, alone, were Unitarians in Mr. Bel-

sham's sense of the word, or did they mean that it was the

prevailing sentiment, the sentiment of the greatest number ?

Surely the latter is the fair construction ; but this construc

tion -was introduced, I fear, for the purpose for which, in too

many orthodox publications, the same sentiment is inserted,

to play off the passions and jealousies of the uninformed

classes of citizens against the higher. Gentlemen, jou take

this course frequently. You are provoked that so vast a pro

portion of the opulent, well-informed classes of society are

scriptural christians, and reject the creeds of the dark ages,

the shreds and patches left upon our religion by the first

reformers, and you wish to render them objects of jealousy.

Vou may succeed in this game. You have, we well know,

(he long end of the lever. The multitude will finally govern ;

but recollect, that in pulling down scriptural Christianity,

in revenging yourselves upon us for rejecting your authority

and preferring that of Christ, you run some hazard of being

pulled down yourselves. Some of the best friends, and the

most staunch supporters of Christianity are among mose

whom you attack. Infidelity is the prevailing profession.of
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the statesmen of the south. The populace in times of

turbulence soon pass from orthodoxy and fanaticism to incre

dulity, and you may regret too late, that you alienated the

affections of those who were willing and able to aid and

sustain you, while you lost your influence with the other

classes. I shall say something more on the causes of the

late unusual awakening and zeal, and this dreadful appre

hension of danger to the church, in the close. I shall sug

gest some of the true sources of this clamour, and shall

render it probable, that if two or three turbulent and in

triguing men had not been encouraged, the harmony of the

church would not have been interrupted. To return to our

question.

The best proof and the conclusive one against the Pano-

plist editors, is the judgment which they pass on themselves.

Their conscience smote them, and it is astonishing to me

that Dr. Worcester did not see that his defence was ofli-

cious. They never mean to deny, and they never can

deny, that they imputed to the whole liberal party, in town

and out of town, men of influence and men without it, min

isters and people, the opinions of Mr. Belsham. In page

2r they gay, they are aware they shall be accused of unfair

ness in imputing to the liberal party « the extravagant

opinions of Mr. Belsham." But they justify it. They go

on to argue on the honourable nature of Mr. Wells' stand

ing and character, and his consequent authority.

This is a perfect admission, not that they were unfair, but

that they did so impute the opinions of Mr. Belsham to

the liberal party.

Now what have we proved that the Panoplist asserted ?

1st. That Mr. Belsham's opinions are those of " leading

Unitarians."

2d. That they are the opinions of « Unitarians" without

qualification.
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■3d. That " Unitarians" hold all the opinions which the

Panoplist selects from Mr. Belsham's creed.

4th. That the Unitarianism which has been secretly

gpreading in Boston, and of which they had often warned

their readers, that which was held by men distinguished in

church and state was " such Unitarianism" as Mr.

Belsham's.

5th. That Mr. Belsham's book applies to the " state of

religion in Boston and its vicinity."

6th. That Unitarianism (which we have shewn they had

before defined to be Mr. Belsham's) was the predominant

religion of the ministers and churches of Boston.

7th. That the predominant religion of the liberal party

is decidedly Unitarian in Mr. Belsham's sense of the word.

And lastly, they implicitly admit, that they did charge the

liberal party with holding Mr. Belsham's opinions, and jus

tify it.

Let us now see, whether the whole of Mr. Channing's

assertion in his first proposition, and especially the One T

advanced, is not supported ; viz. that the Panoplist asserts,

that the ministers of this town and its vicinity, and the great

body of liberal christians, are Unitarians in Mr. Belsham's

sense of the word.

Dr. Worcester not only has failed to defend them suc

cessfully on this point, but he has most unhappily plunged

himself into the same difficulty, by justifying in one line what

he denied to exist in a preceding one.

It is where he defends this malicious sentence of the

Panoplist, " the liberal party mutilate the New-Testameat,

reject nearly all the fundamental, doctrines of the gospel,

and degrade the Saviour to the condition of a fallible, pec

cable, and ignorant man."

Dr. Worcester first attempts to shew, that it does not

kean the whole party ; that the whole is sometimes used for
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a part, that it was therefore wrong in lVl£ Channing to apply

it to all of them. He has scarcely finished this piece of

fine reasoning, before he proceeds in three long pages to

shew, that every one of the party are liable for the deeds

of every other one ! That the Reviewers had a right to

consider Belsham's opinions as applying, to all Unitari

ans since he spoke in the name of all ; thus the doctor ex

hibits a new species of reasoning. He denies a fact, sup

ports his denial with much argument, and then proceeds to

justify that fact as an acknowledged and admitted one.

The Calvinists certainly will do us a favour by selecting

Dr. Worcester as their advocate, but we sincerely rejoice

that he is not on our side of the question : we could not

stand such a defence, though we fear no attack from any.

quarter.

The second point is, " Did the Reviewers in the Pano-

plist charge the clergy or ministers, who doubt the doctrine

of the Trinity, with base and hypocritical concealment of

their opinions ?"

Here Dr. Worcester is a little more cautious. He deals

in general denial, he brings forward but one passage, which

I shall examine : But he does make one or two assertions

that astonish me. One is, that of all the quotations made

by Mr. Channing, he thinks "he may safely assert there is

not one sentence or scrap of a sentence which appears in

the letter of Mr. Channing, with the same aspect and

bearing as in the Review." This charge, if 4rue, goes

deeply to the moral character of Mr. Channing ; but it is

utterly unfounded.

It wilT appear to be one of the most singular mistakes or

misrepresentations by clerk or layman. It is distressing to

be obliged to apply such expressions to a divine, but if a

man will fight with poisoned arrows, he must expect to be

treated as out of the pale of civilized warfare. The facts
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I am now about to stale, and (he exposition which I aia

about to present, will be thought, to bear still harder on the

fairness of Dr. Worcester as a theological combatant.

If that reverend gentleman intended, in the manner of

some of the subtleties I have so fully detected above,, to

justify his assertion by saying, that after these sentences

and scraps of sentences were transferred to Mr. Channing's

letter, they did not stand in the same typographical order

or relation to each other, and to the context in the Pano-

plist, let him enjoy his triumph, such as it would be.

But if he meant, as he did, to convey the idea, ;that those

sentences, and parts of sentences, were not correctly applied

by Mr. Channing, I shall prove it to be otherwise.

The "aspect and bearing," and the only " aspect and

bearing" which they have in Mr. Channing's letter, are

expressed in three short words, " We are accused ;" and if

we examine the text which was the occasion of introducing

this note, we shall find, that the persons to whom Mr. Chan

ning refers as accused, are the ministers of Boston and the

vicinity, and others of the liberal party. Now if the minis

ters of Boston are distinctly accused of all the things stated

in the extracts, then the aspect and bearing are the sane

in Mr. Channing's letter as in the Review, for they are a

part of the persons accused, and a part stand for the whole.

See Dr. Worcester and the Panoplist passim.

We are accused, says Mr. Channing, of the " syste

matical practice of artifice." In page 2d of the new edition

of the Review, there is the paragraph cited below. I shall

in eyery instance give the whole context in order to convict

the reverend Dr. the more fully. After asserting that the

editors of the Panoplist had long known and often apprized

the christian world of this dark secret, Unitarian defection,

they say, " But as the work of errour was carried on for

the most part in secret, as many well-meaning people were
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led in the dark, and as proselytes were made principally

by suppressing truth, rather than by explicitly proposing

and defending errour, it was a difficult matter so to expose

the evil, as to present its character, extent and design in

full view, before the eyes of its friends and enemies." [Here

follows the clause selected by Mr. Channing.] " It has

" been an artifice practised systematically by a majority

" of the clergymen who have led the way in this apostasy

" from the faith of the Protestant churches, and (as we

" believe we may safely add) in this apostasy from chris-

" tianity, to inculcate the opinion, that they did not differ

" materially from their clerical brethren through the coun-

" try."

Now we ask whether the words, " artifice practised syste

matically," taken in connexion with the rest of the Pano-

plist and with the contrast of the word country, do not

apply to the Boston clergy. Whether they are not as clear

as if they bad named Lathrop and Channing, and Thacher,

and others ? There are but two evasions I can think of.

One is, that Mr. Channing says, " we are accused of the

systematical practice of artifice," and the Review only says,

" an artifice practised systematically"

To be sure, laymen would call this a quibble, but as

it is in character with some other parts of Dr. Worcester's

letter, and as it is on such verbal niceties that many of the

Calvinistick errours repose, I should not be surprised to

see him resort to it-

It may also be said, that the Reviewers do not accuse all

the Boston clergy, nor even all who have led- the way in this

pretended apostasy ; neither does Mr. Channing say they

did. He only says, " we are accused," and surely all the

Anti-Trinitarian clergymen are accused, except Dr. Free

man, who is praised, and who alone is praised, for his

openness.
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Case 2(1. We are accused, says Mr. Channing, of "hy

pocritical concealment." In the first place, in page 7, new

edition, the Panoplist says, that their readers had long been

apprized of the existence of such Unitarianism (which I

have proved to be Belsham's) in the metropolis of New-

England, (this fixes the locality) " but some have not be

lieved (they add) that it was making considerable progress,

because they could not persuade themselves that men,

occupying important places in church and state, and stand

ing high in publick estimation, were capable of concealing

their true sentiments." This is only, I admit, Very broad

insinuation, but it serves to connect other charges, by shew

ing that they were designed to apply to the Boston clergy.

I dare say the doctor would justify this species of calum

ny, by saying, that it makes no assertion.

In page 10, the Reviewers say, that Belsham has shews

us, not that he has merely asserted it, " that many of his

order in our country would have one religion for the vulgar

and another for the wise, that it is a fundamental maxim

among the great body of leading Unitarians here not to

expose their sentiments directly to the inspection of the

world at large, and to challenge investigation, but to

operate in secret."

I introduce this to shew the same general design, and

also that the charge is made against the whole body.

All these extracts are produced as introductory to the

following in page 11, speaking of the society in Tremont

street (King's chapel.) We must say (say the Review

ers) that the conduct of this society and of their minister,

in coming out openly and avowing their sentiments to the

world, is vastly preferable to an hypocritical concealment

of them.

This i&a slander by innuendo. It means that other socie

ties did hypocritically conceal. But the Rev. Dr. Wor
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cester triumphs here. He says, there is not a direct charge.

He quotes it as far as I have now done ; but who will ever

believe without consulting the book, that this divine, who

charges his brother Channing with mutilation, took this ex

tract and left the words which immediately follow ? " Had

other societies followed their example, we should long since

.have known with whom we were contending, and not have

been obliged to guard against ambushes instead of combat

ing in the open field." Which those other societies were,

is made known by the above extracts from pages 7 and 10,

and from the whole tenour of the Review. The other

societies in Boston, who are not Trinitarian in their senti

ments, are then charged with " hypocritical concealment,"

and a fortiori their pastors are so charged, who are more

than ten times distinctly noticed in the Review.

Case 3d. We are accused of " cowardice in the con

cealment of our opinions," " of cunning and dishonesty,"

* of acting in a base hypocritical manner, a manner at which

common honesty revolts ;" " a manner incompatible with

fidelity and integrity."

I put all these distinct cases together, because they are

supported by the same evidence.

Speaking of Mr. Wells's letter, page 20, the Reviewers

say, that his apology for his cautious brethren, sufficiently

indicates his views of their conduct in regard to their pub-

lick teaching. This shews of whom they considered him

to be speaking, that they were ministers, publick teachers.

They then proceed, " Thus it is, and thus it has been for

years. Knowing that the cold skepticism of Socinianism

cannot satisfy the wants nor alleviate the woes of plain

common sense people, its advocates in general have not

dared to be open, (here is the cowardice.) They have clan

destinely crept into orthodox churches by forbearing to

contradict their faith, (this shews who are intended—that it
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is the clergy) and then gradually moulded them by theif

negative preaching, to the shape they would wish." In

the same paragraph and in the same allusion, again, " Who

does not see that there is great cunning, and that there is

great policy in all this. [Here the charge of cunning is

advanced.] " But then, the honesty ! That is another

matter. Did the holy apostles act in this manner when

they preached to Jews and heathens ? Did they teach by

negatives ? [This shews they mean the persons above

referred to.] Let those blush, who profess to follow the

apostles, and yet behave in this base, hypocritical manner.

Common honesty revolts at it. The idea, that a minister

believes the truths of the gospel to be of infinite importance,

and still conceals them, is incompatible either with fidelity

or integrity."

It makes one blush, to feel obliged to prove bo self-evi

dent a proposition, as that these charges were made against

Mr. Channing and the Boston clergy. It makes us blush

still deeper, to find any persons with the christian name

capable of writing such language ; and we shudder when we

perceive that any man could affect to doubt their intended

application.

But if Dr. Worcester had confined himself simply to a

denial of the charge, if he had even gone no farther than to

charge Mr. Channing with false and unfair quotations, he

would not have sunk so much in our esteem. But there is

an affectation of fairness, anil of sentiment, and tenderness,

which doubles his condemnation. He says, that when he

read these extracts in Mr. Channing's letter, he was excited

in regard to the Reviewer, [meaning that he felt angry] and

he was surprised, that he had not felt the same excitement

when he first read them in the Review. This is a stroke

of art, first, to make the reader believe his candour, and

that he should have felt very indignant at such charges ;
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secondly, To heighten the belief, that the passages in their

natural connexion bore no such meaning.

Now what shall we say, when we see that they have the

same aspect and bearing in the Review, as Mr. Channing

stated them to have ?—That his assertion was strictly, lite

rally, and technically true, true in the most rigid construc

tion of law and language, true to learned and true to vulgar

apprehension in the hidden and the obvious meaning ?

But this is not the worst of the case for Dr. Worcester.

He stands self-accused. By saying, that he felt excited, or

angry, at the accusations of the Panoplist as stated by Mr.

Channing, he implicitly admits them to be calumnies, rea

sonable causes of offence ; and yet this very consistent de

fender, who felt abhorrent at such suggestions, and denies

that the Panoplist made those charges, in the aspect and

bearing stated by Mr. Channing, advances in substance the

same charges, and seems astonished that Mr. Channing

should have felt indignant at them. Let us furnish our

proofs.

In page 17 he attempts to shew, that the same charges

of hypocritical concealment are true, he first cites the

authority of Mr. Freeman, Mr. Wells, and Mr. Belsham,

and then adds, " you muBt be apprised that the opinion

[that they concealed their sentiments, and temporised] was

very extensively prevalent, prevalent not only among your

adversaries, but also among your friends. Hundreds and

hundreds of times have I heard it from various quarters, and

never have I heard, as I recollect, the truth of it denied or

called in question."

Again. " I did suppose, that you and your liberal

brethren held it as a maxim, that a degree of reserve and

concealment, greater or less according to circumstances, wa*

prudent, and justifiable, and praiseworthy."

6
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And pray, if Dr. Worcester believed all this of them, if

he really thought them hypocrites and afraid to avow their

opinions, why was he excited against the Panoplist, when

he saw the charges collected by Mr. Channing ?

Will he say, that lie did not look upon concealment as

any offence, or any breach of duty ? He goes on to de

scribe this failure of openness to be the greatest degree of

infidelity to God and Christ.

I shall now say a word or two on the third proposition*

that the Rev. Dr. Worcester has either mistaken or mis

represented the course of preaching, which Mr. Channing

stated, and most clearly stated, to be that of himself and

friends. Dr. Worcester, in page 22, chooses to understand

Mr. Channing as saying, that he did not introduce any great

controversial points into his discourses.

Mr. Channing's words, cited at length, and not garbled

and mutilated, have a very different " aspect and bearing."

" As to that very small part of our hearers, says he, who

are attached to the doctrine of the Trinity, while we have

not wished to conceal from them our difference of opinion,

we have been fully satisfied, that the most effectual method

of promoting their holiness and salvation, was to urge on

them those great truths and precepts about which there is

little contention, and which have an immediate bearing on

the temper and life."

A more delightful and rational rule could not, one would

think, be adopted.

What is Dr. Worcester's course as to this sentence ? He

says, there has been great contention about all the great

truths of Christianity, and therefore against the posilive de

claration of Mr. Channing, that he does urge certain great

troths of the gospel, Dr. Worcester makes the following

enumeration. " The doctrines concerning the Saviour's

person and character, his priesthood and atonement, his
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offices and work ; the doctrines concerning the moral stale

of mankind, regeneration by the holy spirit, justification by

faith, pardon and eternal salvation through the merits of the

one Mediator, the resurrection of the body, and the final

judgment, "the everlasting destruction of those that obey

not the gospel," are subjects of continual and earnest con

tention among those who profess themselves christians.

These doctrines then, according to your own representation,

you and your liberal brethren refrain from bringing into dis

cussion before your hearers."

This is the last and worst quotation I shall make from

Dr. Worcester. He affects to believe, that Mr. Channing

admitted, that he never preached concerning the person,

character and works of our Saviour, nor (he moral state of

mankind, nor the doctrines of pardon, nor eternal salvation,

nor the resurrection, nor the final judgment ! ! !

Did he believe it to be so ? Even charity can scarcely

admit it. Such a course of argument would merit a fine

or degradation in a Sophomore, but in a minister of Christ,

what are we to say of it ? Is it to be understood, that the

orthodox clergy generally approve of measures, at which all

men of sentiment revolt?

I can only say, that if any religion or any doctrines per

mit or allow of such proceedings, it is a sufficient reason for

rejecting them.

WvOur disposition to fairness induces us to say, that we

have no doubt that the Rev. Dr. Worcester had, in the

passage to which we refer, a mental reservation, which

entirely reconciled this representation of Mr. Channing's

preaching to his own conscience. It is however melan-

choly^to reflect, that theological «conlrovertists often

have recourse to measures, which appear to laymen

who consider a God of truth as an enemy to subterfuge,

rery improper. The doctor will doubtless say, "have

y
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there not been violent contentions as to the "nature,

" extent, and degree of future punishments, and the time

" and manner of final judgment ? Had I not a nieta-

" physical and abstract right then to say, though I did not

" believe, that Mr. Channing omitted these points ?" I

answer without hesitation. No, Sir, you had no right to

make an inference which you did not believe to be true.

Neither you, nor any man in Christendom could believe, that

the Boston clergy omit to urge on their hearers the doc

trines of final judgment, and punishment. You might pre

sume from what Mr.Channing said, that they did not enter on

this doctrine of purgatory, and the specifick nature, extent

and duration of punishments at the last day, but neither you

nor any one of your brethren, ever believed that they refrain

ed from teaching their hearers, that there would be a day of

final judgment, in which men would receive a sentence

according to their deeds.

If the liberal clergy have not arrayed the Deity in all the

terrours which suit the gloomy imaginations of some men,

they have not been wanting in representing him as a just

being, delighting in the virtue of his creatures, and justly

offended with their vices, and that his rewards and punish

ments would be proportional to their conduct in this life.

God "grant, that at that solemn day, all those who have been

so forward in censuring others may be able to render as

good an account of their stewardship, as those whom they

have rashly accused.

I have now completed the design which I had originally

in view ; which was, to place in alto relievo, in a prominent

light, the calumnies of the editors of the Panoplist. I am

not certain that those gentlemen will not thank us, for proving

their true meaning and design against the defence of Dr.

Worcester. i
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I shall make % few remarks on various miscellaneous

heads, all connected with this grand bill of presentment,

which the exclusive saints have made against the great

body of hereticks, called liberal christians, before that

venerable tribunal, the mob, in a language and temper just

soiled to their court.

THE MOTIVE FOR THIS ATTACK OF THE PANOPLIST,

ANP ITS CONSISTENCY.

That in a free country every man has a right to address

the people on any topick, which he may think useful, can

not be questioned. He has a strict legal right also to mani

fest in himself a most diabolical, revengeful temper, and he

can escape punishment, if he will make his accusations so

vague, as that no individual can prove himself dis

tinctly charged with a moral or legal offence. As in our

country it is no crime and scarcely a disgrace, to entertain

opinions on religious subjects differing from the majority,

so there is no remedy, when any malicious writer shall

under cover of the press, charge persons with opinions

which they do not profess, or misrepresent and mistake

those which they do. But though such slanderers can

escape what they deserve, without question, judicial punish

ment, yet there are tribunals of a higher kind, both human

and divine, which they never will escape.

There is a moral court, erected in the breasts of all men

of common honesty, to which they are answerable. To this

court I appeal, in behalf of those venerated men, who have

been shamefully abused.

What authority has Dr. Morse, or Dr. Worcester, or Mr.

Evarts, or any body else, over Mr. Channing, and Mr.

Thacher, and Mr. Lowell, and their parishioners 1 Is there

any ecclesiastical power in our State confided to them, when

both pastor and people agree ? We know there is not. But

 



40 ARE YOU A CHRISTIAN

it is urged, that on so solemn a subject th§duty of apostles

is paramount to human laws, and that St. Morse, St. Evarts,

and St. Worcester, reinvested with the power of the Holy

Spirit, which descended on St. Paul and St. Peter, are

bound to mount the apostolick chair and excommunicate the

hereticks. Grant it. It may soon be too dangerous to

deny the authority of these apostles. But it must be ad

mitted, that the glory of God and the advancement of true

religion ought to be not only the motive, but the end

proposed.

It appears to me then that the editors of the Panoplist

Review most apparently had neither.

In the first place, its temper is so bitter, so full of sarcasm

and levity, that it could not have proceeded from a pure-

desire to promote the cause of Christ.

In the second place, it was inconsistent ; for if these

Anti-Trinitarian clergymen had been so ashamed or afraid

of their opinions, as to conceal them studiously from their

parishes, as the Panoplist contends, the doctrines could

spread but very slowly, and it was a proof, that those who

held them were not eager to make proselytes.

It seems to shew at least, what Mr. Channing asserts,

that though their researches led them to reject the Calvinis-

tick doctrine, they did not think it necessary to direct

their publick instructions against these specifick errours ;

as not involving questions essential, however important.

Now to attack these gentlemen, who, as the Reviewers

allege, studiously concealed their opinions ; to attempt to

create a popular impression, that their forbearance on these

controverted points is a heinous crime, and thus lay men of

their learning and talents under the necessity of defending

their alleged heresy, and shewing it to be the real gospel,

could not fail to extend the opinions, which, according to

these accusers of be brethren, ought to be reprobated anej
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dreaded ; and it shews, that every thing but truth was the

object those zealots for orthodoxy.

The gentlemen of this school talk much about their

openness. They would have it believed, that they are as

much more disinterested and honest in religion, than the

class of temperate theologians, as they are more forward,

and dogmatical, and denouncing. This is claiming tod

much in all reason, considering how many interested and

natural, if not criminal feelings, may be gratified by this

vaunted openness. I have no doubt, there are in the

ranks of the party, persons of amiable or timid character,

whom it costs some struggle with their disposition, and

perhaps their conviction, to dogmatize and rail at the bitter

rale demanded by the leaders and whippers in of the sect.

But with respect to others, especially of the prominent

sort, the sacrifice would be in suppressing, rather than in

publishing their peculiar creed. Shall partisans and cham

pions of a creed and sect, who claim exclusive posses

sion of the .truth, who think the distinctions between

themselves and others essential, who are able to avenge

themselves in this world on those who dissent from them,

by holding them forth to the multitude, and fixing the

brand of heresy upon them, and who profess to expect to

be avenged by the final Judge at the last day, think much

of raising their standard, and boast of their openness ? Hav

ing a majority in numbers at least with them, deriving con

sideration and influence, places in publick seminaries, and

pulpits, from their sectarian peculiarities, it does not seem

to require any great portion of the spirit of martyrdom to

proclaim their faith most loudly.

V*&kV*, SMALL BLUNDER OF THE PANOPLIST.

The truth will somtimes force its way through lips the

least disposed to its utterance. Take for example this

unfortunate sentence of the Panoplist.
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Speaking of the Anti-Trinitarian, or scriptural clergy,

who, as they pretend, have gradually by " negative preach-

"ing" (1 use their very words) moulded their people to the

shape they would wish," [a pretty singular mode, it must be

admitted, of moulding men's minds by negative preaching,]

They add,

" The people after a while, (by the means of this nega

tive preaching, which means silence as you will see) never

hearing of atonement, nor of special grace, or the kindred

doctrines, forget that they belong to the christian system,

and by and by regard as a kind of enthusiast or monster a

man who preaches these doctrines." These are the very

words in their true bearing.

Is this the Panoplist ? Do my eyes deceive me 1 Your

enemies never said any thing so bad of those doctrines.

" The liberal clergy creep silently into orthodox churches,

" preach negatively (that is, are silent) on certain contro-

" verted points, the good seed is soon lost, and simply by

" not tearing these doctrines, for some time, (that is, " after

" a while") when they hear them anew they are shocked

" at them, and consider the man who utters them a nion-

" ster ! ! !"

God forbid that your doctrines should be so bad, gentle

men. God forbid that you should denounce such men as

Channing, for disbelieving doctrines, which, you say, even

orthodox churches, after a short interruption, receive with

.horrour and disgust.

I do not cite this as affording a triumph. It is a noble sen

timent and true. It is a generous and ingenuous confession.

I declare to you, honestly, as a layman, there is nothing,

as you justly observe, that so soon bristles my hair with

horrour as some of the doctrines maintained by the orthodox.
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THE RBMARIt'oF THE PANOPLIST, SO TRDLT APOSTOLICK,

THAT THE " UNITARIANS PRAISE ONE ANOTHER."

I do not wonder that they are so partial to this sally of

wit, it has all the qualities of this production of Attica, ex

cept brevity. It is so rare a quality too among the

orthodox ! and it is so precisely suited to the solemnity

and awful nature of such a subject !

I was convinced, last summer, when the same writer

caught this idea, and run it down through several octavo

pages, that he valued it too much to let it sink into oblivion.

I had no doubt, <hat, like the murdered Starrett, it would

" re-appear." I am not mistaken ; and much as I pity the

temper of the editors of the Panoplist, I have yet so much

of a christian spirit, that I would not willingly deprive them

of the pleasure of repeating this truly Attick jest every

year, if I did not owe something to truth.

It is admitted, that certain men who agree in denying the

truth or the importance of a particular dogma, and in the

excellence of a catholick spirit, do praise one another.

To make this a reproach, (and if it is not a reproach it

should not have been introduced, for it cannot be believed

that on so solemn a question, as that of the Unity of the

supreme God, orthodox men would indulge in ridicule and

levity, and wit,) if it be a serious reproach, it should have

been accompanied with the proof, that the persons charged

denied this praise to others, or that those who were praised,

were undeserving of it.

I do not see that any due praise is withheld from the

orthodox party. I presume they do not expect us to allow

that the superiour learning, or fairness, or candour of

some, whom they put forward, is the ground of their selec

tion. Full credit is given by us to the learning and cha

racter of the Calvinists. They do not, I conceive, ">*i*tj

7
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that their peculiar sentiments shall be acknowledged as the

result of their pre-eminent spirit of research, or acquaint

ance with sacred literature ; neither can we feel obliged to

consider their intolerance and censoriousness the effect of

their piety and benevolence. I think it quite enough in

favour of the best of those persons, who promote division,

and awaken hateful passions against honest men for being

honest, and preferring the Bible to a formula, to allow their

anathematizing spirit to be consistent with virtue, but not

to be a part of it. With regard to others, they cannot

claim more charity than they give.

As to learning, we do not deny the metaphysical powers

of Edwards and Hopkins, and the ingenuity of Dr. Em

mons ; and do not dispute the reputed or known abilities

of the Andover professors—but that critical learning, which

is applicable to the interpretation of the scriptures, and that

literature, which serves to illustrate and adorn religious and

moral truth, as is well known, has been in very little repute

among the high Calvinists in this part of the country. A

regard to the credit and influence of the sect, and the effect

of their institution, is doubtless causing a change in tlus

respect, and will probably cause an abatement of their;

bigotry. On the other hand, will it be denied that the

praise bestowed on the Unitarians is well deserved ? Will

any man question the personal virtue of such men as La-

throp, Channing, Thacher, and the great body of the liberal

clergy ?

Our country is too much given to self-commendation I

admit. But when the orthodox shall produce such works

as the writings of Belknap, or the sermons of Clarke, and

Buckminsler, and Freeman, and so much learning as is

found in Everett's answer to English, we will admit that

they are as much entitled to praise. At present we cannot

compare Morse's Geographical works, or his sermons, such



OR A CALVINISTP <jl

as w* have seen of them, or even Dr. Worcester's letter,

with those respectable productions of our country.

But as to this habit of praising one another, you are ex

tremely disingenuous in net feeling and acknowledging the

motive. It is to bear up these victims of your vengeance

against your slanders, tiiat such things are said. You are

the majority. With all the insolence of conscious strength,

and with the malignity ofenemies, you are assailing, not their

opinions and christian standing only, but their probity in

the discharge of their function ; and when a friend is indu

ced by your calumnies to speak of them with respect,

you call it praise.

How consistent is this course in men, who arrogate to

themselves en masse all the Christianity and all the virtue

in the country ! ! How consistent in men, who sometimes

promote to offices of the highest honour those whom they

themselves despise, and whom the publick have long since

condemned. Let us then hear no more on the subject of the

self praise of the Unitarians, until you arc prepared to

shew that it is ill-deserved. I can see no reason why I

should not praise a learned man, because he happens to

agree with me, in a doctrine, upon which men of sense, in all

ages, where there was freedom of opinion, have been found

prone to agree.

HARVARD COLLEGE.

A large proportion of the Review in the Panoplist is de

voted to an attempt to render odious the officers of this

institution, and to withdraw from it the confidence of the

publick. Aware, however, of the hold it has upon the affec

tions of the people, they have thought it necessary to pro

fess a regard for it.

This is, in truth, rather suspicious. The reputed editors

of the Panoplist, and authors of the Review, are Alumni of
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other colleges, and one or more of them sent into this state,

for the purpose of punishing and pursuing the college for

refusing to become sectarian. It is remarkable, that almost

all the sons of our Alma Mater should be so outdone in filial

respect and tenderness by these strangers, whom she

never knew ! This foreign patriotism, however popular

in our country, is attended wilh some inconveniences. I

wish these volunteers in supplying the defects ofour mother's

own children, had a little different way of shewing their

regard. They love her so well, that if she will only give

herself up to their views, and cease to consider the peculiar

dogmas of their creed as subjects of inquiry and discussion,

but will declare them to be first principles, and suffer no

liberty upon these points to any of her officers, they will

admit, that she is as great a blessing to the publick, as she

was in good old times ! These generous keepers of their

neighbour's vineyard would have it thought, that there is a

great change in the theological character of the college, that

is, of its superintendents and officers, within the last twenty

years. Every one knows, that for sixty years, at least,

this institution has been distinguished as the temperate re

gion of theology ; that the five points, and other points of

violent theorists and zealots for orthodoxy, have never been

inculcated, and that the Calvinists and Hopkinsians have

always considered Harvard College as a place, where a man,

instructer or pupil, might refuse to wear their badges with

out any forfeiture of reputation or influence.

The Panoplist editors and Reviewers admit, that the col

lege has been, in many points of view, the pride and glory

of our western world. Its excellent benefactors they allow

to have been pious men, and they agree, that it has been

the nursery of a long and illustrious train of civil and reli

gious characters. But they omit to state, that the liberal

Hollises are amongst its benefactors ; that Mr- Adams, the
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president of the United Slates, and Gore, and Parsons, and

Ames, and a multitude of others, who are its present, or

have been its late supporters, are ranked in the class of

libera] christians. They omit to state, that Clarke, and

Belknap, and Osgood, and Porter, and Kirkland, and Chan-

ning, and Buckminster, and Thacher, and Norton, and

Everett, and others are among its pupils, who have been

more distinguished than almost any who preceded them.

They say, we shall resort to a clamour, that the interests

of learning are in danger. We shall take no such course.

We say that all the charges against our Alma Mater are

false. That true religion, pure and unadulterated Chris

tianity, is the great object of her pursuit. She maintains,

that Christianity can be well understood and firmly sup

ported only by diligent, and fair, and impartial inquiry.

The college was originally devoted to " Christ and the

church," and at no period of its history did the Christian

religion engage there so large a proportion of academick

instruction.

At the present day, the study of the christian religion

forms the most prominent part. There is, however, no

attempt to disseminate Unitarian or any other sectarian

principles. The minds of the youth are left to the opera

tion of free inquiry. The books which are taught, Butler,

and Paley, and Grotius, are the works of men eminent

for their piety, and read and approved in orthodox semi

naries.

The Reviewers speak of the munificent founders of

ancient times. The whole records of the University can

not furnish an example of such a donation, as the late noble

endowment for a professorship of Greek ; one of the main

objects of which is to aid in the critical examination of the

holy scriptures.
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The donation of the Hon. Mr. Dexter, a man of en

lightened mind, and pious affections, for the promotion of

the study of Biblical criticism, is also almost unexampled

in past times. Of the same character, and meriting equal

applause, is the donation of Mr. Parkman for a foundation

of a new theological professorship.

The gossiping tales, about the prayers on publick occa

sions, are worthy of the cause which they are introduced

io sustain. It would be unworthy of the defender of the

most noble institution in America, to descend to reply to

them.

ONE WORD ABOUT THE CONTROVERSY WHICH HAS PRO

DUCED THIS DISCUSSION.

It would be unpardonable in a layman to leave this ques

tion here. He ought to recollect the time, when these

scholastick disputes were as little familiar to himself, as

they generally are to the great body of laymen throughout

our country.

The opponents of true Christianity and free inquiry

have chosen to deal in general terms, and they rely on gen

eral denunciations rather than on reasoning. They raise

the cry of heretick and infidel, because they hope it will

be as effectual, as that of " church and king" in England.

But they must not be permitted to remain under the

almost impenetrable cover of their mysteries and their

watch-words.

If our doctrines are heretical, let it be known. If tbey

are scriptural, let them be defended.

I rejoice in this occasion, as it will compel our clergy

men to expose the errours, which their aversion to contro

versy has induced them to spare. The great point which

has given occasion to this libel is, that many of our divines,

-
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after deliberate research, do not find the doctrine of the

Trinity in the holy scriptures. They do not believe,

that the great Jehovah hath any copartners in his power.

They do not believe, that the great God himself dwelt upon

the earth in human shape, and was buffeted and put to death

by men. They believe in the Divinity, or divine mission,

though not in the Betty of Christ. They believe, that the

Son was what he declared himself to be, inferiour to the

Father ; that the works which he wrought, were those of

God who sent him. Whilst the subordination and depen

dence of the Son appear to them undoubted, they agree in

the most noble and exalted ideas of the Saviour. They

desire to honour him in all the offices he is represented to

sustain in behalf of mankind, and believe and acknowledge

all respecting his nature and rank, which the scriptures,

upon examination, are found to teach. They differ from

each other in their conceptions on this point, as the Trini

tarians do in their definitions ; but they consider, that

these differences, being such as may perfectly consist with

the love of truth, ought not to he a ground of denying each

other's Christianity.

As to the general doctrine of the inferiority and deriva

tion of the Son, they think it every-where taught in the

New Testament, and necessarily inferred from innumerable

passages. But this their adherence to scriptural religion,

and what they suppose declared in Christ's gospel, is re

garded as a crime, unless they also believe in it, as explain

ed and delivered in words of man's device, by certain

ecclesiasticks, transported by the rage of controversy, who

lived three hundred years after the death of the Saviour,

aid in following periods.

Besides the obscure or contradictory statements of the

doctrine ofthe Trinity, which the Calvinists would have us

believe, there are other points, for doubting which our
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teachers are anathematized, and we their hearers are en

joined to renounce them ; which points I think it would be

well should be laid open. It is really important to know

whether the scriptures teach such doctrines as these scho-

lastick divines pretend ; because if they do, we must

review the evidences of the sacred book, and see if it be

possible, that a good and just God can have made such a

revelation.

We must believe, they say, the imputation of the sin of

Adam ; according, however, to the last edition of the doc

trine. (For these gentlemen, who call us infidels, for not

taking our creed as laid down by the reformers, with whom

this doctrine did not come into dispute, or the Westminster

divines, have taken the liberty for themselves to new model

this article,) we must believe, as I understand them, that

God willed the sin of Adam, and moreover willed, as it was

formerly, that the guilt of this sin should descend upon

all his posterity ; but as it is laid down in the Improved

Version,* that, in consequence of his disobedience, all his

descendants were constituted sinners—born with a nature

totally depraved, utterly incapable of any act of virtue—

but subject for this sin of their progenitor, or the moral

impotence which it entailed upon them, to the wrath and

curse of God, and the pains of Hell for ever.f

Corresponding to this doctrine of original helpless depra

vity and guilt, are the doctrines of irrespective decrees and

special grace ; by which we learn, that some, elected from

eternity of mere good pleasure, without any regard to their

disposition 01 character, are the subjects of a special super-

* See creed of the Andover Institution.

j The eternal misery of those dying in infancy, except the children

of believers, (i. e. CalTinists.) was long considered the necessary infer

ence from this doctrine of original sin. The orthodox now, I believe,

are so good as to say, that possibly they may not go to Hell ; or, if

they do, it will not be to the worst part of the infernal regions.
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natural influence, giving them saving faith, a particular ex

ercise towards the Saviour, which orthodoxy seems 1o put

as the sign or the substitute of the whole of duty which

secures their admission to Heaven ; whilst the other part

of the race, and the great majority, incapable of any accep

table act without this grace, which yet God will not give,

and which they can neither do any thing, nor even desire

nor try to do any thing, to procure, are doomed to eternal

wrath.

Then follows the comfortable doctrine of Saints' perse~

verance, which teaches, that having received this grace,

they will never lose it ; they need not fear being cast off,

whatever sins they may be left to commit.

These and other views of religion, contained in this iron

system, appear to many laymen as well as clergymen, most

false and pernicious, proceeding from a vain spirit of specu

lation, and the dotage of system, contrary to the general

tenour of the scriptures, and supported only by single,

detachedj and figurative expressions, understood in the

gross and literal sense. They appear to us hurtful to

general morality, opposed to the true character of God,

tending to produce intolerable spiritual pride and bigotry

in one class, often the least worthy, and causeless anxiety

and tormenting oppression in another ; whilst aversion and

skepticism towards all religion are often generated by them

in the minds of multitudes.

I am glad that these subjects will now be investigated

and displayed before the publick.

Much is said about the early reformers, and the faith

which they held, and it is made an accusation against the

real christians of the present day, that they do not adopt

all the opinions of the first reformers. It would be strange

indeed, and against all analogy and experience, if these had

passed suddenly from great corruptions to the most perfect
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light. Some of Ihe early prejudices of their youth and

education would adhere to them ; and it is an historical fact,

that no sooner were they relieved from the thraldom of the

JRomish church, than they adopted the same spirit of

persecution, and maintained the same abominable doctrine

of the supremacy of the chinch, that the Pope had done.

Sonic however had more catholick ideas, and I shall con

clude this essay with the sentiments of the venerable Mr.

Robinson, the pastor of the church at Lev den, who were after

wards the founders of New-England. " Brethren, if God re

veal any thing unto you, be as ready to receive it as you

were any thing by my ministry, for 1 am verily persuaded,

I am very confident, that the Lord has more truth yet to

break forth out of his holy word. For my part, I cannot

sufficiently bewail the condition of the reformed churches,

who are come to a period in religion, ;.nd will go no farther

than the instruments of their reformation. The Lutherans

cannot be persuaded to go beyond what Lulher saw, and

the Calvinisls, you see, stick fast where they were left by

that great man of God, who yet saw not all things. This

is a misery much to be lamented. For though they were

burning and shining lights in their times, yet they penetra

ted not the whole counsel of God, but, were they noTr

living, would be as willing to embrace still farther light, as

that which they first received. It is not possible the

christian world should come so lately out of antichrisfiaa

darkness, and that perfection of knowledge should break

forth at once."

Such were the Catholick sentiments of one of the foun

ders of the New-England church, in the early days of the

reformation ; and now, when we have had the light of two

centuries added to the knowledge which Ihe world then

possessed, centuries, in which chrislianity has been better

discussed, and more research has been made in the
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•criptures, than in all the ages which preceded them, inclu

ding that of the Genevan Reformer, we are told by a set

of men, who had rather dictate than study, that we must

not alter a letter in the creed of Calvin ! ! !

If any should be disposed to censure the temper in

which this vindication is written, they should remember,

that we are not the assailants. They should peruse the

Panoplist Review. They will perceive that it is written

with the most unchristian spirit, and is couched in the most

offensive terms, of any writings, which these evil time have

produced.

There is a moderation, sometimes, which betrays, and

which is as unbecoming as the want of it is at others.

If when our venerated pastors and friends are treated as

if they were the worst of felons, we imitate the modern

Tartuffes, and meet their calumniators with a smile, and a

placid and serene countenance, we shall be thought to be

pleased or indifferent rather than indignant.

It te from the scriptures, that we are to learn what ought

to be our behaviour in such cases. Even our Lord and

master always adapted his language to the persons and the

case. When he had occasion to speak of the scribes and

Pharisees of his day, he scruples not to treat them as they

deserve.

There was something in their spirit very much like that

of the Review in question.

Do men believe, that the race of scribes and Pharisees

has failed ? or do they imagine, that they arc not at this day

as deserving of (he censure of our Saviour, as their prede

cessors in Jerusalem ?

What condemnation would our Saviour pass on those nieH,

who make his gospel a cloak to cover, while they gratify,

-the .most unholy passions ? - "- ■
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This must be my defence. I have no personal feeling

towards these accusers. The greater part of them I never

saw. 1 judge of them only by their fruits ; and by their

fruits I should say, that I have no wish to know them more.

It should be recollected, that it is the cause of laymen that

I defend, against an attempt to control the freedom of their

opinions, and their right of selecting their pastors.

CONCLUDING ADDRESS.

TO LAYMEN Or 1U SCOTS.

HT BltlTHHIN,

It is impossible that you should have read with atten

tion the history of the church of Christ, without being

deeply impressed with the conviction, that human passions

are never so strong, and the powers of reasoning never so

much perverted, as when employed upon the controverted

points of religion. It is true, that this is the most momen

tous of all concerns ; but it is as true, that the interests of

Christianity cannot be promoted by a temper, which that

religion expressly condemns, and the opposite to which

forms its most distinguished glory and praise. Whether

this vehemence, injustice and intolerance, this odium Iheo-

logicum, which have marked, while they have impeded and

injured, the progress of Christianity in all ages, (at least

since the apostolical influence ceased to operate) are to be

attributed to the shelter and security which men feel in the

indulgence of unworthy passions, under the specious cloak

of conscience, or whether these bigots (for there have been

such on all sides) are really more transported beyond the

bounds of moderation on this topick, than on any other, I

leave to others more versed in the human character to de

cide.
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This however we all know, that the over zealous leaders

on theological questions have been generally ambitious and

intriguing men. They have acted in all times, as if their

own glory and advancement, and not those of religion, were

the objects of their pursuit.

We cannot review the state of religious controversy in

Massachusetts, and the recent clamours which have been

excited against certain pastors and certain tenets, without

recollecting, what we know to be the fact, that for many

years, Dr. Morse, and those who have chosen to identify

their cause with his character and views, knew as well

as they now do, that many of the Boston clergy held

opinions opposed to those of Calvin, and in conformity

with the simple doctrines which our Saviour himself

taught. They knew also, that these opinions were gene

rally prevalent among the laity in their parishes. Yet,

during all this period, Dr. Morse courted their friendship,

and held an intimate intercourse with the men he now de

nounces as heretical. It was not till after his ambitious

views on the college were defeated, and till most of the

parishes in Boston felt a repugnance to his introduction into

their pulpits, on various grounds, that he became an open

assailant.

We naturally ask, is it possible that the great body of

intelligent laymen in Connecticut and Massachusetts can

countenance an attempt to invade the rights of conscience,

originating in the ignoble passions of aspiring and intriguing

men ? Can they believe, that a great part of the citizens of

the metropolis of New England will be driven from their

faith by threats and insults, as impotent as they are unbe

coming ?

Could a German monk, like Luther, encounter the power

and brave the resentment of such a potentate as Charles

the V. and do they believe, that we are to be awed inte
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silence, or frowned into submission, by a few intolerant and

assuming men ?

No. Our opinions are too firmly rooted, and our know

ledge of our rights too deeply settled, to permit them to

form such hopes. But the friends of Christianity have more

interesting considerations to weigh. Whether they consi

der us as orthodox or hereticks, still they know we make

open profession of Christianity. We support it as far as

we are able by our morals and manners, our publick pro

fessions, contributions and zeal.

They should recollect, that our country presents a motley

mixture of atheists, deists, and sectarians of ail shades and

all opinions.

Surely, in such a state of things, it cannot be deemed ad

vantageous to the cause of Christianity, to engage in a cru

sade against men, who are among the most pacifick and sin

cere friends of Christianity, whose example, influence, and

exertions are uniformly directed to its support and exten

sion, and whose greatest crime is, that they have shewn

an indisposition to proselytism.

If our faith be as heretical as is pretended, it cannot be

for the interest of those, who call themselves the only wise

and sound pari, the orthodox, to give us the zeal, the form,

and consistency of party.

We are all well aware, what were the hopes entertained

and the designs formed by a few bigots, who have calum

niated our teachers, and attempted to undermine their influ

ence by arts, which would be a reproach to any cause, and

which are scandalous in one of so solemn a nature.

They hoped, that the cry of heresy would operate like

the spiritual thunders of the Vatican. Like Paul IV, they

intended to revive the spirit of persecution of another age,

forgetting, like him, that the day of spiritual tyranny had

gone by, and that the thunder would be heard, like the

mimick artillery of the stage.
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If I were a zealot in favour of liberal Christianity, which

I am far from being, if I wished to see it extended and

triumphant, I should say, " Persecute us, compel us to

exert our talents, to take the form and assume the spirit of

a party. Undefiled and uncorrupted Christianity, so long

restrained by civil power in other countries, might then

spread. Become a sect and distinction, it would soon have

all the energy which belongs to other sects." But this is

against our principles. We wish it to make the silent but

sure progress, which truth will always make, as knowledge

and virtue extend themselves.

As to the zeal which is now displayed in favour of Cal

vinism, you must all be sensible, that it is not greater than

that, which so long supported, and still supports the worst

doctrines of the Romisk church.

It 'is not comparable to the ardour and sincerity of those,

who in the days which the orthodox call so enlightened,

persecuted the persons charged with sorcery.

Yet we well know, that after the delusion of the moment

had past away, men saw none of those open interferences

of the devil, none of those supernatural agencies, which so

long deceived a fanatical people, and the belief of which,

to the disgrace of our nation, found its way even into the

sanctuaries of justice. So too, we would fain hope and sin

cerely believe, that when the present infatuation shall have

subsided, we shall not find men placing religion in those

miraculous conversions which afford such consolatory mat

ter for the Panoplist. Strange consolation indeed ! won

derful perversion of human reason ! to exult over the

unhappy victims of deluded fanaticism !

Not a year passes over our heads, in which there are not

many persons of amiable and susceptible feelings, driven

by mistaken views of God and religion, to the desperation

of suicide. I count not the thousands who suffer tortures
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produced by a melancholy which neither amends the heart

nor purifies the life, while it renders the subjects of the

malady useless to society, and a burden to themselves.

Such are the frequent fruits of a doctrine derogatory to

God, and wholly unfounded in scripture ! Laymen naturally

take simpler views of religion, than those who are involved

in the subtleties of scholastick divinity.

We ask not, what may possibly be the construction of an

obscure passage in scripture, written in a language suffi

ciently, but at best imperfectly, understood, addressed to

men who had particular prejudices, which it was the object

of the apostles too\ercome ; we rather ask for distinct and

intelligible rules, for facts, for narrative, for examples. W«

search the scriptures in vain for precedents of those gloomy

conversions, which are now represented as the only sure

tests of regeneration and acceptance with God. Were the

catechumens, or newly converted christians, required to

shew such a morbid and melancholy state of mind, as are at'

this day considered the proofs of the gracious interference

of God ? No. Is there a case of suicide produced by the

picture given by the apostles of the attributes of God ? Not

one. It is not more true that the doctrines taught by our

Saviour did not produce these bitter fruits which the tree

of Calvinism brings forth, than it is, that we seldom see this

audden conversion, or this morbid melancholy, among the

conspicuous leaders and teachers of these doctrines. No.

The penance belongs altogether to the laity. The chief

duty of the spiritual fathers is to preserve their authority,

and extend the influence of their body. Hence we have

seen in our day a new creation ; extended associations with

indefinite powers. A new " society of Jesus" with more

than one Loyola at its head.

People who are acquainted with ecclesiastical history

will not smile at the idea of this new combination. The
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Panoplist may ridicule as much aa it pleases the suggestion

that they aim at Ecclesiastical tyranny. We perceive

from their spirit, that the power only is wanting.

These new associations, if not watched and made the

objects efjealousy, will soon become tremendous engines in

the hands of skilful and ambitious men. The Roman pon

tiffwho dethroned monarchs, and brought the emperours of

Europe to his feet, was only the simple successour of St.

Peter, who walked barefooted to Rome, and fell a martyr

to Lis faith, in that city where his successour sat enthroned

in purple.

At this moment, the general associations, though created

with the view of forcing conformity to Calvinism, and extir

pating heresy, appear very harmless. They terminate in

pleasant tours at free cost : much respect and good cheer to

the delegates.

If the end should be defeated, the reward is felt in the

honour and distinction of these employed. If succesful,

and heresy should be put down ; if they can force the in

habitants of opulent towns to reject their beloved pastors,

much fame will attend the labourers, and some solid rewards.

.- Laymen in general, I fear, have not noticed this alarm

ing inroad on our ecclesiastical constitution. A new form

of government has been introduced, without the authority

of the people or the state. For nearly two hundred yean

the discipline of our churches rested on the Cambridge

platform. There were no general associations, no ecclesi

astical assemblies which arrogated to themselves the right

ofsettling matters of faith. All these things were regulated

by councils either mutual or ex parte, called for each par

ticular case. The general convention of Congregational

ministers never assumed to itself supervisory, or legislative,

or judicial powers. If any publick body had a right to

assume them, certainly that body had.

9
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Suddenly we' find rising up, associations in every state, to*

which only one party are invited, and these again are

strengthened by similar associations through almost all the

northern states.

To what valuable or even honourable end these societies

can be directed, it is difficult to perceive ; but that they

may have the most pernicious effects on the rights and lib

erties of the citizens in matters of faith we can all see.

The authority of general councils, and of the Honian

see, took its rise in commencements infinitely more feeble.

Once established and acquiesced in, they might proceed

as the associations in Connecticut have sometimes done, to

separate a parish and its pastor, where they were perfectly

harmonious ; and to strip a clergyman of his sacerdotal

character, for being faithful to his master.

At present, however, the scheme appears to us as absurd

and quixotick as it is bold and unjustifiable.

A set of men, surrounded with enemies in their own

camp, with Methodists, and Baptists, and TTniversalists,

scarcely able to meet their parochial and domestick foes,

combine to carry their spiritual arms into the territories of

their natural allies, the liberal christians ; allies who, at

tached to Christianity on principle, convinced of its truth,

zealous for its propagation, but determined that it shall not

suffer by a misrepresentation of its principles, have no

other end in view, than union and harmony in the christian

church, and the liberty of worshipping God conformably to

what they believe the scripture rules.

Although, from necessity, I have used general terms when

speaking of the orthodox, because such terms were assumed

by Dr. Worcester and the editors of the Panoplist, yet I

do not contend (as they do) with regard to Unitarians,

that all the persons, who agree with them on some points, are

responsible for all their opinions or unfair proceedings.
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i rejoice to believe that the greater part of the Calvinists,

or the orthodox, or the true christians, (or whatever other

came they may choose to assume^) disapprove the very

Improper, uncharitable measures, adopted by these persons

•who Lave undertaken to speak in their name.

I would fain believe, nay, 1 do verily believe, that there

are not ten clergymen in this state, who do not in their

hearts condemn the shameful article in the Panoplist, and

the violent and indecent measures taken to bring about a

theological quarrel. If I am mistaken 'in this, I shall be

compelled to withdraw much of the respect I yet have for

the Calvinistick clergy.

I am aware that it may be said by the orthodox, we con

sider your opinions as heretical, we view them as hostile

to the essential doctrines of Christianity, and that we are as

much bound to oppose them as the attacks of avowed unbe

lievers. But it should be recollected that this is the same

language which was employed by the Catholicks in opposi

tion to the Reformers. If these gentlemen are sincere in

this opinion, let them adopt the only course which the prin

ciples of the reformation admit. Let them attack these

heresies, if they deem them such, by argument, not by as

sociations. Names and numbers have no tendency, in such

an age as this to enforce the belief of opinions which must

depend on argument and fact. Let them assert the doc

trine of the infallibility of the early reformers, and shew,

that they arrived at once from the the darkest super

stition and the most absurd opinions, to the most perfect

light—that they possessed the gift of inspiration, and that

to their opinions full and implicit faith is due-

But surely the course which has been adopted is not con

sonant to fair reasoning, or the spirit of the gospel. It

cannot be reputable for any sect to set forward the most

audacious and least respected of their party, to overwhelm

their adversaries with abuse and calumny, To place at
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their head, men in whom neither party have confidence.

Let them rather select the ablest and purest, and meekest

persons of their party, and depute them to display and de

fend their doctrines in a temperate and rational manner.

It is by force of reasoning alone that Christianity has made

its principal progress in the world. It is one of its most

powerful arguments and supports in opposition to Mahonie-

tanism and other false religions, that it has not generally

employed the sword, but has relied on its infrinsick merit

for its support.

This principle ought not to be deserted in cases of dis

sension as to the more minute doctrines of the gospel. To

use the weapons of scurrility and abuse on this most sol

emn subject, to excite the worst passions of mankind, and

more especially to form combinations to put down free in

quiry and excite odium against those who hold opinions

differing from ours, would argue a spirit little less hostile

than the expedient of the darker ages, the condemnation

of hereticks to the stake.

We therefore hope, that all parties will unite in condemn

ing this illiberal spirit. That there will be a common con

sent to denounce, as unworthy of the cause of Christ, such

publications as the Review in the Panoplist, and that the

orthodox will with one voice agree to advise Dr. Worcester,

to adopt a course in some small degree consonant to the

spirit of the gospel, and to the enlightened age which it has

pleased God to permit us to enjoy. In a struggle to elicit

truth, to establish the fundamental articles of Christianity,

we engage that the liberal clergy will not shrink from their

Bhare of the labour, and we pledge ourselves, from our

knowledge of them, that they will not be outdone in zeal

for Christianity, in efforts to draw from the rich mines of

literature and biblical learning the means of informing the

minds, and settling the faith of christians.

A LAYMAN.



 

NOTE.

I have said, that I could not condescend to notice the scurri

lous attacks of the Panoplist on the revered head of our Uni

versity.

There seemed to be something so base, in setting " children"

to watch the exercises on publick occasions, and collecting " re

spectable gentlemen from different psirts of the American union"

to act as inquisitors upon the occasion, that I could not persuade

myself, that such measures would produce any other sensation

than contempt.

But as I have an opportunity of shewing the temper with

which the Panoplist is conducted, and the means which it has

adopted to cast an odium on the college, I think 1 ought not to

omit it. It was stated in the Panoplist that Dr. Kirkland had

written " a letter of consolation and encouragement to the new

Unitarian church in Philadelphia."

We presumed this must have been true. We could not have

believed that any clergyman would have dared to suggest such a

thing without evidence.

It seems, however, from the evidence we are now to exhibit,

that it was not true.

One of the gentlemen who officiate in that church having seen

the Panoplist, of his own accord wrote in a letter to his friend

in Boston, the original of which is now before me, as follows :

" I perceive he, Dr. Kirkland, is accused of having written a

letter of consolation and encouragement to the new Unitarinu

church in Philadelphia.

" Had the fact been so, there is nothing to call forth any cen

sure, as not a word of the letter is even quoted : but the truth is,

no such letter was ever written.

" I have made strict inquiry, and find that there was a letter

written by Dr. Kirkland to Mr. Vaujhan, in answer to some

queries as to the terms of admission and tuition at Cambridge,

and the rules of the college, and this, or a non-entity, must be the

letter of encouragement and consolation, which we, like our

apostle Belshara, have been complaisant enough to publish, by

shewing it to some of our orthodox friends. " Our apostle Bel-

sham," with whom we have neither intercourse nor correspon

dence, and to whose creed, as set forth in the Panoplisl. I hazard

nothing in saying not oii<* of us would assent.
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" I should like if it were possible, to put such a man as the

writer of the article in the Panoplist to the blush, to ask him

when this letter was written, to whom it was addressed, who was

made acquainted with its contents, and what it really did contain.

" After so gross a falsehood, the strictures on the prayers of

the President can only deceive those who are resolved to sup

port what they call orthodoxy at the expense of truth and con

sistency. Perhaps it may not be amiss to mention the fact now

stated. You well know my situation in our church, and that if

any letter of consolation had been sent from so respectable a

quarter as the above, i could not have been kept in ignorance

either of its contents or existence. You also know that we have

never been in a situation to need consolation. Among ourselves

we have had uninterrupted harmony, and all the calumnies and

denunciations of l the pious,' the ' orthodox,' and the ' evan

gelical' have been unheeded."

NOTE 2.

After the foregoing remarks were put to the press, I received

the last number of the Panoplist, which contains the proceedings

of one of the new graud associations, to which I have referred,

and whose object is now more distinctly developed, than it has

heretofore been. It is too late for me to enter into the conside-

ration of the deep project which is now laid open, to break down

the constitution, by which the churches of this state have been

governed fur more than a century and an half. It will require a

•separate and more enlarged examination than I can possibly give

to it in the present stage of my essay. I have no doubt that it

will excite such feelings as will call forth the ablest champions

of the rights of the church.

This project, though covered by as much art and sophistry, as

lias ever been displayed by men aiming at secret encroachments

on the rights of others, is simply this, under colour of enforcing

and amending, to abrogate and annul, the Cambridge platform,

which has been the rule of discipline, and palladium of our reli

gious liberties, from the earliest settlement of our country, and to

substitute in its plate a new ecclesiastical tribunal, unknown to

our ancestors, and subversive of our religious rights.

To give it some degree of respect from antiquity, an obsolete

manuscript of Dr. Cotton Mather has been drawn forth from the

rubbish of the last century, and is now attempted to be imposed

upon the christian churches of this state as the rule of their

government. Even these gentlemen did not venture on their

own popularity to hazard such an innovation and revolution i'u
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ihe church. Even they are constrained lo admit that it was so odi

ous in Massachusetts, in 1706, when it was proposed, " that there

were some considerable persons among the ministers, (even in

that day) as well as of the brethren, who thought the liberties of

particular churches to be in danger of being limited and infringed

by them. In deference to these, the proposals were never prose

cuted beyond the bounds of mere proposals."

In other words, they did not dare attempt to carry the propo

sals into effect, at a time when religions liberty was less under

stood, and the rights of conscience Ics3 valued than at this

moment.

And why did they not ? Because the proposals go to the utter

abolition of the right of churches to govern themselves.

They confer the right on ecclesiastical councils, to put any

church out of the pale of christian communion. They confer

the right on these councils, not chosen by the parties, to refuse

ordination, and to depose any clergyman, even against the con

sent of any member of his own church and parish. The reserva

tion 6f not extending the power beyond the churches who may

join this confederacy, against the liberties of the people, we know

how to appreciate, by the conduct of the Tolland association.

We are however encouraged to accept it, by the suggestion

that Connecticut did at that day adopt it. Yes, she did, and we

have seen its fruits. The recommendation in brief is, that Mas

sachusetts shail abolish her religious'charter, and conform her dis

cipline to that of Connecticut, though she nobly refused so to do,

one hundred yeare ago.

I am pleased to see, that the association had not sufficient in

discretion to recommend this project for immediate adoption. I

totter myself that the greater part of them disapprove it. If

adopted, it will prove a fatal blow to the influence and standing

of the Congregational clergy. The forcing through such a plan,

in derogation of our present church constitution, and tending to

destroy the only check which laymen now have on ecclesiasti

cal usurpation, I am afraid would be the signal of commotions in

the church, which would only end in the utter destruction of

Congregational churches and discipline. This is no idle fear.

It is solemn conviction. Many arc the hours which most dis

tinguished laymen have spent, and great have been their exer

tions, to stem that torrent of innovation and opposition to the

regular clergy, which for twenty years has threatened to under

mine the feeble props which they still enjoy under the consti

tution.

But if the minority feel that they are to be oppressed, if revo

lutions are to be set on foot by those whom the laity have

laboured to protect, they must suppose them to be more than
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men, if they continue to offer themselves as a rampart to protect

those who are labouring to destroy their dearest rights.

It would be easy to shew, and it will be shewn, that this project

is also a direct violation of the constitution, laws, and liberties of

Massachusetts. Men can make any associations they please, but

they cannot give them the smallest practical efficacy or power

without the aid of the government. If they invite that govern

ment to interfere in ecclesiastical affairs, and to regulate the dis

cipline or faith of churches, they will soon find, that they have

entered a path beset with thorns, from which they may in vain

wish to extricate themselves. Abolish the Cambridge Platform,

and the Congregational churches will soon be found on a tempes

tuous sea, without compass, or rudder, or pilots. The courts of

law will however protect the people against such usurpations.

We ask, if such a plan was deemed proper, why did they not

submit it to the Convention of Ministers in Massachusetts, to

whom it was first submitted by Mr. Mather ?

Why ask the consent of a body unknown to our laws and

usages, a body self created, and naturally liable to suspicion, as it

excludes all who differ from it in articles of faith ?

Such proceedings must and will excite distrust. They furnish

a new proof, that clergymen are too apt to neglect the most useful

study, that of mankind, although their chief object ought to be to

know them thoroughly, in order to be useful to them in their

ministry. It will not tend to render the new scheme more

acceptable to the publick, that its arrangement was confided to

those who do not enjoy much of the publick confidence.—The

project appears to have been formed, and is subscribed, only

by Jedidiah Morse of Connecticut. It is worthy of considera

tion, whether there should not be a covenant instantly formed

by the friends of religious freedom, and of the Cambridge Plat

form, for hs defence against all schemes of innovation, and a

publick convention of laity and clergy of those opinions, calledpublick convention of laity and clergy of those opii

to adopt measures to counteract this conspiracy

church and its ancient rights.

The forpjoin; strictures iv re principally written and in the press, at s> time when it

was supposed that Mr. Channing would not reply to such a letter as Dr. WoreeeterV

Had it been known that Mr. dimming would have undertaken his own justification,

many ofthe foregoing remarks would Save beta suppressed as unnecessary.
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PREFACE,

THE writer of these pages has no party to serve ;

his principle design in publishing this pamphlet, is to

keep the subject on the carpet, as a friend to free dis

cussion, and being persuaded that truth cannot suffer by

investigation ; but must eventually triumph, and error

appear in its true colours.

Having been educated to believe that Jesus Christ

was my Creator and Redeemer, and having been led to

rely on him for the forgiveness of my sins, I cannot as

yet deny his proper Divinity. And not perceiving

any good foundation of faith elsewhere, I feel desirous

that it may be made to appear that " this foundation

ttandeth sure." But I am very far from wishing to rest

on Chirst for Salvation, if it can be proved to be a false

dependance. Precious as I have found that hope to be, I

should rather be without it, if its foundation is false.

Anxious as every Christian must be, at the result of this

controversy,let us not, my brethren, flinch from the truth.

If these consolations which we have in Chirst, (arising

from our belief in his Divinity and the efficacy of his

atonement,) are delusions ; if our faith and hope are vain,

let us not desire to be deceived, but rather that we may

be undeceived. Let us not view those Ministers who

think us wrong, as our enemies, but let us treat all their

honest endeavours to lead us in the right way, as the

effect of their zeal and good will.

On the other hand, if we cannot as yet, give up prin

ciples which we were early taught to view in the most

sacred light, we may lay a claim to a share in the patience

and forbearance of our Reformers.
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Weought not to be represented as obstinate ; as fools and

fanatics ; as believing, what it is impossible for any man

of reason or learning to believe. Because we think we

can perceive that men, not destitute of reason or learning,

in every age of the Church, have believed exactly as we

do. And we should not say too much, if we attest that

men, eminent for both reason and learning have lived

and died rejoicing in the same faith.

It may be said, " all this does not prove that we are

right ;" still it ought to make our Reformers act tender

ly witjh us. It may shew them that they ought to bring

forth their strong arguments ; that they ought to prove

their doctrine very explictily, before they can expect us

to be attentive to it. Before you can reasonably expect

a man to change his religion, you ought not only to

prove to him that his own is false, but that the one you

wish him to adopt, is true. The whole of this labor lies

on our Reformers.

The Protestants, not only proved that the doctrine

maintained under the Popedom was false, but that they

had the true doctrine.

Mr. Belsham is consistent enough to take this ground,

but some of his admirers, in this part of the country, arc

not bold enough to assert that the truth is on their side

of the question. And if they stand in doubt, is it any

wonder that we do not put implicit confidence in their

teaching.

We must not give up all controversy, because many

imperfections attend disputation, for we cannot expect it

to be prosecuted in a perfect manner, by fallible men.

But if this is sufficient reason to give up the dispute,

we may on the same ground give up every means of im

provement.

Let us intreat the eternal Jehovah, whose eyes are on

the truth, to guide us into all truth and to make us

pillars of the truth, in the present generation.

AMANA.

Augutt 1st, 1815.



 

Remarks on " American Unitarianism," &*c.

EVERY one who believes the importance of religious

subjects, must consider a free discussion of them, as

preferable to a lukewarm indifference. In this respect we

must view the present state of things, as more encourag

ing, than the Laodecean state so manifest, for many years

past, in this part of the country.

When there is a dilligent examination, whether these

things are so : when the reproofs of heavenly truth have

their desired effect, in causing the erroneous to clear

themselves ; it must be matter of rejoicing to all those

who desire the conversion of such as have erred from the

truth.

• In this light, the Panoplist Reviewers appear to regard

the publication of " American Unitarianism." "We re

gard,(say they) the appearance of this pamphlet as one of

the most important events which have taken place for

many years, in reference to the interests of religion in our

country. It has been known, for atleast aquarter of a cen

tury, by those who have been well informed on the sub

ject, that there has been in Boston a defection from those

doctrines of the Bible, which have usually been de

nominated Orthodox in Protesant communites. It has



been known, that this defection has gradually increased ;

has silently and covertly extended itself into a consider

able number of congregations in the vicinity ; and has

been, in a few instances, openly avowed. From a great

variety ofanonymous publications, it has been evident,that

the defection had proceeded in the downward course to

the lowest degrees of Socinianism, and to the very bor

ders of open infidelity. Further, than this—it has not

been in a few instances only, that persons, who have been

near the centre of all these operations, have heard from the

pulpit both sermons and prayers, which neither expressed

nor implied any thing more than sober Deism, and which

were totally at variance with the Gospel." Notwith

standing all this was so well known, it is but lately, that

we have heard of any refusal to exchange with Boston

Ministers ; it is but very recendy, that the Orthodox

have awoke out of sleep. For to say the least, like the

wise and foolish virgins, " they all slumbered and

slept," they assisted at the ordination of those very Min

isters, " whose sermons and prayers neither expressed

nor implied any thing more than sober Deism, and which

were totally at variance with the Gospel. "

There must certainly have been, a great defection

from that purity and zeal, which was the glory of the

primitive Church, among the Orthodox, as well as among

the Heterodox, and even now many appear to lagbehind.

And the Reviewers wish to prick them forward.

" We hope, that the Orthodox will be stimulated to act

more decisively on this subject, than they have done.

" It is the reproach and sin of Massachusetts, that while

all the Orthodox from Connecticut to Georgia, are

unanimous in withholding communion from Unitarians,

t.he is lagging behind, and dallying with this awful and

responsible subject..
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" It is high time for decisive action on this point. Wc

are aware who stand in the way. There are Ministers,

who make it their boast to shoot as ntar to Orthodoxy as

tliey cai, and not hit it ; who are waiting to see which

way the tide willfinally turn ; who will write one halfof

a sermon to please the Orthodox, and the other halfto

satisfy Unitarians who mean to be popular with both par

ties, let the cause of religion fare as it may. For such,

it requires the full exercise of Christian meekness not

to feel contempt. We do feel sincere commiseration.

There are others, too, who are too modest and unassum

ing to preach or act decisively, because forsooth, they

are not satisfied about certain controverted points. Let

such persons abandon the office of teaching, and return

to their studies until they are satisfied. " What right

have they to teach religion, when they themselves are not

satisfied about itsfundamental principles."

It certainly does sound curiously, to hear a profess

ed Christian Minister, say that he is not satisfied,

whether Christ was God or man ; (Mr. Worcester's

scheme, goes so far as to prove that Christ was neither

God nor man) whether he diedfor our sins, or whether

his death is to be considered in the same light as the death

of any other person ; whether it is right to worship Christ

or not ?

Not to be settled on such points of doctrine, must cause

a man to be unstable in all his ways, and this is the

case with every double minded man. These subjects

cannot be considered as nonessential or circumstantial,

very unlike the points, on which many have thought it

their duty to dissent from the Catholic church. If it

were on the vestments ofthe Priests ; the cross in baptism ;

the exhibition of paintings in the churches ; the title of

Reverend as given to the Clergy ; praying with or with-
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out a form ; calling the place appointed for Public wor

ship a church or a meeting house ; a chapel, or a con

venticle ; preaching with or without notes ; or the postures

used in singing and praying ; if such as these were the

subjects of controversy, reason would that we should

bear with our opponents, and the Scriptures would allow

us to receive our weak brethren.

But when the doctrine of forgiveness of sins is assail

ed ; when we are told that the death of Christ is no a-

tonement, but that we must be saved by our own merits ;

when not only the gospel is assailed, but the divine law

perverted !

The Sabbath day is entirely abrogated,by "Mi.Belsham's

declaration, that, " Whatever is lawful or expedient upon

one day of the week is, under the Christian dispensation

equally lawful and expedient on any other day." So

that, though the law ofGod says, " Thou shall not labor

on the Sabbath day, but six days thou shalt labor and do

all that thou hast to do." Mr. Behham contradicts this

divine law (for which God himself set us an example) by

saying that what is lawful and expedient on one day of

the week, is equally lawful on any other day. Upon the

ground of morality, therefore, I should suppose it crim

inal to believe with Mr. Belsham, but we are told it is

no crime to believe with Mr. Belsham. Would it be

no crime to practice according to his belief ? Is laboring

on the Sabbath day no crime ? Mr. Charming has the

decalogue written on the walls of his church, and I should

suppose would allow it to be a true standard of morals.

What authority has then Mr. Belsham to abrogate the

fourth commandment, which is not only considered sacred

by Jews and Christians, but by all refined moralists in

every age.

Labor is lawful and expedient on six days of the week

"



 

tor man and beast. It is lawful and expedient for cattle to

labor on any other day, but on the Sabbath day our cattle

are forbidden to labor. We know of no alteration in this

law under the Christian dispensation. If Mr. Charming

undertakes to prove that Mr. Belsham*s creed is inno

cent even on the score of morals, he will have an Hercu

lean task. He must prove that the laws of God are both

unwise and unjust. Because Mr. Belsham may with as

much authority, say because it is lawful and expedient

for a man to marry ; therefore it is lawful for him to have

as]many wives as he pleases ! Christ came not to destroy

the law but to fulfil it. Indeed Mr. Belsham1s creed con

tains the'mostfarrogant Antinominianism ever pened ; he

not only opposes the gospel of Christ, but lessens the

authority of God's laws. The pious may well exclaim,

" It is time for thee, O Lord, to arise, for men make

void thy law !" We should also suppose, the doctrine

of necessity} as held by Mr. Belsham, was highly crimi

nal. That, " a limited quantity ofevil, both natural and

moral, was necessary to the production of the greatest

possible good," is a declaration, calculated to do away the

true nature of transgression, for sin is the transgression

of the law ; it does, in fact, make God the author of sir

which doctrine whether held by Hopkirtsiansor Belsham -

ites is diametrically opposite to the doctrine of the

holy Scriptures.

If evil was absolutely necssary, where is the justice ol

God's making laws to forbid sin, on pain of forfeiting

his favor. And if the Divine lawgiver had authority to

forbid sin, what presumption it is for fallen creatures to

charge him with being the author of their crimes.

The criminality of Mr. Belshani's creed appears, in his

denying any revelation of the character of God, but from

'
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his works. This is the essence of Deism. \ sentiment

which the late Mr. Thomas Pain, would have most cor

dially approved—because it was perfectly congenial to

his feelings and system. From professed Deists we ex

pect such sentiments, but we ought not to hear them from

professed Christians. We do not expect them to reject

and ridicule the Scriptures, in which we believe God has

made a revelation of his character ; more particularly his

revelation of himself, as theLord,forgiving iniquity, trans

gression and sin, which knowledge could not be gath

ered from his works. Is it not criminal for Mr. Belsham

to deny, that the death of Christ is a propitiation for our

sins? He says, " His death is called a propitiation be

cause it put an end to the Mosaic economy ;" but was

that the only design of his death ; did he not give his life

a sacrifice for sin ? And in what way can afflicted con

sciences obtain hope of forgiveness, but through the

merits of Christ?

This is a question of such importance, that it is vvor

thy the attention of Mr. Charming ; and since he has

declared, an opposition to these doctrines, innocent and

harmless, let him endeavour to remove the difficulties

which arise in the minds of those, who have trusted all

their hopes of forgiveness on the merits of Christ, and

have seriously thought that if this foundation were re

moved, their hopes of eternal felicity would be utterly

lost. It is possible there may be a few attendants on the

ministry of Mr. Channing, who have imbibed such no

tions, if not from his preaching, perhaps, from passages

of Scripture, which he sometimes reads to them. They

may have no love for sontroversy, and yet may ear

nestly desire to know, on what they are to rest, for the

salvation of their souls. What will such persons think,

1



ii

 

when they hear that their Minister believes it to be no

crime to believe with Mr. Belsham, as follows, " Jesus

is indeed now alive, but as we are totally ignorant of the

place where he resides, and of the occupations in which

he is engaged, there can be no proper foundation fcr

religious addresses to him, nor of gratitude for favours

now received, nor of confidence in his future interposi

tion in our behalf."

Though Biblical criticism may be more gratifying to

the taste of young aspiring Divines ; yet Ministers

should not forget that some of their hearers may be

seriously enquiring, "What they shall do to be saved ?"

There will be some who cannot avoid having some

fears of future punishment in consequence of their trans

gression of God's laws. In spite of all that is done to

repress such fears, they will sometimes arise ; it is there

fore lamentable when the doctrine of Divine forgiveness

is not preached to the people. The sound of pardon

would be as eagerly received by many distressed con

sciences, as the waters issuing from the rock were receiv

ed by the thirsty Israelites.

This controversy cannot be considered as a Sectarian

dispute, and we must give Mr. Charming credit for the

following assertion, " Accustomed as we are to see gen

uine piety in all classes of Christians, Trinitarians and

Unitarians, in Calvinists and Arminians, in Episcopalians,

Methodists, Baptists Congrcgationalists, and delighting

in this character wherever it appears, we are little anxious

to bring men over to our peculiar opinions."

The subjects of dispute are viewed in the same light

by Dr. Worcester : " In comparison with these, the dif

ference between Dissenters and Episcopalians, between

Peedo-baptists and Anti Pedo-baptists, are matters

of mere feature and complexion." We admire the

'



ground which is taken here, because we despise Sectarian

cabals, and with a little explanation, we can cordially

join with Mr. Charming in his description of liberal

Christanity.

" By a liberal Christian, I understand, one who is dis

posed to receive as his'brethren in Christ, all who in the

judgment of charity, sincerely profess to receive Jesus

Christ as their Lord and Master. He rejects all tests

or standards of Christian faith and of Christian character,

but the word of Jesus Christ, and of his inspired Apos

tles. He thinks it an act of disloyality to his master to

introduce into the Church,cfeeds offallible men(supposing

them to be unscriptural) as bonds of union, or terms of

fellowship. He calls himself by no name derived from

human leaders, disclaims all exclusive connexion with

any sect or party, professes himself a member of the

Church universal on earth or in heaven (we cannot strictly

speaking be a member of both at the same time) and

cheerfully extends the hand of brotherhood to every

man of every name who discovers the spirit of Jesus

Christ."

Though we so far agree with Mr. Channvtg, yet we

cannot suppose that if we doubt the genuine nature of a

man's religion, we must therefore be destitute of that

charity, without which we cannot be truly religious

ourselves. On this point Dr. Worcester's observation

is very forcible : " You set out with asserting that relig

ion consists in charity :" In charity to be sure, in your

own sense of the word ; you then claim all this same

charity as belonging to yourselves, and allow none of it

to us ; and thus in effect, you deny that we have true

religion ; yet the very reason why we are thus " de

nominated" as destitute of charity, is, that we do not,

as you allcdge, allow the genuineness of your religion.
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You may then deny the genuineness of our religion, and

yet be most charitable ; but if we entertain any doubt of

the genuineness of yours, we must be utterly destitute

of charity.*

All denominatinns of Christians, appear to consider

the subjects of this controversy as essential to the exist

ence of true religion, and they have all had dissentions

on those very points. In consequence of a departure

on these subjects, the Protestant Episcopal Church

has lost a very respectable society in this town. The

Presbyterians have lost the Federal- Street Church. The

Congregationalists have lost many. The Baptists have

suffered in several divisions, and have lost some of their

most popular preachers, particularly the Reverend Elias

Smith ; whom we believe to be an Unitarian, in Mr.

BeUhairi's sense of the word, and like him, endeavours

to reform the Church on these points, and like him, is

very open in the declaration of his sentiments. All parties

have lately appeared anxious to keep their congregations

pure from these prevailing errors. Dr. Gardiner pub

lished his Trinity Sunday Sermon ; Dr. Baldwin printed

his sermon on the divinity of Christ, and though these

* Dr. Hawise supposes charity to be perfectly consistent with

a firm adherence to the truth ; he says, " Athanasius was firm

in the truth, and could not yield a tittle in point of doctrine ; but he

was no such bigot as he is represented, or uncharitable. The

troths of God will not bear accommodation to a fancied candor

or charitableness of judgment I may possess the kindest spirit,

and fullest exercise of toleration and forbearance, and yet deci

sively declare, that except a man believe the Catholic faith, he

cannot be saved. In my view, the damnatory clauses of the creed,

which bears his name, breathe the noblest exercise of true charity.*'

This certainly proves that men have different views of true

charity.
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two doctors of divinity differ in some other respects, on.

these subjects they are perfectly agreed.

Many other publications have recently been published

on these important subjects ; so that, it is evident, that

it is now viewed in a serious light.

A few bold persons may ridicule the miraculous con

ception of the Virgin Mary, as Mr. Thomas Pain did ;

Mr. Holley may put in the sickle and gather together

the thorough bred Unitarians ; but still the Catholic

Church will view these things as a departure from the

faith once delivered to the saints. God will appear on

behalf of his people, and give them a certain sound, that

they may know on what to trust their souls for

salvation. The fearful and unbelieving will dread such

a close investigation, and the cold and indifferent will

suppose these disputations unnecessary ; but if a foot

of their estates was encroached on, they would spare

no expense ; no investigation would be considered

tedious that was likely to secure their land marks—but

subjects respecting their eternal interests are not consid

ered worth contending for.

We must remember that the question before the

public, is not whether you are Churchmen or Dissenter,

a Methodist or a Baptist ; a Presbyterian or a Congre-

gationalist ; it is not whether you are a Calvinist or an

Arminian ; but it is whether you are a Christian or an

Infidel. It is whether Jesus Christ, was the Son of God,

or the Son of Joseph, whether he came to save sinners,

or not ; whether the Catholic Church has been deceived

on these points so many centuries or not. ?

A "Layman" has quoted, several passages of Scripture,

to prove the inferiority of Christ to the Father ; but

they prove nothing more than what the Orthodox allow :
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that Christ is inferior to the Father as touching his Man

hood.

They believe, that whenever the Scriptures speak of

Christ as inferior, they refer to his human nature, or to

his Mediatorial capacity. The " Layman/' has mis

taken if he supposes that his twenty- four pages has over

thrown both the Trinitarian and Socinian ground, and

established what he calls a middle line, which is strictly

Arianism. This writer has appealed unto the Scrip

tures ; unto the Scriptures we will bring him.

He is requested to consider attentively, and to give

us a fair exposition of the following portion. Col. i.

12th, " Giving thanks unto the Father, which hath

made us meet to be partakers of the inheritance of the

saints in light : who huth delivered us from the power

of darkness, and hath translated us into the kingdom of

his dear Son : in whom we have redemption through

his blood, even the forgiveness of sins ; who is the im

age of the invisible God ; the first born of every crea

ture ; for by him were all things created, that are in

heaven, and that are in earth, vissible and invissible,

whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities,

or powers : all things were created by him, and for him ;

and he is before all things, and by him all things con

sist. And he is the head of the body, the Church :

who is the beginning, the first born from the dead : that

in all things he might have the pre-eminence. For it

pleaseth the Father that in him should all fullness dwell ;

and having made peace through the blood of his cross"

by him to reconcile all things unto himself; by him, I

say, whether they be things on earth or in heaven."

The " Layman" has spoken on the unity of the Deity,

as if Trinitarians deny it, which is certainly a misrepre

sentation, To insinuate that the Orthodox worship three

/
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Gods, or that they deny the humanity of Christ is as

uncandid as it it untrue. Who can plead more for the

unity of the Deity than the Orthodox ?

This same " Layman,'* speaks much of his right as

a Protestant, to interpret the Scriptures for himself.

This is a, civil right which we by no means wish to

deny him. But we plead for the same right of interpret

ing the Scriptures, though we may do it in such a way,

as opposes and contradicts his interpretations.

As this Writer acknowledges the pre-existence of

Christ, we wish to learn from him, in what natu re he

existed previous to his incarnation ? It is plain that he

had no existence as mart, till he was born of the Virgin

Mary. Did he then exist as God, or as an Angel ? We

know of no reason to believe that he ever took on hint

the nature of Angels. Then, if he did exist before his

incarnation, as we fully believe, he existed as the eternal

Jehovah ; who in due time was made flesh and dwek

among us. He is therefore called Immanuel, which

signifies, " Godwith us." It is said also, that God was

manifest in the flesh. It is singular, how men can be

lieve that Jesus is to be the Judge of all worlds, and yet

not believe that he is God over all, blessed for evermore.

Luther's remarks on thisjsubject, are worthy of an

attentive perusal : " Now that Christ is very God, it is

manifestly declared in that Paul attributed the same things

equally unto hifti, which he doth unto the Father, name

ly, divine power, as the giving of grace, the forgivness

ofsins, peace of concience, life, victory over sin, death,

the devil and hell." This were by no means lawful for

him to do, nay, it were sacrilege this to do, except he

were very God, according to the saying, "Andmy glory

will I not give to another," Isa. xlii. 8. Again, no man

giveth that to others, which he himself hath not. But
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seeing Christ giveth grace, peace, and the Holy Ghost ;

delivereth from the power of the devil, from sin, and

death, it is certain that he hath an infinite and divine

power equal in all points to the power of the Father.

Neither doth Christ give grace and peace, as the Apostles

gave, and brought the same unto men by preaching of

the gospel ; but he giveth it as the Author and Creator.

The Father creatcth and giveth life, grace, peace, and

all other good things. The self-same things, also the

Son createth and giveth. Now, to give grace, peace,

everlasting life, to forgive sins, to make righteous, to

quicken, to deliver from death and the devil, are not the

works of any creature, but of the Divine Majesty alone ;

the Angels can neither create nor give these things.

Therefore these works pertain only to the glory of the Sov

ereign Majesty,the Maker of all things. And seeing Paul

doth attribute the self-same power of creating and giving

all these things unto Christ equally with the Father,it must

needs follow that Christ is verily and naturally God.

Many such arguments are in John, where it is proved and

concluded by the works which are to be attributed to the

Son, as well as to the Father, that the divinity of the

Father, and of the Son, is all one. Therefore, the gifts

which we receive of the Father, and which we receive

ofthe Son, are all one. For else Paul would have spok

en otherwise, after this manner : Grace from God the

Father, and peace from our Lord Jesus Christ. But in

knitting them both together, he attributed^ them equally,

as well to the Son as to the Father. I do therefore so dili

gently admonish you of this thing, because it is dangerous,

least among so many errors, and in so great variety and

confusion of sects, there might step up some Arians,

Eunomians, Macedonians, and such other heritics, that

might do harm to the churches with their subtility. In

2
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deed the Arians were sharp and subtile fellows. They

granted that Christ hath two natures, and that he is

called very God of very God, howbeit in name only ;

Christ (said they) is a most noble and perfect creature

above the angels, whereby God afterward created heaven

and earth, and all other things. So also Mahomet

speaketh honorably of Christ. But all this is. nothing

else but goodly imaginations and words pleasant and

plausable to man's reason, whereby the fantastical spirits

do deceive men, except they take good heed.

But Paul speaketh otherwise of Christ. " Ye (says

he) are rooted and established in this belief, namely, that

Christ is not only a perfect creature, but very God, who

doth the self same things that God the Father doth. He

hath the divine works not of a creature, but of the Crea

tor, because he giveth grace and peace ; and to give

them, is to condemn sin, to vanquish death, and to

tread the devil, under foot. These things no angel can

give ; but surely they are attributed unto Christ, it

must needs follow that he is very God by nature."

Luther also shews in his exeellent commentary on the

epistle to the Galatians, that men ought to abstain from

the curious searching of God's majesty.—" Ye have of

tentimes heard of us, how it is a rule and principle in the

Scriptures diligently to be marked, that we must abstain

from the curious searching of God's majesty, which is

intolerable to man's body, and much more so to his

mind. A/b man (saith the Lord) shall see me and live.

Exod. xxxiii. 20. The Pope, the Turks, the Jews, and

all such as trust in their own merits, regard not this rule,

and therefore removing the mediator Christ out of their

sight, they speak only of God, and before him only they

pray, and do all that they do. As for example, the Monk

imagineth thus : These works which I do, please God ;
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God will regard these my vows, and for them will save

me. The Turk saith. If I keep the things that are

commanded in the Alcoran, God will accept me, and

give me everlasting life. The Jew thinketh thus, If

I keep those things which the law commandeth, I

shall find God merciful unto we, and so shall I be

saved. So also a sort of fond heads at this day boast

ing of the spirit of revelations, of visions, and such oth

er monstrous matters, I know not what do walk in won

ders above their reaches. These new Monks have in

vented a new cross and new works, and they dream that

by doing them, they please God. To be brief, as many

as know not the article of justification, take away Christ

the merry seat, and will needs comprehend God in his

majesty by the judgment of reason, and pacify him with

their own works. But true Christian divinity (as I give

you often warning) setteth not God forth unto us in his

majesty, as Moses and other doctrines do ; it comman

deth us not to search out the nature of God, but to know

his will set out to us in Christ, whom he would have

to take our flesh upon him, to be born and to die for

our sins and that this should be preached among all na

tions. For after that, in the -wisdom of God, the world

by wisdom knew not God, it pleased God by the foolish-

ness ofpreaching, t» save them that believe. 1 Cor. i. 20.

Wherefore, when thy conscience standeth in the conflict,

wrestling against the law, sin and death in the presence

of God, there is nothing more dangerous than to wander

with curious speculations in heaven, and there to search

out God in his incomprehensible power,wisdom and ma

jesty, how he created the world, and how he governeth

it. If thou seek thus to comprehend God, and wouldst

pacify him without Christ the mediator, making thy

works the means between hira and thyself, it cannot
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be but that thou must fall as Lucifer did, and in horri

ble despair lose God and all together. For as God is

in his own nature immeasurable, incomprehensible and

infinite, so is he to man's nature intolerable. Where

fore if thou woulds.t be in safety and out of peril of con-

science and salvation, bridle this climbing and pre

sumptuous spirit, and so seek God as Paul teacheth thee.

1. Cor. i.23, 24. " fFe" said he, "preach Christ cru

cified, unto the Jews a stumbling-block, and unto the

Greeks, foolishness ; but unto them which are called,

both Jews and Greeks, Christ the power of God and

the wisdom afGod" Therefore begin thou there where

Christ began, namely in the womb of the virgin, in the

manger, and at his mother's breasts, &c. For to this end

he came down, was born, was conversant among men,

suffered, was crucified and died, that by all means he

might set forth himself plainly before our eyes, and

soften the eyes of our hearts upon himself, that he there

by might keep us Irom climbing up into heaven, and

from the curious searching of the divine majesty.

Whenever thou hast to do therefore in the matter of

justification and disputest with thyself how God is to

be found that justifieth and accepteth sinners, where and

in what sort he is to be sought : then know thou that

there is no other God besides this man Christ Jesus.

Embrace him and cleave to him with thy whole heart,

setting aside all curious speculations of the divine maj

esty ; for he that is a searcher of God's majesty shall

be overwhelmed of his glory. Prov. xxv. 27. I know

by experience what I say. But these vain spirits which

so deal with God that they exclude the Mediator, do

not believe me.

Christ himself saith, "J am the way, the truth, and

the life : No man cometh unto the atheer but by Me."
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John xiv. 6. " Therefore besides this way, Christ, thou

shalt find no way to the Father, but wandering ; no veri

ty but hypocricy and lying ; no life, but eternal death.

Wherefore, mark this well in the matter of jurisdiction,

that when any of us shall have to wrestle with the

law, sin, death, and all other evils, we must look upon

no other God, but only this Gcd incarnate, and clothed

with man's nature."

Bishop Beveridge, in his " Private Thoughts," ex

presses, very clearly, the view of the Orthodox, on the

person of Christ ; and the following extract must be

interesting :

1 When I say, the Son of God became the Son of

man, I do not mean as if by this, He should cease to be

what he was before, the Son of God ; for He did not

leave his Godhead to take upon Him the manhood; but

I believe He took the manhood into His Godhead: He

did not put off the one to put on the other, but He put

one upon the other : Neither do I believe, that the hu

man nature, when assumed into the Divine, ceased to be

human, but as the Divine Person so assumed the Hu

man Nature, as still to remain a Divine Person, so the

Human Nature was so assumed into a Divine Person, as

still to remain a Human Nature ; God therefore, so be

came Man, as to be both perfectly God, and perfectly

Man, united together in one Person. I say, in one Per

son ; for if He should be God and Man in distinct Per

sons, this would avail me no more, than if he should be

}od only, and not Man, or Man only and not God :—

because the merit and value both of this active and

passive obedience is grounded merely upon the union of

le two Natures in one and the same Person. He, there

fore, by His Life and Death, merited so much for us,

:ause the same Person that so lived and died, was
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God, as well as Man ; and every action that He did,

and every passion that he suffered, was done and suffer

ed by Him that was God as well as Man. And hence

it is, that Christ, of all the persons in the world, is so fit,

yea, only fit to be my Redeemer, Mediator, and Surety,

because He alone is both God and Man in one Person.

If He was not Man, He could not undertake that office :

if he was not God, He could not perform it. If he was

not Man, He could not be capable of being bound for

me ; if he was not Go; I, He would not be able to pay

my Debt. It was man by whom the Covenant was

broken, and therefore, Man must have suitable pun

ishment laid upon him. It was God with whom it was

broken, and therefore God must have sufficient satisfac

tion made unto Him. And as for that satisfaction, it

was Man that had offended, and therefore, Man alone

could make it suitable. It was God that was offended,

and therefore, God alone could make it sufficient.

" The sum of all this :—Man can suffer, but he can

not satisfy. God can satisfy, but He cannot suffer ;

but Christ being both God and Man, can both suffer and

satisfy too ; and so is perfectly fit both to suffer for Man,

and to make satisfaction unto God, to reconcile God to

Man, and Man to God. And thus, Christ having as

sumed my Nature into His Person, and so satisfied Di

vine Justice for my sins, I am received into grace and

favor again, with the Most High God."

It is pleasing to see publications increase on these mo

mentous subjects ; and it is hoped that the people will

give them an attentive perusal ; for it can no longer be

concealed that there are differences of opinion prevailing

among the Clergy, upon subjects which have gener

ally been considered, the first principles of Christ-

ianity. And it is lamentable, that on such subjects as

 



these, the people have need again to be instructed. The

great mystery of godliness, " God manifest in theflesh,"

ought to be acknowledged by Christians, without contro

versy.

Mr. Charming has grossly misrepresented Trinitari-

tarians, by saying in his last pamphlet " That the sys

tem of Trinitarians, makes the sufferings of Jesus noth

ing more than the sufferings of a man." I could not

suppose, that any writer on Theology, could be so igno

rant, as not to know that Trinitarians believe, that both the

obedience and sufferings of Christ, were the obedience

and sufferings of the God—Man, Christ Jesus.

As Mr. Channing, very justly denounces every kind

of writing, which is calculated to make a false impress-

sion ; he certainly ought to state correctly the sentiments

of his opponents, as well as give a right impression with

regard to his own, which he has not done by calling him

selfan Unitarian while he is defending Arianism. His ex

plication of the Trinity is liable to the same objection.

Mr. Channing knows that all Trinitarians adopt the state

ment found in St. John's writings : " There are Three,

who bear record in heaven ; the Father, the Word, and

and Holy Ghost, and these Three are One."

By this statement, all Trinitarians are willing to abide ;

and why should Mr. Channing wish to state their senti

ments, in any form which they do not approve ; because

this does not at all effect the truth of their doctrine. Is

it not intended to convey an impression, that Trinitarians

are Idolaters, and that they worship Three Gods, as Mr.

Belsham positively asserts they do ?

tWhat has the Calvinistic controversy to do with the

present disputation. Mr. Channing knows that Armin-

ians are as much opposed to him on the article of the

Trinity and Atonement, as Calvinists can possibly be. Is
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it not because Mr. C/tanning knows that Calvinism is not

popular in this town, and that he can make a better im

pression in favor of his party, by denouncing Calvinism,

than he could by inveighing against Arminianism. Hap

py is he that condemneth not himself in the thing which

he alloweth.

The most eminent men have felt great delicacy in

entering on those subjects.

The celebrated Hervey when requested to give his

opinions respecting the Divinity and Personality of the

Spirit, thus modestly expresses himself : " How arduous

and how momentous, is the task you have assigned me I

A sense of its difficulty and importance almost deterred

me from venturing so much as to attempt it. A cor

dial friendship instigated, and a consciousness of my

own incapacity checked, for some time, my fluctuating

mind. At length the bias inclined to the side of the

former ; my reluctance, urged by the request of a friend,

gives way ; and now I am fully determined*—-Deter

mined, to what ? To enter the lists against the adversaries

of the Trinity ? More particularly to appear as the

champion for the personality and divinity of the Holy

Ghost ? With a view of resting the grand debate on

the dexterity of this pen ? No, Sir, I form no such

romantic schemes ; I renounce any such undertaking ;

I am only determined to lay before you the thoughts

which have occurred, since I received your last letter :

and this, on the condition of having them returned to

the secretary of my closet, after you have passed your

judgment, and bestowed your corrections upon them.

In managing this controversy, shall I say ? or rather

in pursuing this inquiry, it behoves us humbly to apply

to the great Father of lights for direction. They shall

all be taught of God, says the prophet ; this promise we
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should humbly plead at the throne of grace, and, in

cheerful dependence on its accomplishment, proceed to

examine, with a modest reverential awe, the mysterious

points before us. Whoever rejects this key, and yet

hopes to be admitted into the treasures of heavenly

knowledge, acts altogether as imprudent a part, as if he

should expect to attain a masterly skill in mathematics,

and at the same time neglects to inform himself of the

first principles of that admired science. When a divine

person is the object of our consideration, then surely

it becomes us, in a more special manner, not to lean on

our own understanding, but, like little children, to rely

on the teachings of that all-wise Spirit, whose nature,

and attributes, we would devoutly contemplate. You

will perhaps, take notice, that I anticipate what is to be

well proved ; and take it for granted, that the Holy Ghost

is indeed God. I would only observe from this remark,

how naturally we wish, how almost unavoidably we

conclude, that person to be really God, who is appointed

to lead us into all truth."

I must conclude by observing, how seriously the pi

ous Hervey, entered on those important doctrines ; and

those who have read the whole of his letters, will ac

knowledge, how candidly he states the whole of his o»

pinions. He has certainly fulfilled the truth of Locke's

observation : " Those -who seek truth only, and desire to

propagate nothing else, freely expose their principles to

the test." It would doubtless afford much satisfaction

and instruction to many, if Mr. Hervey''s letters to Mr.

Tomkins, "On the Divinity of Christ," and " On the Per

sonality and Divinity of the Holy Spirit," were publish

ed in this town ; and, I trust, some person will under

take it.

 



LETTERS

TO DR. PRIESTLY,

By Rev. Mr. TOPLADY.

LETTER I.

Rev. Sir, Broad-Hembury, Dec. 23, 1774.

CONDESCEND to accept the thanks of a person,

who has not the honour ofbeing acquainted with you, for

the pleasure and improvement, recently received, from a

perusal of your spirited (and, for the most part, just)

Animadversions on the three Northern Doctors. Allow

me also to thank, in an especial manner, the good prov

idence of God, which has raised up no less a man, than

yourself, to contend, so ably, for the great doctrine of

necessity : a doctrine, in my idea, not only essential to

sound and rational philosophy ; but, abstracted from,

which, I could not, for my own part, consider Christianity

itself as a defensible system.

Greatly as 1 admire the main of your performance, I

should, probably, not have taken the liberty to trouble

you with my acknowledgements, but for the following

circumstance.

Note.—Amana, wishes to have it observed, that he does not

feel accountable for al! the sentiments, contained in these letters;

he publishes them, because he admires the frankness of the writ

er and because they have never been printed in this country.
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In your successful assault and battery of the new

Scotch fortification, you have, occasionally, fired some

random shot on a very numerous set ofmen, who, so far

as concerns the article ofnecessity, are your actual friends,

and your natural allies. Permit me, therefore, sir, to offer

you, in this private manner, a few plain, but not in

tentionally disrespectful, strictures on some rash and ex

ceptionable passages ; which serve, as foils, to render

your penetration and candour, on some other occasions,

the more conspicuous.

I shall confine myself to your Introduction.

L Are you certain that " The common Arminian

doctrine of freewill is founded on Scripture, and pre

supposed by the philosophic doctrine of necessity ?" Is

it not very possible, and often actually matter of fact,

that men have not " the power of doing what they please,

or will" to do ? The triumvirate of doctors (for instance)

are, I doubt not, very willing to beat you off from their

intrenchments, and to give you a total defeat. But I am

much mistaken, if they have " the power of doing it."

2. Why are "Calvin's notions" represented as

" gloomy ?" Is it gloomy, to believe, that the far greater

part of the human race are made for endless happiness ?

There can, I think, be no reasonable doubt entertained,

concerning the salvation of very young persons. If (as

some, who have versed themselves in this kind of spec

ulations, affirm) about one halfof mankind die in infancy ;

and if, as indubitable observation proves, a very con

siderable number, of the remaining half,die in early child

hood ; and if, as there is the strongest reason to think,

many millions of those, who live to maturer years, in

every successive generation, have their names in the Book

of Life : then, what a very small portion, comparatively,

of the human species, falls under the decree of pretention
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and non-redemption ! This view of things, 1 am per

suaded, wil , to an eye so philosophic as your's, at least

open a very cheerful vista through the " gloom ;" if not

entirely turn the imaginary darkness into sun-shine. For,

with respect to the few reprobate, we may, and we ought

to, resign the disposal of them, implicitly, to the will of

that only King who can do no wrong i instead of sum

moning the Almighty, to take his trial at the tribunal of

our own speculations, and of setting up ourselves as the

judges of Deity.

3. I must confess, I sec nothing " wonderful," nor to

be gazed at "as a strange phenomenon ;" in the co-inci

dence of " philosophic necessity" with the Calvinistic

theology and metaphysics. I should rather " wonder,"

if they did not co-incide ; since (according to the ideas

formed by me, who live in a Christian country,and believe

the Christian revelation) they mutually suppose and sup

port each other. For, what is Calvinism, but a scrip

tural expansion of the philosophic principle of necessity ?

or, if you please, a ramification of that principle into its

religious parts ? It is possible, indeed, for a person to be

a gross Necessitarian, or a Necessitarian at large, without

being, fully, a Calvinist (witness many of the antient, and

som modern, philosophers : ) but it seems impossible, to

me, that a >y person can be, fully, a Calvinist, without

l>u s; Necessitarian.

Mo eover, every Christian Necessitarian is, so far,

a Calvinist. Have a care, therefore, Dr. Priestley : lest,

having set your foot in the Lemaine lake, you plunge in,

quantus quantus,, t A catastrophe, which, for my own

part, and for your own sake, I sincerely wish may come

to pass ; and of which I do not wholly despair.

4. There is> I, apprehend, no shadow of reason, fix

supposing, that, had the great and good Mr. Edwards

I
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u lived a little longer, he would have been sensible, that

his philosophy was much more nearly allied to Socinian-

ism, than to Calvinism." That deep and masterly reason-

er would, rather, have rejoiced, at seeing so important

a branch of the Calvinistic philosophy, (viz. the doctrine

of necessity) so warmly adopted by a Socinian divine.

Seriously, I think you have admitted a Trojan horse into

your gates ; whose concealed force will, probably, at the

long run, display the banner of John Calvin on your

walls, and master your capital, though at present gar

risoned by the confederate forces of Pelagius, Sozio,

and Van Harmin.

5. Nor was it any " piece of artifice, in Mr. Edwards,

to represent the doctrine of philosophical necessity as

being the same thing with Calvinism, and the doctrine

of philosophical liberty, as the same thing with Armin-

ianism." This suggestion, sir, (which, by the way, is

more than a little ungenerous, when we consider

how upright and valuable a man Mr. Edwards, by all

accounts, proved himself, in every part of his con

duct) seems to have been started, merely as a salvo

for yourself. You are, on the article of necessity,

the reverse of an Arminian. And you are terribly afraid

of being dubbed a Calvinist. I must own you are in

some little danger. But, cheer up. Your case is not

yet desperate. Poor Janssenius was in a situation, some

what similar to your's. He indeed, swam farther into

the Geneva lake, than you have ventured to do : and, to

elude the name of heretic, assured as many good people,

as would believe him, that he was, all the while, bathing

in the Tiber.

So far as I can judge, Mr. Edwards gave the naked

and genuine sentiments of his heart to the public. And

I am, likewise, of opinion, that the fact stands, simply

and literally, just as he represents it. Arminianism, when
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stripped of its'sophistical trappings, contends for such an

absolute and inviolable freedom, ev a/xipi^mti, as is inde

pendent, in its exercise, on any thing but the will itself.

Consequently, the Arminian scheme is no less incompati

ble with the religion of reason, than with the religion of

the Bible : and directly contravenes the whole current,

both of natural and of revealed truth.

6. It is, certainly, a very unguarded assertion, that

" the modern question of liberty and necessity" is what

the Calvinian divines, " never understood, nor, indeed,

so much as heard of." The contrary is evincible, from

their writings. The question, so far from being purely

" modern," has exercised some of the ablest Protestant

pens, from the reformation, quite down to the present

dAy. It has been agitated, with no little zeal, pro #

contra, even among the Papists, long before, but more

frequently since, the Protestant aera. And it was the

subject of no small debate, among some of the heathen

philosophers themselves.

7. Mr. Edwards, therefore, was not the " first Cal.

vinist who ever hit upon the true philosophic doctrine

of necessity." A vast number of the greatest reformed

divines, both foreign and English, touched the self-same

key. And it is extremely evident, that Mr. Edwards,

himself, received much light, from them, into the sub

ject ; and even availed himself, very frequently, of

phrases, distinctions, and arguments, which those grand

luminaries had, with success, made use of, before him.

8. " Zealous Calvinists," you tell us, " regard your

writings with abhorrence." It would have been candid,

sir, to have expressed this, with more restriction, and

with less vehemence. Many very " zealous Calvinists"

regard your writings, on some subjects, not only without

" abhorrence," but with honour and admiration. Dark

and " gloomy" as you have represented us ; we still
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have sufficiency, both of eye-sight and of day-light, ta

discern the lustre of genius, and the improvements

which your equally profound and refined researches

have added to the stock of philosophic knowledge.

9. Nervous (and, I think, irrefragable) as Mr. Ed

wards's treatise is ; you still are much too sanguine in

asserting that the Calvinists " boast of it, as the strong

est bulwark of their own gloomy faith." We never boast

ed of it, under any such character. We have, in my

apprehension, some hundreds of " bulwarks," no less

■ strong" than this American one, whose towers I con

cur with you in deservedly admiring. Exclusively of

which numerous bulwarks, we have a citadel (the Bible,)

against which, no weapon can possibly prevail. I pass

over your favourite epithet " gloomy," which you so

repeatedly prefix to Calvinistic " faith." When you

have attended, as minutely, to the philosophy of Scrip

ture-vision, as you have to that ofanimal optics ; you will

perceive the district of Calvin to be, not a Cimmerian

region, but a very land of Goshen.

10. You think proper, sir, to suppose, that " zealous

Calvinists will be supprised to hear" (it is well we are

not deaf and blind too) " you so full and earnest in the

recommendation of Mr. Edwards's book." I much

question, whether their wonder will mount to " sur

prise." There are so many weaknesses, contradictions,

and inconsistencies, in philosophers, as well as in ordinary

men, that few people, who know much of the world, and

of human nature, will be greatly " surprised" at any

thing.

11. You, however, are of a different opinion. Per

haps, because " zealous Calvinists," like moles and bats,

live in a thick and perpetual gloom, with hardly a single

ray of truth, or of common sense, to gild their midnight
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darkness. People, in so melancholy a situation, afe",

doubtlessly, very apt to take fright. Ifyour charity will

not pour day-light on our gloomy abodes, it would at

least be compassionate in you, to mitigate the woeful

" surprise," with which you think your treatise calcula

ted to impress us.

No ! You will no more deign to alleviate our " sur

prise," than to dissipate our gloom. It is rather cruel,

though, first to shut us up in the dark ; and, then, to

scare us. It seems, we " must still continue to won

der." Wherefore ? Because "It would be to no purpose

for you to explain, to" the zealous Calvinists, " Why

they ought not to wonder at the matter. What I should

say on that subject," adds the high and mighty doctor,

" would not be intelligible to them." Inexpressibly

candid and polite ! The plain English of the compliment

is this :

" Every zealous Calvinist is a fool ; or a dunce, at

best. I will therefore waste no time on such incurable

asses. All my philosophic apparatus itself would not

afford them a gleam of knowledge : nor all my con

summate skill in language and in reasoning make them

comprehend the lowest of my sublime ideas. I there

fore leave them, to stumble en, in their impenetrable

gloom : and to knock their blockish heads against tables,

doors, walls, and posts, amid the tremor of their sur

prise.

Our case is pitiable indeed. But why will not the

illuminated and illuminating doctor direct a few of his '

rays, by way of experiment, toward our dark and dreary

habitations ? Be honest, good sir : and fairly tell us, that

your reason, for huddling the matter up, and for not de

scending to particulars, was not our stupidity, but your

Jfearof the consequences that would result to yourself,
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had you gone to the bottom of the subject, and unfolded

all that was in your heart. To screen yourself, you affect

to give us over, as incurable, before you have so much

as tried what you can make of us. If you set about it,

who can tell, but, stupid as we are, some of us may

recover our sight and sense, and be emancipated from

our gloom and from our surprise together ? Electricity,

under you auspices, may work miracles.

However lightly 1 may, occasionally, have expressed

myself; I assure you, on the word of an honest man, that

I have the honour to be, with seriousness and truth,

Reverend sir,

your admirer,

and very humble servant,

Augustus Montague Toplady.

P. S. On reviewing this letter, I deem myself ob

liged, in some measure, to apologise for that vein of

freedom, into which, the supreme and insulting con

tempt, you express of the Calvinists, has, unwarily,

betrayed me. Your last-quoted paragraph, sir, appears

to carry an implication of extreme prejudice, and of sov

ereign pride. Nothing can be more supercilious,

more rude, and more unjust, than the letter and the

spirit of that would passage. I would willingly,

if I were able, frame an excuse for you : . by supposing,

that it escaped you, volante calamo ; and that it is to be

imputed, not so much to malice, to haughtiness, or even

to your unacquaintedness with the people you traduce;

as to the hurry and precipitation, with which your trea

tise was appearently written.

Believe me to be, sir,

most respectfully, your's.
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LETTER II.

Knighlsbridge, January 20, 1778.

I AM much your debtor sir, for your late polite favour

from Calnc : but, especially, for the obliging present of

your Disquisitionsconcerning Matter and Spirit ; and of

t!'i appendix, concerning Necessity. I have read them,

with great attention : and, as you condescend to request

1 \y opinion of those ingenious pieces ; you shall have it,

with the most transparent unreserve.

I need not say any thing, as to the article of necessity :

because 3 ou well know, that I have the hononr to coin

cide, almost entirely, with your own view of that great

s bject. Permit me, however, to ask, en passant, in

what part of any printed work of mine, I "seem to

think that the torments of hell will not be eternal ?" You

yourself, dear sir, I doubt not, will, on a calm review,

be the firsc to condemn your own temerity, in having

pub' >cly advanced a conjecture totally unwarranted on my

part : and I am equally disposed to believe, that this will

be the last liberty of the kind, which you will venture

to take either with me, or with any other man. You

must be sensible, that not a word, on the nature or the

duration of future punishment, ever past between you

and mc, either in writing, or in personal converse. Con

sequently, you must be entirely unaquainted with my

idcds of that awful subject : and, as such, unqualified

to advance the insinuation, of which I have such just

reason to complain.

With regard to your " Disquisitious," &c. I

would observe,

1. That I can subscribe to no more than to one

moii-ty of them. I still consider materialism, as equally

absurd in itself, and atheistical in its tendency.

Lut, 2. The perusal of your book gave me no sur-

pri(" ; because I have, for a considerable time past, view-

» ed you as a secret materialist : whose favourite princi-

f>Y, 'like the workings of a subterranious fire, would, at

usr, break forth into open birth.

3- Nor has this publication lessened, in the smallest
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degree, my respect and esteem for its author. You have

a right, to think for your self ; and to publish the result

of your thoughts, to the world. If my own brother

was of a different judgment, as to this point, I should

set him down for an enemy to the indefeasible prerog

 

atives oi human nature.

4. I revere and admire real probity where ever I

see it. Artifice, duplicity, and disguise, I cannot away

with. Transparency is, in my opinion, the first and the

most valuable of all social virtues. Let a man's prin

ciples be black as hell, it matters not to me, so he have

but integrity to appear exactly what he is. Give me the

person, whom I can hold up, as I can a piece of chrystal,

and see through him. For this, among many other ex

cellencies, I regard and admire Dr. Priestley.

5. I must acknowledge, sir, that, in the foregoing

part of your " Disquisitions," you throw no small quan

tity of light on the nature of matter at large. My ap

prehensions, conccr; ing visible substance, are, in several

important respects, corrected and improved, by your

masterly observations on that subject. I wish you had

stopt at matter, which you evidently do understand, and

better, pcrpaps, than any other philosopher on earth ; and

not meddled with spirit, whose acquaintance, it is very

plain, you have not cultivated with equal assiduity.

6. Bishop Berkeley tells me, that I am all spirit,

without a single particle of matter belonging to me. Dr.

Priestley, on the other head, contends, that I am all body,

untenanted and unanimated by any immaterial substance

within. But these two theories together, and what will

be the product ? That my sum total, and that of every

other man, amounts to just nothing at all, I have neither

body, nor soul. I have no sort of existence whatever.

—Here it may be alledged, " That the two systems

cannot be thrown together, as being totally incompati

ble." I answer : Why may not bishop Berkeley's word

go as far as Dr. Priestley's ; and the doctor's as far as

the bishop's ? Though, when all is done, the best way,

i.i my opnion, is, to cease from both, and to believe

neither.
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7. The arguments, for absolute and universal mater

ialism, drawn (or, rather, pretendcdly drawn) from ra

tional and philosophic sources, appear, to me, prodigious

ly forced, lame, and inconclusive. And, if we take

Scripture into the account, not all subtilty nor all the

violence of criticism will ever be able to establish your

system on that ground. What wretched work do you

yourself make, with those few texts, which you ven

ture to quote and strive to obviate, wherein plena &f

prima facie, man is spoken of, as a being compounded

of matter and spirit !

Can you bear this plain dealing ? If you can, give me

your hand. And I most heartily wish, that all, who differ

from you, and especially that ali who may commence

your public antagonists, may treat you, as I ever desire

to do, with the respect due to your virtues and your

talents.

How is your health. Beware of too close application,

and of too intense exertions of mind. I, for my own

purt, can most heartily subscribe to these remarks of the

apocryphal writer : " The thoughts of mortal men are

miserable, and our devices are but uncertain. For the

corruptible body presseth down the soul, u d the earthly

tabernacle weigheth down the irind that museth on

many things. Hardly do we guess aright, at things

that are upon earth ; and with labour do we find the

things that are before us : but the things which are in

heaven, who hath searched out ? and the counsel who

hath known, except thou give wisdom, and send the

Holy Spirit from above ?"—May that Holy Spirit, shin

ing on his written word, and shining into our hearts, be

a light to the paths of the much-esteemed friend, to

whom I am writing ; and the paths of his

obliged and most obedient servant,

Augustus Toplady.

ERRATA. 3d page, litli line, for at, read respecting——8th page, f2th

line, [omission,] We most not be silent. 14th page, 7th line, Virgin Mary,

read the Savionr.——iut page, 4th line, tor jsrisdiction read justification.——

24lli page, 6ih line from the bottom, for secretary,' read iecrecy.
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PREFACE.

However ' the intolerant among the Calvinists'

may consider ofa " Layman," for interfering with those

mysterious subjects, Amana assures him, that he has no

wish to prove him an ' unregencrate reprobate,' and if

he does not prove himself one, he has no idea, that any

one will wish to consign him to perdition, for being in

terested in the present controversy. For my own part,

I am always glad when laymen are interested on

religious subjects. If it be asked, why " Amana" at

tempts a reply to a " Layman" ? I answer, for fear no

one else should, and being persuaded that many things,

hinted at by him, are well worthy of discussion. Be

sides, if the clergy give up,* (as Mr. Channing inti

mates he shall) how are the subjects to be debated ? and

they must not be left so unfinished as they are acknowl-

* Mr. Channing used his liberty in beginning to write on those

subjects, and he has, undoubtedly, the same liberty to decline ; but he

must not expect, nor he ought not to suppose, that his two letters have

set the matter at rest forever. As he stripped himself for the battle, he

ought not so soon to have left the field. He says he has less to

fear than many of his brethren, there is no danger of his family being

distressed, and not much that his congregation will think the less of

kim. No one can be better situated for a bold opposition to Ortho

doxy, than the author of the indignant reply to the Panoplist Revicw

ers. I was glad when such a man had undertaken it, and thought to

myself, that if Orthodoxy was again triumphant, in the present situation^

of things, it would very much confirm nie in the truth of it.



iv PREFACE.

edged to be on all hands. Dr. Worcester thinks that

he has already answered a " Layman" in his second letter

to Mr. Channing. This is what some would call " kil

ling two birds with one stone," and which appears to

be a very convenient method when there are many to lie

slain. What I wish, in particular, is to place the dif

ferent subjects, introduced by a " Layman," in a clear

light, unconnected with any party feeling, which feeling

is very manifest throughout his pamphlet. " Amana"

disclaims all party interest, and if his opinions lean to

one and not to the other, he expresses them not with a

wish to build up one sect in preference to another, but

because he cannot act under any disguise. Having

been baptized and educated in orthodoxy, I have not,

as yet, seen any good reason to dissent from the Catho-

lick Church in point of doctrine. " Amana" earnestly

wishes, that some points could be laid down, in which

the great body of christians could unite ; supposing, for

instance, ' The Lord's Prayer,' ' Apostles' Creed,' and

the ' Ten Commandments.'

And if some liberal system of church government

was established, to regulate the temporal affairs of the

church, we should not hear of so many denominations

among christians, which has proved so perplexing and

injurious to the common people.

There can be no doubt, but great benefit must arise

from a liberal, well ordered established church, and it

would deliver the people from many inconveniences

This is the second layman, in this town, who has un

dertaken to vindicate heterodox principles, but the sec

ond is greater tjian the first. Indeed, it is evident that
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tills writer is accustomed to publick discussions ; still I

cannot help thinking, that he is now out of his proper

clement. He treats orthodox clergymen as he would

tV»e demagogues of democracy. This is not a judicial

question -T it is not a political one, nor ought it to be

treated as such.* It is a question on theology.

* " Another Layman," endeavoured in the " Chronicle" to raise polit

ical prejudices against the author of ' Are you a Christian or a Calvin-

ist T and before " Amana" bad determined on publishing again, he had

prepared a few lines for the " Chronicle," which he will now insert in

this note.—The writer of the following lines only wishes to encourage a

dispassionate investigation of the subjects introduced by a " Layman."

I believe that " a newspaper may become a channel, through which

many pious citizens may read without any expence." But if this is, the

wish of " Another Layman" he ought not to endeavour to make it a

political question, nor to make use of it to raise political prejudices.

Whether Christ is God or not ? is certainly not a political

question, and to connect it at all with political matters, will in

jure the cause which " Another Layman" wishes to defend. I have

always thought that the apostle meant to describe Jesus Christ as the

eternal God, when he says, ' He thought it not robbery to be equal with

God ;' and I cannot conceive how any person can read the scriptures

without supposing that Jesus is so set forth in those writings ; yet we ■

are ready to hear the arguments of our opponents, and to answer them

from the scriptures. The term " liberal clergy," not being found in

scripture, is certainly no reason why it should not be used, any more

than the term orthodox, and Messrs. Thacher and Channing have both

so fairly explained what they mean by the use of that term, that I think

no one can object to their using of it, in order to designate their party.

It is wished that the question should be brought to some " specific

point of investigation." There are already several questions before the

publick. The first is, whether Jesus Christ is God as well as man, or

whether he is merely man ?—Secondly. Whether Jesus was a being

superior to angel or man, but inferior to God, or whether he was God

and man in one person ? Dr. Worcester starts another question,

Whether Orthodox congregationalists ought to have any christian com

munion with the Unitarian ccigregationalists ? This Dr. W. decides

in the negative, that they ought not ; and the Panoplist Reviewers say,

that it is the sin and reproach of Massachusetts, that this division lias

not long been made. He thinks that persons who differ so essentially

cannotjoin sincerely in the same worship ; and Mr. Belsham is of the

same opinion. " A Layman" has introduced a question respecting tlio

•ohgregational church government, and complains of the formation t»f

certain associations unknown to the ancient government of their church

es, and contrary to the original idea of independency. The Rev.
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And without any desire to lessen the ability of our

author, we may safely say, that religion has not been his

principal study.

The publick ought to know that both of those hetero

dox laymen have been professional men, or perhaps

strangers would think that the laity were wiser than

their teachers.

That confidence of success, which in some cases

naturally leads to conquest, betrays, on the present oc

casion, a want of a deep sense of the importance of the

subjects, and of a becoming humility, which ought to

possess the mind on entering the Holy of Holies. It

reminds me of the unruly horse rushing into the

battle, without the least idea of the possibility of defeat

or danger. Though we despise grimace, yet we think

seriousness very becoming, in treating of serious and

important truths.

To say the least, a " Layman" has forgotten the.

exhortation which saith, " Let not him, that putteth on

the armour, boast like him that putteth it off." His

manner of writing is calculated to make a wrong im

pression on his readers, which kind of writing is con

demned by Mr. Channing, when made use of by his

opponents, and I have no doubt he will condemn it in his

friend and brother a " Layman." It has been frequently

Walter Balfour, of Charlestown, complains of his brethren the Baptists,

in like manner ; lie thinks that they have departed from their first

principles, both as it regards building their meeting-houses, and sup

porting their religious teachers ; he thinks that the church affairs,

whether spirituals or temporals, ought entirely to be enjoyed and sup

ported, as well as managed, by only such as are truly godly persons ; he,

is for thoroughly cleansing the sanctuary, and turning out every thing

that is unclean.
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declared, that it is with Unitarianism, in Belsham's

sense of the word, that we have to do ; and it is unac

countable, why the Arians should interfere, unless it be

true, as some have accused them, that they feel an alli

ance with Unitarians, and perhaps have made a treaty

both offensive and defensive with them. Indeed there

appears to be a wish to make a combined force, using

the name Unitarian for the whole, yet with a different

.signification when applied to a part of them. Why do

not the Arians act according to their profession, when

they find the Saviour degraded, and stand firmly oppos

ed to every thing which is calculated to degrade our

Lord and Master, as Mr. Channing calls the Saviour.

It is evident that Mr. Thacher does not agree with

Mr. Belsham, for, speaking on the doctrine of the

Atonement, he says, " There is, perhaps, no proposi

tion on this subject, in which so many christians would

agree, as that of Paley, ' that our Lord's death and suf

ferings are spoken of in the scriptures in reference to

human salvation, as the death and sufferings of no other

being are spoken of ; and that the full meaning of those

passages cannot be satisfied without supposing that

these sufferings and death had a real arid essential effect

in procuring that salvation.' " This is what Belsham

calls "unscriptural" and "irrational," and yet the greatest

number of christians agreeing in this proposition, it fol

lows, that the greatest number disagree with Mr. Bel

sham. Neither does Mr. Thacher agree with Belsham,

where he states, that we owe no gratitude to Christ for

what we now receive ; on the contrary, he says, " Christ

seems not less endued with all-sufficient power to en
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lighten, redeem, and exalt his sincere disciples ; nor

are his labours and his sufferings for us less entitled to

our most grateful and affectionate remembrance." A

" Layman," among some other misrepresentations'

speaks of the orthodox as holding that men are " dam

ned for not believing ;" whereas they hold that the pri

mary groundof man's condemnation,is,his transgressions

of God's laws, and that he cannot be pardoned without

believing in Christ, which is very different from their

being damned for not believing so and so, as stated by a

" Layman. I shall quote at large another of his mis

representations, that candid men may judge of the

whole lump. He asks, " Is it more honourable to His

character, to assert that his power is divided, that there

are three coequal beings in the godhead, who may be

opposed in will, in capacity, in power ? In what does

this differ from the polytheism of the ancients, except

in number ? We have dethroned the three hundred

gods of Greece and Rome, and we substitute in their

place three gods of our own creation." Does the cause

of " Unitarianism" require, that the most shameful and

gross misrepresentations and perversions should be used

to excite and prejudice the publick mind against Trini

tarians ? In common life, we are very disposed to ab

hor cunning and prevarication. We think that a good

cause does not require it, and that a bad one is not aid

ed by it. If a " Layman" thought so, would he insinu

ate that Trinitarians held as follows ? " The idea, that

the Supreme Governour of the universe, in his proper

person, took upon himself the human nature, that he

suffered upon the cross, that the godhead was for a
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time divided, and part of it was on earth suffering per

secution and insult from men, and part in the heav

ens, regulating and governing the world, in addition to

its incomprehensibilities, is infinitely derogatory to the

greatness and majesty, which we are taught to ascribe

to the Maker and Governour of the Universe." What

Trinitarian ever believed that the godhead was divided ?

My motto is, that " Truth admits no error, and that

religion cannot abide impiety ;" this is in direct contra

diction to a Layman's position, that there is no guilt at

tached to any kind of error, however presumptuous or

blasphemous. To call this a Christian principle for a

party purpose, will not save it from the condemnation

of all lovers of truth. It is possible to say, that we are

of Christ for party purposes and carnal intentions, as

well as that we are of Paul or of Cephas. The Rev.

Elias Smith denominates himself a Christian, in an

emphatical manner ; and he calls his Societies, Christian

Societies, just in the same spirit in which a Layman

calls himself a Christian in opposition to Calvinism.

We are willing to meet him in his appeal to the scrip

tures ; if we cannot prove our point from them, we will

give it up ; " There is one point in which all parties

are agreed, that the christian religion reposes for its

foundation on the sacred scriptures contained in the old

and new Testament." This will account for our fre

quent reference to those writings, and may serve as an

apology. The general fidelity and correctness of the

present translation, in common use in the Churches, are

admitted. When an equal number of men, of equal
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learning and fidelity, produces a more correct and faith

ful translation, we will vote to discontinue the use of

king James's ; for we are not opposed to improvements ;

but it is not wise to attend to every forward individual,

who pretends, that he has improved the translation of

the scriptures. If there can be any essential errors

pointed out, let a general council be called, who shall

present the church with the needful alterations. Mr.

Belsham's improvements, as well as the improvements

of the Rev. Elias Smith, ought to have due attention

paid to them ; but they ought not to expect, that they

should be viewed as the men possessing the only wis

dom with which God has blessed our benighted world.

If we thought so, we should confess, that we had not as

yet felt sufficiently the importance of their existence

among us. We are not offended, when men endeav

our to procure a better translation, and desire any alter

ation in the present English text ; much less should

we call them " heretical" and " wicked" for doing so ;

but we want considerable proof that a better translation

has been procured.

We must attend to what a Layman calls " the real

point and the only point" of difference between those

who are called the liberal clergy and the orthodox. He

says it rests on this ground : " The orthodox believe

in Calvin and the Westminster Assembly ; the liberal

christians in Christ and his Apostles."

We cannot consider this as a fair statement of the

real point and the only point of difference between the

liberal clergy and the orthodox. Docs the church of

Rome believe in Calvin and the Westminster Assem-
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bly ? Will the Church of England acknowledge such

leaders, or will even the Dutch reformed Church ?

Will the Churches of Sweden and Denmark, or the

French church either Papal or Protestant (which are all

reckoned among the orthodox) agree to this statement ?

We are no advocates for Calvin's peculiarities, nor do

we suppose his mode of church government the most

scriptural or the most useful ; in short, we agree with

him in nothing, but in what he agreed with the Father

of the Reformation ; we prefer the enlightened views

of. the Saxon Reformer to the Genevan.

The real point of difference between the orthodox

and the liberal party, as they are called here, is, whether

Jesus Christ is God, or not ? Whether we must rely

on the merits of his obedience and death for the pardon

of our sins, or not ?

The orthodox say, that Jesus Christ is truly God as

well as man, and that his obedience and death are the

ground on which God will pardon our sins ; that is the.

Calvinism which I mean to defend,* and endeavour to

offer some proofs from the scriptures that those are the

doctrines of Christ ; and if I can prove that those doc

trines are christian doctrines, it will follow, that a Calvin-

ist is a Christian. It is true, that there are other ques,

tions connected with this controversy ; but as a Layman

* The doctrines of Imputation, Election, the Influences of the

Spirit and the Perseverance of the Saints, as introduced by a " Lay

man," we shall leave for the present. At the same time, we are ready to

acknowledge, that this is not, abstractedly considered, simply a Trini

tarian controversy ; we are sensible that every fundamental doctrine of

Christianity is included in it. Mr. Belsham worships another God,

preaches another gospel, and looks for a very different felicity than

those dp who expect to worship the Lamb that was slaia to all eternity.
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has chosen to reduce them to one, for brevity sake we

shall keep to the same. It must be shewn, that a Cal-

vinist is a Christian ; I must therefore explain what I

mean by a Calvinist, and what is meant by a Christian.

To acknowledge that there was such a person as Jesus

Christ, and to assent to the simple history of his life, is

not to be a Christian, according to the proper significa

tion of the name, because that is nothing more than

what Jews and Mahomedans believe. A Christian

therefore must mean one, who.believes in the doctrines

of Christ, and trusts on him for salvation. Where the

christian religion is established in a nation, as in Eng

land, unless any of the people express an opposite opin

ion, they are generally denominated Christian ; the same

as the Hebrew nation was generally called Israelites,

though it was fully understood, that all were not Israel

who were of Israel.

We mean by a Calvinist, not one who adopts exactly

all the opinions of John Calvin, or those who follow

particularly his mode of Church Government ; but we

mean one who holds the principal and essential doctrines

which Calvin exhibits in his " Institutions of Christian

ity," or the doctrines introduced into the articles and for-

mulas of the church of England and other Protestant and

Reformed Churches. That those doctrines in general

are Christian, I never knew any person seriously deny,

nor can I suppose that a " Layman" seriously wishes to

insinuate that Calvinists are not Christians ; but still his

pamphlet is thought to carry with it that insinuation.

I pray that a " Layman" as well as " Amana," in the

day of trial, may prove sincere christians ; and may we,

who name the name of Christ depart from iniquity.

Sept. 15th, 1815. AMANA.
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CATHOLICK QUESTION,

Sfc. Sfc.

X h e Catholick Question in England is, whether the

Roman Catholicks shall be emancipated from the disa

bilities they labour under, in consequence of their adher

ence to the spiritual authority of the Pope of Rome ?

The Catholick Question in America is, whether a Ro

man Catholick priest is obliged to divulge upon oath, as

a witness, what he knows of any individual's crimes,

supposing him to have received his information from

the religious confession of the culprit ? However im

portant those two questions may be considered by the

parties concerned, it cannot be pretended that either of

them are equal in importance to the Catholick Question

at Boston, at present agitated from the pulpit and press.

The question is, whether Jesus Christ, who was the

child born, was also the mighty God ? This momentous

Enquiry does not refer to any particular church, the

universal church is interested in its discussion ; it re

fers as much to the Greek church as to the Latin ; as

much to the Romish as it does to the English ; as much

to the Dutch as to the French ; as much to the Swe

dish as to the Danish ; as much to the Episcopal as to

the Presbyterian ; as much to the Baptist as to the

Congregationalist, &c. &c. If it were only a sectarian
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dispute between a few congregational Ministers in the

State of Massachusetts, we should willingly let it rest ;

but the question is truly catholick, it concerns the sal

vation of all the faithful. It appears necessary to keep

the true question before the publick. It is one in which

an Arminian is as much interested as a Calvinist. Ar-

xninians believe in the unity and trinity of the Deity as

much as Calvinists ; they unequivocally believe in the

proper divinity of the Saviour ; they believe in the satis*

faction of Christ's obedience and death : it is therefore

disingenuous to state the question as a " Layman" has

done. I might as well ask, Are you a Christian or an

Unitarian ? This is not a controversy respecting the

divine decrees of Election and Reprobation ; it is not a

dispute relating to the Perseverance of the Saints ; neith

er of the five points, on which Arminians and Calvinists

dispute, ought to be stated in this controversy, and no

other point can properly and exclusively be called

Calvinism.

It is with " Unitarianism," in Mr. Belsham's sense of

the word, that we have to do, and why the Arians should

interfere, unless they feel an alliance, is unaccountable.

If they are sincere in professing a wish to exalt the Sa

viour to the highest possible degree, they must deplore

the degradation of him in Mr. Belsham's writings, and

why do they not join the orthodox in opposing every

thing which is calculated to degrade the Saviour to the

lowest possible degree ? " The Unitarians generally be

lieve that Jesus having exercised his publick ministry for

the space of a year, or perhaps a little more,* suffered

* It has been generally believed, that Christ exercised his ministry

about th^ee years ; it is singular that Mr. Belsham should make a diflVr,
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death publickly upon the cross, not to appease the wrath

ofGod, not as a satisfaction to divine justice, not to ex*

hibit the evil of sin, nor in any sense whatever to make

an atonement to God for it ; for this doctrine, in every

sense, and according to every explanation, they explode

as irrational, unscriptural, and derogating from the divine

perfections ; but as a martyr to the truth, and as a neces

sary preliminary to his resurrection." Here is a flat denial

of the doctrine of the Atonement, and a declaration that it

is in every sense " irrational" and " unscriptural." We

remember that a child, born at Bethlehem, was called

Jesus, because he sliall save his people from their sins,

and he was so named of the angel before he was born.

It would be difficult to reconcile the various titles given

to Christ, if his obedience and death are not to be con

sidered as a satisfaction for our sins, particularly the ti

tle of Redeemer. To this title the apostle alludes, when

he says, " God sent forth his son, made of a woman,

made under the law, to redeem them that were under

the law, that we might receive the adoption of sons ;f

i. e. to recover our lost inheritance of purity and happi

ness, and to reinstate us in the most cordial and lasting

possession of acceptance and favour. And in this view,

we are to understand his remarkable expression in

ent calculation. Mr. Thomas Paine calculated that Christ was repre

sented as remaining on the earth, after his resurrection, only two or three

days ; whereas we are told particularly that he remained forty days before

his ascension into heaven ; this shews that the wisest of men are liable to

be mistaken about the least matters.

+ Gal. iv. 4. 5.—To this, also, the church of England manifestly al

ludes, in that collect,wherein she beseeches God graciously to behold his

family, for which Christ was contented to be betrayed," &c.

We beg to know, when the church, in any part of the world, denied.

-that we were redeemed by Christ ?

(
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another place, that Christ hath obtained eternal redemp

tion for us. Heb. ix. 12. Christ, as God-man, was

alone able to pay the price of human redemption, which

did not consist of corruptible things, but of precious

blood (1 Pet. i. 18.) and immaculate righteousness, on

account of which, as well as for the sake of his person,

Jehovah declared himself well-pleased. I recollect Mr.

Thomas Paine, felt a repugnance to this doctrine from a

child, and nothing that could be urged from the scrip-

tures would have any weight with him ; it was contrary

to his refined feelings, and that was sufficient to prove

it derogatory to God. But it is not so with a " Lay

man," he appeals to the scriptures, as the foundation of

our faith ; 1 will therefore transcribe a few passages, and

request his attention to them. " Thus saith Jehovah

the King of Israel and his Redeemer, I am the first, and

I am the last, and besides me there is no God." (Isa.

xliv. 6. see also Rev. i. 8. 11.)

As for our Redeemer, Jehovah Sabbaoth is his name,

the Holy One of Israel." (Isa. xlvii. 4.) " Thy Maker

is thine husband, (Jehovah Sabbaoth is his name) and

thy Redeemer the Holy One of Israel, the God of the

whole earth shall be called." (Isa. liv. 5. 8.) " Thou, O

Jehovah, art our Father, our Redeemer, thy Name is

from everlasting." (Isa. lxiii. 16.) " Blessed be the

Lord God of Israel, for he hath visited and redeemed

his people." (Luke i. 68.) " Christ redeemed us from

the curse of the law," says the apostle. Gal. iii. 13. and

the language of heaven is, that Jesus redeemed his

saints to God by his blood." Rev. v. 9. Thus it ap

pears that Christ was the Redeemer, and that the Re-



THE CATHOUCK QUESTION, fcc 17

deemer was Jehovah : and it is equally plain, that

Christ was in human nature, because he poured forth

his blood, and died upon the cross for man's iniquities.

God and man, therefore, were united in him, and, so

united, became one Christ—(not the " godhead divid

ed, one part in heaven, and the other part suffering

on earthy as a " Layman" misrepresents it) capable, as

to his human nature, of being the Redeemer of our in

heritance, because he is our brother—and able to pur

chase and to establish all things for us, as to his supe

rior nature, because he is Jehovah. Upon an Unitarian

scheme, the sacred volume has no consistency in itself

with respect to the means and methods of human re

demption, which appears to be the great design of its

revelation ; but the covenant of God, the sacrifices due

to his justice, the sacrifice of Christ typified by them,

and a thousand prophecies, promises, and communica

tions from the divine mind, would be altogether nuga

tory, having no end but to prove, what heathens and

Turks have concluded without it, That there is only

one person in the godhead, and that such a wretched

mortal life, as a man can offer to him by his own power,

shall obtain his good will and reward.—I own, with the

excellent Witsius, that I am filled with joy in finding

so many expressions in the theology of the ancient

Jews so highly consonant with the language of the

apostles, who had neither new principles nor new

terms to invent, but used those already delivered from

their fathers, and well known among their countrymen,

though, by the same terms, they expounded the way of

God more perfectly. And as the truth respecting its
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divine author and essence, must be the same yesterday,

to-day, andforever ; so the idea, which true believers

then entertained of the godhead, cannot be intrinsically

different from the idea which true believers now entertain

of him. For, otherwise, there must have been two con

tradictory revelations, inducing two opposite faiths ; or,

in other words, God must have seemed that being at

one time, which he is not at another ; to grant which,

would destroy all religion, and all revelations of religion,

altogether- It follows then, that, if the doctrine of the

Trinity be .a true doctrine under the christian dispensa

tion, it was also a true doctrine under the patriarchal

and legal economy ; and that, if it be necessary to faith

and salvation at this time, it hath been equally necessary

to faith and salvation at all times. IVttsius justly rea

sons, from the wisdom given to the first man in his

state of innocence, that the mystery of the Trinity

could not be unknown to him. " For," says that ad

mirable author, " it is above all things necessary, for

the perfection of the human nature, to be well acquaint

ed with what it ought to know and believe, concerning

its God. And it may be justly doubted, whether he

does not worship a God entirely unknown, nay, wheth

er he at all worship the true God, who does not know

and worship him, as subsisting in three persons.* He

* With respect to the terms person, substance, &c. applied to God, it

may be observed, that they are not to be understood in a gross or cartfcil

sense. There is a radiqal poverty in all language, when it attempts U

define any thing concerning pure and intellectual spirit, and especially

concerning God. And these words are used to express, what .is indeed

very superior to the description of all words, and is to be conceived in

a higher sense, (yet without sophistry or subterfuge) above them. \V«

use the term person, therefore, not so much to evince a propriety of ex

pression, as to avoid concealment of the truth. It is not worth while tc*

quarrel about the term, while the sense is truly and safely understood.

-.
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who represents God to himself in any other light, repre

sents not God to himself, but a phantom and idol of his

own brain. Epipkanius seems to have had this argu

ment in view, when he wrote of Adam : " He was no

idolater ; for he knew God, the Father, Son, and Holy

Spirit. And he was a prophet, and knew that the

Father said to the Sun, ' Let us make man.' "—It is

absurd, continues Witsius, to suppose Adam ignorant,

concerning his creator, of what God does not suffer his

posterity to be ignorant of at this time : and the rather,

since God created man to be the herald of his being and

perfections in the new world.—Excellently, to this pur

pose, speaks Bazil of Selucia : " Notice this expres

sion, Let us make man ; the plural word hints at the

persons of the godhead, and presents us with the knowl

edge of the Trinity. The knowledge of it, therefore,

is coeval with the creation ; nor should it seem strange,

that it was afterwards inculcated, since it is one of those

things of which mention was made at the very first crea

tion." To such as wish to be instructed and confirmed

in the true knowledge of God, I would most earnestly

recommend the writings of the very learned JVitsius,

to whom I confess myself much indebted, and feel

thankful that I was so early in life acquainted with his

" Economy of the Covenants" the work which Hervey

compared to the golden pot that held the manna, " out

wardly bright with burnished gold, and inwardly rich

with heavenly food."

There is no ground upon which the divinity of

Christ can be plausibly denied, but the ground taken by

Mr. English, that he is not the Messiah promised in the
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old testament ; on that ground it would follow that the

Jews were right in rejecting him as an impostor ; but

the Unitarians are very inconsistent in acknowledging

him as the Messiah, while they maintain, that he was a

mere man, without any existence before the Virgin

Mary ; though Christ himself says, that he had the

glory with the Father before the world was. From this

daring blasphemy against his person, arise twenty other

impious dogmas concerning his work, which they assert

to be merely human, without any satisfaction for sin,

without any merit for righteousness, or without any

other consequence than as a mere pattern, like the ex

ample of any other moral man. Their philosophy, too,

allows the strange opinion, that souls sleep in the dust,

perhaps die with the body ; and rise again (if evil) rjot

to be tormented forever, but for a space of time propor

tionate to its sin.

Thus they have invented a method of quenching

what Christ calls unquenchable and everlasting fire, and

of putting an end to that gnawing worm, which he de

clares shall never die ; in short, the whole Socinian hy

pothesis, both in matter and conduct, is diametrically op

posite to that comprehensive plan, which the apostle has

laid down in the first epistle to the Corinthians, begin

ning with the 17th verse of the first chapter, and ending

with the last verse of chapter the third. They, who fol

low Socinus and his reasoncrs, must reject the apostle ;

and they, who credit the apostle, must give up Socinus

and them.—A man, who feels any concern for the salva

tion of his soul, will not hesitate which to choose for his

company ; and especially when, he finds that God and

"\
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Christ, the Prophets and Apostles, with all the blessed

above, are in perfect harmony and conjunction with St,

Paul.

That the old testament is not contrary to the new,

may be proved by many invincible arguments ; it is

very apparent that our Saviour Christ, very God and

very man, is offered unto man, for his eternal salvation

by them both ; we learn that there is me Christ and no

more, in the new testament, and we learn the same in

the old. Acts iii. 25. Gal. iii. 8. 10. compared with

Gen. xxii. 18. That Christ is the son of God, is

taught in the old ; we learn the same in the new. Matt,

xvi. 16. Acts xiii. 33. compared with Psa. ii. 7. That

Christ is very man in the new, we learn that he should

be so from the old. Heb. ii. 14. xv. 16. compared with

Isa. xi. 1. and liii. 3. That Christ was born at Bethle

hem in the new, we learn that he should be so from the

old. Matt. ii. 1. Micah. ii. 5. That Christ was born of

a virgin in the new, we learn that he should be so from

the old. Matt. i. 23. Isa. vii. 14. That Christ was

honoured of the wise men in the new, we learn that he

should be so from the old. Matt. ii. 11. Isa. Ix. 60,

That he rode upon an ass unto Jerusalem, is record

ed in the new ; we learn that he should do so from the

old. Matt. xxi. 1. Zee. ix. 9. That he was betrayed

in the new, we learn that he should be so from the old.

Luke xxii. 7. Zee. xi. 12. That he suffered not for his

own, but for our transgressions in the new, we learn

that he should do so from the old.* Acts viii. 33.

* This parallel is more largely and more elegantly drawn by Pascal,

to whom my readers are referred, for a confirmation, that the new testa

ment accords with the old, in opposition to Mr. English's f«cheme.
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1 Cor. v. 4. 1 Pet. ii. 24. Isa. liii. 5. It is recorded in

the new, that he rose again from the grave ; from the old

we learn that he should do so. Acts. ii. 29, 30. 1 Cor.

v. 4. Mat. xii. 40. Psa. xvi. 10. Jonas i. 17. and ii. 10.

And in the new, that he ascended into heaven ; and in

the old, that he should do so. Eph. iv. 8. Psa. lxi. IS.

This agrees with the 7th article of the church of Eng

land, " The old testament is not contrary to the new ;

for, both in the old and new testament, everlasting life is

offered to mankind by Christ, who is the only Mediator

between God and man, being both God and man."

That our Saviour had two natures, a " Layman" teils

os, "was invented in the ages of scholastick philosophy ;"

but does it not appear, that it was taught in the old and

new testaments ? When I consider the great respect

and unfeigned faith which a " Layman" professes in

the scriptures, I am persuaded it will afford him great

pleasure, in considering the passages of scripture to

which I have referred him ; and if I have wrested their

meaning, let him shew us the true interpretation of

them. He has certainly a very smart and brief manner

of settling matters ; after giving us to understand that

he believes generally with Mr. Belsham, he tell us,

" Christ was an Unitarian." If he feels any idea that he

has treated his opponents with too much severity, he

tells us that Christ treated the Jewish pharisees so.

Some people would be inclined to add a " Layman" to

the list of new saints ; why should he not be joined to

the saints as well as St. Morse or St. Worcester ? if he

is defending the same truths which Christ defended,

and opposing the same errors, who ought to deny him

the honour ?
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That Christ is very God, that he is very man, that he

is God and man in one person, and that he is the Saviour

of mankind is Calvinism, and we think it is also Chris

tian ; for it is written, " In the beginning was the

word, and the word was with God, and the word was

God." This is written of Christ; therefore Christ is

God. Christ was begotten oft the Father from ever

lasting. It is life eternal to know God and Jesus, Christ

whom he hath sent. Nothing short of the knowledge

of the only true God can constitute eternal life, and this

knowledge Paul calls the knowledge of Christ Jesus

his Lord. His name is called Immanuel, which signi

fies God with us. The Apostle applies this name to

Jesus Christ. This name of Christ was first commu

nicated to Isaiah, when the people of Israel were in

great distress, and sorely beset by two very powerful

enemies ; under the assurance and token of an outward

Deliverance, a promise was given, that the Messiah

should prevail over every adversary, and that the house

of David or his Redeemed, should likewise prevail

through him. The title, therefore, was given him upon

this occasion, to express the Omnipotence ofhis Divini

ty : and his people were to bear in their minds, as a

sign of their perfect security and deliverance, that he

was their omnipotent Immanuel, or God with us. (Isa.

vii. 14.) It was a subject for the exercise of their faith ;

and it was also a declaration of sovereign grace, by

which they might strengthen each other's hands, and

support the feeble in mind. It is blasphemous to sup

pose, that the Almighty could err in giving this title ;

and rash to assert, that the Prophet applied it to the

Messiah, without the divine authority. This being
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admitted ; either Jesus of Nazareth is not the promised

Messiah ; or, being that Messiah, he is also Immanuel,

the omnipotent God with his people. This name is so

strictly assertive of the divinity of our Lord, that there

is no subterfuge but that of the Jews ; which is to re

nounce the new testament, and to deny him to be the

Christ. It is plain, then, from this as well as other

names, that whoever is Christ, must necessarily be the

almighty and eternal God. Otherwise, the terms in

scripture would be false, and contradict themselves.

Christ is the brightness of his father's glory and the ex

press image of his person, and he bears up all things by

his mighty hand ; therefore he is very God. And this

is not only Calvinism, but has been the faith of the an

cient Christians, and is the faith of the reformed church

es, which may be easily proved. The second article of

the Church of England is very full on this point.

" The Son, which is the word of the Father, begotten

from everlasting of the Father, the very and eternal

God, of one substance with the Father, took man's na

ture in the womb of the blessed virgin, of her sub

stance : so that two whole and perfect natures, that is

to say, the god-head and manhood, were joined in one

person, never to be divided, whereof is one Christ, very

God and very Man : who suffered, was crucified, dead

and buried, to reconcile his father to us, and to be a

sacrifice, not only for original guilt, but also for all ac

tual sins of men." The name Jehovah is applied to

Christ, and it is allowed by Arians, that the incommu

nicable name Jehovah cannot be properly applied to any

other than to the only wise God. If this name, there

fore, be applied to the Messiah in the sacred writings, it
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constitutes an irrefragable proof of his divinity from an

infallible evidence. And that it is so applied, there are

tnany instances, which cannot be denied ; two or three

of which may probably suffice for our purpose. Jere

miah prophesied, that a righteous branch should be

raised to David ; a king, in whose days Judah should

be saved, and whose name should be called Jehovah

our Righteousness. Jer. xxiii. 6. xxxiii. 16. Both

Jews and Christians apply this to the Messiah ; and

indeed it cannot possibly be understood of any other.

For Christ alone is our righteousness, as well as wis

dom, sanctification, and redemption. (1 Cor. i. 30.)

The Messiah therefore is Jehovah. An equally strik

ing proof of the Messiah's divinity may be found in

the forty-third chapter of Isaiah, in which Jehovah is

styled the Saviour, and is said to save and redeem, in

almost every line. I, even I, am Jehovah, and beside

me, there is no Saviour. But Jesus Christ is emphat

ically the Saviour ; and therefore Jesus Christ is Jeho

vah. See also Isa. xlvii. 4. liv. 5. 8.

In the book of the Prophet Zechariah, (Zee. xii.

10.) we find Jehovah himself declaring, I will pour

upon the house of David, and upon the inhabitants of

Jerusalem the spirit of grace and supplication, and they

shall look upon me whom they have pierced. Jesus

Christ, uniting the two natures of God and man, was

the pierced one ; for Jehovah, respecting his divine na

ture, can neither be tangible nor passive : Consequent

ly, the great Redeemer, taking our humanity upon him

self, is Jehovah.
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Faith in the Holy Trinity has been considered the

first article of all Protestant churches, and stands as the

first of the thirty-nine of the Church of England :

" There is but one living, and true God, everlasting,

without body, parts, or passions, of infinite power, wis

dom, and goodness. The Maker, and Preserver of all

things, both visible, and invisible. And in unity of this

god-head, there be three persons, of one substance,

power, and eternity, the Father, the Son, and the Holy

Ghost." Of the truth of this doctrine, the following

text is an invincible argument by itself ; and, therefore,

it is not a wonder, that the adversaries of the doctrine

should attempt every means to get " well rid of it." 1

John v. 7. " There are three that bear record in heaven,

the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost : and these

three are one." Let any unprejudiced person read the

context, and he must perceive a flagrant chasm if this

text be removed. It is so necessary to the apostle's ar

gument, that the argument is not complete without it :

And it is abundantly more likely, that these remarkable

words should be left out and obliterated in copies,

made or kept by the ancient hereticks, than that they

should have been foisted in by the orthodox, who have

authorities enough beside for the doctrine expressed in

them. Because this is mysterious and incomprehensi

ble, therefore it is disputed ; but it should be remem

bered, incomprehensibility is an essential attribute of

deity. I must be God to comprehend him, or he

would cease to be God, if I could. I will add an

excellent observation of the first Lord Lyttleton's. " Is

it (says he) on account of the mysteries in the gospel,
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that the facts are denied, though supported by evidence,

which, in all other cases would be allowed to contain

the clearest conviction, and cannot, in this, be rejected,

without reducing the mind to a state of absolute scepti

cism, and overturning those rules by which we judge of

all evidence, and of the truth or credibility of all other

facts ? But this is plainly to give up the use of our

understanding, where we are able to use it most proper

ly, in order to apply it to things, of which it is not a

competent judge. The motives and reasons, upon

which divine wisdom may think proper to act, as well as

the manner in which it acts, must often lie out ofthe reach

of our understanding." This is reason, " taught reason,"

and approved by divine revelation. My thoughts are

not as your thoughts, neither are your ways my ways,

saith the Lord : For as the heavens are higher than the

earth, so are my ways higher than your ways, and my

thoughts than your thoughts. Isa. lv. 8. 9.*

I have always considered the fact, that Christ is to

come to be our judge, an incontestable proof of his di

vinity, and we are plainly told, Acts x. 42. " That it is

* " If," as Mr. Alsop, the , admired author of Anti-Sozzo, ob

serves, " the Socinians oppo3e, every true christian should defend,

the gospel of Jesus Christ. For the dispute is not about de

cency and order, about fringes and phylacteries, about the tything of

mint, anise, and cummin ; but about the influence of the righteousness

of Christ's life, and the sacrifice of his death, upon our acceptance with

God : about the influence of the blessed Spirit in the glorious work of

the new creation. Whether Christ be a proper priest, or not ? Wheth

er, as a priest, he offered himself as a proper sacrifice to God, or not ?

Whether God and man were reconciled, and we redeemed from the

curse of the law, by the blood of Jesus, or not ? Whether we are

justified before the just and holy God, by our own righteousness, or by

the righteousness of a mediator ? in which the concerns, and all the

eternal hopes of every Christian are wrapt up."
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He, which is ordained of God to be the judge of quick

and dead." Mr. Jones says, " This passage will help

us to detect, once for all, that common fallacy of our

adversaries, in misapplying such words as relate only to

the human nature of Christ, and erecting arguments

thereupon, to the degrading of his supreme essence.

Christ is ordained of God, it is true : and the nature

that receives power, must be inferior to the nature that

confers it. But is his godhead therefore ordained ?

They tell you it is : and their scheme requires it : but

the scriptures declare the contrary. God (saith St.

Paul) hath appointed a day, wherein He will judge the

world in righteousness, by that man (or in that man)

whom he hath ordained. The Supreme God, that was

manifest in the flesh, and in Christ reconciling the world

to himself, shall remain in the same personal union with

him, till he has judged the world, and is ready to deliver

up the kingdom. And though ourjudge shall even then

retain the character of a man, yet, as God who ordained

him, shall be present with him in the same person, the

act of the last judgment is equally ascribed to both na

tures. In the text, just above cited, it is said—He (God)

will judge the world, though it immediately follows,

that a man, even the man Christ, is ordained to this

office. And so we have it again in the epistle to the

Jiomans—we shall all appear before the judgment seat

of Christ. For it is written, as I live, saith the Lord,

every knee shall bow to Ale, and every tongue shall

confess unto God. We are to give an account of our

selves at the judgment seat of Christ. And how does

the apostle piove it ? Why, because it is written, that
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we shall give an account of ourselves to the Lord God,

who swears that he liveth. But unless Christ, who is a

man, be also the living God and Lord, this proof is not

to our purpose." It may be added, that if God is

judge himself, and Jesus Christ be that judge, Jesus

Christ must be God. Among many other passages of

scripture, in proof of the divinity of Christ, Mr. Jones pre

sents the following, which must be considered as much

to the point, I Kings, viii. 39 : " Thou, even thou, only

knowest the hearts of all the children of men." This, it

seems, is the privilege of God only : but this God is

Christ ; for, says he, Rev. ii. 23. " All the churches

shall know, that I am he, which searcheth the reins and

hearts." Indeed, this latter verse speaks plain enough

for itself, without being compared with the former* It

implies, that there is one only who searcheth the hearts

of men, and that Christ is he. It is with great difficulty

That the following passages are glossed over by Ar'u

ans. John i. I8. " No man hath seen God at any time,'*

compared with John xiv. 8. 9 : " Philip saith unto him,

Lord, shew us the Father—hast thou not seen me, Phil

ip ? he that hath seen me, hath seen the Father." On

these passages, Mr. Jones observes, in answer to Dr.

Clarke, as follows : " These words (says Dr. Clarke)

do not signify, that he who hath seen the person ofChrist

hath seen the person of the Father." No, surely ; but

that he who hath seen all that was visible of Christ, hath

seen the person, to whom was joined that invisible and

divine nature, which the scripture has called by the

name of the Father. And to shew that Christ (though

he was God manifest in theflesh) is yet no other than the
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same invisible God, whom no man hath or can see and

live, we are told, that " when he shall appear (glorified,

not with any secondary divinity, but with the Father's

ownself, John xvii. 5.) we shall be like him, ([fashioned

like unto his own glorious body, and conformed to his

image,) " for we shall see him as he is ;" which no man

ever yet hath done." It may be, therefore, truly said,

He that hath seen Christ, hath seen the Father. Com

pare also 1 Cor. xv. 27. " But when he saith, all

tilings are put under him, it is manifest tliat heis except

ed, which did put all things under him. And when all

things shall be subdued unto him"—It is said, Phil. iii.

20. 21. " We look for the Saviour, the Lord Jesus

Christ—who is able even to subdue all things to himself."

" It is manifest, therefore, (says Jones,) that the excep

tion in the former text, is not meant to set one person of

God above another person of God ; but only to distin

guish the person of the divine nature from that of th<?

human, in its greatest exaltation. As Christ is man,

all things are subdued unto him by another; as Christ is

God, he himself is that other, and able to subdue ail

things to himself. And this will be sufficient to confirm

the reader in what I have already observed, that the

cause of Arianism borrows its chief support from the

humiliation of Christ in theflesh. Search the very best

of their arguments to the bottom, by a diligent compar

ing of the scripture with itself and they all amount to

this great absurdity.—Man is inferior to God ; there

fore God is inferior to himself: and this they prove, by

imputing to Christ's divinity what is said only of his

humanity."*

* I should be wholly inexcusable, if I omitted this opportunity to

recommend, " The Catholic Doctrine of a Trinity, proved by above an
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The ground taken by Mr. Jones will undoubtedly

be considered, by those who consider ignorance and

error no guilt, as most uncharitable ; yet I know of no

other with which the scriptures can be defended. It is

constantly insinuated, that the heathen, the pagan, or the

Jew must be considered, if they are sincere, as in a

fair way of salvation. Few acknowledge what used to

be considered a first principle ; " There is no true re

ligion, but the religion of Christians, so there is no true

God, but the God of Christians." The case is now with

Christians (says Jones) under the gospel, as it anciently

was with the Jews, under the law ; they believe in the

only true God ; while the unchristian part of mankind,

who are by far the majority, either know him not, or

wilfully deny him ; as Pharaoh did the God of the He

brews when he was told of him. And we are now got

to such a pitch of indevotion and ignorance, that,among

those who profess and call themselves Christians, there

are too many who are almost come to be heathens

without knowing it. For there is a fashionable notion

propagated by most of our moral writers, and readily

subscribed to by those who say their prayers but sel

dom, and can never find time to read their Bible, that

all who worship any God, worship the same God ; as

if we worshipped the three letters of the word God, in

stead of the being meant and understood by it. The

universal prayer of Alexander Pope was composed

upon this plan ; wherein the supreme being is addressed

hundred arguments, expressed in the terms of the Holy Scripture."

To which is added, " A Letter in answer to some popular arguments

against the Trinity." By the late Win. Jones, Rpctor of Paston. North

amptonshire, England."
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as a common father ofall, under the names, Jehovah,

Jove, and Lord. And this humour of confounding

things, which ought to be distinguished at the peri! of

our souls, and of comprehending believers and idolatnrs

under one and the same religion, is called a catholick

spirit, that shews the very exaltation of Christian chari

ty. But God, it is to be feared, will lequire an account

of it under another name ; and though the poet could

see no difference, but has mistaken Jove or Jupiter for

the samefather ofall with the Lord Jehovah ; yet the

apostle has instructed us better ; who, when the priest

ofJupiter came to offer sacrifice, exhorted him very

passionately to turn from those vanities unto the living

God ; well knowing that he, whom the priest adored

under the name of Jupiter, was not the /wing God, but

a creature, a nothing, a vanity. Yet the catholick spirit

of a moralist can discern no difference ; and while it

pretends some zeal for a sort of universal religion, com

mon to believers and infidels, betrays a sad indifference

for the Christian religion in particular. This error is

so monstrous in a land enlightened by the gospel, and yet

so very common, that I may be pardoned for speaking

of it in the manner it deserves. And let me beseech

every serious person, who is willing to have his prayers

heard, to consider this matter a little better, and use a

more correct form ; for God, who is jealous of his

honour, and has no communion with idols, will certain

ly reject the petition, that sets him upon a level with

Baal and Jupiter* The true God, is he that was in

Christ, reconciling the world to himself; there is none

other but he; and if this great characteristick be denied,
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or any other assumed in its stead, a man is left -without

God."

I am aware, that a " Layman" has said, " Names and

numbers have no tendency, in such an age as this to

enforce the belief of opinions, which must depend on

argument and fact." But a number of scripture facts

and arguments ought to have a tendency to enforce

belief, in such an age as this, and in every age ; though

great names are of no consequence, yet arguments,

produced by great men, ought to have as much weight

as those produced by little men ; this is all we wish,

when we quote from any man. I cannot vindicate the

Panoplist, from the charge, of frequently admitting into

its pages, accounts of the experience of persons, (cal

ling it the experience of the grace of God,) when it is

evidently the effect of error and delusion ; and I am

sorry, because it gives occasion to such men as a " Lay

man" to ridicule all experience of the divine favour.

Like every other reality, it is often counterfeited, and

too frequently abused ; but I dare not deny the genu

ine nature of Cowper's experience, nor do I know how

any one can doubt the account, which the Poet gives of

the dying experience of his brother, the Rev. John

Cowper. There have been many instances, well known

in the church of God, in which the Holy Spirit, has

communicated much consolation, through faith, in the

Redeemer of sinners. But a " Layman," condemns

it all by wholesale,* he is not even as careful as Jehu

* A " Layman" makes no distinction between true conversions, and

delusion, but exclaims, " Strange consolation indeed ! wonderful per

version of human reason ! to exult over the unhappy rictims of deluded

fanaticism !"
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was, who, before he slew the prophets of Baal, said,

Take care that there is not a prophet of the Lord

among them. It is as much a sin to condemn the righ

teous, as it is to justify the wicked. There is no doubt

but innumerable evils follow mistaken views of religion,

but this is no argument against religion itself; with

this observation, I can perfectly agree with a " Layman"

in the following lamentable fact : " Not a year passes

over our heads, in which there are not many persons, of

amiable and susceptible feelings, driven by mistaken

views of God and religion to the desperation of suicide.

I count not the thousands who suffer torture, produced

by a melancholy which neither amends the heart, nor

purifies the life, while it renders the subjects of the

malady useless to society, and a burden to themselves.

Such are the fruits of a doctrine derogatory to God, and

wholly unfounded in scripture." Granted. But the

knowledge of forgiveness of sins, by faith in Jesus, re

lieves the distressed conscience, and affords divine con

solation. I should say, that the doctrine of human

merit, was enough to drive any man, ' that was sensible

of his infirmities, and had any knowledge of God's law,'

to desperation. But I have always found persons, who

have relied on God for forgiveness, through the merits

of Jesus, the most free from melancholy, even under

trying circumstances ; and I must say, to the glory of

God, that it affords me much consolation. I never

knew, that a belief in the Divinity of the Saviour ever

distracted any man ; but I have heard of instances,

where his Deity has been denied, of men going to great

extremities. We agree, then, that mistaken views of
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religion produce great evils ; but we don't exactly agree

in our views of religion. I can say with lVhitelocke,

" I have ever thought there has been one true religion

in the world, and that is the work of the spirit of God

in the hearts and souls of men." After expressing an

opinion, respecting some things admitted into the Pan-

oplist, called " reformations" I ought to mention that I

was much pleased with an account of the life and death

of Lewes le Count Congar, who departed this life, in

the Divinity College at Andover, Jan. 6, 1810.

But we must return to our question, and I would re

mind a " Layman," that when the Bishop of Lincoln

published what he called, a " Refutation of Calvinism,"

he never thought of including, the doctrine of the Trin

ity, the Divinity of Christ, and the doctrine of the

Atonement, under the term Calvinism ; though the

Bishop includes some things, which are no more pecu

liar to Calvinism, than they are to the articles and homi

lies of the Church to which his Lordship belongs.

It appears to be fashionable, in the present day, to

attack every principle, either orthodox or heterodox, un

der the name of Calvinism. So far then as we can

prove the Divinity of the Saviour and the doctrine of

the Atonement to be scriptural, we prove that a Calvin-

ist (as a " Layman," makes use of the term,) is a Chris-

tian. If afterwards a " Layman" should acknowledge

the Divinity of the Saviour, and the doctrine of the

Atonement, and tell us that it is against other doctrines

of Calvin he is aiming, we will endeavour to prove that

other Catholick doctrines are, notwithstanding, Christian

doctrine, though held by John Calvin. We have no
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objection to the doctrine of " predestination to life ;"

" the doctrine of faith in the righteousness of Christ, for

justification," or "' the sanctification of the Spirit," as

held in the church of England, in connexion with the

whole of her doctrines ; if these doctrines be Calvinism,

we rather glory in any reproach, that is attached to

them—A " Layman" may call it Calvinism, but we call

it Christianity. But the peculiarities of Hopkinsianism,

we cannot approve, and we feel it our duty publickly to

oppose them. A " Layman" agrees with me, that the

question is a catholick one, where he has declared,

" so far as it respects this particular point in the nature

of God, the christian world are divided into two sects

only, Trinitarians and Unitarians. The former term

embraces Calholicks, Lutherans, Calvinists, and these

again are subdivided into fifty sects. The latter are

divided into Arians, Socinians, and many who differ

from both." Every thing combines to prove that Har

vard College has been approximating to its present state

for many years ; it is not a recent defection. " Every

one knows, (says a Layman) that for sixty years, at

least, this institution has been distinguished as the

temperate region of theology ; that the five points, and

other points of violent theorists and zealots for ortho

doxy, have never been inculcated, and that the Calvin

ists and Hopkinsians have always considered Harvard

College as a place, where a man, instructor or pupil,

might refuse their badges without any forfeiture of rep

utation or influence." As it respects any innovations

that are attempted to be made in the church government

of the Congregationalists in this state, I profess not to
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be sufficiently acquainted with their matters to decide

whether the Calvinistick party are acting consistently or

not ; and I should prefer that all such inferior matters

should be kept clear of, in this controversy ; for the

same reason, I shall not interfere with Mr. Channing's

dispute with the Panoplist Reviewers, because all these

cavils lead from the grand question.

There is, however, one point introduced, which it

may not be unprofitable for the publick to have some

information on, I mean the remarks respecting Calvin

ism and Hopkinsianism. I am afraid that many have

been led to suppose, that there is no difference in these

two systems ; the following remarks of Mr. Channing

and of Dr. Worcester, will throw some light on the

ssbject. " I wonder (says Mr. Channing) that Dr.

Worcester did not perceive, that his argument was a

two-edged sword, and might do equal execution among

friends and foes. It is well known that the old-fashion

ed Calvinists in general, regard the " new divinity" of

the Hopkinsians with horror ; but it is also true, that

" a peculiar brotherhood is established" between these

two classes of christians in New-England. They both,

by mutual consent, take shelter under the name of

" orthodox." The Calvinists here, have never, as a

party, borne testimony against Hopkinsian peculiarities,

have never " purged themselves from the guilt of

tbem," but walk with Hopkinsians on as friendly terms

as we do with the lowest Unitarians. According to

Dr. Worcester, then, the guilt of these false and horrid

peculiarities lies at their door. They esteem " errour

no crime, and " belief of the truth no virtue." The

 

I
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old-fashioned Calvinists of New-York, however, have

been more careful to " purge themselves from this

guilt." The clergy of that city have, almost without

exception, united in publick declarations, that Hopkin-

bianism " is at war with the philosophy of the human

mind, with common sense, and with the word of the liv

ing God. Such sentiments, in whatever connexion they

may be taught, by whatever names they may be com

mended, ought to be exposed, and reprobated in the

most decided manner." " They nothing doubt, that

Christians, upon sober research, will find Hopkinsianism

to be, in some very material points, ' Another Gospel in

deed.' " By whatever name or title they, i. e. Hopkin-

sians, may be distinguished, they hove departed, in many

points, from the confessions of faith, and the form of

sound words, adopted by the reformed churches, and it

is time they were known, and a line ofdistinction drawn."

" It is a duty of- all the Lord's people to contend ear

nestly for the faith. It is especially incumbent on those

who are set for the defence of the gospel, to decry ap

proaching danger, and should an angel from heaven

preach another gospel, to denounce and resist him."

" These writers, i. e. Hopkinsians, have gained a repu

tation far beyond what nonsense and impiety should ac

quire a divine." " They are preparing the way for a

more extensive diffusion of infidel principles, and even

of atheism in our country."—In answer to this, Dr.

Worcester makes the following remarks ; " There is an

egregious error in your statement. (Mr. Channing's) It

is a well known fact, that what you call the old-fashion

ed Calvinists in New- England, have borne their earnest,

 



THE CATHOUCK QUESTION, ijc 3»

candid, decided, and publick testimony against what they

consider as errours in the Hopkinsian theory ; and the

Hopkinsians, on their part, have borne their testimony,

equally earnest, decided and publick, against what they

regard as errours in the old Calvinistick system. But

while they have done this, they have not, on either part,

held these errours to be fundamental, as they do hold

the errours of the Unitarians ; but have mutuallv re-

garded each other as being orthodox and sound, in the

great essentials of Christian doctrine. Had the old-fash

ioned Calvinists of New-York been as well acquainted

with the sentiments and characters of the different classes

of orthodox Christians in New-England, as these are

with one another, they would never have given the re

commendations which they have given to such a book

as " Ely's Contrast."

After this it can never be pretended that Calvinism,

and Hopkinsianism, mean the same thing, that there is

no difference between the two systems ; but it was so

pretended, a few years ago. I have no doubt but that

there are as many differences, between Calvinism and

Hopkinsianism, as there are between Arminianism and

Calvinism. There are more than Jive points, upon

which they differ. Dr. Emmons differs as much from

Luther on doctrinal points, as Luther did from the Po

pish doctors. I should never say a confederacy, with

such, in order to gain numbers. I am decidedly of

opinion, that Hopkinsianism, as maintained by Dr.

Emmons, is more likely to do injury to the cause of

true religion, than even " Unitarianism," as maintained

by Mr. Belsham ; and I have no doubt, but those sen-
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timents, in alliance with Calvinism, have been great

injury to the cause of truth, and rendered it unpopular,

in this part of the country. Therefore, I agree with

Mr. Charming, that if they are to have " a close com

munion," they ought to have a thorough cleansing of

the sanctuary. If nothing unclean is to enter, Hopkin-

sians ought certainly to be dismissed, and made to eat

and drink by themselves, as Joseph separated the

Egyptians from the Hebrews.

But how is this to be performed, without a general

ecclesiastical government, and some regular standards

laid down. This is the only way for them to settle the

matter of communion with each other ; for, as for ex

pecting that the Unitarians will submit to the Hopkin-

sians.orthattheHopkinsians will submit to the Unitarians,

it is what never will take place, and what never ought.

There appears to be some doubt, whether Dr. Watts

deviated from orthodox principles. The most intimate

of his friends, generally lamented that departure, and

Mr. Toplady makes the following observations : " If

grandeur, elegance, and poignancy, of genius ; if a

strong, extensive, and highly cultivated understanding;

in a word, if the richest native and acquired talents of

the head, added to the most amiable virtues of the heart,

could have secured to an human being, the felicity of

calm, and constant self-possession, Dr. Watts had

never written his unhappy Dissertations on the Trinity.

Gladly would I throw, if possible, an everlasting veil

over this valuable person's occasional deviations, from

the simplicity of the gospel, relative to the personality

and divinity of the Son, and Spirit ofGod. But justice
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compels me to acknowledge, that he did not always

preserve an uniform consistency with himself, nor

with the scriptures of truth, so far as concerns that

grand and fundamental article of the Christian faith.

" How narrow limits arc to wisdom giv'n !

Earth she surveys, and thence would measure heav'n ;

Through mists obscure, now w ings her tedious way,

Now wanders, dazzled with too bright a day.

And, from the summit ofa pathless coast,

Sees, infinite, and in that sight is lost."

Dr. Watts's tamperings with the doctrine of the Trin

ity have been largely demonstrated, by Dr. Abraham

Taylor, in a tract entitled, " The scripture doctrine of

the Trinity vindicated, in opposition to Dr. Watts's

scheme of one divine person, and two divine powers.

Mr. John Hurrion has likewise demolished Dr. Watts's

fanciful surmises, in his discourses, entitled, " The

scripture doctrine of the proper Divinity, real Personal

ity, &c. of the Holy Spirit, stated and defended." Both

the above performances were published, many years

before the Doctor's decease, and consequently, while

he was able to answer for himself. I learn the above

from Toplady's outlines of the Life of Dr. Watts*

But Dr. Watts, or any other man, deviating from the

true doctrine, does not affect the truth of it ; if Jesus

thought it no robbery to claim an equality with God,

what others think on the subject is of little consequence.

Those who affix other meanings to the term " Son of

God" evidently depart from the scriptural meaning ; but

their cavils cannot affect the argument, which may be
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derived from it, concerning our Saviour, as it cannot

be denied that the Jews, in his time, affixed to this

expression a determinate and particular meaning, ap

plicable only to the Divine Nature, and in this sense

we shall find it was claimed by Christ, and understood

to be so, both by his disciples, and by his enemies ;

" Therefore the Jews sought the more to kill him, be

cause he not only had broken the sabbath, but said also,

that God was his Father, making himself equal with

God." Upon our Lord's declaring to the Jews, " I and

my Father are one," they took up stones to stone him,

saying, " For a good work we stone thee not, but for

blasphemy, and because that thou, being a man, mak-

est thyself God ; and our Lord's answer proves this to

be only an equivalent expression with the assertion that

he was the Son of God, " Say ye, Thou blasphemest,

because I said, I am the Son of God." But the con

demnation of our Lord, immediately upon his answer

to the direct question of the high priest, may alone be

considered as conclusive : " And the high priest said

to Jesus, I adjure thee, by the living God, that thou

tell me whether thou be the Christ, the Son of God.

Jesus saith unto him, Thou hast said : nevertheless, I

say unto you, hereafter shall ye see the Son of Man,

sitting on the right hand of power, and coming in the

clouds of heaven. Then the high priest rent his clothes,

saying, He hath spoken blasphemy, what farther need

have we of witnesses ? Behold, now ye have heard

his blasphemy, what think ye ? They answered and

said, He is guilty of death." Luke's account of this

examination places the argument in a still stronger
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point of view ; he mentions two distinct questions as

having been put to Jesus in the council, first, " Art

thou the Christ ?" and upon our Saviour's answering,

*' If I tell you, ye will not believe," and solemnly de

claring, " Hereafter shall the Son of Man sit on the

right hand of the power of God ;" they further ask,

secondly, " Art thou then the son of God ?" And

when " he said unto them, Ye say that I am," (an

eastern mode of answering in the affirmative) they said,

'* What need we any farther witness ? for we ourselves

have heard of his own mouth." And when Pilate,

would have released Jesus, declaring " he found no

fault in him," the Jews answered him, " We have a

law, and by our law he ought to die, because he made

himself the Son of God."

Thus it appears that our Lord suffered death, accord

ing to the Jewish law, as a blasphemer, because, avow

ing himself to be the Son ofGod, he was clearly under

stood to represent himself as equal with God. This

circumstance must, I think, be allowed as alone suffi

cient to prove, that the Jews understood the title of

" Son of God," in the sense of absolute divinity ; but

it does not prove, that they expected the Messiah to be

the Son of God. This was the opinion of but those

few, who, like Simeon and Anna, waited for the prom

ises of God, and adhered to the true and original sense

of the Scriptures, unadulterated by the comments and

glosses of the scribes, which had produced the general

expectation of a temporal kingdom, under a temporal

prince ; and we find our Lord and his apostles constant

ly appealing to the scriptures, as testifying to the truth
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of their assertions, respecting his office and dignity, and

combatting the common opinion, concerning the Christ

on many occasions : " How say the scribes, that Christ

is the son of David ? for David himself said by the

Holy Ghost, The Lord said to my Lord, sit thou on

my right hand, till I make thine enemies thy footstool ;

David therefore himself calleth him Lord ; and whence

is he then his son ?"—And when the Jews asked him,

" Art thou greater than our father Abraham, which is

dead ; and the prophets which are dead ; whom mak-

cst thou thyself ? he answered, Verily, verily, I say

unto you, before Abraham was, I am. Then took they

up stones to cast at him," for they clearly understood

this expression, as agreeing with the sense in which he

had called God his Father.

When it is considered, how many of the first Chris

tians were Jews, who, when their minds were opened,

by either natural, or supernatural means, to believe that

Jesus was the Messiah, would understand from the an

cient Scriptures, that the Messiah was to be the Son of

God ; the belief of the early Christians, in the divinity

of Christ, can hardly be questioned. It resulted im

mediately from the agreement of his claims (claims for

which he was crucified, by their blinded nation) and of

the circumstances of his life, with the prophecies con

cerning him ; and accordingly we find little dispute in

the first century concerning the divinity of Christ ; it

was his humanity that was chiefly denied.* Noah

* After the destruction of Jerusalem, Ave hear of some Jewish Chris

tians, who, retaining their dependance upon the efficacy of the law, for

justification, retained also their ancient prejudices respecting the per-
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Worcester denies that Christ possessed a human soul,

and so must deny his humanity.

Many passages have been adduced from the old tes

tament, in proof of the doctrine of the Trinity, by

many learned men ; and Dr. Clark is accused of passing

over the old testament, as if that was of no weight in

the present day, which appears to be a very prevailing

errour. There is the same revelation of God, in the

old scriptures, as in the new ; but we can only at pres

ent adduce a few passages in proof of the doctrine of the

Trinity, from the new testament ; the first is, the charge

and commission which our Saviour gave to his apostles,

to " go and teach all nations, baptizing them in the

name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the Holy

Ghost." The Gospel is every where in Scripture rep-

son of the Messiah ; but their number was too inconsiderable to attract

much attention till the second century. Alike contemned by Jews and

Christians, they formed themselves into a sect, and were called Ebio-

nites. Ebion signifies a beggar, or poor, and whether that name was

given them, from trusting " to the beggarly elements of the law," or

from a person of that name, is not certainly known. These men,

" who called themselves Christians," says Origen, " denied the divinity

of Christ, and the doctrine of tho atonement." (They were in that day

the rational christians.) According to Epiphanius, they rejected the

authority of all scripture, except the Pentateuch, and received only a

spurious Hebrew Gospel, altered from St. Matthew's to suit their opin

ions. They found the original as difficult to shape to their notions, as

our modern " rational christians" find the translation. In the first cen

tury, the Gnostic heresies were the most prevalent; but both those, who

maintained the simple humanity of Christ, denied the doctrine of the

atonement, which was evidently considered by the apostles, as the fun

damental principle of the Christian religion. St. John, therefore, in

many passages of his writings, lays great stress upon the humanity of

Christ, from zeal to prove the reality of his sufferings, and the certainty

of the atonement ; but at the same time, we find that he cautiously

guards against the consequences, to which these passages might have

led, by asserting the divinity of Christ, in more express terms, than are

Jo be found in any of the preceding Gospels.

See the " Elements of Christian Theology".



46 THE! CATHOLICK QUESTION, jfC.

resented, as a Covenant or Revelation of eternal salvalioc

from God to man, and Baptism was the appointed or

dinance, by which men were to be admitted into that

covenant, by which that revelation was made, and ac

cepted. This Covenant, being to be made with God

himself, the ordinance must, of course, be performed in

his name ; but Christ directed that it should be per

formed, in the name of the Father, and of the Son, and

of the Holy Ghost ; and therefore we conclude, that

God is the same as the Father, the Son, and the Holy

Ghost. Since Baptism is to be performed in the name

of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, they must

be all three persons ; and since no superiority or differ

ence whatever is mentioned in this solemn form of

Baptism, we conclude that these three persons, are all

of one substance, power, and eternity. Are we to be

baptized, in the name of the Father, of the Son, and of

the Holy Ghost ? and is it possible, that the Father

should be self-existent, eternal, the Lord God omnipo

tent, and that the Son, in whose name we are equally

baptized, should be a mere man, born of a woman, and

subject to all the frail lies, and imperfections of human

nature ? or, is it possible that the Holy Ghost, in

whose name also we are equally baptized, should be

a bare energy or operation, a quality or power, with

out even personal existence ? Our feelings, as well

as our reason, revolt from the idea of such disparity.

See Dr. Prettyman, on the article of the Trinity. He

says, " This argument will derive great strength from

the practice of the early ages, and from the observations

which we meet with, in several of the ancient fathers,
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relative to it.': We may ask those who deny the doc

trine of the Trinity, in whose name they were baptiz

ed ? Because if they were baptized in the name of

the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, they are all practical

Trinitarians, unless they renounce their baptism. Dr.

Prettyman says, " The hereticks, who denied the divini

ty of Christ, or of the Holy Ghost, introduced altera

tions into the form of Baptism to suit their own partic

ular tenets ; these alterations are reprobated by many of

the orthodox fathers, and the council of Nice decreed,

" If they do not answer to this doctrine of the Trinity,

let them not be baptized." The christian man, who

has experienced " the inward and spiritual grace," sig

nified in baptism, has experienced the love of the Fath

er, relied on the redemption of Christ, and has been

born of the Spirit, and experienced his sanctifying in

fluences. If such a person denied the doctrine of the

Trinity, he must deny the baptism of the Holy Ghost ;

he must deny the love of the Father, the redemption of

the Son, and the sanctification of the Holy Ghost ; to

deny which, would be to make shipwreck of faith, to

deny the Lord who bought them, and to count the

blood of the covenant an unholy thing. Those who

believe in the " iron system," as a " Layman" calls it,

suppose this to be impossible, and that if a man has been

truly regenerated, he will believe to the saving of the

soul, and not draw back to perdition. Though this

" iron system" may afford no comfort to the unregene-

rate, yet it appears to be a very wholesome doctrine, and

very full of comfort to those who are born of God, or

born of the Spirit ; like some other doctrines included
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in the " iron system." Another misrepresentation, by

a " Layman," is respecting the salvation of infants, the

insertion of which will be a sufficient punishment.

" The eternal misery of those dying in infancy, except

the children of believers, (i. e. Calvinists) was long con

sidered the necessary inference from this doctrine of

original sin." (As far as I am acquainted with the wri

tings of Calvinists, I find them silent on this subject ;

and in this they follow the scriptures, which afford us

very little information, if any, respecting all those who

die in infancy.) " The orthodox now, I believe, are so

good as to say, that, possibly, they may not go to hell,

or, if they do, it will not be to the worst part of the in

fernal regions." This is a " Layman," who feels too

sober to trifle ; but who can believe any of his state

ments after this ? it is evident, that he wishes to de

grade the Calvinists, at all events, and if he cannot do it

by fair means, he will by foul. Orthodox men must

not indulge " in ridicule, and levity and wit," but het

erodox men may, it seems. So inveterate does a " Lay

man appear, against what he calls the " iron system,"*

that he intimates, if it should be found in the bi

ble, he should be led to doubt its authenticity. He

says, " It is really important to know, whether the

scriptures teach such doctrines as these scholastick di

vines pretend ; because if they do, we must review the

evidences of the sacred book, and see, if it be possible,

that a good and just God can have made such a revela

tion." I, on the other hand, cannot conceive the scrip

tures to be consistent with themselves, if these doctrines

are not in them, so that it is really important for us to

* The truth perhaps will bear to be spoken of in this way because

of its strength, consistency, and durability ; but Belshatn's system, is
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examine carefully ; but, after all, if we believe not, God

is faithful ; our unbelief will not make the faith of God

of no effect. We may think our faith of great conse

quence ; but the truth of God is of more consequence.

It is true, that it is of consequence to ourselves, but the

truth of God is of consequence to millions. We thank

you for your honest confession : " I declare to you,

honestly, as a layman, there is nothing, that so bristles

my hair with horrour, as some of the doctrines main

tained by the orthodox." I wish a " Layman" had

been more explicit, and stated what doctrines, in

particular, bristled his hair ; there are some of God's

commandments, which are enough to make some men's

hair bristle, if they had any feeling. Is it the doctrine

of the Atonement that a " Layman" feels so repugnant

at, or is it only the Divinity of the Saviourjhat he ob

jects to ?

If the " bitter temper," " sarcasm," and " levity"

of the Panoplist Review, is a proof, that it could not

have proceeded from a pure desire to promote the

cause of God, what is the " bitter temper," " sarcasm,''

and " levity" of a " Layman," a proof of ? Why, it al

ters the case ; he ought to treat such " pharisecs" and

" hypocrites" as Drs. Morse and Worcester, as Christ

treated the Jewish Pharisees. This is arguing as Wes

ley did, in order to prove his sinless perfection.

more like the image in Daniel, composed partly of iron, and partly ol

elay, without strength, consistency, or durability : those who walk in

the truth have the promise that their shoes shall bo iron and brass, and

as their day is, so shall their strength be.

VI- -.-1 -ft
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" What is passion in the carnal,

" In us is zeal, and warmth supernal."

A " Layman" tells us, that " the liberal clergy rep

resent God as a just being, delighting in the virtue of

his creatures, and justly offended with their vices, and

that his rewards and punishments would be proportion

al to their conduct in this life." This is, in fact, say

ing, that they do not preach the glad tidings of the gos

pel, but that they preach heathen morality. If this be not

gloomy, I know not what is ; here is no way of salva

tion, no good news, no pardon for perishing sinners ;

this may be true of a few of the liberal clergy, but it

will not apply to the whole. If any of the orthodox

had printed this account of their preaching, Mr. Chan-

ning would have felt as indignant, as he did at the Pano-

plist Reviewer. It ought to have been spoken with

some limitation, because, I think, I have heard some of

them intimate, that God would not stricdy mark our in

iquities upon us, but that he would forgive us through

Christ. But if it were true, as a " Layman" states,

their hearers may well exclaim, " If thou, Lord,

shouldest mark iniquities, O Lord, who should stand ?"

yet a " Layman" tells us, that this representation is not

gloomy. Luther tells us, on the contrary, that he

found the doctrine of human merit the most gloomy of

all doctrines ; and he says, in his liturgy, " From all

such doctrines, good Lord, deliver us."

And I can most sincerely say, Amen.

There is great subtlety in erroneous men, who have

so many serpentine ways of denying the truth. I have

observed, when they wish to oppose any part of the

word of God, how uniformly they plead for the oppo

site truth, in order to weaken the force of the other.
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The Arians pretend to extol Christ above men and an

gels, to the highest possible degree, as they say, in order

to deny his proper divinity, and the reality of his hu

man nature. They represent him as higher than the

angels, and above every creature, and yet deny that he

is the Creator. The Socinians extol Christ in his hu

man nature, and in his offices and relations, as prophet,

&c, and dwell much on his divine mission, and yet this

is done with a premeditated design to prove him to be

simply man. Others dwell much on the superior na

ture of Jesus Christ, for the express purpose of treating

with contempt his taking upon him human nature ;

they deny that he had a human soul, and some of them

say, that his human soul pre-existed from all eternity.

And yet they all profess that they wish to exalt the

Saviour. The Deist speaks in raptures of the God of

nature, declaring how much he discovers of the wis

dom, power, and goodness of God, in the creation and

preservation of the world ; but this is done with a design

to degrade divine revelation. The Universalist pre

tends to extol the love of God, and the efficacy of

Christ's sacrifice ; but this is done in opposition to

God's sovereignty, as they wish to establish universal

salvation, or the salvation of men and devils.

Some plead for *' eternal justification," in order to

deny justification by faith ; and some plead for the impu

ted righteousness of Christ, in order to deny the sancti

fying influences of the Spirit. Some plead for the doc

trines of the Gospel, and particularly the doctrines of

election and salvation, to strengthen themselves short of

a change of heart and walk of faith in Christ. Some
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preach much about the necessity of the new-birth, but

deny the true nature of it. Some speak much of the

abuse of the Sacraments, in order to deny their use

altogether, instance the Quakers. So, many feed on

the imperfections of good men, to endeavour to estab

lish in their minds, that there is no reality in religion.

Some plead for forms of prayer, instead of the spirit of

prayer ; and others speak against forms of prayers, and

hypocritical prayers, and thereby insinuate, that there is

no occasion for any prayers or thanksgivings to God.

This devilish subtlety frequently bewilders the simple

followers of the Lamb of God, and is the cause of very

sore distress to many who know Christ, and the power

of his resurrection. Well might Mr. Hart say of a

Christian ;

" He takes the whole gospel, not a pari,

" And holds the fear of God."

On this ground Christ warned his disciples : " Beware

of false prophets, for they come unto you in sheep's

clothing, but within they are ravenous wolves." " Be

ware of the leaven of the pharisees, which is hypocrisy."

Many other exhortations shew how liable we are to be

deceived.

Because a " Layman's" distinction between an Arian

and a Socinian is perfectly correct, and because it may

convey information to many, I shall insert it : " The

Arians have the most elevated ideas of Jesus Christ.

[But they deny his proper Divinity or Deity.] They

consider him as a being pre-existent to his appearance

on earth ; that he came down from heaven. Many of

them believe, that he had an agency in the formation of
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this world. In this manner they [endeavour to] recon

cile some texts of scripture, which seem to give to the

Messiah this exalted character. The Socinians, on

the other hand, consider him as an inspired prophet, but

purely human in his origin." I must confess, I have

always thought the Socinian scheme the most consistent

and the most rational ; and if I did not believe, that

Jesus was truly God as well as Man, I should view him

as purely human in his origin. So far from our believ

ing that the godhead may be divided, as a " Layman"

misrepresents us, we believe in the unity of Christ's

person ; that he was God and Man in one person ; and

we say, that what God has joined together, let no man put

asunder : yet " they do not believe, that the great Je

hovah hath any copartners in his power," and it will cer

tainly injure the cause of the " liberal clergy" for a

•* Layman" to make such illiberal insinuations. It is a

libel on the Protestants to say, " that they maintained

the same abominable doctrine of the supremacy of the

church, that the Pope had done."

It is a well known fact, that, in every Protestant na

tion, the civil authority claims the supremacy ; and this

is the first principle of Protestantism, which they

have never departed from, and for which they are

reproached by the Papists. See the " Catholick Question

in America." It is true, that the interests of christiani-

ity cannot be promoted by a temper and practice, which

that religion expressly condemns, and the opposite to

which forms its most distinguished glory and praise.

But I am obliged to deny what a " Layman" asserts,

with a positiveness peculiar to himself, that the points on

which the reformers differed from the Popedom, have
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not been more fully proved, than the points on which

the " liberal clergy" and the orthodox differ." What !

has it been proved as truly, that Jesus Christ is not God,

as it has been, that the bishop of Rome has no scriptural

authority for usurping an ecclesiastical authority over all

Christendom ? Has it been as manifestly proved, that

the doctrine ofthe Atonement is unscriptural and perni

cious, as it has been, that the popish doctrine of merit

was the foundation of so much false devotion, penances,

confessions, pilgrimages, indulgences, holy wars, and

other abominations ? Has it been as satisfactorily prov

ed, that the worship we pay to Christ is idolatry, as it

has been that the adoration of the host, or of images,

was idolatry ? Has it been as fully proved, that the

eternal punishment of the final impenitent is a " bug

bear" as it has been, that the doctrine of purgatory has

no foundation in scripture ? Finally, has it been shewn

that the doctrine of regeneration is as unscriptural, as

the prayers offered for souls' deliverance out of purgato

ry, was fallacious, and of man's invention ? I confess

that it is time that my eyes were opened to these

proofs, if they have been given ; for, as yet, I have had

no idea, that any thing like substantial proof has been

offered. Now is the time for the " liberal clergy" to

produce them. A " Layman" promises for them, that

they shall expose " those errors." This will be kind of

them ; we promise them, that if we are in error, we

wish to know it, and we shall thank them for their expo

sure. But we beg ofthem, to meet the question fairly ;

let them prove, from the scriptures, that Jesus Christ U

not the eternal God. Then Calvinism must fall to the
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ground ; if that can be proved, our whole foundation is

gone ; that is thejeorner stone of the whole building, and

if that be remffved, we are undone. Mr. Belsham

knows that, and therefore he strikes at the root ; but by-

striking so desperately at Calvinism, has he not struck a

deep blow at Christianity ? If Christ's miraculous con

ception is a deception, and the account of it an interpola

tion, what good ground have we to believe any part of

the new testament ? He has told us, that " it is highly

improper to speak ofthe scriptures, as the word of God,

as it leads inattentive readers to suppose they were

written under a plenary inspiration, to which they make

no pretension, and as such expressions expose Chris

tianity unnecessarily to the cavils of unbelievers." This

is seasoning the gospel, to make it as palatable as possi

ble to unbelievers. Again he says, " To a true Chris

tian every day is a Sabbath, every place is a temple, and

every action of life, an act of devotion." To say the

least, this is a very loose way of expression for a Chris

tian Divine. It is neither law nor gospel. It is a

strange mixture. He appears also to doubt Christ's

ascension into heaven, he calls it " being withdrawn

from the society of his disciples." But the Evangelist

tells us, He assended into heaven, and a cloud received

him out of their sight. And he holds, " That, on the

subject of demoniacal possessions in particular, he, like

die mass of his nation, was involved in gross darkness,

and actually believed that to be true, which the wisdom

of modern times has discovered to be false." Such is

the Unitarianism which Mr. Belsham wishes to propa

gate. Wardlaw says, "It is very obvious, that two
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systems, of which the sentiments on subjects, such as

these are in direct opposition, cannot, with any proprie

ty, be confounded together under one common name.

That both should be Christianity is impossible ; eke

Christianity is a term which distinguishes nothing.

Viewing the matter abstractedly, and without affirming,

for the present, what is truth and what is error ; this,

I think, I may with confidence affirm, that to call

schemes so opposite in all their great leading articles

by a common appellation, is more absurd, than it would

be to confound together those two irreconcileable theo

ries in astronomy, of which the one places the Earth,

and the other the Sun, in the centre of the Planetary

System. They are, in truth, essentially different relig

ions. For if opposite views as to the object ofworship,

the ground of hope for eternity, the rule of faith and

duty, and the principles and motives of true obedience ;

if these do not constitute different religions, we may,

without much difficulty, discover some principles of

union and identity', among all religions whatever ; we

may realize the doctrine of Pope's universal prayer, and

extend the right hand of fellowship to the worshippers

at the Mosque, and to the votaries of Brahma."

We certainly ought to give no place to the devil,

and if we do, he will be the first to accuse us. So, if

the orthodox Congregationalists have fellowship with

the Unitarian Congregationalists, they will by and by

accuse them of want of decision and faithfulness. In

deed a " Layman," already accuses Dr. Morse : he

says, " We cannot review the state of religious contro
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versy in Massachusetts, and the recent clamours, which

have been excited against certain pastors, and certain

tenets ; without recollecting, what we know to be the

fact, that for many years, Dr. Morse, and those who

have chosen to identify their cause with his character

and views, knew, as well as they now do, that many of

the Boston clergy, held opinions opposed to those of

Calvin, and in conformity with the simple doctrines

which our Saviour himself taught. They knew also,

that these opinions were generally prevalent among the

laity in their parishes. Yet during all this period, Dr.

Morse courted their friendship, and held an intimate

intercourse with the men, he now denounces as heretic

al. It was not till after his ambitious views on the col

lege were defeated, and till most of the parishes in Bos

ton, felt a repugnance to his introduction into their pul

pits, on various grounds, that he became an open as

sailant"

It is not my business to defend Dr. Morse ; I re

joice that the controversy stands, unconnected with

him, or any other man. If Dr. Morse has acted incon

sistently, that does not alter the doctrine of the Saviour's

divinity. There will always be many side with the

true doctrine, who are not always sanctified by the

truth. Dr. Morse's friends represent the matter in a

very different light, they say, that he has been persecut

ed by the " liberal party" for his faithfulness to the

truth. The Panoplist review intimates as much : " The

manner in which Dr. M. is mentioned in this letter,

(Mr. Wells's) and the influence which he is deemed to

H
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have, will account for no small part of the zeal, which

some Unitarians have shewn to put him down.

" Worthy" conduct in a " worthy" cause !" Dr.

Worcester intimates, that he has been persecuted, and

driven from a settlement by " liberal men," and he says,

" I have witnessed the sufferings of others in similar

circumstances, and particularly of a beloved brother,

in your vicinity." I suppose this means Mr. Codman.

With the merits of all those circumstances I am not

much acquainted, nor do I think they ought to be con

nected with the present question. It belongs entirely to

Congregationalists, which is not the case with the doc

trine of the Trinity, the Atonement, Justification by

faith, &.c. ; these concern the whole catholick church.

So is the question, which Dr. Worcester says " is now

at issue," belonging to Congregationalists alone ; for I

believe all other churches in the world have long ago

decided, what is now at issue, between the orthodox

Congregationalists, and Unitarians ; " Whether visible

christianfellowship ought to be maintained between or

thodox christians and Unitarians." Who can possibly

hesitate on such a question ? Be assured that Unita

rians do not. And if Orthodox Congregationalists do,

they must have strange ideas of Orthodoxy. Although

the above is a sectarian question, Dr. Worcester intro

duces doctrines which concern all the faithful, in his

second letter to Mr. Channing, and in which we must all

agree with him. He tells us, " Jesus Christ is revealed

as our Redeemer and Saviour. According to the

scriptures, He is " the Lamb ofGod that taketh away

the sin of the world." His "flesh was given for the
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ii/e ofthe world;"—his " blood was shed for many for

the. remission of sins." He " was offered to bear the

sins of many." He " was made a curse for us, and

bore our sins in his own body on the tree."' He " was

delivered for our offences, and raised again for our jus

tification." " In him wt have redemption through his

blood, the forgiveness of sins according to the riches

of his grace." He " gave himself for us, an offering

and a sacrifice to God." " He appeared to put away

sin, by the sacrifice of himself ;"—and he is the propi

tiation, the expiatory sacrifice, for our sins, and not for

ours only, but also for the sins of the whole world."

" Not by the blood of goats and calves, but by his own

blood, he entered in once into the holy" place, having

obtained eternal redemption for us ;" wherefore

" He is able to save them to the uttermost, that come

unto God by him, seeing he ever liveth to make in

tercession for them." " This is the stone which was

set at nought of you builders, which is become the

head of the corner. Neither is there salvation in any

other ; for there is none other name under heaven giv

en among men whereby we must be saved." In these

and the passages to the same effect, with which the.

scriptures abound, we see the foundation of all our

hopes for eternity. This foundation is Jesus Christ—

Jesus Christ crucified. Upon this divine testimony, so

explicit and so abundant, we believe that the death of

Jesus Christ was a vicarious atonement, a propitiatory

sacrifice for sin : and that in him we have redemption,

the forgiveness of sins ; and solely on account of the
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merits of his blood."* This is what Belsham calls,

" unscriptural" and " irrational ;" but when I consider

what a profound veneration a " Layman" has for the

scriptures, without any comment, or any thing tacked

to them, I thought to myself, he must have had a treat,

when reading this part of Dr. Worcester's letter ; but

I cannot imagine how any one, who thinks the doctrine

of Atonement " unscriptural" and " irrational," can

retain such a high estimation of the scriptures ; for they

certainly express themselves in such a way, that to say

the least, they are liable to deceive many, if the doctrine

of Atonement is untrue. They express, rather un

guardedly, in many passages, respecting the person of

Christ, if he was merely man ; instance the following :

" As the Father hath life in himself, so hath he given

to the Son, to have life in himself. He and his Father

are one. He is in the Father, and the Father in him.

All things that the Father hath, are his ; and what things

so ever the Father doth, these also doth the Son like-

* " Without shedding of blood there u-as (by the law) no remission,

and that in the case of Cain and Abel in particular, the Apostle re

marks, Heb. xi. 4, that byfaith, Abel offered a more excellent, orfuller

sacrifice than Cain.—If we seriously weigh these particulars, we shall

see reason to conclude, that the mutter of Abel's sacrifice was more ac

ceptable to God, than that of Cain's ; as better representing the suffer

ings and death of the promised seed, for the sins of the world. And

further, as Abel is said to have offered his sacrifice in faith, (surely of

the Redeemer to come, and of the redemption through his blood) and

this is given by St. Paul, as the reason of his offering the more excel

lent sacrifice ; we may infer that Cain did not bring his offering, in the

samefaith as Abel did, and that by presenting only the fruits of tlir

ground, he acknowledged indeed Jehovah, as his Creator, and Preserv

er, but not as his Redeemer ; and had apostatized from the faith ofa

divine but suffering and dying Saviour ; and consequently, was the

first Deist, that ever wag in the world."

Parkhursl's Hebrew Lexicon,
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wise. He said also, that God was his father, making

himself equal with God. He is the first, and the last :

It is he that liveth, and was dead, and behold he is alive

forever more ; Jesus Christ, the same yesterday, and

to day, and for ever. For thus saith God unto the Son,

Thy throne, O God, is for ever and ever ; a sceptre of

righteousness is the sceptre of thy kingdom. Oreat

is the mystery of God, and of the Father, and of Christ .

in whom are hid all the treasures of wisdom, and knowl

edge ; Jesus knew all men, and needed not any should

testify of man ; for he knew what was in man. He

knew from the beginning who they were that believed

not, and who should betray him. And when any rea

soned within themselves, he perceived their thoughts.

For it is he that searcheth the reins and hearts. We

are sure that he knew all things ; and by this we believe

that he came forth from God. All power was given

unto him, in heaven and in earth ; and the works that

he did bear witness of him, for the winds and the sea

obeyed him. And there were also many other wonder

ful things that Jesus did, which none other man did.

He had power on earth to forgive sins ; and who can

forgive sins but God only ? As the Father raiseth

up the dead, and quickeneth them ; even so the Son

quickeneth whom he will. And he gave his disciples

power and authority over all devils and unclean spirits,

to cast them out ; and power to heal all manner of sick

ness, and all manner of disease. It is he that openeth,

and no man shutteth ; and shutteth, and no man open

eth ; and hath the keys of hell, and death. This is he

that is holy ; he that is true ; Jesus Christ the right
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eous ; who will give unto every one according to their

works. He is the way, the truth, and the life ; the

resurrection and the life, who giveth grace and peace,

and eternal life. This is the true God, even the Son

of God, Jesus Christ ; whom his disciples worshipped,

while he was with them in the world, and after he was

carried up into heaven, when the Father glorified him

with the glory, which he had with him before the

world was. And they preached, baptized, and blessed

in the name of Jesus Christ : they prayed to him and

thanked him ; and from him they expected grace, mer

cy, and peace ; and all other spiritual blessings, and

and gifts. These things are written that we might be

lieve that Jesus is the Christ, the Son of God ; that we

should trust in his name ; and that all men should hon

our the Son, even as they honour the Father ; who,

when he brought in the first-begotten into the world,

saith, And let all the angels of God worship him ; this

is the doctrine of the great God, and our Saviour Jesus

Christ ; to him be glory, both now and forever. I

know that my Redeemer liveth, and that he shall stand

at the latter day upon the earth : and though after my

skin, worms destroy this body, yet in my flesh shall I

see God. The same Jesus, who was taken up from his

disciples into heaven, shall so come in like manner, as

he was seen by them to go into heaven. And he shall

judge the quick and the dead, at his appearing. We

must all appear before the judgment-seat of Christ, that

every one may receive the things done in his body,

according to that he hath done, whether it be good or

bad ; in the day when God shall judge the secrets of
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men by Jesus Christ, according to his gospel. Then

shall the Son of man come in his glory, and all the holy

angels with him. The Lord himself shall descend from

heaven with a shout, with the voice of the Archangel

and with the trUmp of God ; and before him shall l)e

gathered all nations. Behold he cometh with clouds,

and every eye shall see him, and they also which pier

ced him ; and all kindreds of the earth shall wail be

cause of him. All that are in the graves shall hear his

voice, and shall come forth. And the dead, both small

and great, shall stand before God ; and the books shall

be opened, and the dead shall be judged out of those

things, which are written in the books, according to

their works. As Christ hath once appeared to put

away sin, by the sacrifice of himself, so unto them that

look for him, shall he appear the second time, without

sin unto salvation. But in that day shall those that

obey not the gospel of our Lord Jesus Christ, be pun

ished with everlasting destruction from the presence of

the Lord, and from the glory of his power.

This is that glorious appearing of the great God, and

our Saviour Jesus Christ, which we look for ; but of

that day and hour, knoweth no man, no not the Angels

in heaven, but the Father only."

If all parties are agreed in this one point, " that the

Christian religion reposes for its foundation on the sa

cred scriptures, contained in the old and new testa

ment," all parties will be willing to abide by scriptu

ral statements ; supposing that we have not wrested

their meaning, which we have no temptation to, in or

der to prove the divinity of Christ, for we know of no
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words that we could make use of, more fully to the

point. There is but one possible way of doing away

the force of the above passages, and that is by cavilling

at the translation. And in order to prepare our minds

for these cavils, a " Layman" tells us, " The knowl'

edge of the Greek, and Hebrew languages, has become

much more generally diffused, than it was when that

translation was made." This is doubtful ; for if there

are certain smatterings of this knowledge, more general

ly diffused, that does not prove that there is a more

thorough knowledge of those languages, possessed by

learned men, in the present day, trjan there was by

learned men in that day.—Such kind of knowledge will

always remain with a few persons.* Where is there

* Mr. Jones says, " If the doctrine of the Trinity is so contrary to

scripture, as our adversaries would have you believe, how did it hap

pen that these men, [the Reformers,] who were certainly endued with

all the advantages and ornaments of human learning, and had the Bi

ble so often in their hands, that they translated every word of it into

the English tongue, suffered this doctrine of the trinity to stand unre-

formed I I will show you how the Aiians endeavoured to solve this

difficulty, which is indeed a very great one. They say, " it may very

fairly be presumed, that, as they were just come out of the gross cor

ruptions of Popery, they did not see the whole truth, as it is in Jesus."

So that notwithstanding their resolution to reform, yet Popery hung

about them still, and they did not reform so much as they ought to

have done. But if you are to be guided by presumptions, you will

soon discover, that the fairer presumption is on the other side, when the

nature of men and things upon such occasions is rightly considered.

When tares growing amongst wheat, are to be plucked up, there is not

yearly so much danger that any tares should be left behind, as that

ttortie of the wheat should be plucked up along with them. If you have

a crooked stick in your hand, and would make it straight, the first step

you take, is to bend it too much the contrary way ; after which it may

come to be right at last. Just so it happens, that if mankind are offend

ed with any thing, and sensible of a past error, they are apt to fly From

it with such an undistinguishing aversion, as to fall, before they arc

aware, into the contrary extreme : and their prejudice, if they have

any, is not for but against, what they are correcting. Instead of
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a greater theological scholar than Luther ? That which

conies last is not always the best, though a " Layman"

naturally infers so with regard to translations of the scrip

tures. And here let me ask a " Layman," by whom

king James's translation " is regarded as inspired P\

Such assertions ought to be attended with proof ; this

point, which he says he " introduces first because it

comes first in order," this first point is a palpable

falsehood, and all that he has involved in it ; namely,

" that every clerk and copyist, (whether slave or monk)

was also inspired." I suppose it was for such assertions

doing too little, they are in danger of being in such a heat, as to overdo

every thing they set about : whence it is most naturally to be inferred,

that our divines, who reformed the errors of Popery, were not then

inclined to act in favour of Popery." The objection, which is answer

ed above, is repeated by a " Layman." " It would be strange indeed,

(he says) and against all analogy and experience, if these men (the Re

formers) had passed suddenly from great corruptions to the most per

fect light." It is rather more remarkable, and shews how eminently

they were fitted for their work, that they did not attempt to remove

any of the foundation truths ofthe gospel. Mr. Robinson referred more

particularly to Church discipline, on which subject he differed from

the reformed churches, being a " Brownist," in his ideas of Church

government ; but he had no idea that the Reformers were wrong in

point of doctrine ; he would have shuddered at the new light, which a

" Layman" has received.

+ " Does the glory of God require, that the most shameful and gross

misrepresentations and perversions should be used to excite, and preju

dice the publick mind, against the victims of this holy gentleman's

wrath ?" Who are disposed here " to slander and backbite

their brethren 1 My readers will perceive, that I purposely

avoid any interference with Mr. Channing, and Dr. Worcester, re

specting the " reviewer" charging the " liberal clergy" in general, or

as a party, with Mr. Belsham's opinions. I must confess, that in my

opinion, that idea is conveyed in the Review, and it appears to have

been done with a wish, that such of them as did not agree with Belshanii..

might declare their difference of opinion. It has partly accomplished

its object.

. I ■ I" /
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as those, that Dr. Worcester thought a " Layman's"

pamphlet unworthy an answer : but I think, that if men

will assert falsehoods, we must deny them, lest the ig

norant should receive them as truths. I will let my

readers judge of another misrepresentation in the " Lay

man's" own words : " The orthodox also maintain, that

certain opinions and speculations, not to be found in

the scripture, but which Calvin declared he believed

were intended to be placed there, or pretended that he

discovered in them, and certain other opinions, held by

an assembly of Divines in Great Britain, are to be re

ceived as the rule of our faith." The orthodox receive

certain truths as the rule of their faith, but they lay no

obligation on others. It is a misrepresentation to in

sinuate, that the Divinity of Christ, is not " directly

and plainly enforced in the same perspicuous manner,

in which the doctrines of a future state, of charity, of

purity of life, are inculcated ;" for the one is as plainly

taught as the other. " It is a curious fact, but no less

curious than true, (and it shews the propensity of man

kind to accommodate every thing, even the most sub

lime doctrines, to their own schemes and party passions)

that the general tenour of all the scriptures, both of the

Old and New Testament, has been overlooked and dis

regarded, and that particular passages, contradicted by

their general tenour, have been made the foundation of

a creed, which is utterly opposed to the great scope, and

object of revelation." This is a fact, and no less curi

ous than true ; for the general scope and object of rev

elation, is to make known the way of pardon and

acceptance for guilty man, through the sacrifice of
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Christ, which Belsham says, is " unscriptural" and

" irrational ;" and there are some particular passages

which he makes the foundation of his creed, and it

shews that he has a propensity to accommodate every

thing to his own schemes and party passions.

Our " Layman" writes for future ages, and no doubt

he will transmit this historical fact, that in the nineteenth

century of the Christian era, it was disputed, whether

Jesus Christ, whom the world was worshipping, wap

the true God ? And that by Christian Ministers, who

frequently offered prayers to him, and professed to ex

pect him to come to be their judge. If it were disput

ed by Jews or Infidels, it would be nothing remarkable ;

but that the Godhead of the Messiah should be denied,

bv men who are most tenacious of their right to the

Christian name, and who sometimes, call Jesus their

Lord, and Master, is worthy to be recorded. Chris

tians, in future ages, will view the authors of such ob

jections against Christ's divinity, as monsters of error.

They will view them as we do now Simon Magus or

Nicholas, the first deacon. Hoping, however, that this

controversy will end, not only in the conversion of a

" Layman," but of all his friends, " the liberal clergy,"

I conclude ; and for which I shall never cease to pray,

AMANA. 



AN ADDRESS TO LAYMEN

ALL DENOMINATIONS OF CHRISTIANS.

My Brethren,

AS the apostle Paul, like his blessed Master, went about doing

good, and preaching the gospel of the kingdom of God ; among other

places, he travelled to Athens, then the most celebrated city for wisdom,

arts, and science, in the world. Here he found an altar with this

remarkable inscription, to the Unknown God. The divine Providence

seems to have intended, by this open profession of the most intelligent

men upon earth, to evince the truth of what the divine Spirit hath re

vealed, That the world by wisdom knew not God. The highest sagacity

of mortals could not reach the knowledge of his being ; the utmost it

could attain to, was to confess him unknown. If, therefore, man, by

his own faculties and power, could not know God ; it is evident, that

the true knowledge of him must have been communicated and derived.

Hence, the necessity of a divine revelation began with the creation ;

and this necessity was farther increased, by the diminution of man's

faculties, through his degeneracy ; unless it can be l>elieved, that it is of

no consequence for man to know either the author or the end of his

being. It may, therefore, be laid down as a principle, grounded upon

the necessity of man, and confirmed again and again by God himself,

that, upon man's fall, a revelation of his restoration to favour, and a gen

eral idea of the means by which that restoration was to be accomplished,

were immediately granted ; and in such a manner, as to comprehend

and include every essential article of faith, and necessary doctrine of

salvation. Without such a revelation it would have beeu impossible
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for any worship of God to be established among fallen men ; they

could no longer approach their Maker but through a Mediator. Christ

was revealed as that Mediator. We are bound, as Christians, to receive

the knowledge of God from the scriptures, and not to conceive of God

according to our own imaginations. " You have been told, by a

brother Layman, that the christian world, have beenfrom the third cen

tury divided on the question of the Trinity."* He has represented this

division much more considerable, thin it ever has been ; you have only

to consult ecclesiastical history to convince yourselves, that the Christian

church in general have always acknowledged the doctrine of the Trin

ity. When Christianity was corrupted in the East, Arianism prevailed,

and it has been succeeded by Mahometanism, and in fact it prepared

the way for that impostor. But where the true spirit of Christianity

prevailed, there the church honoured the Son, as they honoured the

Father. A " Layman" has represented to you in the most horrible

light the " Athanasian creed," declaring that no clergymen in Massa

chusetts would dare read it from their desk. But if you examine that

ancient and excellent formula, you will find the same doctrine, which is

contained in the " Apostles' Creed," or, in other words, you will find

that form of sound words, perfectly accordant with the holy scriptures,

and such as those, on the contrary part, will never be able successfully

to gainsay or resist. We must never forget, that the mode of God s

existence is not an object of man's reason, nor could it possibly be

known by him without superior information. Suffer me to exhort you

to examine the scriptures yourselves, like the noble Bereans, see wheth-

* Mr. Jones, speaking of the council of Nice, at which Arms was condemned,

says, the Bishops of the whole christian world were agreed. " I say. of the whole

Christian World : though a late author calls this Oecnmerical council, summoned

for the condemnation of Arius, " afamous contest,1'' as if one half of the world

had been divided against the other. And he says, it was " determined by a ma

jority of near twenty to one .'" whereas, in truth, there were but five out of three

hundred and eighteen, who denied the catholick faith. I mention this, to shew

bow some things may he represented by some sort of people, who, if they are not

ignorant, must think it their inttresi to impose upon you. What would you think

of a man, who having been present at an assize, should bring a report of it home

to his family, and tell them he had been at afamous contest, where there was a

majority of near ten jurymen, six witnesses, and a judge against the criminal ?"

The number is, at present, very inconsiderable, who deny the proper divinity of

the Saviour, and the doctrine of the Atonement ; you will excuse my endeavour

ing to convey information to you on those points, as your friend and brother a

" Ijayman" supposes " ninety nine out of a hundred"' of yon are ignorant of too

distinction between an 'Wian and an Unitarian.

/
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er these things are so. Tliey testify of Christ, and if any man teach

you contrary to them, it is because there is no light in him. You must

bear with me, if I tell you, that you do not sufficiently study the scrip

tures, which makes you liable to be led about by every wind of doc

trine. Carefully to examine the scriptures is the duty and privilege of

every true Protestant ; use your liberty, but not for a cloak of licen

tiousness.

I am persuaded, that you must feel interested with respect to the ter

mination of the present controversy ; you have been baptized in the

-name of the Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, and you constantly receive

the Apostolick benediction, " The grace of our Lord Jesus Cltrist, the

love of God, and the communion of the Holy Ghost.'" Are you not

surprized, that you should be told, in this day, that your form ofbap

tism was erroneous ; that you only ought to have been baptized in

the name of the Father ; for that the Son and Holy Spirit have no exist

ence in the Godhead ; that they are inferior beings, whom it would be

idolatry to worship ? That the views which you have received of a

Trinity in Unity, is altogether a deception, without any foundation in

scripture ? You are told, that this is contrary to your own reason and

common sense, and, in the same manner, many other articles of religion

are opposed. You are told, that these points of doctrine are imposed

vpon you by councils, creeds, and church authority. The authors of

creeds and articles of faith have declared their faidi, but that is not im

posing it upon you. You are told, of your right to judge for your

selves in matters of religion, as if you had' a right to think contrary to

God's revelation-. Such a right will not protect you tinder your reli

gious mistakes, against the superior judgment of God. You are told,

that you believe in " three Gods," which is a gross misrepresentation :

for you believe, on the contrary, that " the Father, the Son, and the Holy

Ghost, are not three Gods, but one God ;" and again, " We are for

bidden by the Catholick Religion to " say there be three Gods." I

have no wish to excite your passions, nor to engage any unhallowed

feelings in this dispute. But let me beseech you to rouse from your

lethargy, and investigate coolly and dispassionately these momentous

subjects. Let it not be said of you, that you seek your own, not the

things which are Jesus Christ's. ; be not ashamed of Christ, nor hi*
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gospel, lest, at a very important moment, he should, deny you before

the angels in heaven. On this subject, there can be but two parties ;

those who plead for the Godhead of the Saviour, and those who deny

it ; those who are not against our Saviour's divinity are, most assured

ly, on our part.

There is now, no doubt, but that this subject will meet with a gene

ral discussion, and there will be a decision ; either the people will

acknowledge the truth of the Saviour's divinity, or they will apostatize

from the truth, aud deny it ; which ever way it turns, it will form a very

eventful period in the history of the church in this part of the world.

You are tolJ, that " the country presents a motley mixture of athe

ists, deists, aud sectarians of all shades and all opinions. This is the

time, then, to try the spirits, whether they be of God ? For many false

spirits are gone out into the world, and there is only one true spirit,

one true religion, one true church, as there is but one Lord, one bap

tism, one faith, one hope of your calling, &c. To me, Christ mojt

plainly appears to be the glory of Jehovah ; a person in Jehovah ; and

as such, God over all, blessed for ever. Are you acquainted with this

great Inrmanuel, this God. with us ? It will be but of small comfort to

us at the last, that Christ is God, unless he is our God.

And as the paths of error are infinite, and the way of truth but one ;

so it is the power and grace of an almighty Saviour alone, which c.in

give his people the one heart promised them, that they may walk in

that one way to life everlasting. These are enabled to see, that the

divinity of Jesus is the one only foundation laid in Zion, on which they

may safely build their eternal hops ; and these will acknowledge, both

here and hereafter, that the glqries of Immanuel, in his person and per

fections, are the Alpha and Omega, the beginning and the end of all

their confidence and joy.

You will soon be told, that your ministers disapprove of Mr. Bel-

sham's sentiments, because they will find it impossible to defend them,

andhold the publick confidence ; but they will attempt to maintain the

ground taken by Noah Worcester, whoso principal error you will find

set forth in a note below.* Now I must request you, if you value

• T. A. has detected and aroused iCoah Worcester, op denying the humanity

of Christ, winch is considered an essential error, both by Unitarians and Trini-

!:iriirtis.

T. A. observes. " The. doctrine of the church in general, in all ages, is, that the
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truth, to examine carefully into those matters ; do not suffer yourselves

to be ignorant and unconcerned about your eternal interest. If you

are led to investigate the scriptures, and if my exhortations should aid

you in your researches, I shall be satisfied, and return thanks to Jesus,

the author and finisher of our faith, to whom be glory forever and ever.

AMEN.

Son of God, became man, by ink ins to himself a true body, ami a reasonable soul.

That, in his lowest nature, he was really and properly a man. But in V. Worces

ter's system,he leaves out the rational soul. That Great lleing, formed of the int-

crealed essence of God, the conxtituled Creator, Upholder, Govemour, Redeemer, ami

Judge of the world, took to himself nothing, but an human body. Here is a denial

of the humanity of Christ, which the scriptures affirm. Those text- which Noah

Worcester explains, as importing that Christ assumed nothing human, but mere

flesh, or an animate body, for the most part, denote manhood in its whole nature.

When the apostle says, " by the works of the law shall no flesh be justified,"

does he mean that no human body can be justified in this way r Doubtless he

means man in his whole person. So when it is said, the Word was made flesh, it

means he became truly and properly a man. * That the pre-eristent Son of God,

when he became incarnate, took a real man into a mysterious union with him

self, is sufficiently established by this one text. " For verily he took not on him

the nature of angels, but lie took the seed of Abraham." By the seed of Abraham,

true and proper humanity is described. Tf Christ assumed an human body, with

out an human soul, he did not take on hiui the seed of Abraham. Should an an-

gelick rational mind assume an human body, this would not constitute him a true

and proper man. In this text, the seed of Abraham, or proper manhood, is dis

tinguished from the nature of angels. Much less would an uncreated nature, as

suming a body in the form of man, constitute the seed of Abraham, or a real man.

i " Ifthe incarnate Son of God had no rational soul, distinct from his. Qivinc Na

ture, then his Divinity was the real sufferer on the cross. But herejet it not be

forgotten, that this Divine Nature of Christ, in Noah Worcester's view, i- formed

of the uncreated essence of Deity. What then are we now called to believe?

Nothing less than this, (iod not only formed another distinct being of hit own

self-existent substance, and degraded it to inferiority and dependence, and caus-

c-l that which existed from eternity to have a beginning, and subjected it to real

pain, miserv, and death ! May we not as well believe God can annihilate him

self, and subject his whole nature, to sorrow and wretchedness ? Is not this in

consistent with the nature of a self-existent Being, which implies an impossibility

of not being, or of any such essential change ? Is it not also utterly incompatible

with the scripture representations, of the immutability, and infinite felicity of the

great Jehovah ? If that vast and stupendous Being, formed of the self-existent,

eternal essence of Deity, the Ruler, and Governour of the world, was the only

soul of the body of Christ, how could it be said he increased in wisdom, as well

as in stature ? Must we believe, that his connexion with that mere atom of mat

ter, that constituted his body, divested him of that previous, boundless knowledge

and wisdom, which qualified him to form, and govern the universe ?

" There are so many absurdities, or at least difficulties, in Noah Worcester's

view of the humanity of Christ, that it has a powerful tendency to lead the read

er into the old heresy, that the whole affair of the incarnation', and sufferings of

the Son of God, was never real, but a mere illusion or phantom. It is not so

difficult to believe this, as that God first degraded a part of his own essence to

dependence, anil then to actual suffering and death. Besides, in the body of

Christ, Noah Worcester declares there was no human soul to suffer,... .and the

independent eternal God, was not the sufferer. Then there was really no intel

ligent sufferer on the cross. For N. W. denies the sufferer to be a created be

ing :... .but besides the self-existent God, and «crcatures, there is no other being.

The whole affair of the crucifixion was then a mere illusion."

See " Bible Newt, Not Comet."



THREE LETTERS

ON

MR. TOMKINS'S " CALM INQUIRY."

BY THE REV. JAMES HERVEY.

LETTER I.

Wcston-Favtl, Jan. 10, 174&«.

dear lit,

HOW arduous, and how momentous, is the task you have assigned

rue ! A sense of its difficulty and importance almost deterred me from

venturing so much as to attempt it. A cordial friendship instigated,

and a consciousness of my own incapacity checked, for some time, my

fluctuating mind. At length the bias inclined to the side of the former;

my reluctance, urged by the request of a friend, gives way ; and now

I am fully determined.—Determined to what ? To enter the lists

against the adversaries of the Trinity 1 More particularly to appear as

the champion for the personality and divinity of the Holy Ghost 1 With

a view of resting the grand debate on the dexterity of this pen 1 No,

Sir ; I form no such romantick schemes ; I renounce any such under

taking ; I am only determined to lay before you the thoughts, which

kave occurred, since I have received your last letter ; and this, on the

condition of having them returned to the secrecy of my closet, after you

have passed your judgment, and bestowed your corrections upon them.

In managing this controversy, shall I say ? or rather in pursuing this

inquiry, it behoves us humbly to apply to the great father of lights for

direction. They shall all be taught of God, says the prophet ; this

promise we should humbly plead at the throne of grace, and, in cheer

ful dependence on its accomplishment, proceed to examine, with a mod

est and reverential awe, the mysterious points before us. Whoever

rejects this key, and yet hopes to be admitted into the treasures of heav-

K
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enly knowledge, acts altogether as imprudent a part, as if he should ex

pect to attain a masterly skill in mathematicks, and at the same time neg

lect to inform himself of the first principles of that admired science.

When a divine person is the object of our consideration, then surely it

becomes us, in a more special manner, not to lean to our own understand

ing, but, like little children, to rely on the teachings of that all-wise Spirit,

whose nature, dignity, and attributes, we would devoutly contemplate.—

You will perhaps, take notice, that I anticipate what is to be well prov

ed ; and take it for granted, that the Holy Ghost is indeed God. 1

would only observe from this remark, how naturally we wish, how al

most unavoidably we conclude, that person to be really God, who ii

appointed to lead us into all truth.

Let us now, Sir, if you please, address ourselves to the inquiry,

whether the Holy Spirit is a real person,—whether that person is very

God ?—and, these particulars being discussed, it may be proper to exa

mine briefly the most material of Mr. Tomkins's objections.—But to

to whom, to what shall we apply, in order to find the satisfaction we sae f

To reason, and her naked unassisted dictates 1 Hardly can reason guest

aright with relation to the things that are before our eyes ; much lest;

can she determine, with any certainty, concerning the unsearchable

depths of divine nature, those t« flttfa t* ©•*• We have, in the word of

revelation, an infallible oracle. To this let us direct our search. To

the decision of this unerring standard, let us inviolably adhere ; however

it may surpass our comprehension, or run counter to our fond prepos

sessions.

Here we may possibly ask, Is not the Spirit of God, by a common

metonomy, put for God himself ?—I own I have sometimes been incli

ned to hesitate on this question when it is said, My Spirit shall not al

ways tit rive with vian, and, Grieve not the Holy Spirit of God ; I have

never thought these passages a sufficient proof of the personality of the

blessed Spirit, though (if I mistake not) commonly urged in support o)

the doctrine. These, I apprehend, might fairly be interpreted of griev

ing God himself, and resisting the tender gracious overtures of his mer

cy. Conformably to that parallel form of speech, where it is said by

the inspired writer, Paul's Spirit was grieved, i. e. without all dispute,

JL'aul himself was inwardly afflicted.
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Again, perhaps, the Spirit of the Lord may be nothing more than a

particular modification or exercise of a divine power resident in the Dei

ty. For instance, when it is said, in the prophetick language, Not by

might, nor by force, but by my Spirit, sailh the Lord ; or by the evan

gelical historian, The Holy (ihost was upon him. Are not these texts

nearly equivalent, in point of signification, to those scriptural expres

sions, The right hand of the Lord bringeth mighti) things to pass ? The

inspiration of the Almighty givelh understanding t Is not this the

meaning ofthe former passage? Not mortal strength, but God's omnipo

tent aid giveth victory in the battle, and success in every undertaking :

and this the import of the latter, The communications of infinite Wis

dom enlightened his mind in an extraordinary manner ?

Were there no other scriptures which concerned themselves in this

debate, I should be ready to give up the point. But there are several,

which most strongly imply the personality of the Holy Ghost, though

they may not assert it in positive terms. It is true, we meet with no

»uch term as personality in sacred writ ; but if we find the thing signi

fied, it is in effect the same. No one can shew me the word resurrec

tion in the whole Pentateuch ; but will any one presume to maintain,

that this doctrine is not to be proved from the books of Moses ? Our

Lord's famous reply to the ensnaring interrogatory of the Sadducees,

must for ever silence such a suggestion. And this we may further learn

from his method of arguing, that it is not only proper, but our duty, to

deduce truths, by fair consequences, which the text may not explicitly

speak.

Be pleased, Sir, to consider the apostolical benediction, The grace of

our Lord Jesus Christ, and the. love of God, and the fellowship of <A«

Holy Ghost, be with you all. If we allow the apostle to understand

the true import of language, must it not follow from this passage, that

the Holy Spirit is a real person, and distinct from the Father, and Son !

Otherwise, would not the sacred writer, ought not the sacred writer, to

have expressed himself in a different manner ; to have said rather, The

fellowship of his, or the fellowship of their spirit !—The form of admin

istering baptism is another text of this nature : In the name of the

Father, and of/he Son, and of the Holy Ghost. It is evident, I believe

it is allowed by all, that the two first are real distinct persons ; and is
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there not equal reason to conclude, that the last-mentioned is a person

also : Suppose you should endeavour to distinguish three persons in

your discourse, what other language would you use than this ?—I dare

say, Sir, you are sensible, that one scripture-proof, if plain in its signi

fication, and incontestible in its evidence, is as valid, as decisive as one

thousand ; because one such proof bears the stamp of infallible wisdom

and infinite veracity. Therefore, was there no other hint in all tie

inspired volumes, but these pregnant words which compose the form of

baptism, this single proof would be sufficiently satisfactory to my judg

ment,

I shall take leave to refer you to a few more evidences, and tran

scribe only the following : There are. three that bear witness in heaven,

the Father, the Logos, and the Holy Ghost, and these three are one.

But this, we are told, is a surreptitious test : foisted by the bigotted

espousers of a certain favourite set of doctrines.—The only resource this

of our opposers, when their case becomes desperate ; when conviction

flashes in their faces ; when every other subterfuge fails ; then the pre

tence of spurious, and interpolated reading is trumped up. It is not to

be found, they cry, in some very ancient copy ; perhaps, the Alexan

drine MS. acknowledges no such passage. But this I must be allowed

to question ; I dare not take our adversaries' bare word ; especially,

since some of the declared enemies of orthodoxy are not the most exem

plary for truth and integrity. However, granting that there may be no

such text in the Alexandrine MS. for my part, I should not scruple to

abide by the universal testimony of all editions, in all countries, much

rather than to give up myself implicitly to the authority of a single MS.

I should think it much more reasonable to conclude, that the transcriber

of that particular copy, had, through oversight, dropt some sentence,

rather than to charge all the other copies with forgery, and the editions

ofall ages with a gross mistake. Consider, Sir, not only the apparent

difficulty, but the moral impossibility of corrupting the sacred books in

that palpable manner, which this objection would insinuate ; at a time

when every private Christian valued them more than life, and spent ao

day without a diligent contemplation of them ; at a time, when each

particular sect read them constantly in their publick assemblies, and

watched over the genuineness of each text with a most jealous eye.
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Would it be an easy matter to introduce a supposititious clause into an

ordinary will, after it had been solemnly proved at Doctors Commons,

and one authentick copy preserved in the archives ? If this is scarce

possible, how much more unlikely is it, that any one should be able to

practise so iniquitously upon the inspired writings, when not one only,

but unnumbered copies were deposited in the most vigilant hands,

and dispersed throughout the world ?

I shall only desire you to consult those other scriptures, Rom. xv.

16, 30. John xvi. 13, 14, 15. which, without heaping together a mul

titude of other proofs, seem to put the matter beyond all rational doubt

In the last of those places, you will take particular notice, that the wri

ter speaks of the Holy Ghost in the masculine gender. How could this

consist with propriety of style, upon any other scheme than ours ? The

expression should have been it, not he, if the Holy Ghost were a divine

energy alone, and not a real person. Nay, it is remarkable, that though

nw.ua be a neuter, yet the historian varies the gender, and gives us a

masculine relative, 07*» i>.6ri «xsj»o;. £«»«• v*t itgiuru ; and on what prin

ciples can this construction be accounted for, or justified, but by allowing

the Holy Spirit to be a person '! This, I think, is an observation of some

consequence ; and therefore, accurate writers should beware ofusing the

word it, and rather choose the pronoun him, when speaking of this di

vine Being.

The mention of divine Being reminds me of our second subject of

inquiry, viz. Whether the Holy Ghost is very God '!—Here I should

be glad to know, what kind of degree of evidence will satisfy the

inquirers. If we are so far humble and impartial, as to prefer the

declarations of an unerring word, to the preconceptions of our mind ; I

think, there is most sufficient proof afforded by the scriptures. Whereas,

if we bring not these dispositions to the search, it will be no wonder, if

we are bewildered ; if we are given up to our own delusions ; nay, it

will be no incredible, no unprcedented thing, for God to hide these

mysteries from such (in their own opinion) wise and prudent ones,

while ha reveals them to (men endued with the simplicity and teachable

ness of) babes.

Is that Being truly God, who is possessed of divine attributes ? This

question, I imagine, every body will answer in the affirmative. So



"!% THREE LETTERS PROM MR. HERVET.

 

that if it appears, that the Holy Ghost is invested with the incommuni

cable attributes of the Deity, our assent will be won, and our dispute at

an end.—Is it not the prerogative of the all-seeing God to search the

heart, and try the reins ? Jer. xvii. 10. and is not this the undoubted

prerogative of the blessed Spirit? 1 Cor. ii. 10.—Is eternity an attribute

of God, and of God only ? Deut. xxxiii. 27. o ,h»m« •£«» tA-xmc-r** .

1 Tim. vi. 16. This is clearly the property of the Holy Ghost, who is

styled by the author of the epistle to the Hebrews, The eternal Spirit,

Heb. ix. 14.—Is wisdom, underived, essential wisdom, a character of

God, called by the apostle fuw «ft ©<of, Jude. 25 ? This is the illustri

ous character of the Holy Ghost. He is the Spirit of wisdom and rev

elation, Eph. i. 17. In consequence of which sacred excellency, he is

able to lead his people into nil truth.—Is Omnipresence a necessary

proof of Divinity ? If so, the Holy Ghost challenges it upon this claim ;

for thii3 saith the inspired poet, Whither shall I go then from thy spirit f

Psal. exxxix. 7.—Is omnipotence a sufficient attestation of the Godhead

of the Holy Ghost ? He that enableth mortals to control the powers, to

alter the course, to supercede the fundamental laws of nature : can In •

be less than the Lord God Almighty? Yet St. Paul declares, that In

ability to work all manner ofastonishingmiracles.forthe confirmation ofhi«

ministry, was imparted to him by the Spirit. Rom. xv. 1 9.—Ifany farther

proof is demanded, be pleased to consider, with an unprejudiced atten

tion, that very memorable passage, Matt. xii. 31, 32. Surely, from an

attentive consideration of this text, we must be constrained to acknow

ledge, that the Holy Ghost is strictly and properly God. Otherwise,

how could the sin against him be of so enormous a nature, so absolutely-

unpardonable, and the dreadful cause of inevitable ruin?—St. Paul, in his

first epistle to the Corinthians, (vi. 1 0.) addresses his converts with this

remarkable piece of instruction. Your body i* the. temple of the Hoi*

Ghost. The same apostle, writing to the same believers, in his second

epistle, (vi. 16.) has the following expression, Ye are the temples of the

living God. Who can compare these texts, and yet be so hardy as

deliberately to deny, that the Holy Ghost and the living God are one

and the same ? Besides, if these two scriptures, viewed in conjunc_

tion with each other, did not ascertain the Divinity of the blessed Spirit,

the very purport of the expression. Vis are temple* of the Holy Ghost,
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sufficiently evinces it. It is certain, that the very essence of a temple,

or, to speak in the terms of the logician, the differentia constitutive! of a

temple, consists in the residence of a Deity. The inhabitation of the

highest created Being cannot constitute a temple ; nothing hut the in

dwelling of the one infinite, almighty Lord God. Since, therefore, the

indwelling of the Holy Spirit renders the bodies of Christians temples,

it seems to be a clear case, that ha is truly God.—Another text, a text

never omitted when this point is under debate, and a text, in my opin

ion, singly sufficient to give a final decision to the doubt, is in Acts v.

3,4. where the person styled Aywv nw^ii in one verse, is expressly decla

red to be ©{«; in the next Now, can we imagine, that an evangelist.

under the guidance of unerring wisdom, could write with such unac

countable inaccuracy as the deniers of this article must maintain '{

Were this supposition admitted, I should almost begin to question the

inspiration of the sacred books. At this rate, they would seem calcu

lated to confound the judgment, and elude the common sense of the

readers. For to speak 90 frequently of the Father, the Son, and the

Holy Ghost,—to speak in such language as we always use in distin

guishing various persons,—to ascribe to them severally such attributes

as, by universal acknowledgment, comport only with the supreme God,

—nay, to call each person by himself, distinctly, expressly to call each

person God and Lord ;—sure, if, after all these declarations, there be.

not three persons in the one, incomprehensible Godhead ; if each of

these illustrious persons be not very God ;—what can we say, but that

the scriptures are inconsistent and self-contradictory pieces ?—So that,

upon the whole, we are reduced to this dilemma, either to admit this

absurd and impious charge upon the scriptures ; or else to acknow 1-

edge the personality and divinity of the three persons in the adorable

Trinity.

But, perhaiw, a curious genius, that has been accustomed to enter

deep into the rational of things ; that thinks it beneath a sagacious in

quirer to credit, unless he can comprehend,—such a genius may ask,

with a kind of amazement,—How can these things be ?—Here I pro

tend to give no satisfaction. Here I confess myself at a loss. I can

not conceive how the principle of gravitation acts, or what constitutes

'he power of attraction. If I cannot penetrate the hidden qualities of a
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thousand common objects, that daily present themselves to my senses ;

no wonder, that I should be unable to unravel the awful secrets of the

divine nature ; no wonder that I should be incapable of finding out to

perfection that infinite Majesty who dwells in light inaccessible. Since

the fv at is attested by a multitude of witnesses from scripture, let us

be content to wait for the to *«*, till this gross interposing cloud of

flesh and mortality flee away ; until that happy hour arrives, that de

sirable state commence, when we shall no longer see through a ghw

darkly, but shall know even as we are known.

I should now proceed, according to the ability which the great

source of wisdom may please to bestow, to examine Mr. Tomkins's

Calm inquiry ; but this is what my time, claimed by a variety of other

engagements, will not permit ; and what, I presume, you yourself, tir

ed already by a tedious epistle, will very readily excuse. Hereafter,

if you insist upon my executing the plan laid down in the beginning of

this paper, I will communicate my remarks (such as they are) relating

to the forementioned treatise, with all that cheerful compliance, and

unreserved openness, which may most emphatically bespeak me,

Dear Sir,

Yours, &c.

LETTER II.

rretton-FMvell, Fei. 11, 1745-&

DEAR SIR,

I received your ticket some time ago, in which you desire me to con

sider some particular passages of scripture. After an afflictive indispo

sition, which confined me to my room several days, I have examined

the texts you allege. They relate, I find, to that grand question,

which has lately been the subject of our debate, the Divinity of our

Lord Jesus Christ.—I could have wished, that the controversy had

been brought to a satisfactory and happy issue. Very unwilling to

engage in it a second time, I must beg leave to sue for my Bene decetsit,

and resign the management of so important a dispute to incomparably

more able hands.—However, in obedience to your request, (quid enim

amicitia denegandum ?) I shall briefly lay before you my opinion con

cerning those portions of inspired wisdom ; and then proceed, in pur
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tu&nce oi my promise, to neigh, with calmness and impartiality, the

most material of Mr. Tomkins's objections.

You observe, That the Fiither is never represented yielding obedi-

ence to Christ, or praying to Christ.—I acknowledge the truth of the

remark, and assign this cluar and obvious reason, becatise it was the

peculiar office of the second person of the Trinity to humble himself, to

unite himself to flesh and blood, and to be made in all things like unto

us, sin only excepted. Had not the blessed Jesus been clothed with

our nature, and partook of our innocent infirmities, we should never

have heard any such thing, as his yielding obedience, or praying to

another, greater than himself. This results not from his essential, but

his assumed nature : nor is it at all repugnant to reason, to be inferior

in one character, and at the same time absolutely equal in another. His

Majesty King George may be inferior to the Emperor, in the capacity

of Elector of Hanover ; he may be subject to the Imperial authority,

as he is a prince of the Germanick body ; and yet equal to the most

illustrious inonarchs, obnoxious to no earthly jurisdiction, in his nobler

quality of the King of Great Britain, France, and Ireland. This seems

to be a very easy and natural solution of the difficulty : whereas, I

think, I may venture to defy the nicest metaphysician, or the most

acute casuist, to reconcile the notions of divinity and inferiority. As

well may contradictions be made compatible. A God, who is inferi

or, is, to my apprehension, a perfect paradox. It is necessarily impli

ed in the idea of God, That he be, as our old translation of the Psalms

emphatically and beautifully styles him, The Most Highest. There

fore, our Saviour, who often asserts his claim to Divinity, declares, as

an inseparable consequent of this high prerogative, All things which

the Father hath, are mine. Is the Father's existence inconceivable and

eternal ? the same also is the Son's. Has the Father an unequalled

absolute supremacy ? such likewise hath the Son.

But I see you have ready at hand to object, John xiv. 28. My

Father is greater than I.—Who are we to understand by the person I ?

Doubtless, that being who was capable of going and coming ; who

was sometimes in one place, and sometimes in another ; now with the

disciples on earth, anon separated from them by a translation into heav>

I.
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on : and who can this be but the man Christ Jesus ; the human na

ture of our Redeemer ? The attribute of limited locality, determines

this point with the utmost clearness ; why then should any one apply

that property to the Godhead of our blessed Master, which he himself

so plainly appropriates to his manhood 1

This text very opportunely furnishes us with a key, to enter into the

true meaning of your next quotation, 1 Cor. xi. 3. The head of

Christ is God. Only let St. John be allowed to expound S'. Paul. I

ask this single concession from my worthy friend, (and sure it is no

unreasonable one.) Let us agree to pay a greater deference to the he-

loved disciple's comment, than to Mr. Pierce's paraphrase, or the inter

pretation of the Arian creed ; then the sense will be as follows : The

Deity is the head of the Mediator. As the members are conducted by

the head, and subservient to the head ; so Christ Jesus, in his human

capacity, acted and acts in subordination to the Godhead : obeying the

significations of his will, and referring all his administration to his glory.

This exposition, I imagine, the context corroborates, and the scope of

(lie apostle's arguing requires.

As for Heb. i. 8, 9. this text affirms, in the most express terms, That

Christ is God, O fye»o{ <™ ©E02- And what can be a stronger proof

of his unrivalled supremacy and sovereignty ?—But, perhaps, this may

be one of those places', in which, we are informed by our objectors, the

word God signifies no more than a king or ruler, consequently, does not

prove our Redeemer to be God in reality, and by nature ; but only to

be complimented with this appellation, in respect of his office and au

thority.—I believe, Sir, you will find, upon a more attentive inquiry,

that this subtile distinction is contrary to the perpetual use of the scrip

tures. A very celebrated critick observes, that wherever the name El»-

ium (translated by the apostle eEOE) is taken in an absolute sense,

und restrained to one particular person, (as it is in the passage before

us,) it constantly denotes the true and only God. Magistrates are in

deed said to be Elohira, in relation to their office, but no one magis

trate was ever so called ; nor can it be said, without blasphemy, to any

one of them ; Thou art Elohim, or God. It is also recorded of Moses,

Thou shalt be Elohim ; yet not absolutely, but relatively only, a God

to Pharaoh, and to Aaron, i. e. in God's stead, doing in the name of
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God what he commanded, and declaring what he revealed.—Besides,

does not the apostle, in this very chapter, ver. 10. address the following

acknowledgment to Christ, Thou, Lord, in the beginning, hast laid the

foundation of the earth, and the heavens are the work of thy hands.

And is not the work of the creation the unshared prerogative and hon

our of the supreme God. This I am pretty sure of, it is the prerogative

of that God to whom the worship of the saints, under the Old Testa

ment, is directed ; of that God, who has declared himselfjealous of his

honour, and resolves not to give his glory to another 1 Melchisedeck

made this illustrious being the object of his adoration, Blessed be the

most high God, possessor of heaven and earth : The day is thine, and

the night is thine : thou hast prepared the light and the sun ; was

judged by the Psalmist one of the noblest ascriptions of praise which

could be made to the Deity. Jonah has left us a confession of his faith,

and an abstract of his devotion, in the following words ; I fear the

Lord, the God of heaven, who hath made the sea, and the dry land.

Yet St Paul assures us, that this great Creator and Proprietor of

heaven and earth ; this object of divine worship in all ages of the

ancient church, is he—0 3«' umh xi6=y«rfw» rtmc-aftivtf rm a-[w.^\uti upm,

verse 3,—Now, can we view the magnificent system of the universe,

die immensity of its extent, the vast variety of its parts, the inimitable

accuracy of its structure, the perfect harmony of its motions, together

with the astonishing energy and effects of its mechanick powers ;—cap

we contemplate this world of wonders, and withhold ourselves a single

moment from ascribing the glory ofjncomparable wisdom, and match

less j>erfections to its Maker ? Can we glance an eye, or start a

thought, through that ample field of miracles, which nature in all her

scenes regularly exhibits, and still conclude that the author of all takes

loo much upon him, when he advances the following claim i

None I know

Second to me, or like, equal much less. Milton.

Possibly, our sceptical gentlemen are ready to reply, We are far

from denying that Christ made the world ; but we suppose, that he

made it only as a ministerial being ; not by any sufficiency of his own,

but by a power delegated to him from the infinite Godhead,—But
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sure the abettors of this opinion never considered that emphatical pas-

sago, n«,1« A' «vju ma. uf ««7»k «jc7'5m*. By whatever artful eva

sion they may think to elude the force of the former expression, I

cannot see what possible escape they can contrive from the latter. It

is plain from the philosophical principles of an apostle, that the uni

verse was formed by Christ as the almighty Artificer, for Christ as its

final end : and is not this a demonstration, that Christ was not a mere

instrument, but the grand, glorious, self-sufficient agent ; the Alpha

and Omega of all things ?

After all that has been said upon this text, will it be intimated, that I

have been partial in my examination of it ? that the sentence, which

most particularly favours your opinion, and looks with the most frown

ing aspect on mine, is passed over without notice ? namely, where it is

taught, That God anointed Christ with the oil of gladness above his

fellows.*—I reply, by owning, that these words most undeniably

imply inferiority ; they imply a state of indigence, which want*

something it has not naturally : a state of impotence, which receives

from another, what it cannot convey to itself. Surely then, this clause

must, according to all the laws of just interpretation, be referred to that

nature which admitted of such wants, and was subject to such infirmi

ties. To ascribe it to that nature, which is characterized as God.

would be almost as affronting to reason, as it is to the Deity.—It is

farther observable, that the very expression limits the sense to that ca

pacity of our Redeemer, in which others stood related to him as fel

lows. And can this be any other than the human ?—Let me add one

word more, before I dismiss this Inquiry ; suppose I was to shift side*

in the dispute, and turn the tables upon the disciples of Anus. Gen

tlemen, since you take so much pains to prove the inferiority of our

Lord Jesus Christ, permit me to try, if I cannot outshoot you in your

own bow. I will undertake to shew, on your own principles, that he

was inferior to millions of created beings ; for this I have the positive

and sure evidence of scripture, We see Jesus, who was made a little

lower than the angels}:.—These gentlemen, I verily think, would hare

so much regard for the honour of a person on whom their everlasting

fll depends, as to answer with some becoming spirit, You are to distil

♦ Col. i. 16. 4 Heb. i. 9. } Hrb. ii. 9.
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guish between what our Saviour was made occasionally, and what he

was originally : Though his human nature was taken from a class of

beings lower in dignity than the angels, vet his nobler and more exalted

nature was greatly superior to them all.—Now, Sir, as we must have

recourse sometimes to this distinction, our adversaries themselves being

our judges and our precedent, why should we not carry it along with us

continually ? Without it, a multitude of texts appear perplexed in their

meaning, and clash with other scriptures ; with it they drop their ob

scurity, are disentangled from their intricacy, and harmonize entirely

with the whole tenor of sacred wit

1 Cor. xv. 28. is another scripture pointed out for consideration.

This, I confess, is a difficult, and admitting it was (to me at least) an

unintelligible passage, nay, directly repugnant to my hypothesis,—what

would be a rational procedure in this case ? to renounce my faith, be

cause I cannot reconcile it with one scripture, though it stands support

ed by a copious multiplicity of others ? If, in debating on any question,

there be five hundred ayes, and but one no, I appeal to the conduct of

the Honourable House of Commons, whether it be reasonable, that the

point should be carried by the single negative, in opposition to so vast a

majority of affirmatives ? However, the state of our doctrine is not so

bad, nor this text so diametrically opposite to it, as to destroy all hopes

of establishing it with a nemint contrudicente.—The apostle affirms,

that at the consummation of terrestrial things, when the state of human

probation ends, and the number of the elect is completed, then shall

the Son also himself be subject unto him that put all things under him ;

that,.God may be all in all ; i. e. according '<> my judgment, the Son,

at die commencement of that grand revolution, will entirely resign the

administration of his mediatorial kingdom ; he will no longer act as an

advocate or intercessor, because the reasons on which this office is

founded will cease for ever ; he will no longer, as a high priest, plead

his atoning blood in behalf of sinners, nor, as a king, dispense the suc

cours of his sanctifying grace, because all guilt will Ikj done away, and

the actings of corruption be at an end ; he will no longer be the medium

of his people's access to the knowledge and enjoyment of the Father,

because then they will stand perpetually in the beatifick presence, and

fee faca to face, know even as they are known—I may probably mis
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take the meaning af the words ; but whatever shall appear to he their

precise signification, this, I think, is so clear as not to admit of any

doubt, that it relates to an incarnate person : relates to him who died

for our sins, was buried and rose again*. And can the surrender ol

all authority made by the man Jesus Christ be any bar to his unlimited

equality as God ? v

You refer me to Psal. viii. 5 & Ixxxii. 1, 6. Exod. xxii. %%. and

add these texts prove that God signifies in some places king or ruler.—■

I acknowledge, that the word Elohim, in the aforecited passages, signi

fies no more than angels, kings, or rulers. But is this a demonstra

tion that the word Jehovah, the incommunicable name, signifies no

more than angel, a king or a ruler 1 This is the conclusion our adver

saries are to infer : this the point they are to make good. Otherwise,

their attempts drop short of the mark, fly wide from their purpose.

Because it is plain from inoontestible authorities, that Jesus is Jehovah.

This was hinted in a former letter ; and if you please to compare Isa.

vi. 3. with John xii. 41. you will find another convincing evidence,

that the Jehovah of the Jews is the Jesus of the Christians.—Besides,

in all those places, which tlie term God is used to denote some created

being, invested with considerable authority or possessed of considerable

dignity, the connection is such, as absolutely to exclude the person, so

denominated, from any title to a divine nature ; whereas, when the

name God is applied to the second person in the Trinity, it is connected

with such consequents or antecedents, as necessarily include the idea ol

divinity and supremacy. For instance, when the apostle recognizes

the Deity of our Lord Jesus Christ, in those remarkable words, Rom.

ix. 5. Who is God ; lest this idle piece of sophistry should have any

room for admittance, he adds a most determining clause, over all, bless

ed for ever.—I have called it idle sophistry, for really it is nothing else.

Only observe the process of the pretended argument, and you yonrselt

will allow it no better appellation. What is designed for the argument

runs thus : Because rulers of distinction have sometimes the tide of

Elohim, therefore Jesus, who has the title of Jehovah is not very God.

but only a ruler of distinction ; or, the word God, when necessarily

• 1 Cor. xv. 3, i.
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determined by the context to some subordinate being, signifies a subor

dinate being ; therefore, the word God, when necessarily determined

by the context to signify the supreme God, does not signify the supreme

God, but only some subordinate being—These are the mighty reason

ings : such the formidable artillery, with which the adherents of Arius

attack the divinity and equality of our Saviour. May the arms of our

foreign enemies, and intestine rebels, be made, in their kind, of such

metal, consist of such strength ! and I may venture to address my

countrymen in David's encouraging language, Let no man's heart fail,

because of them.

I hope it will not be objected, that I have sometimes mistook the

particular point to be discussed, and confcmnded the divinity of our

Lord with his equality to the Father.—I own, I have not been scrupu

lously careful to preserve any such distinction, because I am persuaded

it is perfectly chimerical. Whoever admits the former, grants the latter.

The one cannot subsist without the other ; or rather, they are one and

the same thing. To be equal with the Father is to be divine ; and to

be divine, is to be equal with the Father.—An inferior deity, was a

notion that passed current in the Heathen world ; but we have not so

learned the divine nature, as to adopt it into our creed. It is a proposi

tion that confutes itself. The predicate and subject are self-contradic-

tery. God certainly means a being of incomparable, unparalleled glory

and perfection. No one will dare to give a lower definition of the

Godhead. Yet this the first term of the sentence affirms, the second

denies.—Whenever I hear the awful word God, I form an idea of a

being possessed of absolute supremacy. Inferiority is altogether as

inconsistent with my apprehension of the Godhead, as a limited exten

sion is with immensity. The schoolman's maxim is strictly true when

applied to the divine nature, that his properties and excellencies non

redpiunt magis ant minus.—Besides, Sir, is there not another apparent

inconveniency, another inextricable difficulty, attending this superfine

distinction? Does it not suppose, instead of distinct persons, distinct

beings, distinct essences '. That which is inferior cannot be the very

*ame with its superior. Identity, in this case, consists not with inequal

ity. The consequence of this tenet is polytheism.
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For nij part, I lay it down as an incontestable principle, sucR as

reason and scripture concur to establish, that whatever, whosoever is

God, must be absolutely supreme.—I then proceed to examine whether

the divine names, attributes, honours ; those which are incommunicably

divine, which flow from the divine essence, which caunot comport with

a finite existence, but are the sole prerogative of the unequalled God ;

—whether these are in scripture clearly ascribed to the sacred person of

the Son ;—if they are, my reason requires me to believe that he is very

God, and co-equal with the Father. My reason, in her sedatest mo

ments, assures me, that scripture cannot deceive, though I may be una

ble to conceive. My reason declares, that I shall be a rebel against her

Laws, if I do not submit to this determination of scripture, as decisive,

as infallible.—I am, ice.

LETTER 111.

Weston- Favtl, March. 1745-&

DEAR SIR,

IN a former letter, I considered, whether the blessed Spirit is really

a distinct person, whether this person is truly and properly God. It

appeared from a variety of scriptures, that both these questions were

to be resolved in the affirmative. These preliminaries being settled,

I would hope, with some perspicuity of reason, and strength of argu

ment ; I now proceed, in consequence of my engagement, to examine

Mr. Tompkins's objections against the received custom of addressing

divine worship to this divine Being.

The author, I freely acknowledge, writes with a great appearance of

integrity ; with a calm and decent spirit of controversy ; and with a

very plausible air of truth. As die subject of his inquiry is ofthe high

est dignity and importance, as his method of manginag the debate is,

to say the least, by no means contemptible, I cannot forbear expressing

some surprise, that one of the ingenious dissenters, to whom the piece is

particularly inscribed, have thought proper to interest themselves in the

dispute, and either confute what is urged, or else, (like persons of that

inviolable attachment to the pure scriptural worship, which they pro

fess) recede from the use of their allowed doxologies.
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Pof my part, as I firmly believe it a proper practice to worship the

Son, as we worship the Father, and to worship the Holy Ghost, as we

worship the other persons of the undivided Trinity, I am so far from

disproving, that I admire our customary doxology, and think it a very

noble and instructive part of our service. Noble, because it exhibits

one of the grand mysteries, and glorious peculiarities of the gospel >

instructive, because it so frequently reminds the worshipper of a point

which it so greatly concerns him to believe, and which is fitted to inspire

the brightest, the strongest hopes, of final, of complete salvation.

But lest this persuasion should be deemed the crude production of

early prejudice, rather than'the mature fruit of sedate consideration, we

will very readily hear whatever can be alleged against it ; and not wil

lingly secrete one objection, or misrepresent one argument, occurring in

the inquiry.

" Let it be supposed," says our author, " that the Holy Spirit is one

of the persons of the Godhead : I still query, What warrant Christiana

have for a direct and distinct worship of this third person in the God

head ?" (page \,y—I should think, there can be no reasonable doubt,

whether worship is to be paid to the Divinity. Thou shalt worship the

Lord thy God, is a law of incontestable authority, and eternal obliga

tion. As for the circumstance of worship included in its being direct,

this cannot alter the case, nor render the practice improper. According

to my apprehension, all true and genuine worship is direct If it be

addressed to the Divine Object at second hand, it lias more of the na

ture of idolatry, than worship.- Such is the religious foppery of the

Papists, who will not apply directly to the Father of everlasting

compassion, but adore God as it were by proxy. With regard to the

distinctness of the worship, this depends entirely upon the scripture's

distinguishing their Persons. If this be clearly done, the distinctness

of worship is properly authorised, and the fitness of it follows of course-

If the inspired writers assure us, that the Father is God, this is a suffi

cient warrant to pay divine honours to the Father. If the inspired

writers affirm that the Son is God, this is a sufficient ground for as

cribing divine honours to the Son. If the same inspired writers de«

clare, that the Holy Ghost is God; we need no clearer warrant, aor can

M
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we have a louder call, to pay him our devoutest homage.—Irj a ■word,

it is the voice of reason, it is the command of scripture, it is fdu.iaea on

the unalterable relations of things, that worship, direct worship, distinct

worship, all worship, be rendered to the Deity. So that the divinity

of the Holy Ghost, exclusive ofany apostolick precept or example, is an

incomparably better reason for ascribing divine honours to this sacred

Person, than the bare want of such precept or example can be a rea

son to justify the omission, or condemn the performance of it.

I am no advocate for implicit faith in any human determination or

opinion. Should I see whole sects, or whole churches in a glaring

error, such as I can prove from scripture to be palpably wrong, and of

pernicious tendency, I would make no scruple to remonstrate, dissent,

and enter my protest. But in a case, which Mr. Tomkins himself

(page 2. line 19.) allows to be of a dubious nature ; where I have no

positive proof from God's holy word, that the practice is unlawful or

improper ; I cannot but apprehend, that it becomes a modest person,

diffident of his own judgment, to acquiesce in the general, the long

continued usage of all the churches. This is urged by an inspired

writer as a forcible motive for rejecting a practice ; and why should

not I admit it as a motive of weight for adhering to a practice ? ' We

have no such custom, neither the churches of God,' (1 Cor. xi. 16.) wai

an apostolical argument. And in an instance, where we are not pre

cluded by any prohibition of scripture, I think, the reasoning is equal

ly conclusive, if changed to the affirmative, We have such a custom, and

the churches of God. Was I to settle my opinion, and adjust my

conduct, with regard to such a point, I should be inclined to argue in

the following manner : I cannot bring one text from the sacred writing?,

which forbids the usage ; and as it is unanimously practised by devout

persons of almost every denomination ; as it has been the received, the

uninterrupted practice of the christian church for more than a thousand

years ; who am I that I should disturb the peace, or separate myseit

from the communion of the church, for a procedure which such multi

tudes of excellent persons maintain to be consonant, and which I can

not prove to be contrary, to the sense of scripture ? Who am I, that I

skould fancy myself to have more of the mind of God, than the wholr
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united church of true believers, eminent saints, and illustrious mar

tyrs !

" But there is no precept for this worship in scripture," (page 1.) ;

and Dr. Owen affirms, " That a divine command is the ground," (he

means, I presume, the only ground, or else the quotation is nothing to

our author's purpose) " of all worship." (page 25.)—Dr. Owen's char

acter, I own, is considerable, as well as his assertion peremptory ; but

yet I cannot prevail on myself to submit to his ipse dixit as an oracle,

nor reverence his judgment as infallible.—I would ask the doctor,

What divine command the Heathens ever received to worship the bles

sed God ? I know of no verbal or written precept. But they saw their

warrant included in their wants, they perceived their obligation resulting

from the divine attributes.—Will Dr. Owen maintala, Trial no worship

was expected from the Pagans 1 that they had beeu blameless, and

acted according to the principles of their duty, if they had withheld all

acts of veneration from the Deity ? No, surely. St Paul, in declaring

them faulty, for not worshipping the Almighty in such a rational man

ner, a3 was suitable to his pure and exalted nature, clearly intimates, thafr

it was their duty both to worship, and to worship aright It is not said

by the apostle, though it is the consequence of the Doctor's position,

that thoy ought to have refrained from all worship, and not have med

dled with matters of devotion, till they received an authentick warrant

from revelation. The inspired casuist grounds his duty, in this particu

lar, upon the eternal power and Godhead (Rom. i. 20.) of the supreme

Being, which were discoverable by the exercise of their understandings,

and from a survey of the creation.—In conformity to the apostle's senti

ments, I should rather place the foundation of religious worship in the

glories, the mercies, the unsearchable riches of the almighty Majesty.

The.se, together with the relation which dependent creatures bear to this

all-producing, all-sustaining, infinitely-beneficent God, are the grand

warrant to authorise addresses of adoration. These are reasons prior

to all express revelations, and would have subsisted, if actual commands

had never been given. If this be not true, what will become of all nat

ural religion ?—Scripture, indeed, has declared explicitly the binding

nature of these motives ; scripture, like a sacred herald, has promulged

Trhat God fore-ordained, what reason had decreed, what necessarily
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flowed from the habitudes of persons and things. Or, to represent the

point in another light, the perfections of the Godhead are the original,

the inviolable obligation to all expressions of homage and devotion ; to

ratify this obligation, and impart to it all possible solemnity and sanc

tion, scripture has added the broad seal of heaven.—If this be right

reason, and if the Holy Ghost be really God, his all-sufficient excellen

cies, and my state of dependence, are a proper licence, or rather a virtu

al mandamus, for the applications of prayer, and the ascriptions of

praise. Grant this one proposition relating to the Divinity of the bles

sed Spirit, and admit that his eternal power and Godhead are a suffi

cient ground for religious worship, and we shall find ourselves unavoid

ably determined. We must rebel against our reason, must violate the

dictates of our conscience, must act in opposition, not to one particular

text, but to the main tenor and scope of the whole scripture, if we do

not render all service, yield all the reverence, due to a glorious Being,

in whom we live, move, and exist.

But still we are told, in various place:*, again and again we are told,

' That there is no express warrant.'—Prodigious stress is laid upon this

word express, the whole force of the objection seems to terminate on this

point. There is no express warrant, therefore it is an unwarrantable

practice.—For my part, I have not discernment enough to perceive the

conclusiveness of this arguing. I must beg leave to deny the conse

quence of such a syllogism. For if the sense of various scriptures has

made it a duty, this is warrant enough, though it be not particularly en

joined, or tolerated in form. This maxim our ingenious author will

admit in other cases, and why not in the present ? There is no express

command to add any prayer at the celebration of baptism. When our

Lord instituted the ordinance, he only delivered the form of initiation

into the Christian church, without any prescription relating to concom

itant prayer. When Philip administered this sacrament to the eunuch,

there is no mention of any address to the Almighty, pertinent to the

occasion. I cannot recollect, that any of the holy writers either inform

the world, that they practised such a method themselves, or so much as

intimate, that they would advise others in succeeding ages, to accompa

ny the solemnity with suitable devotions.—But though we have no

positive injunction, we have the reasonableness of the thing, for our
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plea. Other scriptures, that virtually, though not explicitly, recommend

it, are our warrant In every thing, says St. Paul, let your requests be

made known unto God ; consequently, in this sacred and important

thing.

I must again declare, that I can by no means assent to our author's

grand postulatum, That nothing in the way of divine worship is allow

able, but what has an express warrant from scripture. Because virtual

warrants are warrants ; consequential warrants are warrants. Our ob

jector must maintain this in some instances, and why should he disclaim

it in others ? To be consistent in conduct, is surely essential to the

character of an impartial inquirer after truth. Shall such an one some

times reject an argument as weak and insignificant, because it happens

to be illative only, and not direct ; and at other times urge it as cogent

and irrefragable 1 I will mention one very memorable particular of

this nature: that is, the case of the Lord's day. Why does Mr. Tomkins

transfer the sanctification of a particular day from the seventh to the first ?

Has he any express command in scripture, any express warrant from

scripture, for this alteration ? If he has, let him produce it I must

own, I have none but consequential warrants ; warrants formed upon

conclusions, and derived from some remarkable scriptures. But these

not near so numerous, nor near so ponderous, as those which concur

to establish the Divinity of the Holy Ghost. Now, if an express war

rant be not needful in the one, why should it be so rigorously insisted

on in the other duty ?—If then this leading principle of our author's be

false or precarious, what truth, what certainty con there be in any, in

all his deductions from it? If the ground-work be unsubstantial, and

die foundation fall, what solidity can there be in the superstructure I

how can the building stand .'—Possibly Mr. Tomkins may reply,

" The example of the primitive church determines this point. We find,

it was the custom of the earliest antiquity, to observe the Christian

sabbath on the first day of the week ; and therefore, have very good

reasons to believe, that the usage was established by apostolical authori

ty. And may I not say the same, with regard to the custom of as

cribing glory, and rendering adoration to the third person of the Trini

ty 1 Justin Martyr, the most ancient and authentick apologist for

Christianity, who is next in succession, and next in credit to the patreB
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apostoloci! he declares expressly, That it was the received custom of the

Christian church, in his days, to worship the Holy Ghost. His words

are, n tvtut ■xft^laun, ori far* xo>» rumun, cvxeluiw. You per

ceive, he not only avow3 the thing-, but vindicates its reasonableness and

propriety.—Perhaps, some captious critick may insinuate. That it is

matter of doubt, whether the word—ri/xanti—implies divine hon

ours. I wave all attempts to prove this point from the original of the

New Testament, because, to obviate such an objection, we have anoth

er passage to produce from the same saint, father, and martyr.—llnvn*

wfyV*rimor nd/tufa %ai irftnvt*/"', Apol. 1. Can any expressions

be imagined more forcible in thp'r signification, or more apposite to our

purpose ( They import the nighest acts of adoration, and yet they de

scribe the regards which were paid by the purest antiquity to the Holy

Ghost.—Will it still be suggested, That Justin makes no mention of

offering up prayers, or addressing praises ? I answer, This he must

certainly mean, because no one can be said c-»g«rf*i m irfsmemt t«» ©■•»

• t» llnvfict—who withholds praise, or restrains prayer. These partic

ular instances are as necessarily implied in those general terms, as the

specie? is included in the genus.

You will please to observe, that this amounts to a great deal more

than Mr. Tompkins (page 17), not very ingenuously, suggests, viz.

• a few hints that learned men have found, in the primitive ages, of the

• ascription of praise to the Holy Ghost.' It seems also entirely to over

throw what, in another place, he advances (page 26.) not very consist

ently with truth, viz. ' That there is so little appearance of the observ-

' ance of such a custom, for so many ages of the Christian Church.'—

Few hints and little appearance ! Can a clear and determinate declar

ation, made by a writer of the most unquestionable veracity, concerning

the unanimous, the universal practice of the ancient church,—can this

evidence, with any fairness of equity, be rated at the diminutive degree

of hints and little appearance ?

As to what is remarked relating to the corruption of the early writers,

the interpolations, or alterations made by careless transcribers, (page 17.)

this seems to be a most empty and jejune insinuation. It is what will

serve any side of any debate. It is opposing hypothesis to fact ; preca

rious and unsupported hypothesis, to clear ami undeniable fact. This
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sure is catching, not at a twig, but at a shadow,—I never could like Dr.

Bentlev's oscitantia et hallucinatio librariorum, even in his animadver

sions on Heathen authors : because it was an outcry fitted for any occa

sion, a charge ever ready at hand, and equally suited to discountenance

truth, or deter error : much less can T think it sufficient to overthrow

the testimony, or invalidate the authenticity of our ancient writers.—

Would a bare innuendo (and Mr. Tomkins's is no more) and that from

an interested person, without any the least proof : would this be admit

ted in a court of judicature, to supersede the plain, the solemn deposition

of a credible witness? Supersede it? Quite the reverse. It would

convince the judge, and teach the jury, that the cause must be extremely

wrong, utterly insupportable, since artifices so weak and transparently

fallacious were used in its defence.

But it is frequently objected, that no mention is made, no warrant i>

to be found for distinct worship. The aforecited writer, and the

whole scripture, is silent upon the article of distinct worship. And

the reader is led to suppose, that there is some mighty difference be

tween distinct and I know not what other kind of worship. Why

does our author harp so incessantly upon this string ? whence such ir-

reconcileable aversion to this quality of worship 1 One would almost

suspect, he was conscious that some worship should be paid, but could

not digest the doctrine, nor submit to the payment of distinct worship.

I must reply once for all, that if any worship be due, distinct worship

cannot be improper ; much more if all worship (which, I apprehend.

is included in Justin's words, and follows from the divinity of the bles

sed Spirit) be requisite, distinct worship cannot be unwarrantable.

Another grand argument, urged by our inquirer, is, " That the

apostles, as far as appears, n«ver practised this worship of the Holy

Ghost themselves, nor recommended it to others," (page 2.) He

should by all means, have printed as far as appears in italicks, or capi

tals ; because then the reader would have apprehended more easily the

uncertain foundation on which the reasoning is built. But though

this particular, relating to the practice of the apostles, does not appear,

one way or the other ; yet our author, in his 4th page, arid elsewhere,

concludes from it assuredly, as if it stood upon authentick record.

" Ifor," says he, " if we admit, that the reason of things is sufficient to
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establish this practice, it will prove too much." It will, undoubtedly,

if it proves any thing, prove it a duty to pay such worship to the Holy

Spirit ; and consequently, that the apostles were defective, either in not

seeing this reason of things as well as we, or not practising according to

it. Does he not here suppose, the apostolical omission an acknowledg

ed, an undoubted point, which, ft few lines before, he had confessed to

be dubious and unapparent ?

However, not to insist upon this little self-contradicting slip, I would

ask, What reason has Mr. Tompkins to conclude, that the apostles omit

ted this usage, which the Christian churches have adopted ? Do they

ever declare, or so much as hint that they are determined to omit it f

Do they ever caution their converts against it, as a dangerous error ? Is

there any such memorial preserved, or any such caveat lodged in their

sacred writings ?—Now, to argue in our author's strain ; if it was so

unjustifiable a thing to address praise, or put up prayer to the Holy

Ghost, there could not be a more necessary precaution, than that the

apostles, those careful instructors, should have warned their people of

the mistake ; especially since it was so extremely probable, so almost

unavoidable, that they would fall into it. For I appeal to the whole

world, whether a considerate person would not naturally judge it rea

sonable,—whether a devout person would not feel a forcible inclination,

to worship that venerable name, into which he was baptized ; and to

praise that beneficent Being, who is the author of so many inestimable

blesssings. Yet though this is so apparendy natural, such as the ar>os-

tles could not but foresee was likely to happen, they say not a syllable,

by way of prevention ; they take no care to guard their converts against

such a practice. A pregnant sign, that it is allowed by divine Wisdom,

and chargeable with neither superstition nor idolatry.

But our audior, to corroborate his argument, adds, " To suppose the

apostles directed any explicit worship to the Holy Ghost, though we

have no mention of it in scripture, where yet we meet with frequent

doxologies of theirs, and addresses by way of prayer and petitions,"

would be an unreasonable presumption.—I cannot accede to this asser

tion. The doxologies and prayers of the apostles, recorded in scrip

ture, are only occasional and incidental ; inserted as the fervour of a

devout spirit suggested, in the body of their doctrinal exhortatory
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writiugs. Now, ihe omission of such a practice in writings, which

were composed with a view of instructing mankind in the great funda

mentals of Christianity, which were never intended as a full and com

plete system of devotions ;—the omission ofthis practice in such writings

can be no fair or conclusive argument for its being omitted in their stated

acts of publick worship. If, indeed, the apostles had, in their epistolary

correspondence, drawn up a form of devotions ; had declared, in them

was comprised a perfect pattern of devotional addresses, proper to be

offered to the Deify ; tl»at all acts of worship, which deviated a jot or

tittle from that prescribed form, were unwarrantable ;—if such a coin-

position had been transmitted from the apostles, and we had found no

such addresses therein, as those for which we are pleading, I should

then allow a good deal of force in the argument drawn from the apos

tolical omission ; though at the same time, I could not be able to for

bear wondering at the inconsistency of their doctrines, which teach us

that the Holy Ghost is God, and of their worship, which refuses him

divine honours.—But, I think, as the case stands, no solid argument,

nothing but a specious cavil, can be formed from this circumstance of its

being unpractised in the writings of the apostles.

" It does not appear that the apostles addressed distinct worship to

the blessed Spirit ; therefore we conclude, that they actually addressed

none." As though fact and appearance were convertible terms.—I am

surprised, that an author of Mr. Tomkins's penetration can prevail upon

himself to be satisfied, or should offer to impose upon his readers, with

a deduction so very illogical. Is the not appearing of a thing, a certain

argument, or indeed any argument at all, for its not existing ? It does

not appear, that there are mountains, or groves, or rivers beneath our

horizon : It does not appear, that there are any such vessels as lym-

phaticks, any such fluid as the chyle, in these living bodies of ours. But

by comparing them with others that have been dissected ; and by rea

soning from indisputable principles, relating to the animal ceconomy,

we assure ourselves of the reality of both these particulars—Consider,

Sir, into what unnumbered absurdities, and evident falsehoods, this

way of arguing would betray us, if pursued in all its consequences. It

will prove, if we once admit it as a test of truth, that nothing was trail**
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acted by scriptural men, but what is particularly recorded in scripture*

history. I no where read Isaac circumcised his son Jacob, or instruct

ed his household after the example of his father Abraham. Bat shall

we infer, from the silence of scripture, with regard to these matters, that

he never conformed to the former institution, nor performed the lauer

service ? I should much rather believe, that, as he bears the character

of a godlv man, he walked in both these statutes and ordinances of the

Lord blameless. And, since the apostles uniformly agree in this grand

premise, That the Holy Ghost is God, it seems much more reasonable

to conclude from hence, that they paid him direct worship, than from

their bare silence to infer, that they neglected this practice. I no

where read in the sacred writings, that St. Peter suffered martyrdom, or

sealed the testimony of Christ with his blood. But must we, on this

account, persuade ourselves, that he was not one of the noble army of

martyrs 1 No, you will say ; it is very supposable, that he laid down

his life for his Saviour, even though this event is not expressly record

ed, because our Lord clearly predicts it, when he informs him, by what

death he should glorify God. And may not I reply, with parity of

reason, it is very supposable, that the apostles, in their solemn devotions,

addressed direct distinct worship to the Holy Ghost, because their de

claring their belief in his personality and divinity was a strong intima

tion that they should, was a sort of prediction that they would, render

all' kind of homage and adoration to him.—Upon the whole, if thit

be a mere presumption, no better than a gratis dictum, That the apos

tles did not worship the Holy Ghost ; then all the specious argument",

derived from hence, drop of course.

Our objector still insists, " That this is not a necessary part of Chris

tian worship." (page 2.)—Be pleased to observe, how he departs from

his first proposal. His first inquiry, that which the title-page exhibit*,

was, Whether tliis be warrantable ? then, with an evasive dexterity, hr

slips into another topick, and maintains that it cannot be necessary

Whether this' be /tergiversation or inaccuracy, I shall not stay to ei-

amine ; but must ask Mr. Tomkins, What reason he has for this posi

tive determination, that it cannot be necessary ?—Because, on the con

trary supposition, " we shall condemn the apostles, as guilty of a great

omission." (page 2.)—This argument the author uses more than once*
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therefore I may be excused in replying to it once again : We can have

no pretence to condemn the aposdes, till we have undeniable proof that

there was such an omission in their conduct. Who can assert, who

dares maintain, that when the aposdes were met together in the holy

congregation, for large, solemn, copious devotion, they never recoguiz-

ed the divinity of the three sacred Persons, never addressed distinct acts

•f praise or invocation to each respectively ? This, Mr. Tomkins may

persist in supposing ; but, after all he can suggest in vindication of

this principle, it will amount to no more than a bare supposal. I may,

at least, as fairly suppose the very reverse ; and, I think, have the

suffrage of reason, the analogy of scripture, the consent of the purest

antiquity on my side.—However, in case Mr. Tomkins had demonstra

ted, by incontestable evidence, that the practice under consideration

cannot be ncessary ; does he confine himself, in every instance, to what

is strictly necessary 1 does he not allow himself in what is expedient I

Could I not mention various particulars, which are not absolutely nec

essary, but yet they are decent and useful ; they contribute to the beauty

and harmony of worship, to the comfort and edification of the worship-

pars ? Perhaps, it may not be necessary to particularize in our devo

tions the present distress of our nation, and to form particular petitions

suitable to our national exigencies, or particular thanksgivings accommo

dated to our national deliverances. But, since this is very expedient;

since it tends to beget in all a more lively sense of our dependence oa

divine. Providence ; since it is a most einphatical method of ascribing

to the supreme Disposer the glory of all our publick mercies ; this prac

tice is very becoming, very proper, very useful. Should I plead, in

opposition to this custom, that it is not absolutely necessary : Your

prayers may be acceptable to God, aud beneficial to your country,

without such particularizing : St. Paul gives no express command, sets

no explicit example of any such usage ; there is no precedent from any

of the aposdes, where the affairs of the state, under which they lived,

are particularly displayed before God in humble supplication.—Would

Mr. Tomkins tiiink this a sufficient reason for him in his private, or for

ministers in their publick devotions, to discontinue the practice 1 No,

eerily : the propriety, the expediency of the thing would justify and
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ascertain its use, even though no scriptural pattern had recommended,

no scriptural precept enjoined it.

It is affirmed (page 5.) That " the addresses of the New Testament

are always made to the Father, or to the Son :" and it is added, (page

10.) " that there is neither rule nor example in it for worshipping any

other person whatever."—This point our author .affirms with a very

positive air, as though it were incapable of being controverted ; and

therefore, often builds assertions on it, often makes deductions front it

Suppose it was an undeniable truth, I think, we have shewn, that it

can be no satisfactory proof, that in all the enlarged devotions of the

apostles, no addresses were offered to the blessed Spirit, because a few

short ejaculations made no explicit mention of him :—But this assertion,

perhaps, upon a closer examination, may appear too bold and unjusti

fiable ; somewhat like the position which lias been advanced with re

gard to the sentiments of the primitive writers, and practice of the prim

itive church. It might be proper to consider, on this occasion, 2 Thess.

iii. 5. The Lord direct your hearts into the love of God, and patience

of Christ. This you will allow to be a prayer of benediction. Yoa

will also observe, that here is a particular mention of three Person!.

The Lord, who is the object of the invocation, and bestower of the

blessing, is neither the Father, nor the Son. And who then can it be,

but the Holy Ghost ? whose amiable office it is, to shed abroad die

love of God in our hearts, Rom. v. 5.—It will not, I presume, be inti

mated, that this is the only passage of the kind. For were it die only

one, yet, where the evidence is infallible, we need not the mouth of two

or throe witnesses to establish the matter in debate. However, for

further satisfaction, we may consult 1 Thess. iii. 11, 12, 13. 2 Thess.

ii. 16. If we consider these texts in conjunction with those scriptures

which speak of the Holy Ghost as a distinct person, we shall perceive

a beautiful propriety, and a particular emphasis, in understanding the

verses as mentioning the sacred Persons severally. The latter text es

pecially, considered in this view, is extremely pertinent, has a very ad

mirable propriety, and agreeably to a maxim laid down by a great mas

ter of correct writing :

Reddere persona; scit convenicntia cuiquo
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Our Lord Jesus Christ himself, and God, and our Father, who hath

loved us, and given us everlasting consolation, and good hope through

grace, comfort your hearts, and establish you in every good word and

work. Supposing the three persons implored in this supplication,

every thing that is attributed to each has a perfect conformity with that

part, which each is represented as acting, in the blessed work of re

demption ? e. g. Our Father, who hath loved us ; for God so loved

the world, saith St John, that he gave his only-begotten Son. God,

the Holy Ghost, who hath given us everlasting consolation ; for it is

the peculiar office of the blessed Spirit to administer comfort, called

therefore the Paraclete. Jesus Christ, who hath given us good hope

through grace ; We have hope in Christ, saith the apostle to the Cor

inthians ; and nothing is more frequently celebrated, by the apostolical

writers, than the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ.—Behold then a perti

nency, a beauty, a significant distinction, and an exact harmony be

tween all the parts of this verse, if taken in our sense : but a strange,

confused, tautological kind of diction, if you disallow, that the three

divine persons are distinctly applied to.

Page 6. it is suggested, ' That we may incur the resentment of the

other two persons, as shewing a neglect or disrespect to them, if, of our

own heads, we should, in any ' peculiar aud distinguished form, wor

ship the Father.'—This, sure, is a most unworthy insinuation, as

though the infinitely sublime and glorious persons of the Godhead

were meanly ambitious, or weakly jealous. This is measuring the

Deity, not by our reason, which is a very incompetent standard ; not

by our senses, which are still more inadequate judges ; but even by

our sordid and vile affections.—But not to insist upon this gross error ;

not to aggravate this affront offered to the adorable Trinity ; this inti

mation, and others of the like strain, soem to be founded on a great

mistake, with relation to the nature of the Godhead. The essence is

one, though the persons are distinct So that whatever honour is paid

to any person, is paid to the one, undivided essence. If we call Jesus

ihe Lord, St. Paul assures us, it is to the glory of God the Father.

Whoever sees the Son, our Saviour himself declares, sees the Father

also. (i. e.) Whoever has a right understanding of the Son, and sees by

filth bis divine excellencies : that man sees, is acquainted with, the
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perfections of the Father also ; and for this obvious reason, because th«

Father and Son are one. And will not this hold good with regard to

the Holy Spirit ?—If so, whatever honour is paid to one, is paid to all

the three sacred persons ; or rather, whatever devout ascriptions of

praise are addressed to either of the divine persons, they are addressed

to the one living incomprehensible God. I wish Mr. Tomkins had at

tended to this consideration. It might have guarded him against some

other unwary expressions, which imply the notion of Polytheism >

particularly that in page 10, where he tells us, ' That the scripture sets

forth the Father and the Son as the objects of worship,' I cannot find

any such representation in scripture. The scripture is uniform, and

consistent, and, speaking of but one God, speaks of but one object of

divine worship, viz. the infinite Deity, distinguished by a threefold

personality. This may seem strange ; but, since we have the Saviour's

word, and the apostle's evidence, to support the tenet, it should, me-

thinks, be admitted as true. This may seem strange : but is it there

fore to be rejected as false ? At this rate, we must deny the existence

of a thousand phenomena in nature ; we must explode as impossibili

ties numberless apparent facts.

Page 7. the inquirer advances a very unaccountable proposition. ' It

should seem,' says he, ' that the Son of God had quitted for that time

(during his humiliation) his claim to divine worship ; though it should

be granted that he did receive divine worship before.'—I must ask with

the Jewish ruler. How can these things be ? Can God abandon his

Divinity ? Can he cease to lie supremely great and good ? Is he not

(I would not say by the necessity, but by the absolute perfection of his

nature,) to-day, and yesterday, and for ever the same ? If so, it seems

impossible, that creatures should, for so much as a single instant, be

released from the duty of adoration ? it seems impossible, (with rever

ence be it spoken,) that God should relinquish his claim to their pro-

foundest homage. This would be to deny himself; which the apostle

reckons among the *ri, 1 Tim. ii. 1 3. ofimrartw irurtv i e-r-'x

This tenet, I imagine is contrary, not only to reason, but to scripture,

I should be pleased to know, whether Mr. Tomkins, when he was

composing this paragraph, recollected that memorable saying of our

Lord, John iii. 13. No man hath ascended into heaven, but he who
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came down from heaven, even the son of man (• •» not 8 »» or , nm/xmc)

who is in heaven. Is not this a manifest proof, that our Saviour was

in heaven by his divine nature, even while his human nature was so

journing on earth, or confined within the limits of a scanty apartment ?

And if the divine Son, while holding, in his humanity, a conference

with Nicodemus, was present by his Godhead in the heavenly regions,

could the angels be insensible of his presence ? and, if sensible of his

presence, could they withhold their adoration ?—Credat Judteus Ap-

peUa, rum ego.—Let Socinians, and men that are called infidels, be

lieve such an absurdity. I cannot reconcile it to my apprehensions.—

Our Lord emptied himself, it is true ; because, when he appeared

among mortals, he appeared without the pomp and splendour of his ce

lestial majesty. He suffered no such glory to irradiate and adom his

person, as surrounded him on the mount of transfiguration, and will

invest him, when he comes to judge the world ; but was in all things,

such as we are, sin only excepted. Thus he humbled himself, not by

disrobing his eternal Godhead of its essential dignity, but by withhold

ing the manifestations of it, in that inferior nature, which he was pleas

ed to assume.

Page 8. our author seems to mistake the meaning of that royal edict,

issued out in the heavenly world, Let all the angels of God worship

him.* He supposes this was a command to worship the Son in the sub

lime capaci ty of God over all. This, surely, could not be the sense ofthe

words ; because a command of such an import, must be needless. This

was the natural, the unchangeable, the indispensable duty of all crea

tures : and such as those superior intelligences could not but easily

discern, such as those upright spirits could not but readily obey, with

out any particular injunction. The command, therefore, I apprehend,

is rather referable to the humanity of our blessed Redeemer ; to that

nature in Immanuel, which purged away our sins, by becoming a pro

pitiatory sacrifice. This was made higher than the angels. This had

an illustrious name given it, to which every knee should bow. This

was exalted into heaven ; angels, and authorities, and powers, being

■wide subject unto the man Christ Jesus. If this remark bo true, then

• . • Heb. i. 6.
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our author's interpretation is erroneous, consequently, his round-aboc

argument, derived from a mistaken principle, must fall to nothing.

Page 12. in the note our objector asks. ' Did the people of Israel.

' upon hearing these words, I am the Lord thy God, who brought thee

' out of the land of Egypt, ever imagine, that there were three persoat

' then speaking V This question, I suppose, is intended to invalid**

the doctrine of the Trinity. But the great article stands upon a rock,

too impenetrable to be undermined by such an interrogatory, too im

moveable to be shaken by such a suggestion. 1 pretend not to give a

categorical answer to the query ; but only desire to observe, that the

people of Israel have several intimations in their sacred books, of a

plurality of persons in the unity of the divine essence. They were ac

customed to hear Moses speak in the plural number, when he relates

the wonderful work of creation. Let us make man. Their inspired

and royal preachers spoke ofthe almighty Maker of them, and of ail

things, in plural terms, Remember how thy Creator*, in the original.

Creators. The prophets acknowledged and teach this grand mysten,

particularly the evangelical prophet Isaiah, chap. Ixiii. 9, 10. So that,

if the children of Jacob and Joseph were ignorant of this awful truth.

it seems owing rather to the blindness of their understandings, than to

the want of proper discoveries from above.—But be the case, as it is sup

posed, with regard to the Jews. Are we obliged to copy their igno

rance ? Must their sentiments be our guide ? their imaginations the

niodol of our creed ? Surely, for a Christian to argue, or even to sur

mise, that there is no such thing, because the ancient Jews were not ac

quainted with it, is altogether as unreasonable, as it would be unphik>

sophical to maintain, that there are no such places as America or Green

land, because they were both unknown to the ancient inhabitants of

Canaan.—Mr. Tomkins cannot but know, that it is the excellency of

the Evangelical dispensation, to take off the veil of the Mosaical : That

we, by comparing their law with our gospel ; by applying the inter

pretation of our apostles to the doctrines of their prophets, are able to

see clearly what they perceive but dimly. Ye do always resist the

Holy Ghost, says St. Stephen, as your fathers did, so do yet. If th»

• Eccl. xii. 1. A Acts. vii. 51.
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reproof be compared withthesevf.il narratives, recorded in the Old

Testament, concerning the stilT-necked and refractory behaviour of the

Jews, we shall gather, by the clearest deduction, that the Holy Ghost is

Jehovah. Perhaps, the Israelites, when they heard the Psalmist play

ing upon his harp, and singing this congratulatory hymn of praise.

Thou art ascended up on high, thou hast led captivity captive, and

received gifts for men ; yea, even for thy enemies, that the Lord God

might dwell among them+ ; the Israelites, I say, upon hearing these

words, might not be aware, that the person, who ascended up on high,

*ras the blessed Jesus ; and that the Lord God dwelling among, dwel

ling in depraved disobedient mortals, to renew and reclaim them, was

the Holy Ghost. But we, by collating Eph. iv. 8. with the former

part of the verse, and John xiv. 17. Rom. viii. 11. with the latter, are

to our exceeding great consolation, brought to the knowledge of these

glorious doctrines.

Page 14. our author observes, " That Dr. Watts would prove the

propriety of paying divine worship to the Holy Ghost, from the form

of administering baptism."—This argument he undertakes to invalidate.

He proceeds in a very unexpected manner ; springs a mine, of which

we were not at all apprehensive. What if it should turn to the over

throw of his own tenet ?—The Doctor maintains, " That baptism is a

piece of worship." Our author replies, " That hearing the word, in

the publick assemblies, may also be reputed a piece of worship."—May

it so ? Then ex ore tuo—Your own concession confutes your opin

ion. For, if to hear the word with assiduity, with reverence, with an

humble expectation of its becoming the instrument of our salvation ;—if

this be a species of worship, it is doubtless a worship paid to him, who

is the author and giver of the word. Now, we are sure, that it was the

Holy Ghost, who spake by the prophets, who spake by the apostles,

who- spake all the words of that life, which, in our religious congrega

tions, are explained and enforced.

Page 15. Mr. Tomkins urges the expression of St. Paul, I Cor. x.

3. which I cannot forbear suspecting, notwithstanding all the remon

strances of charity, which thinketh no evil, he wilfully mi*understauds

+ P>. Uviii. 18.
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It is evident, on the very first glance, that Moses, in that place, cannot

mean the man Moses ; but the system of religion, the body of laws,

moral, judicial, and ceremonial, which were, by him, delivered to th*

Jews. Is it therefore a proof, that to be baptized into the name of th*

Holy Ghost is no act of worship to that divine person, because it was do,

act of worship to Moses, to have been baptized into an economy insti

tuted by God, and only promulged by Moses ?

For my part, I am steadfastly persuaded, that to be baptized into the

name of the Holy Ghost, is a very noble and sublime kind of worship ;

not to say, nn indispensible obligation to all other instances and degrees

of worship.—It is coupled with that greatest of Christian duties, believ

ing ; which I take to be a worship of the mind, far more important

than any bodily homage ; without which, all external expressions of

adoration are mere formality. He that believeth, and is baptized

shall be saved.—I verily think, no one will deny, that baptism is, af

least, equal in its import to circumcision ; instead of which it seems to

be substituted. Now, circumcision was evidently a token and ratifica

tion of the covenant of Jehovah. It was a visible attestation to th»

person oircumcised, tliat the Lord was his God, engaged by covenant to

protect, bless, and make him finally happy. It was a solemn declara

tion of an absolute self-surrender to the blessed God, to acknowledge

him for the only Lord, to serve him in all dutiful obedience, to seek

his glory, and to be resigned to his will. This seems to have been the

meaning of that divinely-appointed rite, emphatically expressed in the

words of the Jewish legislator, Thou hast this day avouched the Lord

to be thy God, to walk in his ways, and to keep his statutes, and to

hearken unto his voice. And the Lord had avouched thee this day to

be his peculiar people.* And can we imagine, that baptism, which has

superseded circumcision, is inferior to it in significancy J Or can we

imagine, that these solemn acts of recognizing the Lord for our only

God, and consecrating ourselves to his honour, are no expressions of

worship ?

Though this dedication of ourselves to the service of the Holy Ghost

should be implied in the ordinance of baptism ; " still it must ho grant

ed," replies our author, " that this can bo no other service of th*

• Dcut xxvi. 17, 18.
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Spirit, than what is enjoined in the New Testament," (page 1 5.)

Thereby insinuating, that it is somewhat different from the service we

stand engaged to yield both to the Father and to the Son. But, ac

cording to all the allowed methods of speech, the baptized person is

dedicated alike to each of the three sacred Persons : he avows them

all to be the ©bject of his worship, and the author of his salvation.

There is no manner of difference in the terms, which specify the obli

gations ; and since divine wisdom has made them the same, why

should we presume to pronounce them diverse ?—How unaccountably

Strange would the baptismal form be on our objector's interpretation ; I

baptise thee into an obligation to adore, to obey, to worship the Father

-and the Son ; but not to pay the same reverential and devout regard-

to the Holy Ghost ? What writer of ingenuity, in order to support a

singular hypothesis, would do such apparent violence to the meaning

* of the sacred text ? What reader of discernment would become a

convert to an opinion, which must darken and pervert the most evident

sense of scripture, in order to acquire an air of plausibility I Suppose a

person should, in making his last will, express himself in the following

style, f constitute A, B, and C, my joint executors ; I give and be

queath to them, whatever remains of my estate and goods, when my

legacies are paid, and my debts cleared. Would it not be a most ex

travagant and unreasonable pretence, if a captious neighbour should

maintain, that C is not vested with an equal power, has not a right to

an equal dividend with A and B ? If a gentleman ofthe long-robe should

offer to give this for law, would he not forfeit his character either of

sagacity or integrity ? If none of these observations will convince Mr.

Tomkins, that he has misrepresented the tenor and extent of the bap

tismal engagement, we will, in order to bring the matter, if possible, to

an amicable accommodation, accede even to his own assertion. He

argues, " That no other service of the Spirit can be meant, but such as

is enjoined in the New Testament." Agreed ; let us join issue on

this footing. Let us rest the cause on this bottom. As it is Mr.

Tomkins's own motion, I hope he will acquiesce in the result of such a

triaL Now, the New Testament, but virtually and explicitly, requires

us to acknowledge the Holy Ghost to be God and Lord ; and what

♦ervice is payable, according to the prescriptions of the New Testament,
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to such a Being 1 This, and no other, I would render myself ; this,

and no other, is rendered by all the churches. I do not so much as

attempt to be an advocate for any other worship to be addressed to the

Divine Spirit, than what the evangelical scriptures direct us to offer

unto that majestick and venerable, that tremendous and amiable name,

the Lord our God. If therefore the New Testament demands all hon

our and adoration, as the inviolable due of this most exalted Being, then

Mr. Tomkins must either flatly deny the Divinity of the Holy Ghost,

must contradict the express declaration of the inspired writers on tins

head, or else confess that his notion stands condemned even on his own

principles.

What is alleged from 1 Cor. i. 13. seems to corroborate our senti

ments, rather than to support his. St. Paul asks, with warmth, and a

sort of holy indignation—t « tj o>»,"« rUv*.* i£«x7w>ri ; he speaks

of it aa ati absurd and shocking thing. Now, what could ren

der this so odious and monstrous a practice ; such as the apostles dis

claims and rejects with abhorrence ? Nothing, that I can apprehend,

but the horrid evil it would imply. The evil of ascribing divine hon

ours to Paul, making Paul an object of worship, and consecrating per

sons to a creature, who ought to be consecrated only to the Creator,

God blessed for ever. So that I must declare, I think this text a

strong intimation, that baptism is really a sacred service or divine wor

ship, which it is utterly unallowed for any creature to assume or ad

mit Therefore, the good apostle renounces it, with a noble kind of

detestation ; much like the angel, who, when John offcred to fall at

his feet, and do him homage, cries, Op* (it, t« &a Kpwevrjpv. Rev.

xxii. 9.

The apostolical benediction is another passage usually and deserved

ly produced, in justification of our practice. Mr. Tomkins allege?,

" That this is very different from a direct address by way of prayer to

the Spirit," (page 17.)—It seems to me to be an undoubted prayer,

and to have the very same force as if it had been expressed in the more

common precatory form ; O Lord Jesus Christ, vouchsafe them thy

grace ; O God of goodness, grant them thy love ; O eternal Spirit,

accompany with thy comfortable presence. That this is the purport of

the wosds, is undeniable ; and where is the extraordinary difference,
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■whether they may be introduced by an esto or a facto ?—I believe all

•will allow the form ordained by God (Num. vi. 24> 25, 26.) for the use

of the Jewish priests, was a real prayer : The Lord bless thee, and

keep thee, the Lord make his face to shine upon thee, and be gracious

unto thee ; the Lord lift up the light of his countenance upon thee, and

give thee peace '. If this was an address to the Almighty, the apostolic

al benediction is exactly of the same nature. To say, that it was only

a kind of wish, and not designed for a devout aspiration to Jehovah,

must greatly debase and enervate it : not to hint, that this sacerdotal

blessing contained a recognition of three divine Persons, which might

be obscure in that age, but has been fully illustrated by the apostles :

not to hint, the great probability, that St. Paul had this very passage in

his eye, when he breathed out his benedictive prayer, and purposely in

tended to explain it in the evangelical sense. Besides, I would desire

to know, whether any minister' could, with a safe conscience, use the

following benediction : The grace of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the

love of God, and the fellowship of the Virgin Mary, be with you all,

amen ! Why should a conscientious minister be afraid of using such a

form, if it be no prayer 1 if it be not a virtual ascription of omniscience,

omnipresence, and omnipotence to the Virgin, and, in consequence of

those attributes, a supplicatory address to her ? Still we are encountered

with another objection ; " If I should say to a friend, May the good

angels attend you ; shall this be called a praying to the angels ?" Mr.

Tomkins himself must own, if he will deal fairly, that the case is by no

means parallel. The elect angels disavow all divine worship ; but does

the Holy Ghost do this ? The elect angels are ministering spirits ; but

of the Holy Ghost it is said, the Lord is that Spirit. The angels are

confessedly created and finite beings, so that it would be absurdity and

blasphemy to invocate them ; but the Holy Ghost is possessed of the

perfections, performs the works, and is called by the incommunicable

name of God, so that it is wisdom, and piety to pray to him. For which

reasons, I make no doubt, but that whenever the apostles put up such

an ejaculation, » Ketvotia n *ms llfSuusTo? nil"- ■x*rrm vpm, they accompa

nied it with a devout and mental address to the uncreated Spirit : be

cause it would be a piece of irreverence and folly, barely to wish the

mercy, and not apply to that ever-present Being for its accomplishment.
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A9 for the other arguments which Dr. Watts advances in order to

vindicate the custom of ascribing praise to the Holy Ghost, viz. " That

it may be expedicnt to practise it frequently in some churches, where it

has been long used, lest great offence should be given."—" That it

may be proper to use it sometimes, on purpose to hold forth the doc

trine of the Trinity in times of error, and to take away all suspicion of

heresy from the publick worship." These considerations I leave to the

Doctor. I have no inclination to try my skill at such weapons, bm

choose to act with regard to them, as David acted in relation to Saul's

armour ; because, I really think, that they rather encumber than uphold

the cause : They are 30 unwarily worded, that they represent the prac

tice, not as a noble, essential picce of divine worship, founded on the

strongest and most invariable principles, always suitable to our necessi

ties, and always correspondent to the nature of the blessed Spirit ; but

as an occasional and time-serving expedicnt ; to be used, not constantly,

but now and then only ; and that, to answer a turn, none of the

most important, to avoid not any real deficiency in worship, but onh-

a suspicion of heresy. Wherever I am solicitous to secure the conclu

sion, I would by no means offer to deduce it from such unsolid and

precarious premises.

I have now examined the most considerable objections, urged by

Mr. Tomkins, against the unanimous practice of christian congregations,

whether they conform or dissent. I shall only beg the continuance of

your candour and paticnce, while I touch upon another particular or

two, which may farther corroborate our custom, and prove it to be

somewhat more than warrantable.

Suppose we produce a command of our Lord Jesus Christ ; will

this be sufficient to ascertain the practice 1—Does not our Saviour give

this charge to his apostles ? Pray ye the Lord of the harvest, that ho

would send forth labourers into his harvest ? Matth. ix. 38. Luke x. 2.

Now, I would humbly ask, Who the Lord of this spiritual harvest is ?

Shall we refer ourselves to scripture for satisfaction ? Will Mr. Tom-

kins abide by the determination ofscripture ? will he honestly acknowl

edge, that, if the scripture declares the Holy Ghost to be the Lord of

the harvest, we have then a clear commission, a positive command, to

address ourselves by way of prayer to the Holy Ghost ? It is the Holy
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Ghost who appoints the labourers that are to be employed in his liar-

Vest : The Holy Ghost said, Separate me Barnabas and Saul, for the

work whereunto I have called them, Acts xiii. 2. and xx. 28. It is

the Holy Ghost who qualifies the workmen that are to dispatch this

momentous business, with wisdom, with knowledge, with utterance, and

with all miraculous abilities, 1 Cor. xii. 8—11. It is the Holy Ghost

who makes these labours effectual, and crowns them with ample success.

Acts x . 44. 1 Thess. i. 5. From these scriptures and their testimonies

concerning the blessed Spirit, it seems indisputably plain, that be is the

Lord of the harvest. Can we have a more forcible motive to pray unto

him, than the consideration of his superintending, conducting, and pros

pering the progress of (that best of blessings) the everlasting gospel ?

Need we a better warrant to offer our devoutest applications to him,

than our Lord's express injunction, viewed in connection with these re

markable texts !

Suppose I prove farther, that the heavenly beings pay divine wor

ship to the Holy Ghost ; suppose I shew you angels and archangels in

postures of profound adoration at the throne of the eternal Spirit, and

glorifying him in strains of the most sublime devotion. Will this be

allowed a proper precedent for our practice ? will any one be so bold

as to affirm, that he is unfit to receive the worship of mortals on earth, if

it appear that he is the object of angelical worship in the heaven of

heavens ? In the sixth chapter of Isaiah, we meet with one of the

grandest representations imaginable : Jehovah exhibits himself to the

entranced prophet, seated on a lofty and august throne ; before him

stood the immortal hosts of seraplum ; they veiled their faces in token

of deepest self-abasement ; they lifted up their voices with a rapturous-

fervour, and uttered this magnificent acclamation, Holy, holy, holy is

the Lord of hosts ; the whole earth is full of his glory. The trisagium

of the seraphick armies seems to intimate, that they addressed their

praises to the one Jehovah in a trinity of persons. If you look forward

to verse 8. you will find another circumstance confirming this remark :

for the glorious Majesty speaks of himself, in the plural number, Who

will go for us ? But the proof I chiefly depend on, the proof which it

absolutely incontestable ; which none can deny, without supposing

themselves better judges of the seDs« of scripture, than the apostles-
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this proof is found in Acts xxviii. 25. where St. Paul evidently appfies

the words, spoken by this majestick and divine Being, to the Holy

Ghost, Well spake the Holy Ghost, saying. And if he attributes the

words to this sacred person, who dares separate the honours ? Since all

must allow, that the person who gives the commission to the prophet,

and the person whom the celestial legions adore, is one and the same.—

Since therefore the angels address the Holy Ghost with solemn acts of

praise ; since they bear united testimony, that the whole earth is full of

his glory ; Mr. Tomkins should consider whether he acts a becoming

part, in endeavouring to exclude his glory from any Christian congre

gation by his example, and from every Christian congregation by hi*

writings.

If Mr. Tomkins should still think his own opinion sufficient to over

rule all these allegations of scripture, of greater weight that the practice

of St. Paul to the Thessalonians ; more unexceptionable, and fitter to

be admitted as our pattern, than the example of the angplick host ? I

cannot but imagine, that the propriety of our custom is apparent even

on the tenor of his own favourite notions. Page 12. he quotes that

grand and fundamental law of revealed religion, Thou shall worship the

Lord thy God, and him only shall thou serve. He proceeds to consid

er, who this Lord our God is, whom we are to serve. He then inform*

us, ' It appears from the whole current of scripture, in the New Testa-

1 ment, as well as the Old, that it is he, who, in times past, spake unto

* the Fathers by the prophets.' Rightly judged. We make no appeal

from this verdict, but acquiesce in it, though it is his own. Only tak

ing along with us St. Peter's declaration, Prophecy came not in old

time (rather, at any time, unquam, not olim, ■••», not ;>■<***>) by the will

of man, but holy men of God spake, as they were moved by the Holy

Ghost*. Mr. Tomkins himself maintains, that the genuine and un

doubted object of divine worship, is that infinitely wise and gracious

Being, who spake to our fathers by the prophets ; and St Peter, in the

most express manner possible, asserts, that this infinitely wise and gra

cious Being, who spake by the prophets, is the Holy Ghost. Can

demonstration itself be plainer 1 Sure, then, Mr. Tomkins must either

retract his position, or disallow the apostle's application of it, or else

• 2 Pet. i. 21.
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give us leave to adhere inviolably to our practice, and to look upon it as

justifiable beyond all reasonable exception, and, what should carry

some peculiar weight with our author, justifiable on principles of his

own.

May I urge this point a little farther ? I should be glad to know,

what, is the scriptural meaning of being converted unto the Lord. Is

it not, to renounce every lying vanity, to forsake every evil way, and

turn to the Lord with all our heart 1 that we may fear him, love him,

put our whole trust in him, and serve him truly all the days of our life.

Does not this include some, rather is it not comprehensive of all wor

ship ? So that if it is certain from scripture, that sinners are to be con

verted to the Holy Ghost ; then it is equally certain, that sinners are to

pay, not some only, but all worship, to that blessed Being, who is the

centre of their souls, and the source of their happiness. Be pleased

to read attentively 2 Cor. iii. 16, 17. and we dare venture to stand by

your decision.

Let me add one more consideration, and I have done.—The blessed

Spirit is to help our infirmities in prayer, Rom. viii. 26. The Spirit is

<o subdue our iniquities, and mortify the deeds of the body, Rom. viii.

1 3. The Spirit is to shed abroad the love of God in our hearts, Rom.

v. 5. The Spirit is to sanctify us wholly, in all our faculties, 1 Thess.

v. 23. The Spirit is to transform us into the divine image, 2 Cor. iii.

18. The Spirit is to seal us unto the day of redemption, Eph. iv. 30.

and to be the earnest of an incorruptible inheritance, Eph. i. 14. In a

word, from the Spirit we are humbly to expect all the fruits of goodness,

righteousness, and truth, Eph. v. 9.—Now, what a comfortable pros

pect rises before us, if this Spirit be the all-sufficient, the infinite God,

to whom nothing is impossible ; who is able to do for us exceeding

abundantly even above all that we can ask or think ! But how languid

must be our hopes, how scanty our expectations, if he be not the divine

Being, but only some finite existence I And, in another state of things,

to whom will righteous souls acknowledge themselves inexpressibly in

debted, to whom will they return their ardent thanks, and address the

most joyful praises, but to the author of" these inestimable blessings?

If this then is likely to be the employ and the delight of heaven, should

it not be begun on earth ?

v
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Upon the whole ; Since the custom of offering prayer, and addres

sing praise, to the Holy Ghost, is contrary to no text of scripture, i«

founded upon his divine nature, and results from the indispensable obli

gation of creatures to worship the Godhead ; Since it was undeniably

the practice of the Christian church, in its purest days, and has been re

ceived, by unanimous approbation, for many hundreds of preceding

years :—Since it is probable, if we will allow their doctrines and con

duct to be consistent, it is certain, if we will prefer the most accurate

a ,;d unembarrassed interpretation of their epistles, that the apostles used

tiiis method of worship :—Since the analogy of the whole scripture jus

tifies it and the innumerable benefits, which are communicated to us

from the blessed Spirit, demand it :—Since angels ascribe glory to his

awful Majesty, and our Saviour directs us to put up prayers to his al

mighty goodness :—These, and other considerations, determine me to

join, without the least scruple, with full assurance of its propriety, in

that ancient noble doxology.—Glory be to the Father, who hath loved

us with an everlasting love,—and to the Son, who hath washed us from

our sins in his own blood,—and to the Holy Ghost, who applies these

blessings of redeeming grace to our corrupt hearts ; to this great, eter

nal, incomprehensible Trinity, be rendered undivided honours, and

immortal praise ! ,. , h/dt

Having been so very prolix already, I shall not render myself more

tedious by making any apology, but shall only add, what no considera

tion can induce me to omit, that I am,

. "... Dear Sir, ,. . >•■: ■.• ( <-* -•?>-"- -r <^H

Your obliged friend, &c.
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NOTE, BY AMANA.

TT has never been yet denied, that the following passage refers to

Jesus Christ : we should wish to hear what interpretation our oppo

nents will give it.

" THE SECONDMAN IS THE LORD FROM HEAVEN."

Those who fancy they can find out the Almighty to perfection, by

their own depraved reasoning, are too apt to think lightly of that reve

lation, which God has given of himself; and, while they pretend to repose

on the scriptures as the foundation of their faith, they are found industri

ous to overturn every scripture testimony, which is presented against

their errors ; either it is an interpolation, or it is a mistranslation, or a

misrepresentation ; they appear to wish to square the scriptures to their

own opinions, instead of submitting their opinions to divine revelation.

It is difficult for men, wbo suppose their reasoning powers are capable

of comprehending the nature of their Creator, to submit to a revelation,

which he has been pleased to make to guilty man, for purposes of mer

cy and forgiveness. We profess to know nothing of God, further than

what he has revealed of himself, and we are afraid of being wise above

what is written. But, if it can be proved, that God has given no such

revelation of himself, and that it is left to our reasoning faculties, to find

out his nature, and understand his ways, the case is altered ; but this re

mains to be proved. A.MANA .

FINIS.
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PREFACE.

I owe to the Society, with which it is my happi

ness to be connected, some explanation of my delay

in complying with their request. The following

discourse was not originally designed, and does

not now seem to me well adapted for the press.

From the extent of the subject, the views which it

offers are unavoidably very general. The neces

sity, also, of preserving, as far as might be, the

distinction between a sermon and a dissertation,

has occasioned a want of fullness in the reasoning

and illustrations, which—though pardonable, per-

haps, in what is intended only to be spoken—may

not meet the same indulgence, when submitted to

the inspection of a reader. I had concluded, for

these and other obvious reasons, to decline to com

ply with the wishes of my friends. This determi

nation, however, has been changed by the informa

tion I have recently received, that some parts of

this discoursa have been much misapprehended,



and misstated. It is now published, as it was

originally delivered, except some verbal correc

tions, and a few unimportant additions.

I am sensible that it may appear presumptuous,

to have undertaken to speak in the name of my

brethren. The motive, which justified it, howe

ver, was well known to those to whom the dis

course was addressed; and if it should chance to

meet the eye of any others, they will of course

perceive, that, though the plural form is used,

nothing more than the sentiments of an individual

are given. I have endeavoured, it is true, to

represent accurately the opinions of that class of

christians, with which I habitually think ; but it is

proper distinctly to say, that no part of this dis

course was communicated to any person before its

delivery ; and that, therefore, the writer is alone

responsible for the correctness of the statements

it contains.

In speaking of the principles advanced in this

discourse, as the ckaracteristicks of particular

christians, it will not be supposed, that these

christians claim to be the exclusive adherers to

them. Nothing more is meant, than that these are

some of the general maxims, which they agree in

receiving, and which they adhere to, it may be,

with something more of fidelity and consistency

than others. So far from arrogating an exclusive
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regard to them for any single body of christians,

I take great pleasure in believing, that they are

held substantially by a large proportion of the

members of all Protestant communions, whether

adopting the distinctive names of Lutherans, Cal-

vinists,* Episcopalians, or Arminians. There is no

general principle, indeed, taken in this discourse, V

* I am permitted, I fear, to claim the authority of those

christians, who are known by the name of High Calvinists,

or by the kindred name of Hopkinsians, for but few of the

principles, which I have advanced. Except in our own coun.

try, however, the number, I believe, is small of those, who

make the chief peculiarity of Calvin a fundamental article

of faith. I subjoin a quotation on this point from the Rev.

Robert Hall ; who will, I presume, be universally admitted to

be the most distinguished ornament of what is called the

orthodox or evangelical party in Great Britain. In speaking

of the evangelical clergy, he remarks: ''we cannot dismiss

this part of the subject, without remarking their exemplary

moderation on those intricate points, which unhappily divide

the christian church ; the questions, we mean, in relation to

predestination and freewill, on which, equally remote from

Pelagian heresy and Antinomian licentiousness, they freely

tolerate and indulge a diversity of opinion, embracing Cal

vinists and Arminians with little distinction ; provided the

Calvinism of the former be practical and moderate, and the

Arminianism of the latter be evangelical and devout. The

greater part of them, we believe, lean to the doctrine of gene

ral redemption, and love to represent the gospel as bearing

a friendly aspect towards the eternal happiness of all to whom

it is addressed: but they are much less anxious to establish a

polemical accuracy, than to " win souls to Christ." Strictures

'on a zsork entitled "Zeal without Innovation." p. 35.

Lond. 1809.



for which there may not be produced the authority

of persons of each of these churches, and those

too among the most illustrious for learning and

piety.

After these remarks, I need scarcely observe,

that, when the phrase " rational Christianity" is

used in the following discourse, it is by no means

to be considered as applicable merely to a compa

ratively small number of christians, who hold par

ticular opinions on the metaphysical nature of our

Lord. Such an appropriation of that phrase I

conceive to be entirely unjust: and to breathe some

thing of the same narrowness of spirit, which these

christians are not backward to censure in others.

But neither bigotry nor liberality are exclusively

of any sect ; and all men ought to guard against

the tendency, which the pride of spiritual superi

ority produces, to think that our own opinions are

identified with the conclusions of reason, the dic

tates of conscience, and the commands of God.

The term "apology," in the title of this discourse,

is used in its original sense as nearly synonymous

with " defence" or " vindication." AnoAoriA, the

learned reader will recollect is employed by St.

Peter in the text. ••»

Feb. 9, 1815.



DISCOURSE.

1 PETER, III. 15.

BE READY ALWAT3 TO GIVE AN ANSWER TO EVERY MAN THAT ASEETH YOW A

REASON OF THE HOPS, THAT IS IN Vot , WITH MJIEENRtffl AND PEAR.

, i ,

Christianity is a religion addressed to the rea

son of man. Look around you, my friends, on

this temple, which we have now assemhled to

dedicate to the purposes of christian worship, aud

see how every thing proclaims, that the religion, we

profess, makes its appeal only to our nobler nature.

Here is no pomp of a gorgeous and imposing cere

monial. Here no altar smokes with the blood of

victims ; no incense fills the air with its perfume.

No priest is here claiming a mysterious sanctity,

as the inspired depositary of the will of heaven.

No daring hand has here attempted to represent to

the senses the awful person of the Being we adore;

or even to suggest through them to the imagination

the most distant image of his ineffable glory. All

here is simple. All is intellectual. All announ

ces, that the God, whom the christian worships, is
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a spirit, and is to be worshipped only in spirit and

in truth. The gospel, we see, disdains to owe its

influence to the fears of a superstitious temper, or

the enthusiasm of a heated fancy. It requires of

us only a reasonable service. It demands no tri

bute, but the homage of the understanding. It

accepts no incense, but the secret sigh of the broken

and contrite heart. Our bodies, purified from all

guilty passions, are the only victims, it calls us to

present on its altars ; and it is the fire of divine

charity alone, which descends from heaven to con-

\/ sume our spiritual holocaust. ,

Christianity, then, is a religion addressed solely

to the intellectual aud moral nature of man. Our

text implies this truth, when it directs us never to

decline to submit the grounds of our christian hope

to the tribunal of enlightened reason. It teaches

also, that we are not to be indifferent to the man

ner, in which our fellow men regard our religious

sentiments ; and this obligation, 1 conceive, ex

tends not only from christians to unbelievers, but

from one christian to another. There exist—it is

but too well known—among the different commu

nities of christians, some peculiar modes of regard

ing the truths of the gospel ; and it is fitting,

according to the spirit of our text, that we should

be ready to justify these modes of thinking to our

fellow-believers. The occasion of entering, for

the first time, this sacred edifice, has seemed to me

a more appropriate one, than usually occurs, for

offering some explanations of what may be thought

the peculiarities of those, who worship here, as
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Well as of a large class of christians throughout

the world. They have been, I am persuaded, not

a little misunderstood; and some observations—

though of course very general ones—on the lead

ing features of them, may help to lessen, if not to

remove, some unhappy prejudices, and to enlarge

the mutual charity of christians. Nothing, howe

ver, can be more remote from my intentions, than

to assail the conscientious belief of others, except

so far as this may seem to be necessarily done by

simply vindicating our own. Sorry indeed should

I be, if the sounds first heard within these walls

should be those of animosity ; or should seem to

breathe any note, which—however otherwise un

worthy—might not accord with those celestial

strains, which first announced peace on earth and

good will to men.

I. Allow me then to make a preliminary obser

vation ; and it is this : that we humbly trust, that

we do agree with the great company of the disci

ples of our Lord in every age, in resting on the

same foundation, on which all christian faith is

built. We believe—as they do—in one great Au

thor, Supporter, and Controller of the universe, in

his nature infinite, in all his attributes perfect, in

all his perfections harmonious—the object, the only

object, of the supreme worship, reverence, grati

tude, trust, love of all his creatures. We believe—

as they do—that this glorious Being has sanctified

and sent into the world his beloved Son, to redeem

our race from iniquity ; to secure to them the hope

ofpardon ; to elevate the human mind by the influ-

*
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euce of truth and virtue ; and thus to ripen it for

higher powers and more exalted hlessedness in

heaven. We believe, that on him the spirit of the

Almighty was poured without measure—that he

received all that was necessary to make him our

perfect guide, our all-sufficient Saviour, and that

to all who repent, believe and obey, he is made of

God wisdom and righteousness and sanctification

and redemption. His words are to us, as the words

of God; his commands, as the commands of God.

We honour the Son, as we honour the Father, who

sent him. The truths, which he taught, we believe

to be contained in the holy scriptures ; and we

take them as the authoritative record of the facts,

principles, doctrines, precepts and sanctions of our

religion. We receive and freely rest our hopes of

salvation on what they teach us, as constituting

christian faith and practice. In professing this be

lief, as we do in sincerity and without the smallest

reserve, we hope we may put in a humble claim to

the name of christians ; and may unpresumptuously

say with the apostle, if any man trust to himself that

he is Christ's, let him of himself think this again,

that as he is Christ's even so are we Christ's. We

doubtless may err—who may not err?—in our in

terpretations of the sacred volume ; bnt, if it be so,

it is our understandings, we trust, not our hearts,

which are in fault. One thing, at least, will hardly

be denied, that however much the religious struc

tures of different communions of christians may

vary in form, proportion, eongruity, harmony and

beauty, the foundation aud the materials of all that
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is serious and practical in their Christianity must

be essentially the same, as that, which we have

adopted.

Undouhtedly however— though we hope we do

thus fundamentally agree with all the sincere dis

ciples of our Lord in every nation and age—we

have some characteristick and not unimportant

modes of viewing the theory of our religion. Our

interpretations of the scriptures, any more than

those of any other single body of christians, do not

agree in all respects with those of all the rest. Ou

these peculiarities I proceed now to remark.

11. 1. I conceive, that the chief characteristick

of those christians, in whose name I now presume

to speak, arises from the view we take of the senti

ment contained in our text and other similar passa

ges of the scriptures. Christianity we believe to

be, in the truest sense, a rational religion.* The

truths it unfolds conform, we think, to the intellec

tual and moral nature of man—are consistent each

with itself ; with one another ; with the dictates

of conscience, and with the maxims of truth, which

the universal reason of man acknowledges and

respects. They harmonize, in one word, with the

best conclusions and results of those faculties,

which God has given us for discerning truth.—Let

not our meaning, however, be misunderstood. We

neither say, that the. truths of Christianity were, or

ever would have been discovered by reason, unas

sisted by revelation—nor that the objects, to which

these truths relate, can now all be comprehended

* Note A.
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by reason in all their extent—nor that they are all

necessarily founded on facts, which conform to

analogies within our present knowledge. Least of

all does reason, in our view of it, advance any

claim in opposition to revelation. We say only, that

reason is, equally with revelation, the gift of God ;

and that both are given for purposes perfectly con

sistent and harmonious.* We say, that—as reve

lation continually appeals to reason for its proofs,

and its conformity to sound reason is an important

part of its evidence—a clear and decided repug

nance and contrariety to reason in any of its doc

trines would be so far an argument against its truth.

We therefore believe, that the truths of the chris

tian religion do contain and can contain nothing,

which enlightened reason after full and serious

inquiry does not approve. The gospel and a sound

philosophy, right reason and a revelation from God

must be in perfect harmony, can never really and

essentially disagree.

It is difficult to conceive, how any one should

fail to see that this must be so, who considers the

nature and use of our rational faculties. They are

the organs for admitting all truth into the mind ;

and an intelligent belief of revelation is no more

possible without the use of reason, than sight is pos

sible without the organ of vision. Religious faith,

then, instead of being opposed to reason, is in truth

the highest exercise of reason. This is practically

felt to be so true, that, when men profess to believe

what is opposed to reason, it is only by bringing

• Note B.
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themselves to imagine, that they have in some way

found a sufficient reason for renouncing the use

of reason. And thus we see the extreme of scepti

cism and the extreme of credulity meet and unite

in the common absurdity of using reason to destroy

all confidence in reason.—But our Maker, we may

be sure, will never contradict himself in his own

works. Having given us reason, as the faculty for

discerning truth, he will do nothing, which shall

confound and subvert the uses of his gift. He will

not say one thing to us in nature, and a different

thing in revelation ; but as the truths both of rea

son and revelation flow ultimately from the same

source, they will be consistent with themselves and

with every other truth.

But indeed, my friends, to assert seriously, that

Christianity is not consistent with the best dictates

of reason, what is it but to offer to God's word the

deepest dishonour? It is to degrade its evidence

to a level with that of the religion of Mahomet, or

the dreams and fictions of the impostors and fana

tic ks of every age.* It is in effect to say, that its

proofs depend on the internal sensations of every

one who receives it ; a ground of belief—in which

we are always exposed to the grossest self-decep

tion—which we certainly can never exhibit to other

men, and therefore can never obey the direction of

the apostle in the text—and which may be pleaded

alike, and is alike unanswerable, whether urged

by wisdom or folly, learning or ignorance, honesty

or fraud.—Such a representation was never learn

ed in the school of the Author and Finisher of our

* Note C
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faith. The New Testament is full of appeals to

our perceptions of right and wrong; and every

argument it contains is in itself a distinct refutation

of the idea, that our faith is to supersede the uses

or falsify the conclusions of reason. Every mira

cle our Lord performed, every prophecy to which

he referred, was a call on those around him to

exercise their reason. No. The religion of Christ

is one, which not only permits, but requires us to

prove all things, and hold fast only what is true.

Let it not then be reproached with elevating itself

on the ruins of human reason. Libel it not, I

beseech you, by so unworthy a charge. Betray it

not into the hands of infidelity by throwing away

those arms, which the most exalted reason rejoices

to supply for its defence.

But do we then raise the authority of reason so

high, as to deny our need of the aids and irradia

tions of the holy spirit of God ? I trust, my friends,

that this is far from being true. Our principles

leave this doctrine unimpaired to be believed in

its most consolatory form. We say only, that these

gracious influences will be vouchsafed to us, in

consistency with the other gifts of God, by the in

strumentality of regular means; and that they will

guide and exalt, not supersede and confound our

rational faculties.—Do not object to us still, that

our views nourish a temper of pride and presump

tuous confidence in human reason, fatal to a bum

ble sense of our dependence on God. Our depen

dence on God is absolute and entire. If any man

will show me in what way this sentiment can be
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more fully expressed, I will adopt his language

and renounce my own. We differ from those,

who make this objection—if we differ from them

at all— only in going farther than they do in our

belief of this truth.—We believe, that we depend

entirely on God for ordinary as well as extraordi- .

nary blessings ; not merely for the special influen

ces of his spirit ; but also, quite as much, for every

moment's use of the faculty of reason.—But, indeed, j

if the comparison is forced on us, we may venture

to ask, which belief is most likely to enkindle a

spirit of presumption—that we have received the

gift of reason in common with our fellow beings,

and that the means and aids for enlightening and

elevating it, are alike open to all, who sincerely

seek and faithfully use them ?—or that belief, which

teaches a man, that he is the selected favourite of

heaven, and enjoys those miraculous infusions of

the divine spirit, which are denied to the honest and

intelligent exertions and pi"ayers of his fellow men ?

In truth, when I think of this latter opinion, I am

constrained to say, that it seems to me, that it may

claim any other praise sooner, than that of being

founded in or promoting the humility of the gospel.*

2. On grounds like these, and in the sense now

explained, we believe, that Christianity is a rational

.religion. This belief produces an anxiety, that, in

all our statements and exhibitions of its doctrines,

their rationality should be made apparent. This

is, in part, the origin of that difference of phrase

ology and of those different modes of stating the

M * Note D.
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same truths, which are often remarked, and which

form perhaps the most strikiug difference between

us and some of our fellow christians, who feel this

anxiety less strongly, thau we do. We vindicate

this peculiarity by the consideration, that it is re

quired by the constant changes, which are taking

place in the force and meaning of all language, and

by that obscurity, with which time is ever incrusting

the words and illustrations of elder days. It is an

obsolete phraseology, we think, which causes mauy

sentiments, essentially true and perfectly simple,

to be involved in a dark, scholastick, and, as it

seems to us, needless perplexity.* It is the cause

why many phrases are so often repeated with no

distinct ideas attached to them, and a complete

negation of meaning is often wrapped up and con

cealed, even from ourselves, in a consecrated dia

lect. Beside these considerations, however, we no

doubt think also, that many of the changes we make

in the mode of stating certain sentiments give a

more strictly correct representation of the true

meaning of the scriptures. And it would be

strange, if no improvements of this kind had bee

suggested by all the lights which the learning an

piety, which have been employed on the sacred

volume for a century and a half, have struck ou

V It would indeed be passing strange, if it were true

that it was in the middle of the seventeentl

century, amidst the tumult and extravagance of

civil war, when every other branch of knowledg

was comparatively in its infancy—that this

* Note E.

e

I
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the time, when the statement of every point iu

theology received its final improvement and per

fection.* I freely own, that this assertion, which

implies that the human mind—instead of being

only in its twilight—then touched its highest point

of theological illumination, seems to me scarcely

less extravagant, than to say, that the period, when

the maxims of civil government were finally settled

for all future generations, was in the country and

at the height of that revolution, which has recently

convulsed the world to its centre.

3. But though the differences between us and

our fellow christians are chiefly verbal, there are

others, which may be thought to be more real.

There are some doctrines, on which many good

men lay a great stress, which we do not teach as

any essential part of christian faith. These doc

trines relate to modes of the divine nature, and

divisions of the divine essence ; to the theory of

the divine attributes, and the grounds and extent

of the divine decrees ; to the origin and transmis

sion of sin ; to the methods of God's operation on

the human mind ; to the final reasons of the cecono-

my, and tiie ultimate results of the government of

God. Most of these speculations evidently involve

questions of the most abstruse metaphysicks—

questions on which mankind have for ages dis

puted—and in which the most etherial spirits,

after vainly excruciating their understandings,

have " found no end in wandering mazes lost."

All that is any way practical with regard to these

* Note F.

3
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speculations we embrace and teach ; for it lies

obvious to the humblest mind.* For the rest, we

conscientiously think, that much of them will for

ever be beyond the reach of the human understand

ing, till it is enlarged in a higher world ; and at any

rate, that the scriptures either decide nothing with

respect to them, or only indistinctly allude to

them, or else decide against such views of them

as are often received. We however certainly can

never think, that any thing essential to christian

faith or practice depends on the decision of these

questions. We think it a thing in itself most un

likely, that a religion, designed, like the gospel,

to be preached to the poor, the humble and the

illiterate quite as much as to the metaphysical and

learned, would have any of its fundamental princi

ples connected with these bewildering inquiries.!

It seems to us the most beautiful feature of our

religion, that it is so perfectly simple, intelligible

and practical. We examine the preaching of our

Saviour, and find that his addresses to mankind

were all of the plainest character—and can we err

when we follow his divine example?—We admit

in the fullest manner the perfect right of our fellow

christians to think otherwise on these points; but

we are not able to follow them in what seems to us

their perilous and unauthorized speculations. We

ask them to forgive us, when we say that the light

of revelation seems not to our eyes to extend its
 

* Note G. + Note H.
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and illuminated ground of our common Christianity;

and rather to thank God with us, that we can go

on so far together, than to refuse us their charity,

because we advance beyond it more timidly and—

may it uot be ?—more cautiously than they.

4. From this view of the practical character of

the gospel, and the consequent absence from our

preaching of these abstruse speculations, arises

what is esteemed another of our characteristicks.

We take the great end of all religion to be, simply,

to make men good ; to produce, in the language

of the apostle, charity out of a pure heart, a good

conscience, and faith unfeigned. The goodness here

meant is, indeed, of the most exalted character ;

including not only the duties of self-government

and social benevolence, but also, most assuredly,

our supreme duties to God. It is the goodness,

which was exemplified in its perfection by our

Lord ; it is that goodness which is to fit man for

the communion of the spirits of the blessed through

out eternity.* This moral influence on the human

character it is, which seems to us to be the end of

all religion. It is that, to which every thing,

which revelation unfolds, is only subsidiary and

ministerial. The whole substance of Christianity,

therefore, seems to be contained in three words :

the nature of christian duty ; the means of per

forming it i our motives to use them. The whole

theory of christian preaching, then, must be to

exhort men to christian duties, in the use of chris

tian means, and by the excitement of christian

• Note I.



motives. We have no conception of the meaning

of religion, if it mean any thing different from this.

We do confess, therefore, that we feel bound to

remember, in its plain sense, the solemn charge of

Paul to Timothy : " it is a faithful saying, and

these things 1 icill that thou affirm constantly, that

they that have believed in God might be careful to

maintain good works ; these things are good and

profitable unto men."—It is St. Paul, who in

speaking, my friends, not we ; and with his war

rant, and with the example of a greater than Paul,

even his Master and our Master, we ought to think

it a small thing to be judged of man's judgment.

We must consider the epithet, which is sometimes

applied to our discourses, that they are " moral

sermons," to be an epithet of honour, not of dis

grace. They must share it in common with our

Lord's own sermon on the mount.

5. It is another characteristick of our views of

religious truth, that they do not lead us to expect

single and instantaneous effects from its influence,

so much as a gradual and permanent operation.

We deny not, that there are real examples of

sudden conversions from sin to holiness. We bless

God for them. But this is not, we think, the usual

history of mankind ; nor do the representations of

the scriptures lead us to expect it will be so. Wo

do not doubt, that good effects have sometimes

been produced on particular persons, by throwing

them into a sudden spasm of terrour or agony of re-

morse. But in general we think, that men become

virtuous—as they become wise—by constant and



gradual accessions, and not by sudden impulse or

miraculous illumination. Our preaching, therefore,

does not aim, so much as that of some others, at

immediate excitement. We hope, by the blessing

of God, to produce a more calm and steady and

rational and—therefore, we think, more probably—-

permanent influence on our hearers. Our manner

is consequently less impassioned ; in the sense,

that we *do not so constantly touch the springs of

terrour in the human breast. We are not insensi

ble, that this manner can never be so acceptable to

that class of hearers, who delight to be powerfully

moved ; who expect from a sermon the effect of a

tragedy ; and are accustomed to think, that a

strong emotion is a great virtue. But though we

are sorry to be thought unprofitable preachers by

any of our fellow christians, we yet think, that

popularity may be purchased too dearly. We seri

ously doubt the general and permanent good effects

of applying a constant stimulus to the stronger

passious of the soul. It is apt, we fear, to rouse

them at first to unnatural, and not always very

valuable exertions ; and at last to expend their

energy and wear out or palsy their power. It is,

however, a question of fact. We do not court,

but we certainly do not decline a comparison, as

to the practical efficacy of the two modes of preach

ing, considered in their effects on the whole charac

ter, through the whole of life, of all the different

classes of mankind.

We confess, then, that our principles lead us to

the exercise of caution in our addresses to the pas
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sions. If this were the place for speaking of our

individual failings, we should not hesitate to admit,

also, that—from the difficulty of finding the exact

medium between extremes, which is the great task

of human life—this caution may sometimes be carri

ed too far, and degenerate into a coldness and want

of becoming earnestness. May God forgive us,

wherever this is in any degree the case. There k

nothing in our principles, however, which justifies

any want of zeal, or excludes at all the most affect

ing appeals to the best feelings of the human heart

Our views of it, we trust, do not rob religion of

any of its salutary power to move and raise and

melt the soul. The character of God appears not

to us less merciful or less glorious, than to our

brethren. Christ seems uot less endued with all-

sufficient power to enlighten, redeem, and exalt his

sincere disciples ; nor are his labours and his

Bufferings for us less entitled to our most grateful

and affectionate remembrance. The aids and con

solations of the holy spirit of God seem not to us to

be less freely or less impartially offered to all who

sincerely and humbly ask them, than they do to our

brethren. Sin appears not to us less opposed to

our nature, and to the benevolent designs of God;

nor does its connexion with misery in every stage of

our being seem less evidently to be the established

and eternal law of the divine government. He,

whom such motives and such views as we embrace

will not warm and excite to the love of holiness

and dread of sin, and to ardent and persevering

efforts to produce that love and that dread in those,
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who are committed to his care—must be impaa- ^

aive to the influences of all that is most animating

and awful, all that is most touching and sublime in

human conceptions. It surely does not follow,

because we think, that views of religion, produced

«nd nourished by fear chiefly or alone, will be igno

ble and degrading, that we are less—in truth we

ought to be more—induced to address the principles

of love, hope, gratitude, and, in its due degree, fear

itself, together with all the sympathies and affections

of our moral constitution. Wc regard it as a very

incomplete and erroneous view of human nature,

as well as of christian theology, to suppose, that

the best effects of our religion are to be felt, or the

highest style of moral character to be produced,

without the use of the affections. The glory and

beauty and perfection of the christian character

will never be seen, except where all the faculties

of our moral and intellectual nature are called

into action to produce and adorn it—where reason

makes itself tributary to affection, where faith is

warmed in the heart, as well as enlightened in the

understanding—where a sense of duty and a sense

of interest, philosophy and sensibility, prudence

and enthusiasm—while they temper and regulate

each others tendencies—unite in prompting to sub

lime and disinterested benevolence to man and

supreme love and devotion to God.

I might remark on some other and less peculiar

characteris ticks of those christians, in whose name

I have spoken, but it is necessary that I should

forbear. I will only repeat my hope, that the
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observations, which have now been hazarded, will

be taken, as 1 am sure they are meant, in the spirit

of entire good will towards those, who differ from

us. I profess towards them a real respect. I see

among them very many bright and true exempli

fications of the christian character. I bear them

witness, that they have a zeal towards God. I

doubt not, that their modes of representing truth

may have a real use to some classes of minds. It

may be one of the reasons, why the sacred writings

are. not framed more systematically and technically,

that a provision is thus made for such a difference

in the mode of regarding some points of secondary

importance, as is adapted to the differences in the

mental constitution and hahits of mankind. This

is a view, which 1 acknowledge to be refreshing

and consoling to my mind, when I consider the

different sects, into which the christian world is

divided. It enables me to see without pain the

success of those, whose views of christian truth

vary a good deal from my own ; regarding their

exertions, as I am thus permitted to regard them,

only as diversities of operation under the influ

ence of the same spirit—At least, however, there is

nothing in the differences, which have been noticed

in this discourse, which need to loosen, far less to

rupture the bonds of christian charity or christian

fellowship between us and our brethren. They

are such differences as might even be made sub

servient to mutual improvement. If a spirit of

mutual candour and friendship could be cultivated,

if we would concede to each other the great Fro-
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testant right of individual judgment, and if, while

contending earnestly for what we believe to be

truth, we would remember our own weakness and

fallibility, we might contribute to guard each other

from that tendency to rush into extremes, to which

we are all so liable. After all—whatever may be

said or thought in the heat of controversy—it is

impossible, that any one should seriously doubt,

that all christians have ultimately the same object.

For have they not all the same interest, the same

eternal interest ; and what imaginable motive can

there be, with the immense majority of them, to

attempt to deceive others or themselves ? How can

it be thought, that men, acknowledged to be men of

integrity on every other subject, should wantonly

and madly desert their principles on that subject

only, which is of all the most momentous ? Would

to God that the time might at length come, when

christians would apply the same maxims in judging

of each othei-'s motives and views in religion, that

they feel to be just in every other case !

But with whatever feelings the views, which we

take of the nature and design of the gospel, are

regarded by others, we are not at liberty to alter

them. We beg our brethren, who think hardly of

us for onr opinions, to believe, that we have adopt

ed them in the honesty of our hearts. We consci

entiously think, that a rational representation is

the true representation of God's word. We think,

the genius of the age requires, that it should be

made, if Christianity is to retain any hold of the

greater part of thinking and cultivated minds. It

4



will uot do, that, when every other department of

human knowledge has been in constant progress,

the science of theology alone should remain with

only those statements and illustrations, which were

given it during the darkness of the middle ages.

It is not sufficient to reply, that the belief of many

good persons in some of the most important truths

is so connected with long established prejudices,

that they will be in danger of abandoning these

truths along with these prejudices. This is an

argument for caution and moderation in our exer

tions ; but it is no good argument to relinquish

them. If Luther and his followers had listened to

it, the reformation would not have blessed the

world ; and the timid spirit of Erasmus would

have purchased its repose at the expense of the

loss of the opportunity of emancipating mankind

from ignorance and errour.—But it is not right,

that our fears should be all on one side. While

we respect the prejudices of the unenlightened, we

ought not to despise the serious objections of the

thinking part of mankind. The consequences of

presenting to them only such views of religion, as

revolt alike their understanding and moral sense,

must be, a real, though, it may be, a secret aban

donment of all faith in its authority. A double

doctrine will thus be established, of thinking with

the initiated and talking with the vulgar—a

tern, which, as has been finely and truly said, "

beyond any permanent condition of human society

destructive of ingenuousness, good faith and probi

ty ; of intellectual courage and manly character :
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and of that respect for all human beings, without

which there can be no justice or humanity from the

powerful towards the humble."*

Having then such views of the' importance of the

principles, which we have embraced, and believing,

as we do, that they correspond with the results of

the researches of the ablest and most pious inquir

ers after the truth as it is in Jesus, the path of our

duty is plain before us. We must follow it at any

hazard. If we did not, the holy confessors of our

faith in every age would disown us, the intrepid

genius of the reformers would disdain us, the

sacred shades of our fathers would reproach us for

shrinking from our duty and disgracing our illus

trious origin ; and where—oh where should we

appear, when called to give up our great and final

account !

It is with these views of christian truth, that we

now enter this temple to dedicate it to Almighty

God. And may he grant that—so far as they are

just—they may here be preached and heard, till

this lofty spire bows under the hand of time, and

these massive walls crumble into their primitive

dust.

IJJ. It would correspond, I believe, to a general

custom on occasions like the present, if we were

now to look back to the ancient history of this

church. But our church has no history, beyond the

short and simple annals of the ministrations it has

regularly witnessed. "When however I say, that it

affords no materials for publick history, I conceive

* Sir James Mackintosh's review De 1,'Allemagne par

Mad. de Stael.



that I give to it the highest praise. For history,

we know, records not on its blood-stained page the

peaceful triumphs of religion in private life, bat is

too often the register only of intrigue and warfare,

of the crimes and enterprises of bad ambition. It

is now nearly a century of years, since a temple

was first erected on this spot, which had been con

secrated by the piety of our fathers from time

immemorial to this sacred use. It was not esta

blished in the spirit of schism ; but was the result

of the regular overflow of other churches, many of

the members of which contributed towards the

expense of the undertaking. The progress of this

church has been as harmonious, as its origin was

peaceful. It has never been found in collision

with any other church. Its spirit has always been

liberal. Its terms of communion have never been

narrow and exclusive. Its ministers have always

been catholick in their feelings. The list of them

is begun by the venerable Checkley, followed by

the affectionate Bowen, the interesting and eloquent

Howe, the acute and profound Everett. I could

add another name, but my heart is forbidden to

utter its feelings. The house which was first

erected here, after having stood for ninety-seven

years, has now given place to that in which we

meet. Erected, as it has been, in most disastrous

times, I may be allowed to consider it as a noble

monument of the spirit of our citizens ; a pledge

that they consider religion as their best refuge in

calamity; and that the last sentiment they are

willing to lose, is that of respect for her worship.*

* NotcK.



Come, then, fathers, brethren, friends, christians,

let us again invoke the presence and blessing of

the most high God. We solemnly consecrate this

temple to Him—to the religion of his Son, who

died for us—to the spirit of evangelical piety,

charity and truth. Henceforth may the angels of

celestial love take up their dwelling in this sanc

tuary, and ever may they carry from it to the mer

cy seat of heaven the tribute of humble, grateful,

devoted hearts, the offerings of sincere and ac

ceptable worshippers !—Ye holy walls ! hence

forth sacred to the religion of Jesus—peace be

within you ! For my brethren and companiona

sake, I will now say—peace be within you ! Ne

ver may ye be polluted by hypocritical prayers—

never may ye echo with heartless praises—ever

may the words of truth be dispensed within you

in their simplicity and uncorrupted purity—never

may ye witness the love of Christ commemorated

here with unthankful remembrance, or his cause

dishonoured by faithless professions ! Here may

all the best influences of the gospel—all its rege

nerating, sanctifying and elevating influences—

ever be felt! And long after the voice, which

now feebly sounds within you, is hushed in si

lence—long after these worshippers shall all have

passed away from the earth—may their children

and their children's children to the latest genera

tion here taste the joy and peace of believing, and

find that this is unto them, as it has been to their

fathers, none other than the house of God and the

gate of heaven !



 



NOTES AND ILLUSTRATIONS.

A. //.//-

The general principle of the conformity of Christianity to

the conclusions of enlightened reason will hardly be disputed

by intelligent Christians. It is a ground, which has always

been taken by the most able and judicious defenders of the

gospel. It was very fully surveyed and illustrated about the

middle of the last century, by Dr. Doddridge, Dr. Benson,

Dr. Randolph, and Dr. Leland, in the controversy occasioned

by the deistical tract entitled Christianity not founded on

Argument-

B. /"/*-

" Reason is natural revelation, whereby the Eternal Father

of Light and Fountain of all Knowledge communicates to man.

kind that portion of truth, which he has laid within the reach

of their natural faculties. Revelation is natural reason en.

larged by a new set of discoveries, communicated by God

immediately, which reason vouches the truth of by the testi

mony and proofs it gives that they come from God. So that

be, that takes away reason to make way for revelation, puts

out the light of both ; and does much the same, as if he would

persuade a man to put out his eyes, the better to receive the

remote light of an invisible star by a telescope."

Locke's Essay, B. iv- c. 19.

C. '■ ,

"To those especially, who seek for conviction in certain

inward feelings, which the warmth of their imaginations repre

sents to them as divine, I would recommend the serious consi.

deration of this important fact : that the foundation, which

they lay for the Bible, is no other than what the Mahometan it

accustomed to lay for the Koran. If you ask a Mahometan,

why he ascribes divine authority to the Koran, his answer is :

 



because, when I read it, sensations are excited, which could

not have been produced by any work, that came not from God.

*"*Butdo we not immediately perceive, when the Mahometan

thus argues from inward sensations, that he is merely raising a

phantom of his own imagination ?***The Christian, who thus

argues,, may answer, indeed, and answer with truth, that his

sensations are produced by a work, which is really divine,

while the sensations excited in the Mahometan are produced

by a work, which is only thought so. But this very truth will

involve the person, who thus uses it, iu a glaring absurdity.

In the first place he appeals to a criterion, which puts the Bible

on a level with the Koran : and then to obviate this objection,

he endeavours to show the superiority of his own appeal, by

presupposing the fact, which he had undertaken to prove."—

Prof. Marsh's Lectures. P. II. L. III. p. 51—52. American

edition.

D. . ''T

1 am anxious, that the principles, which have been advanced

under this head of the discourse, should be taken with the

explanations and limitations, which I have endeavoured stu

diously to annex to them. I would particularly beg it to be

observed, that it is by no means denied, that the objects, to

which the truths of revelation relate, may contain many things

not fully comprehensible by reason. Indeed there is per

haps no object presented to us either by nature or revelation,

which the human mind can be said entirely and perfectly to

comprehend in all its relations and properties. The humblest

flower, that springs up under our feet, contains that, which the

most exalted philosophy can only teach us to wonder at and

admire. Still, however, so far as a true philosopher asserts

any thing with regard to its existence, structure, growth, or

any of its properties, powers, or connections, he perfectly

understands what he asserts, and employs language only in

such a sense as may be intelligible to others. In like man.

ner, all truth, intended to be conveyed to the human mind,

must be intelligible in itself, and conveyed in language intel

ligible by those to whom it is addressed. The truths of reve.



lation form no exception. They are expressed in words,which

are the signs of human ideas, and which, therefore, can only

be employed to convey the ideas, which men have annexed to

them. We may, of course, form ideas of all the propositions

contained in the scriptures. But of that which is unintelligi

ble, the mind can take no cognizance—can have no belief—

can give to it no assent. We may make the form of a propo

sition with respect to it ; but it cannot have the reality of one.

It is nothing—nothing but idle words. We need not scruple

to say, that to believe a proposition, which either includes a

contradiction, or else has no assignable, no intelligible meaning

whatever, is a thing which is in its nature impossible. The

scriptures undoubtedly can contain no such proposition.

It is evidently very consistent with these remarks, to be.

lieve, that revelation may indulge us with only very limited

and imperfect views of many interesting truths. We now see

through a glass, darkly. But these intimations, we are to

remember, are all that revelation designs to give us, because

they are probably all we are now capable of understanding,

or all which can fitly be made known to us in a state of

probation. We are not permitted to consider them merely as

food for our conjectures, or materials from which we are to

construct our own precarious systems. I do not mean, that

we are bound, or that we are able wholly to repress the curi

osity, which they so naturally excite; but we are to beware

how we place our conjectures on a level with the truths, which

the gospel unfolds. When treating of truths, as the doctrines

of scripture, and the fundamentals of Christian faith, we are

to stop where the scriptures stop. We are not to be wise

above what is written.

Let us take, as an example, what the scriptures declare as

to the efficacy of the death of our Saviour. There is perhaps

no proposition on this subject, in which so many Christians

would agree, as that of Paley;* "that our Lord's death and

sufferings are spoken of in the scriptures in reference to human

salvation, as the death and sufferings of no other being are

spoken of; and that the full meaning of these passages cannot

• Paley's Works Vol. IV. Sermon XXIII passim.
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be satisfied without supposing, that these sufferings and death

had a real and essential effect in procuring that salvation."

It is not my purpose to inquire into the accuracy or complete,

ness of this statement. Granting that it is a correct repre

sentation of what the scriptures teach on this subject, and of

all that they clearly teach, it would follow, from what is re.

marked in the preceding paragraph, that we are not at liberty

to declare from our own conjectures, or from a very few

and obscure texts of scripture, in what the efficacy of our

Lord's death consists, or why so great a sacrifice was necessary

for the remission of sins. These are the secret things, which

belong unto the Lord our God ; and it is those things only

which are revealed, which belong unto us.

In the application to the interpretation of the Bible of these

principles with regard to the office of reason, which I have

now endeavoured to illustrate, there is need, I confess, of

great caution ; but also of great fidelity. They can never lead

us to reject a single article clearly revealed there, as an article

of Christian faith. They can never teach us to say, that the

scriptures err ; but they may and will sometimes lead us to

suspend our belief in the correctness of our own researches into

the scriptures, or to say, that we do not at once understand e

particular passage, or that some interpretation different from

the obvious and literal one is the true meaning. If then, in

the study of the scriptures, wc should find any thing apparently

self-contradictory and unintelligible, we ought to suppose the

defect to be in us, not in them. A longer study will show us,

that the difficulty was only apparent. But if this apparent

contradiction should still remain after all our inquiries, it is

surely better to suppose, that we misunderstand the scriptures,

than that they are unworthy of God.

Every Protestant of every sect acknowledges these truths,

and acts upon them with more or less consistency. On what

grounds, for example, do we all reject the doctrine of tran-

substantiation. The Catholick may produce to us the words

of our Saviour : this is my body : and again : except ye eat

the Jleth of the Son of Man and drink his blood, ye have

no lij'e in you. It is not to be denied, that the plain and

 



literal meaning of all this is, that we do eat and drink irk the

Eucharist the actual body and blood of our Lord; or as

the Catholick has it, the body and blood of Almighty God

himself. But all Protestants, with united voice, exclaim,

that this interpretation is impossible; that it includes every

kind of absurdity and contradiction, and that the reason, which

God has given us, authorizes us to say, that no evidence could

render such a doctrine credible. We proceed then to show,

from other passages of scripture, as well as from its general

strain and spirit, that the language of our Saviour in this case is

merely a figure of speech authorized by the genius and idiom

of the languages of the east.

Tne zeal of some Christians, in vindicating the scriptures

from the reproach of containing any doctrine inconsistent with

reason, has undoubtedly sometimes led them to serious errours.

But while we steadily discountenance a rash and intemperate

criticism, we are bound not to despise too lightly their motives,

which may be respectable, or their learning and talents, which

may be great and splendid. We ought to be well assured,

that there are no circumstances, which may have innocently

led our brethren into what we esteem errour, and especially to

be certain, that for doctrines, which we believe and they deny,

there can be adduced passages of scripture equally and more

express and unequivocal, than those which the Catholick can

cite for the belief of the actual presence.

To the infidel, who triumphs in the belief, that the scrip,

tares are so loose and indeterminate as to admit of opposite

interpretations, I would briefly reply. It would be very

strange, if books, like the scriptures,—of such high antiquity

'written in languages so unlike our own, and now no longer

spoken, in countries too where habits, manners, taste, customs,

and opinions, so different from our own, prevailed—to say

nothing of the difficulties produced by the modern and unau

thorized division of -them into chapters and verses—it would

indeed be strange, if sTSCh books should be as easy of compre.

hension in every part, as if they were written in our own

country, and in our vernacular tongue. The only inference,



which can be admitted as a legitimate and necessary one from

the fact of the differences among serious and intelligent

Christians is simply this: that the doctrines in question be

tween them can constitute no essential part of Christianity.

The difficulties in the interpretation of the New Testament

are chiefly found in the epistles of St. Paul. On the causes of

this peculiar obscurity in his writings, I beg leave to refer to

a sermon on this subject by my ever. lamented friend, the late

Rev. J. S. Buckm i nster.—Before it is concluded, that the

epistles do not admit of a perfectly consistent and rational

interpretation, the comments of Grotius and Locke should be

diligently studied. I refer to these great men the more readily,

because, as laymen, they were exempt from any professional

bias, and because their competency to these inquiries is above

all question.

E. /,./£.

u You may have observed, that persons, in attributing fana.

ticism to evangelical teachers, often fix on the phrases, more

than the absolute substance of evangelical doctrines. Now

would it not be better to show them what these doctrines are,

as divested of these phrases, and exhibited clearly in that vehi

cle, in which other important truths are presented, and thus at

least to repress their scorn ? If sometimes their approbation

might be gained, it were a still more desirable effect. Per

sons, who had received unfavourable impressions of some of the

peculiar ideas of the gospel, from having heard them advanced

almost exclusively in the modes of phrase on which I have

remarked, have acknowledged their prejudices to be diminish

ed, after these ideas had been presented in the simple general

language of intellect. We cannot indeed so far forget the

lessons of experience, and the inspired declarations concerning

the dispositions of the human mind, as to expect that any im

provement in the mode of exhibiting christian truth will render

it irresistible. But it were to be wished, that every thing should

be done to bring reluctant minds into some degree of doubt, at
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least, whether if they cannot be evangelical, it is because they

are too rational." Foster's Essays, p. 210, 2d Am. edition.

F. p.,j.

I fear I shall grieve some excellent persons, when I say,

that I here allude to the Westminster Assembly's Catechism.

It will be observed, however, that these remarks do not deny,

that this compeiid has various and great merits, for the time,

when it was made ; but are merely intended to suggest the inqui

ry, whether it ought to be considered as the final result of all

that the human mind can do, in stating the doctrines of our

religion. Unless it have this perfection, it cannot be right to

speak of it as the standard by which " to try all doctrines ;"

to use it as the text of sermons and to teach it to young and

old, as if it were an inspired digest of the scriptures themselves.

I make these observations with the more confidence, since

this catechism is confessedly so imperfect, that the General

Association of this state, composed of ministers, who appro,

priate to themselves the name of orthodox, cannot be brought

to subscribe this instrument without the qualifying clause, that

they receive it only " for substance." When, in addition to

this, it is considered, that this work, after all, contains nothing

more than the sentiments of the majority of a body of men, in

an age not otherwise thought to be very enlightened, with no

peculiar exemption from errour, and certainly under many very

great disadvantages for calm and dispassionate judgment, it will

not be considered as a forfeiture of one's Christianity to believe,

that some of its doctrines may now be stated in a manner more

conformable to the improvement of biblical science and the

general progress of the human mind.

It is almost needless to observe, that the comparison sug

gested in the text is not meant to extend farther than to imply,

that, as times of extraordinary excitement and contention con

cerning the principles of government are evidently unfavoura

ble to wise decisions in politicks, a season of similar excite

ment, with regard to religious, as well as political opinions,

cannot be the most friendly to the best decisions on points of

theology.
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J,. If G.

The distinction between what is practical and what is speca.

lative in these subjects is a very clear one. Take for example the

discussion relating to the sinfulness of the human heart. The

gospel addresses all mankind as sinners ; it takes it for granted,

that there are deep and powerful, and, if indulged, ruinous

tendencies to evil in the human breast. There is no dispute on

this fact. All christians believe it. But what is the method,

which the New Testament takes to convince us of this truth ?

Is it by dissertations on the origin of sin, or the manner in

which it was introduced into our constitution ? or by showing

that these propensities to evil have no antagonist principle*

within us, but that we are called on, at the peril of our sal

vation, to contend against them without arms and without

strength ? 1 appeal to the unprejudiced readers of this sacred

volume to say, that this is not the mode in which our Lord or

his apostles address mankind. No : They think it enough to

call upon every man to look honestly and humbly into his own

character, to compare himself with God's law, and to let con.

science be faithful to its office. No man, who does not in

stantly perceive, after such an examination, that in many thing*

he offends daily, and in all comes short of the glory of God,

will ever be convinced of this fact by ten thousand arguments

relating to original and imputed sin. A man can be bumbled

for no sin, can repent of no sin, can be converted from no sin,

till he is made conscious, that he is personally guilty of it—

on the fads of the case, of the sinfulness of the human heart,

there can never be any doubt or dispute, in individual instances,

among serious and honest men- A similar practical agree

ment, I apprehend, might be shown with regard to all the doc

trines, to which I refer in this part of the discourse.

It will be remarked, that I have no where meant to imply,

that the christians, whose sentiments I defend, have no opi

nions on these speculative questions; or that they entirely

agree in their judgments upon them ; or that they attach

no importance to the different sentiments, which are embraced
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with respect to them. Undoubtedly among all thinking

men there will be varying opinions on all these difficult

points; and there are not a few persons, whose claims to

the name of truly liberal as well as learned divines are not to

be disputed, whose views on some of these questions approach

towards those, which are embraced by christians of the most

rigid and exclusive character. The only point, in which they

would all agree is, in saying, that those practical prineiples,

in which all christians unite, are of higher authority and

weightier importance than our metaphysical speculations can

be; and in declining therefore to make a man's opinions with

regard to any of these disputed points the test of his christian

character or the term of christian and ministerial communion

with him.

/i / / £'_. H.

It is with religion, as it is with morals, nothing can be more

plain than its practice, nothing more difficult than many parts

of its theory. This, it should seem, ought to lead a christian

teacher to the same course, which a judicious moralist pursues.

Who, that was desirous of impressing on mankind at large the

practice of the virtues of benevolence or gratitude, would

think of discussing before a miscellaneous audience the contro.

versy with regard to the origin of our moral ideas, and con.

tending either for the theory of Cudworth, or Hutcheson, or

Butler, or Price? Would he not rather appeal at once to our

sense of right and wrong, and call us to read those sacred and

indelible characters, in which God has written the obligation

of these virtues on the human heart?—These different theories

are, no doubt, in a philosophical point of view of great mo.

ment. But whether he embraces the one or the other of them,

does uot every wise and good man acknowledge the supreme

authority and importance of those facts, in which all good men

agree, and allow that his ultimate appeal must always be made

to the universal moral sentiments and emotions of the human

race? " Fortunately for mankind," says Mr. Stewart, " the

great rules of a virtuous conduct are confessedly of such a

nature, as to be obvious to every sincere and well disposed



mind. And it is in a peculiar degree striking, that, while the

theory of ot hicks involves some of the most abstruse questions,

which have ever employed the human faculties, the moral judg

ments and moral feelings of the most distant ages and nations

with respect to all the most essential duties of life are one and

the same." Philosophy of the Mind, Vol. II. p. 392—3.

Bost. edit.

To avoid the possibility of misconstruction, I wish to repeat,

that by the moral influence of the gospel is meant its influence

in the production of inward, as well as external obedience; the

holiness both of the heart and the life. " Repentance towards

God" of course must stand in the foremost rank of christian

duties ; and " faith in our Lord Jesus Christ" must be the

origin, motive, principle, of that reformation, which is always

included in the " repentance, which is unto salvation." In

like manner, all of what are exiled the " doctrines" of the

gospel are, in our view of the subject, included under its

motives. There is no value in the mere belief of any of them,

except so far as that belief operates on us " in overcoming the

world," in k' purifying the heart," and inducing " newness of

life and new obedience."

There is, perhaps, no one principle of such primary impor

tance, both to the theological inquirer and the practical chris

tian, as that this moral influence of the gospel is its great and

ultimate design, as far as it respects man. It is that grand

and luminous truth, around which all the other truths of the

religious system arrange themselves, and from which they

derive all their lustre and all their value to man. It is a prin

ciple attended with a plenitude and clearness of evidence, which

no other possesses. Any thing really inconsistent with it, we

may be sure must be false. Tout ce qui tend a l'itntnoralite

n'est jamais qu'un sophisme. Let any one, who doubts the

extent and importance of this principle, attempt to state to

himself any other end of the christian revelation, than to fit

men for heaven by making them good, and he will at once

see, that he can assign no one, which must not ultimately be
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resolved into this. Who indeed can have any doubt on this

point, who considers how distinctly it is declared, that the

ultimate end of the death of our Saviour himself is its moral

influence on his disciples. " And this we are assured of,'*

saith Bp. Fowler, " by abundance of express scriptures, some

few of which we will here produce:"

Rom. vi. 6. Knowing this, that our old man is crucified with

him, that the body of sin might be destroyed, that henceforth

we should not serve him.

2 Cor. v. 15. He died for all, that they which live should

not henceforth live unto themselves, but unto him that died

for them and rose again.

Gal. i. 4. Who gave himself for our sins, that he might deli,

ver us from this present evil world (viz. from its corrupt prac

tices) according to the will of God and our Father.

Ephes. v. 25, 26, 27. Christ loved the church and gave him.

self for it, that he might sanctify and cleanse it with the waslu

ing of water by the word, that he might present it unto him.

self a glorious church, not having spot or wrinkle, or any

tuch thing ; but that it should be holy and without blemish.

Colos. i. 21, 22. And you that were sometime alienated and

enemics in your minds by wicked works, hath he now reconciled

in the body of his flesh through death to present you holy un.

blamable and unrcprovable in his sight.

Titus, ii. 14. Who gave himself for us, that he might redeem

us from all iniquity and purify to himself a peculiar people,

zealous of good works.

1 I'eter, i. 18. For as much as ye know that ye were not

redeemed with corruptible things, as silver and go\A,from your

vain conversation received by tradition from your fathers;

but with the precious blood of Christ, a lamb without blemish

and without spot.

1 Peter, iii. IS. For Christ also once suffered for sins, the

just for the unjust, that he might bring us to God, &c. That

is, saith Calvin upon the place, that we might be so consecrated

to God as to live and die to him.

1 Peter, ii. 24. Who his own self bare our sins in his own

body on the tree, that zee being dead to sin should live to

6



righteousness ; by whose stripes ye were healed. Design of

Christianity, by Bp. Fowler, apud Watson Theological

Tracts, vol. ri. 339, 340.

The following chronological memoranda may perhaps be

valued by the members of the New South Society.

First meeting on record for the formation of the society, July

14, 1715. New House dedicated : sermons by Dr. Cotton Ma

ther and Rev. Benjamin Wadsworth, January 8, 1716. Church

covenant signed, and the Rev. Samuel Checkley ordained Pastor,

April 15, 1719. Rev. Penuel Bowen ordained colleague

Pastor, April 30, 1766. Rev. Joseph Howe ordained Pastor,

May 19, 1773. Rev. Oliver Everett, do. January 2, 178*.

Rev. John Thornton Kirkland, do. February 5, 1794. In.

dncted President of Harvard College, November 3, 1810.

Present Pastor ordained, May 15, 1811. Old house taken

down, April, 1814. New house dedicated, Dec. 29, 1814.

I subjoin at the request of some highly valued friends the

following description of the New House, which first appeared

in the publick papers.

THE NEW STONE CHURCH.

The new Church on Church-green, at the easterly end of

Summer street, is built of the best Chelmsford granite, and of

the following dimensions. The body of the building is octa

gonal, formed in a square of seventy-six feet diameter: foui

sides being forty-seven feet, and four smaller sides twenty feet

each. Three large windows are in two of the principal sides,

and one in each of the angles and in the rear. The height from

the ground is thirty-four feet, and finished with a Dorick cor

nice of bold projection. The porch is of equal extent with
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one of the sides, and advances sixteen feet, in front of which is

a portico of four fluted columns of Grecian Dorick ; this por

tico is crowned -with a pediment, surmounted by a plain Atlick.

A tower vises from the centre of the atlick which includes the

belfry. The first story of the steeple is an octagon, surround.

ed by eight columns, with a circular pedestal and entablature :

an attick above this gradually diminishing by three steps or

gradins, supports a second range of Corinthiau columns, with

entablature and balustrade; hence the ascent, in a gradual

diminution, forms the base of the spire, crowned with a ball

and vane. The entire height is one hundred and ninety feet.

Inside of the house, the ceiling is supported by four Ionick

columns, connected above their entablature by four arches of

moderate elevation ; in the angles, pendants or fans rise to

form a circular flat ceiling, decorated with a centre flower : be.

tween the arches and the wails are groins springing from the

cornice, supported by Ionick pilasters between the windows.

The galleries rest upon small columns, and are finished in front

with balustrades. The pulpit is richly built of mahogany,

supported by Ionick and Corinthian columns. The floor of

the house contains one hundred and eighteen pews, and the gal

leries thirty-two, besides the organ loft and seats for the

orphan children of the Female Asylum.

In constructing this house, an attempt has been made to

unite the massive simplicity of the Grecian temple, with the

conveniences of a christian church. The bold proportions of

the portico, cornices, and windows, and the simplicity of the

Attick, give the impression of classical antiquity ; while the

tower and steeple, inventions of comparatively modern date,

harmonize more agreeably with the antique architecture, than is

usual, where such different styles are blended. It is but jus.

lice to say, that this splendid temple does the highest honour to

the taste and science of the architect, Charles Bui finch, Esq.

as well as of the committee, under whose superintendence it has

been planned and built, viz. Jonathan Hunnewell, George G.

Lee, John Dorr, Stephen Higginson, and John Cotton,

Esquires.
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NOTICE.

The author of the following pages having for a considerable

lime been considered by several of his lately associated breth

ren, as an heretic, on account of his differing from them in

opinion, with respect to the doctrine of the Trinity; and hav

ing been denied, by them, an interchange of professional labors,

while they assigned no distinct or precise reason for this their

denial—was, by a sense ofduty constrained, in the month ofJan

uary last, to express to the members of the Association, then

convened, the regret and concern which he felt from the treat

ment he had received from them.

The communication which he made to his brethren was dic

tated, by a spirit of fraternal affection—by an ardent desire to

promote brotherly love and union, and to advance the interest

of the Redeemer's kingdom. Nor was the communication

made, as he believes, in a manner which was indicative of any

other, than a spirit of candor, of serious concern, and of re

spectful fidelity. But to his great disappointment the commu

nication was, at the time, treated by his brethren, with the

neglect of expressive silence.

Early in February,however, he received a letter from one of the

members of the Association, the Rev. Mr. Thomas of Abington",

containing some notices of the communication above mentioned.

To this letter the author of the following, prepared an answer

with a view to the publication of both, conjointly. But as Mr.

T. " cannot give his consent" that his letter should be published,

r



and as he has, in a personal interview with the writer of this,

go explained and qualified several incorrect statements and

exceptionable passages iu his letter, the author of the fol

lowing, thinks it advisable and expedient to suppress his an

swer to it, so far as it relates to those statements and passa

ges. And most gladly would he suppress the whole of it but

for the considerations that the duties which he owes to him

self—to the beloved and respected people of his pastoral charge

—to his brethren in the ministry—to christian churches and

societies—to the cause of truth and religious liberty—to God

and the Saviour, require him, as he believes to make it pub

lic. ' .

That it may be read with a candid spirit, and with serious

and prayerful attention ; that it may be happily instrumental

of removing misapprehensions, of rectifying mistakes, of de

veloping truth, of ameliorating an uncandid and censorious

temper, and of promoting christian charity and union, is the,

heart's desire and prayer to God of the

AUTHOR.



The following extractsfrom the solemn address of the eminent

ly pious and candid Dr. Watts, which was made to the great

and ever-blessed God, on a review of what he had written in

the Trinitarian controversy, is earnestly recommended to the

serious perusal of the reader, as containing the sentiments,

the views and desires ofthe author of the following pages.-.

ADDRESS.

Righteous art thou, O Lord, when I plead with thee ; yet I

may talk with thee concerning thy judgments. Permit me, O

my God and Father, to plead with thee concerning the revela

tions of thy nature and thy grace, which are made in thy gos

pel. And let me do it with all that humble reverence, and

that holy awe, of thy Majesty, which becomes a creature in tho

preseuce of his God.

Hast thou not, O Lord God Almighty, hast thou not trans

acted thy divine and important affairs among men by thy Son

Jesus Christ, and by thy holy Spirit ? and hast thou not or

dained that men should transact their highest and most mo

mentous concerns with thee, by thy Son and by thy spirit ?

Must I not know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ thy

Son, whom thou hast sent, that I may fulfil all my respective

duties towards thyself and thy Son, in hope of eternal life ?

Hath not thy Son himself, appealed to thee in his last prayer,

that eternal life depends on this knowledge ? And since thou

hast made so much use of thy holy Spirit in our religion, must

1 not have some knowledge of this thy Spirit also, that I may

pay thee all these honors thou requirest from this divine reve

lation ?

Hast thou not ascribed divine names, and titles, and charac

ters to thy Son and thy holy Spirit in thy word f And yet art

not thou and thou alone, the true Gad ?

Holy Father, thou knowesthow firmly I believe, with all my

soul, whatsoever thou hast plainly written and revealed in thy

word. I believe thee to be the only true God, the supreme of
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beings, self-sufficient for thine own existence, and for all thy

infinite affairs and transactions among creatures. I believe thy

Son Jesus Christ to be all-sufficient for the glorious work of

Bietliation between God and man, to which thou hast appoint

ed him to fulfil the blessed works for which thou hast exalted

liim, and to govern and judge the world in thine appointed time.

I believe also thy blessed Spirit hath almighty power and

influence to do all thy will, to instruct men effectually in di

vine truths, to change the hearts of fallen mankind from sin to

holiness, to carry on thy work of illumination, santifieation,

and consolation on the souls of all thy children, and to bring

them safe to the heavenly world. I yield myself up joyfully

and thankfully to this method of thy salvation, as it is reveal-

ed in the gospel. But I acknowledge my darkness still. I

want to have this wonderful doctrine of the all-sufficiency of thy

Son and thy Spirit, for these divine works, made a little plain

er. Is it a vain and sinful curiosity to desire to have this ar

ticle set in such a light, as may not diminish the eternal glory

of the unity of the true God, nor of the supremacy of thee, the

Father of all?

Hadst thou informed me, gracious Father, in any place of thy

word, that this divine doctrine is not to be understood by men,

and yet they were required to believe it, 1 would have subdned

all my curiosity to faith, and submitted my wandering and

doubtful imaginations, as far as it was possible, to the holy and

wise determinations of thy word. But I cannot find thou bast

any where forbid me to understand it, or to make these enqui

ries. My conscience is the best natural light thou hast put

within me, and since thou hast given me the scriptures, my

own conscience bids me to search the scriptures to find out

Iruth and eternal life. It bids me try all things, and hold fast

that which is good. And thy own word by the same expres

sions, encourages this holy practice.' I have, therefore, been

long searching into this divine doctrine, that I may pay thee

due honor with understanding. Surely I ought to know the

God whom I worship, whether he be one pure and simple be

ing, or whether thou art a three fold Deity, consisting of the

Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit.

Dear and blessed God, hadst thou been pleased, in any one

plain scripture, to have informed me which of the different

opinions about the holy Trinity, among the contending parties

of christians, had been true, thou knowest with how much zeal,

satisfaction and joy my unbiassed heart would have opened it

self to receive and embrace the divine discovery. Hadst thou

told me plainly, in one single text, that the Father, Son and

holy Spirit, are three real distinct persons in thy divine nature,

1 had never suffered myself to be bewildered in so many doubt-,



hor embarassed with 10 many strong fears of assenting to tha

mere inventions of men, instead of divine doctrine ; but 1 should

have humbly and immediately accepted thy -words, so far as it

was possible for me to understand them as the only rule of my

fait Ii. Or, hadst thou been pleased to express and include this

proposition in the several scattered parts of thy book, from

whence my reason and conscience might with ease find out, and

with certainty infer this doctrine, I should havejoyfully employ

ed all my reasoning powers, with their utmost skill and activity,

to have found out this inference, and ingrafted it into my soul.

But how can such weak creatures (men) ever take in so strange,

so difficult, and so abstruse a doctrine as this, in the explica

tion and defence whereof, multitudes of men, even men of

learning and piety, have lost themselves in infinite subtleties

of dispute, and endless mazes of darkness ?

Thou art witness, O my God, with what diligence, with

what constancy and care, I have read and searched thy holy

word, how early and late, by night and by day,I have been ma

king these enquiries. How fervently have I been seeking thee

on my bended knees, and directing my humble addresses to thee,

to enlighten my darkness, and to shew me the meaning of thy

word, that I may learn what I must believe, and what I must

practice with regard to this doctrine, in order to please thee,

and obtain eternal life.

I humbly call thee to witness, O my God, what a holy jeal

ousy I ever wear about my heart, lest I should do the slightest

dishonor to thy supreme Majesty, in any of my enquiries or de

terminations. Thou seest what a religious fear, and what a

tender solicitude I maintain on my soul, lest I should think or

speak any thing to diminish the grandeurs and honors of thy

Son Jesus, my dear mediator, to whom I owe my everlasting

hopes. Thou knowest how much afraid I am of speaking one

word, which may be construed into a neglect of thy blessed

Spirit. Guard all the motions of my mind, O almighty God,

against every thing that borders upon these dangers. Forbid

my thoughts to indulge, and forbid my pen to write one word,

that should sink those grand ideas which belong to thyself, or

to thy Son, or thy holy Spirit. Forbid it, O my God, that ever

I should be so unhappy as to unglorify my Father, my Savior,

or my Sanctifier, in any of my sentiments or expressions con

cerning them.

Blessed and faithful God, am I not truly sensible of my own

darkness and weakness, my dangerous prejudices on every side,

and my utter insufficiency for my own conduct ? Wilt thou

leave such a poor creature bewildered among a thousand per

plexities, which are raised by various opinions and contrivan

ces of men to explain thy divine truth ?
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Help me, heavenly Father, for I am quite tired and weary of

these human explaining*, so various and uncertain. When

wilt thou explain it to me thyself, O my God, by the secret and

certain dictates of thy Spirit, according to the intimations of

thy word ? nor let any pride of reason, nor any affectation of

novelty, nor any criminal bias whatsoever, turn my heart aside

from hearkening to these divine dictates of thy word, and thy

Spirit. Suffer not any of my native corruptions, nor the vani

ty of my imaginations to east a mist over my eyes, while I am

searching after the knowledge of thy mind and will, for my

eternal salvation.

1 entreat, O most merciful Father, that thou wilt not suffer

the remnant of my short life to be wasted in sueh endless wan

derings, in quest of thee or thy Son Jesus, as a great part of

my days have been ; but let my sincere endeavors to know thee,

in all the ways whereby thou hast discovered thyself in thy

word, be crowned with such success, that my soul being es

tablished in every needful truth by thy holy Spirit, I may

spend my remaining life according to the rules of thy gospel,

and may with all the holy and happy creation ascribe glory

and honor, wisdom and power to thee, who sittest upon that

throne, and to the Lamb for ever and ever.

N. B. The address of which the above are extracts was

prefixed by Dr. Watts to some pieces he had written in the

Trinitarian controversy, which his executors did not judge

necessary to publish.—Some of the sentiments which it con

tains, are different from those he entertained at an earlier peri

od of his life.



Weymouth, Feb. 20th, 1815.

Rev. Sir,

YOUR communication of the 3d instant, I received,

a few days siuce, and have read it repeatedly, with attention,

and hope not altogether in vain. Seldom have 1 read any docu

ment which has more deeply impressed my mind with the hu

miliating truth that we are not exactly what we should he, con

sidered as men, as christians, and particularly as christian min

isters. This is a subject fur lamentation, and I trust we holh

feel it to he so in relation to ourselves. Sensible of delinquen

cy in respect both to Uod and man, do we not find frequent oc

casion, to implore the divine forgiveness; and to ask of our

fellow men the exercise of that charity towards us, which hides

or passes over a multitude of faults ? And are not existing cir

cumstances sometimes such as to make it our duty to adminis

ter reproof to each other, with a spirit of meekness and wis

dom; and, in the discharge of this friendly though unpleasant

duty, " to speak the truth in love .'' However in relation to

tome, other subjects we may disagree, with respect to these, it

is presumed, that we harmonize in sentiment. If, then, we

'* know these things, happy are we if we do them. " This,

indeed, we profess to do. But how nearly onr practice corres

ponds with our profession, we may uot be llie most correct

judges. We each think the other erroneous in opinion ami

hlameable in conduct; and that there is Ion much reason for

this, neither of us, I presume, will be likely to question. Hut

while we attach blame to each other, it is very possible, and

indeed highly probable, that we are too blind, and too partial

to our own faults.

These suggestions, sir, are partly the result of the attention

which 1 have given t'j your extraordinary, but I am willing to

believe, friendly letter. Viewing it as having h.-en written

with a fraternal and benevolent design. 1 oiler you my sincere

and grateful acknowledgments. But viewing it as containing

several things incorrect and exceptionable, christian fidelity

seems to require that 1 should particularly notice them. In

doing this it w ill be my object to act, as well the friendly, as the

faithful part. 1 hope not to irritate, but us a " beloved " broth-

er, I am constrained " to warn you. "•»••»•••»••

*••••••••»•■•••••••••»•••• • .
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Iii the last paragraph, but one, of your letter, von observe.—

" It is solely on account of the ground you have taken with re

lation to Christ and to the Holy Spirit, that I have been eon-

strained to suspend excham -s with you. " Jt is with no small

satisfaction, sir, that I find the " difficulties subsisting between

us " are reduced to so narrow a compass, and especially as I

had apprehended you viewed my sentiments in relation to sin

and human creeds as grossly erroneous and heretical. If 1 under

stand the import of the above quotation, you do not think me an

errorist in sentiment with respect to these subjects, nor with

respect to the character of the one God, even the God and Fa

ther of our Lord Jesus Christ. I have a right at least to con

clude that you do not consider me fundamentally, or in any

high degree erroneous, respecting these or any other theological

sentiments, excepting those which relate to Jesus Christ and

the Holy Spirit.—If I really understand you-, as 1 most sineere-

ly hope I do, I cannot think that " we so widely difFer"in senti

ment as you seem to imagine ; nor can I believe, when you bet

ter understand the " difference, " that you will be so confident

as you now seem to be, " that I have embraced most danger

ous and destructive errors, "—errors which are " subversive of

the gospel of Christ," and which " tend to drown men in des

truction and perdition. "

The point being thus happily settled, that no dividing differ

ence in sentiment between us exists, with respect to the charac

ter of God even the Father.l must conclude that we harmonize,

or nearly harmonize in sentiment with relation to " the Holy

Spirit. " Do you believe, sir, that the Holy Spirit, or Spirit of

God is self-existent, eternal, omnipotent, omnipresent, omaiscent.

infinite in holiness, in truth, in goodness ? I am persuaded that

you do believe this. But you cannot more firmly believe it than

I do. In what then does the important diflfereree between us,

with respect to the Holy Spirit, consist? If in any degree »e

differ in opinion on this subject, the difference I am persuaded

is very inconsiderable ; nor is it unlikely that it consists wholly.

or almost wholly in words.—In this connection I would further

observe, that I do not consider the Holy Spirit as a being dis

tinct from the one God ; nor. unless I am under a great mis

take, do you believe this. What then, let me ask, is the great

and very dangerous error into which, in your estimation. I

have fallen respecting the character of the Holy Spirit? 1

would rather ask, is there any thing in what I believe, or in

what 1 do not believe with respect to this subject, in which you

can reasonably discover either dinger or heresy? Here, sir.

permit me to remind you, that you have explicitly declared,

that you " have not misrepresented my sentiments, either to

your own people, or to ai y others. " Nor do 1 accuse you of

having done it. But if ;ou have made any representation

 



11

which clashes with my sentiments, as above stated, you have

most grossly misrepresented them. To your own conscience I

appeal for decision.

How widely we differ in sentiment " with relation to

Christ," I do not certainly know. The difference may be very

considerable.—If a Trinitarian, agreeably to the doctrine of

the Trinity as stated in the Assembly's Catechism, you be*

lieve that Jesus Christ in his lowest character, as you express

it, is properly a man consisting of a " true body and reasona

ble soul;'' who was created and born about eighteen centuries

past. Here, I acknowledge, that 1 do not agree with you in

sentiment.—1 consider Jesus Christ as possessing no character

which is lower than that implied in his being " God's fellow, "

and the brightness of the " Fathers glory und the express image

of his person ;" or than that which is implied in any other

name or title ascribed to him in the Bible, 1 believe also, that

in this character he existed "in the beginning with God," even

hef'ore the foundation of the world. Excepting as to his body,

I believe that no lower character than that above stated is to

he ascribed to Christ the Lord of glory. I believe also, that

the only living and true God, even the Father, is in the most inti

mate manner, united to this same Lord Jesus Christ, insomuch

that it is proper to speak of them as one : not however as one

person or being, but as one in consent, affection, design, and pur

suit. You believe also, if 1 understand you, that the One God,

or the independent Jehovah is, in the most intimate manner,

united to Jesus Christ, in what you call his lowest character ;

that is, to a real and proper man. This, then, as I understand

the subject, is the difference between us—that person or being

called Christ, to whom I consider the One God as united, is

unspeakably greater, more excellent and illustrious, than that

Christ to whom you consider the One God as united.—In other

words,Christ,in what you consider his lowest nature,is unspeak

ably inferior as to existence, and excellence, and glory of char

acter, to the Christ, to whom I consider the One God as united.

This statement, I consider strictly correct. Nor do 1 think you

can reasonably deny that it is so. You will say, however, that

I have not stated the whole truth; because you believe " that

Christ, in his highest character, is, the Supreme Deity. "—I

readily admit, that this is your representation of the subject.

But whether our sentiments on this point arc really discordant,

I am not a little doubtful. Indeed I strongly suspect that the

only difference in our sentiments respecting what you call the

highest character of Christ, is rather seeming than real ; that

it consists rather in words or mode ofrepresentationih&n in ideas.

—Do you not believe that there is but one •' Supreme Deity r"

That you do indeed believe this, you will not I presume deny.
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Do you not believe also tliat tins same Supreme Deity is united to

proper man, t lie man Christ Jesus ?—Should you endeavor to

evade the question by saying you believe that the second Mr-

son in the Trinity is united to the man .Testis, you will permit

me to Hsk whether you believe that the second person in the

Trinity is the Supreme Deity? Your answer must be either ne

gative, or alTirmitive. If you should deny that the second per

son in the Trinity is the Supreme Deity, you surely will not

plead that the man Christ Jesus, is in his highest character,

the Supreme Deity. The Supreme Deity then, who is but Oth.

ii united, according to your own theory, if I understand it. to

a real or proper man—a creature who began to exist in the

reign of Cesar Augustus. But did this union produce any

change or alteration in the nature or characterof the man r Or

vera the two natures or characters in any degree blended or

intermixed ? Did !he Divinity, in any degree, become huntani-

fit? or did humanity, in any degree, become Divinity? In a

word, did not Divinity and humanity, <"' the Supreme Deity

and the proper man remain the same precisely, as to naturt

or character after, as b'fore the union took place? All this I

am persuaded you ought, as jou probably do. admit. What

then, do you mean by the highest character of Christ ? Do you

mean any thing more than the One Supreme Deity, as united

to the man Jesus ? If this be your meaning, (and I see not but it

must lie.) in what does the difference in sentiment between us,

respecting what you call the highest character of Christ, con

sist ? 1 confess that I can discover none but that which consists

in difference of words, or mode of representation. If it be prop

er to say that Jesus Christ in his highest character, is the Su

preme Deity, because the Supreme Deity is united to him. 1 am

as linn a believer in the Divinity of Christ, or that iu his high

est character he is the Supreme Deity, as you are or possibly

can he. I do think, however, that this mode of representation

is highly improper, as it has a tendency greatly to confuse and

mislead the mind, and, as I think, to cherish a fondness and

superstitious reverence for that kind of mystery, which. I am

persuaded, has the approbation neither of enlightened reason.

nor of the pure unadulterated revelation of God. What woold

you say, sir, were 1 to represent the christian as possessing

two natures, human and Divine; as being properly a man, and

yet the Supreme Deity ? But are not Christians " partakers of

'• the Divine Nature? Is it not also the prayer of Christ, to

his Father, "that" they " may maybe one in us?"—uuiled

both to himself and to his Father? Were 1 to assert that the

christian is as well the Supreme Deity, as a man, because the

Supreme Deity is united to him, you would consider the asser

tion, I presume, very unreasonable, and even highly impious.
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Jut have I not precisely the same reason for making this asser

tion, which you have, for asserting that Christ, being properly

a ii. mi, is also the Supreme Deity, because the Supreme Deity

is united to him ? 1 can see no reason, I confess, why one good

man should not as well become Divinity, by virtue of the union

under consideration, as another good man. If you can assign a

reason which possesses any weight, why this should not be tha

case, I will sincerely thank you, if you will do it. But until I

shall be favored with such a reason, I must consider your

highest character of Christ, " as existing only in imagination

and hutuau device, or in a highly figurative and mysterious

sense.

As it is " solely on account of the ground I have taken with

relation to Christ and the Holy Spiiit. that you have been con

strained to suspend exchanges with me, " i pray you very se

riously and carefully to review that ground, and your conduct

" on account " of it —You do not refuse to exchange with

me on account of any real or supposed difference in opinion,

which may exist between us with respect to the character of

the One God, the Father of Christ. Am I then to attribute

this your refusal,to my belief that the" Holy Spirit'' is self-exis

tent, eterual,&c. and that this same Spirit is not a being distinct

from the One God? This my belief, if I am to credit your as

sertion is, in part, the ground or reason of your rejecting me

as erroneous in sentiment, even to the subversion of the gos

pel of Christ. The other part of that ground or reason for

this is, that I believe Jesus Christ possesses no lower charac

ter than that which the highest titles and attributes ascribed to

liim in the Bible import, and that the Une God, the Supreme

Jehovah, is as intimately united to him, as i on can suppose

him to be united to a creature, whose existence can be tra

ced but a few centuries hack.—The only real difference,' Sir,

which I can perceive between your views and mine, " with

respect to Christ, is this—your view makes him a holy man—

a creature of moderate antiquity, and nothing more ; whereas

my view carries back his antiquity before creation, represent

ing his dignity and glory as great beyond expression—beyond

conception. " I well know, you will not admit that you thus

degrade the character of Jesus, the Lord of glory. But that

you really do, is my settled belief. And that it is utterly be

yond your power to make it appear otherwise, Tarn fully persua

ded. The recourse which you may have to mystery, in re

lation to this subject, will be unavailable to your purpose with

men of reflection, who are not under the influence of strong pre

possessions, and who like the Apostle, duly appreciate words

spoken with the understanding. Nor will this same word

mystery retain, I am persuaded, lor any considerable length of
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lime, its sacred character, its vast importance, ami its conven

ient use.

If 1 have not fairly exhibited the ground, on aecount of which

you have set me at nought as a minister of Christ, it is not for

want of disposition, but ability. Aud you will permit me to add,

that if you have ever represented rae to " your people, or oth

ers, '' as maintaining sentiments " with respect to Christ aud

the Ho'y Spirit," discordant with those which I have now sta

ted, you have most injuriously misrepresented me ; aud yon

will, I am persuaded, if you possess that charity, as you

aught, which is " kind " and " rejoiceth in the truth, " du ev

ery thing in your power, with promptitude aud ckterfulness, to

remove the injury. As you have an understanding tu reflect,

so, I hope you- have conscience to feel, and a disposition 10 do,

whatever the nature of the case may require.

But you have, perhaps, other reasons aside from, or rath

er branches of, the sole reason you mention, on account of

which you have been ''constrained to suspend exchanges with

me." 1 will suggest then, whether the following consid

erations have not had some influence in deciding you to

met the part, which you have done, in relation to your brother,

vise.—My neglect to use unscriplural ascriptions or doxologivs

at the close of my public prayers—my neglect to use with ap

probation the unscriptural word, Trinity—my neglect thus to

use the unscriptural expression, three persons with respect to

the One God—my neglect to use the unscriptural declaration,

" these three are One God, the same in substance, equal in

power and glory"—my neglect to use the following unscriptu

ral expressiuns respecting Christ—"being the etenuil Son of

God, became man ; '' yet being the Son of God, " was, and

eoutinnes to be God and man, " and one person forever ;—and

yet, notwithstanding he is both the Sun of God, and God

himself, he was " conceived by the poiaer of the Holy Ghost,

ami born of a virgin J"—These unscriptural, and as it appears

to me, anti-scriptural words and phrases, I do neglect, I frank

ly acknowledge, to use with approbation ; some of which 1 do

not hesitate to say appear to my understanding utterly repug

nant to every dictate of sober reason, and highly dishonorable to

the character of a venerable assembly of divines.—I will add, Sir,

that I do not advocate the sentiment, that the self-existent, un

changeable and blessed God, tabernacled in flesh for more thau

thirty years ; that he passed through a- series of poverty and

svjf'erings, and then died upon the cross to make an infinite

atonement for sin; nor do 1 teach or believe the doctrine, that

such an atonement was made, or could have been made by the

sufferings of a man, whose existence had measured the short

■pace of but a few years; neither do 1 teach that God aud man
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muted, so as to constitute one complex being, suffered and died

to make an infinite atonement ; for, so far as I can see, ifsueli a

complex being, or person suffered and died, God as well as man,

or, divinity as well as Immunity, must, at tlie same time,

have passed through suffering and death.—Whether these

Ihings are included in your general reason for suspending ex

changes with me, or whether I am to consider them as auxili

ary reasons, you, sir, " best can tell. "

Permit me now, to solicit your attention to several things in

which I consider you and others as deeply concerned; and let

nie entreat you very seriously to examine, and reflect upon

them. You " verily believe, that those who deny the supreme

Deity of Jesus Christ, however exalted a being they may sup

pose him to be, are in a great and dangerous error." From

this declaration I am undoubtedly to infer, that you verily be

lieve, that Jesus Christ is indeed the Supreme Deity. But

what, sir, am I to understand by this your belief? that the man

Clrrist, a creature, is Supreme Deity ! If not, I would ask wheth

er you consider this creature as constituting any part or por~

liun of the Divine Essence or Supreme Deity ? This I presume

you will not admit. In speaking of Jesus Christ, then, as the

Supreme Deity, you can consistently have no reference to what

you call the humanity or created nature ofChrist. I cannot sup

pose that you arc so destitute of discernment as to believe that

a created being is an uncreated being, or that a creature is the

Creator? When, therefore, you speak of Jesus Christ as Su

preme Deity, you do not mean the man Jesus Christ; but the

Creator of the man Jesus Christ. Although I consider this

mode of representation as very incongruous ; yet the idea,

which I understand as conveyed by it, has my full and unwav

ering credence. And that you should ever have supposed or in

sinuated, that I do not believe, that the Creator of the man Jesus

Christ is the Supreme Dpity, is not a little astonishing!—But

perhaps you will say, that by the Supreme Deity of Jesus Christ

you mean the second person in the Trinity. Should you resort

to this expedient as an explanation of your meaning, I would

ask, what do you mean by the second person in the Trinity, but

that Oue God aside from whom there is none else r Is there more

than One " Supreme Deity r" If not, and if the second person

in the Trinity be that One Supreme Deity, then surely neither

i lie first nor the third person in the Trinity can have any claim

to the character of Supreme Deity. I see not. sir, but you com

pletely annihilate the existence of the God and Father ol'Christ,

and of the Holy Spirit, by advocatiug the sentiment that Christ

is the Supreme Deity ; unless you admit the existence of three

such Deities.' And that you really do advocate this tritheistical

and shocking absurdity (but I presume without designing it) I

know not how to disbelieve. Do you not believe, sir, that the
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God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ is " the Supreme De-

ty r" Do you not also believe that the Holy Spirit, as a pcr-

von distinguished from God the Father, and the Son, is "the

Supreme Deity r" Are there not then three Supreme Deities,

according to your theory ? I well know that you will deny this

consequence ; hut I certainly do not know any reason, either

weighty or intelligible, which you can assign for this your de

nial, if three Supreme Deities are not three Supreme Gods,

words, so far as I can see, must cease to be correct signs of

ideas. Or if three Supreme Deities constitute but one Supreme

Deity, or one Supreme God, how I desire to know am I to be

lieve, or can I believe the more than mysterious doctrine ? If

I have recourse to reason, reason denies the doctrine. If I have

recourse to the Bible, the Bible seems very emphatically to de

ny it.

But perhaps you will say that you do not mean to advocate

the doctrine that there are three distinct Supreme Deities; but

three conjoint Supreme Deities. Should you say this, you but

i:se words without knowledge, at least with respect to myself.

\ on will, probably, however, say that your meaning is. that

" there are three persons in the Godhead, the Father, the Son,

and the Holy Ghost. and that these three are one God. the same

in substance, equal in power and glory." But be not offended

it' I ask, what do you mean by persons ? I do not ask the ques

tion with a captious spirit, or, so far as I know my own heart,

from any improper design. I ask the question because I real

ly do not know what is meant by the Trinitarian word persons ;

nor do I think I should be uncharitable were I to say that l am

strongly apprehensive that Trinitarians themselves do not

know. How can I think otherwise, when for persons I find sub

stituted by way of explanation, agents or agenius, distinct per

sons in a philosophical sense—divine natures—names—offices—

understanding, willling, loving ; or wisdom, power, and love,

eternal spirits, or intelligent hypnstacies—equal and distinct in

dependencies—modal distinctions—three somethings, &c. I

pray you, sir, to tell me what am I to understand by these

strange explications of" persons" if it be in your power. But

if you cannot, why do you use them or any of them, but to ren

der " confusion worse confounded*!" Are not these " subtleties

of expression studied by their inventors, rather to conceal, than

explain their sentiments !" But whether these expressions are

calculated to elucidate or " darken counsel," or whatever may

be meant by " three persons in the Godhead," yet you ad

mit and advocate the sentiment that they are equal " to each

other, in power and glory."—Here, then, let me ask, what are

the power and glory of the person of the Father i Do they not

consist in nil possible, and infinite perfections both natural and

r.:u.\il r Must you not admit then, that the person of the Sou
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possesses these same infinite perfections ; and that the person

of the Holy Ghost, or Spirit, also possesses (hem ! But is not a

person possessed of all infinite perfections, natural and moral,

an infinite Being or God? .Musi there not then according to

your theory, be three infinite Beings or Gods ? I see not, how

this conclusion can possibly be evaded. Will you content your

self and endeavor to satisfy the minds of others by saying the

subject is an unintelligible mystery ? I pray you, sir, to avoid

this deceptive, blinding, dangerous expedient. Will you plead

that an unintelligible mystery is stated iti the Bible, and pro

posed as &fundamental article of belief, and that not believing

it, is " subversive of the gospel of Christ !" And will you re

quire plain and unlearned christians to give their assent to a doc

trine, as a term of christian communion, which neither you nor

any other man is able to explain, or understand ! There is that,

air, in this business I am constrained to say, which to my mind

is inexpressibly shocking. Were the all good and merciful

God to require of his creatures to believe in an unintelligible

doctrine, as a term of admission into heaven, who, then, would

be saved ? for, who can believe that which is unintelligible, or in

capable of being believed .'

But perhaps you will say, that in advocating the doctrine of

three persons in one God, you do not mean to support the doe-

trine of three beings in one God, but only three sets or classes

of infinite perfections in one God. Should you say this, which

is probably the most plausible thing you can say, 1 should be

better able perhaps to understand your meaning, but no better

satisfied with your theory. To me, sir, it is extremely difficult

to conceive of three self existent and independent omnipotencies,

omnipresencies, omniciences, &c. without applying them to three

distinct beings, or Gods. But let it be admitted as possible,

that three elasses of infinite perfections can exist in and belong

to one being or God only ; yet is not the supposition a very

■wild and extravagant one? Is the supposition founded either in

scripture or reason ? But admitting that neither scripture nor

reason denies the possibility of the hypothesis, yet is it conceiv

able that the one God can, in any respect be mo/e perfect, or

glorious, or more an object of homage, love and obedience, with

three elasses or sets of infinite perfections, than with one class

or set only ? Besides, I would ask whether these three suppos

ed classes or sets of infinite perfections are at the same time

and always in a state of operative existence !

Perhaps, you are shocked with these enquiries, and are rea

dy so exclaim impious! blasphemous ! Should this be the case,

I certainly shall not be disappointed. The ideas contained in

these queries are indeed shocking ; at least, they appear to me

so. But if you deny the existence of three distinct Su

preme Deities or Gods, I see not but these ideas, shocking as

3
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fhey are, must be attributed to your theory of the Trinity. If

this theory teaches neither the doctrine of three Supreme Be-

tngs or (rod's, nor the doctrine of three classes or sets of infi

nite perfections in One God, what, 1 would ask. does it teach !

Is it so sublime and sacred a mystery, as neither to be under

stood, nor explained ? Why then do you profess to believe it?

If you can honestly, and to edification, do this for yourself, i*

it reasonable, is it justifiable, that you should oblige others to

do it, or in case they do not, denounce them as heretics, and

subverters of the gospel ? 1 say^pro/Vss to believe it ; for what

more can it be than merely to profess or pretend to believe a

doctrine, the import of which we neither do, nor possibly can un

derstand .' But you will say, whether we do. or do not under

stand it, yet the doctrine is a most important and fundamental

verity, and therefore we must believe it, in order to be real

christians, and meet the Divine approbation and acceptance.

But, sir, on the supposition that the doctrine is false, how

can you expect to meet the approbation of your Judge, when

you shall be called to render an account of your stewardship,

for believing falsehood ; for requiring your fellow servants to

believe falsehood ; and for rejecting them as heretics, for not

believing it, and for refusing to profess to believe it ? This is a

very serious and solemn question, and demands your very seri

ous and solemn consideration. But that it is possible your sen

timents respecting the doctrine of the Trinity, and particular

ly respecting the character of Christ are false, you will possi

bly admit. And that they realty are false, is to say the least,

in my opinion, very highly probable. That three persons equal

in power and glory ; exist in, or constitute one God, seems in

credible. To find, und understand this mysterious doctrine, 1

have with care examined the scriptures, which I endeavored to

do with an unprejudiced mind. But this examination has not re

sulted as 1 could wish, if the doctrine be indeed a revealed truth.

I have also read with attention the most orthodox, learned and

distinguished writers on the subject; but without finding tin

light and evidence in support of its truth, which is necessavy to

satisfy my mind.

All these writers seem to admit, as an unquestionable truth,

that there is but one Supreme God. Yet they profess to be

lieve and strenuously indeavor to prove, that this One Supreme

God consists of three persons, equal in all passible perfection?.

They also profess to believe and endeavor to prove, if I under

stand them, that each of these persons is in the highest sense

God ! Do you find no difficulty, sir, in reconciling this apparent

contradiction. If the person of the Father be Supreme God.

and if the person of the Son, and of the Holy Spirit be Su

preme God, I cannot see, I confess, but there must be three Su

preme Gods. But is it not impossible that three Supreme God*.
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or supreme persons should exist ! A supreme being or person,

is a being or person higher in dignity or authority than all oth

ers. There can of course then, be but one such being or per

son. But these writers expressly say. that the Father, Son and

Holy Spirit are each the Supreme God or Jehovah. But what

is this, but to say that each is tlie highest God or being in the

universe, and that each is higher than the others.' 1 well know

that they will not admit this conclusion. Why then do they

express themselves in such a manner as to make the conclusion,

shocking as it is, seemingly necessary ? You, sir, speak of Je

sus Christ as " the Supreme Deity-" And to believe that he

is not, is, in your estimation, to subvert the Gospel.,. But if I

believe that Jesus Christ is the Supreme Deity, or the high

est person or being in I lie universe, can 1, or can you, con

sistently believe, that either of the other persons in the Trini

ty is the Supreme Deity, or the highest person or being in the

universe ! can any person or Deity be higher than the highest

person or deity ! But perhaps you will say that the advocates

of the doctrine of the Trinity do not admit that each of the per

sons is separately the Supreme Deity, but that the three per

sons conjointly constitute the Supreme Deity ? Why then, let

me ask, do they expressly say of each, that he is the Supreme

Deity—the Supreme God—the self-existent and independent

Jehovah, &c. ? Are not these expressions calculated to im

press the mind of the reader or hearer with the idea, that there

are three Supreme and independent Gods ? Can they be justi

fied then, or can you justify yourself in the use of such highly

improper, and as it seems to me, deceptive expressions ? But

if nothing more be meaut by these extraordinary expressions

than that the Father, Sou, and Holy Spirit, unitedly constitute

the One Supreme God, permit me to ask whether, for the truth

of this sentiment, you hnd satisfactory evidence in the Bible ?

Does not this inspired book assure us, that the person of the

Father constitutes the one and the only Supreme God? " To us

there is but One God, the Father." And is not this One God,

the God and Father of Jesus Christ, who expressly said, " My

Father is greater than J—greater lha.n all?" Besides, who but

the person of the Father knows the precise time when the day

of judgment will take place ? " Of that day and hour knoweth

no man. (no one,) no not the angels which are in heaven, nei

ther the Son, but the Father." Has Jesus Christ directed us

to pray to any other person, as the Supreme God, but the per

son of the Father ? Did not Christ himself pray to his Father

as the Supreme God—Did he not pray that his Father would

restore to him the glory which he had possessed before his in-

earnation ? " O Father, glorify thou me with thine own self,

with the glory I had with thee before the world was." Are

these things, consistent with the doctrine which supposes that
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three equal, infinite and independent persons exist in and con

stitute One God ! Besides, is it not difficult to reconcile with

this sentiment, the numerous passages of scripture which rep

resent Jesus Christ as the Son of God ; as receiving life or

existence from his Father; as receiving gifts and blessings

from his Father; as submitting to and obeying the will and au

thority of his Father ; as being his Father's agent—as becom

ing poor, although he had been rich ? Can you saiisfactorily to

your owu mind, reconcile these and many other similar repre

sentations of Jesus Christ, with the doctrine of his strict

equality with his Father ? Should you say that these represen

tations have respect to his human nature or manhood, yet "ill

you not find it difficult to reconcile with Supreme Divinity the

highest representations which are made of him ? Is Ire- repre

sented as God's fellow ? Yet did not God smite and bruise this

his fellow in his crucifixion ? Is he represented as the

brightness of the Father's glory and the express image of his

person ? Yet does not an image, however express or exact, im

ply something very distinct and different from and even superi

or to the ohject represented ? Because Adam was made in thf

image of God, it by no means follows that he was the very God,

whose image he bore. Is Christ represented as king ? Yet was

he not constituted king, and by his Father set on his holy hill

of Zion ? Is he represented as possessing a kingdom ? Yet was

not that kingdom committed to him by his Father? ami is he

not, at some future period, to give up the kingdom to the Fa

ther, that God may all in all ? Is Christ an object of worship ?

But is he not to be worshipped as a being, whom God hath

highly exalted ? And is not the worship or homage to be paid

him, to terminate on the Father as ihe prime and ultimate ob

ject? If we are to honor the Son as we are to lit nor the Father,

is it not for this express reason, " that the Father hath com

mitted all judgment unto him." Besides is he not to be wor

shipped as the first begotten of the Father, and as the Lamb

that was slain? Docs he possess all power in heaven and in

earth r But was not this power given him ? Did he create the

■world ? But did he not do this as the agent of his Father ? God

created the world by, or through Jesus Christ. Will Christ

judge the world ? But he is constituted Judge by his Father,

who committed all judgment unto him ? Did all the fulness of

the Godhead dwell in him ? Yet this was by the pleasure of the

Father. Besides, are not Christians filled, or capable of being

filled " with all the fulness of God " Did Christ partake of

the Divine nature ? and are not Christians represented as par

taking of the same nature ? Did Christ possess knowledge of

the luimati heart ? but did not Peter know the hearts ofJmri-

nias and Sapphira? Does Christ possess knowledge adequate

to judge the world ? but will not Christians also judge (fte
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world and even angels ? could Christ be present with those who

were gathered together in his name, when he was absent from

them as to his body ? could not Paid, also, in spirit, be present

with the Corinthian church, although absent in body, when

they were gathered together to infflict disciplinary punishment

on an offeudiug brother ? Is Christ denominated God ? but are

not angels and mag strates expressly spoken of as Gods, and by

God himself ? Will you say that these Gods had a God over

them ? but had not Christ, as God, a God over him? " But unto

the Son he (the B'ather) saith, thy throne, O God, is forever and

ever: a sceptre of rigntousness is the seeptre of thy kingdom;

thou hast loved righteousness and hated iniquity ; therefore,

God, even THY God, hath anointed thee with the oil of glad-

I ness above thy fellows."—What, sir shall we say to these

t things ? Shall we peremptorily say, that they furnish ample

evidence in support of the Supreme Deity of Jesus Christ?

But if the titles and attributes above noticed, ;i> ascribed to

Christ, do not prove his absolute Divinity, none which are

ascribed to him in in the Bible, it is believed, will furnish sat

isfactory evidence in proof of it. But can we reasonably be

lieve that those titles and attributes, viewed in connexion with

their accompanying circumstances, do establish the doctrine,

that Jesus Christ is the Supreme Deity ? Although 1 will not

positively say they do not; yet I am constrained to say, that

they do not, to my mind, furnish satisfactory proof. But per

haps yon wilt say, that the titles aud attributes ascribed to

Christ, belong neither to his highest, nor to his lowest character,

considered as such, but to his complex charucter, as God and

man. Should you say this, will you not" darken counsel with

words without knowledge r"

If Jesus Christ is not the Supreme Deity, you will admit that

the doctrine of the Trinity, in your view of the subject, is not

true. But if this doctrine were true, is it not strange that Je

sus Christ should, while on earth, have prayed to the person of

Father as the one God—that he should have directed us thus

to pray to him—that we should find neither precept nor exam

ple for praying to a Three- One-God ?—aud that to such a God

no doxology should be found in any part of the sacred Scrip

tures ? As these are very important considerations, it becomes

us very seriously to weigh and ponder them in " our hearts.''

In this connection permit me to ask, whether you do not ad

mit that the doctrine of the Trinity canpot be supported, if Je-

■us Christ is any other than that being, who is styled his

Father ? This, you must and 1 presume do admit ; for you will

not say that Jesus Christ is " the Supreme Deity" and yet but

apart of the Supreme Deity ! But if Jesus Christ is the same

being as God, the Father, how then is he his son—his heir—

his $ervant—his anointed, or Christ—his angel, or messenger—
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God and man—his only begotten—his prophet?—Do not all

these names and titles belong to the person o'f Jesus Christ ?

Must he not then, if words are correct images of ideas, be a

person nr being distinct from the one God, his Father, and a*

distinct as any other two beings ? But against this suggestion

yon will perhaps urge the testimony of Christ—" I and my

Father are one." This testimony you may think sufficient for

your purpose. But a little reflection on the subject must con

vince you, I should think, that it is very far from being so.

Christ and his Father were one, as, and even as Christians art

one. Now, as this oneness between Christians is only of a

moral nature, must not the oneness between Christ and his

Father be of the same nature ? But not to insist on this, yoa

will permit me to ask—are Christ and his Father one person?

This you will not admit, as it would destroy the doctrine of

three persons in one God. Will you then say, that they are one

being ? This, I suppose you do say. But do you not per

ceive, that in saying this, you must be obliged, to be consist

ent with yourself, to deny the doctrine of the Trinity ? for, if

the persons of the Sun and Father constitute one being, or the

one God, the Holy Spirit is necessarily excluded. You surely

will not say that there are three persons existing in that being,

who is constituted of but two persons ! But leaving the testimo

ny of Christ, you will perhaps avail yourself oi that of John,

" There are three that bear record in heaven, the Father, the

Word, and the Holy Ghost ; and these three are one." Not to

insist that this text is probably surreptitious, or an interpola

tion, I would ask you us a Trinitarian, what do you understand

hy the term three in this passage ? Will you say, persons ?

Must you not then, to be consistent, be obliged to say that these

three persons are one person J But this you must perceive would

destroy the doctrine of the Trinity. Will you then say, that

the word Gods must be supplied to explain the meaning of the

term three ? But if you admit that the word Gods is to be sup

plied, do you not perceive that the three Gods must be one God !

A very little attention to the subject will convince you, 1 should

think, that this celebrated text, on whieh so much dependance

is placed, as proof of the doctrine of the Trinity, is very far

from furnishing the proof for which it is so often produced.

But if the testimony of Christ and the declaration of his be

loved disciple, do not illustrate or support the doctrine of the

Trinity, as a little reflection must, I should think convince you

that they do not, will you urge in support of it, that Christ

" thought it not robbery to be equal with God !" Much reliance ,

1 am seusible, is placed by Trinitarian writers on this text, as

furnishing strong and irresistable evidence in support of the

doctrine of the Trinity, and of the Supreme Deity of Christ.
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But that it really does furnish this evidence cannot, it is con

fidently believed, he reasonably admitted.—The text, as it

stands in the common version, it is highly probable, is widely

different from the original.—The word rendered equal, it is

well known, might with the greatest propriety be translated by

tha word as, or like ; and who that has duly attended to the

subject, does not know that the word equal, is never used in

scripture, to express perfect equality between persons. Be

sides, is it not a truth, which cannot be successfully opposed,

that no two persons or things in the universe are strictly, or in

all respects, equal the one to the other P This is a truth, which,

I presume, you will readily admit in every case, excepting that

which is now under consideration. The late Dr. Edwards, if

I mistake not, has illustrated and established this truth in the

most lumiuous and convincing manner. Nor do I see but the

late Dr. Hopkins, (without designing it) has in the same lumi

nous and convincing manner proved the unity of God, with re

spect as well to person, as being. " There can be," he ob

serves (System, vol. 1st. 2d. ed. p. 77.) but one infinite being.

To suppose another, or a second, necessarily excludes the first,

and to suppose the first, necessarily excludes the second, and

any other infinite being. The same is evident from the con

sideration of the divine perfections : God is infinite power, in

finite wisdom : but there cannot be two or more infinite wis

doms, &c. because this is a contradiction. Moreover, if we

make the impossible supposition, that there are two or more

infinite beings, they must be perfectly alike in all respects, or

not. If not perfectly alike and without any difference in any

respect, then one or the other must be imperfect ; for absolute

ly infinite perfection admits of no variation, or difference; so

that if any two beings differ in any respect, they cannot both

be absolutely perfect ; therefore cannot both be God, &c. Yea,

it is so far from being desirable, that there should be mere

Gods than one, were it possible, that it is most undesirable,

and would be the greatest evil. Such a supposition would on

ly tend to perplex the pious mind, not knowing which of the

Gods he did worship, or what God to love and adore, or in

which to put his trust."—These observations of the Doctor I

consider as perfectly correct, nor, so far as 1 can see, does their

correctness admit of reasonable dispute ; but how they can be

reconciled with the doctrine of the Trinity, is utterly beyond

my comprehension. If " there can be but one infinite being,"

can there be more than one infiuite person.' If so, let some rea

son be assigned for it. JLf " there cannot be two infinite wis

doms," is not the existence of two infinitely wise persons an im

possibility ? If " two or more infinite beings are not perfectly a-

Tike, then, one or the other must be imperfect." But is it not

squally true, that if two or more infinite persons are not per
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fectly alike, one or the other must l>c imperfect? Are the three

persons in the Trinity then, perfectly alike, and " without any

difference in any respect ?" If not, '• one or the other must be

imperfect." Iftwo or more infinite beings perfectly alike, are

perfectly one and the same being ;" must not two or more in

finite persons, being perfectly alike, he perfectly one and the

same person ! Besides, if the supposition, that there are two or

more infinite beings " would only tend to perplex the piou»

mind;"—if it would make a person of such a mind doubtful

" which of the Gods he did worship, or what God to love and

adore, or in which to put his trust ;" will not the supposition

also, that there are two or more infinite persons, tend, equally,

thus to perplex the pious mind ? If the persons of the Father,

Son and Holy Spirit be infinite persons, equal in power and

glory, must not your mind, sir, be greatly perplexed about the

subject? Cau you satisfactorily determine whether you are " to

worship, love and adore" either of these persons supremely, or

each of them, in this manner? If your mind is not thus perplex

ed, 1 must presume that your views of the subject are much

more distinct than those of your Trinitarian brelhreu in gener

al. But if you have clear, distinct and satisfactory views of

the subject, let me ask, whether you are in the habit of praying

to, and worshiping, distinctly, the persons of the Father, Son

and Holy Spirit, and each of them as fully as the others ? If

not, what reason have you to assign for this your neglect ? Are

not three persons who are equal in power and glory, equally en

titled to your " worship, love and adoration r" If then yon do

not address each, as the objeet of prayer, equally as the object

of prayer, and as frequently, do you not treat that person, or

those persons, whom you do not thus address, with unjustifia

ble, ungrateful, aud even impious neglect ! Should you say that

it is not enjoined upon you in scripture to pray to the Son and

Holy 'Sprit, as you are required to pray to the person of the

Father, 1 readily admit that you are not. And this is undoubt

edly a sufficient reason that you should not. Why then, in

your ascriptions and doxologies do you represent each of the

parsons as having an equal claim to supreme and undivided wor

ship and adoration .' In your public prayers the appearanee

most certainly is, that you generally, at least, address, only the

person of the Father, and represent Christ as a distinct and

subordinate person or being, and never perhaps address the Ho

ly Spirit as an object of prayer. But when you conclude your

public addresses you represent each of the persons as Supreme,

and independent ; and as equally entitled to the highest wor

ship and homage ! But in doing this, you have neither Scrip

ture, precept, nor example to justify your conduct. 1 pray you,

sir, very seriously to consider these things, and then say, wheth

er they do not seem to be indicative of great confusion in yoor
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own mind ?—whether they do not tend very greatly to perplex

the minds of those, who profess to join with you in prayer, and

to prevent them from knowing whom, or what they worship I

Permit me, also to ask, whether you can satisfactorily, to your

own mind, reconcile this your conduct either with the dictates of

sober reason, or revelation ?

As you say nothing distinctly in your letter respecting the

Father and Holy Spirit, by which I can determine what (if

any) is the real difference between us in sentiment with rela

tion to them. I shall now solicit your attention more particular

ly to Jesus Christ, whom you believe to be the second person in

the Trinity ; and in this character, Supreme Deity. Nor will

you pretend, I presume, that the doctrine of the Trinity can

he supported, but by supporting the truth of this opinion.

Here then let me ask, was not the late Dr. Hopkins strictly a

Trinitarian, and one of the most able advocates of the doctrine

of the Trinity ? And will not an essential departure from his

view of the doctrine, be an essential departure from the real

doctrine of the Trinity, as generally received ? This I would

presume you will not deny.* What then were his views of this

doctrine, and particularly in relation to the character of Jesus

Christ? aJ

DOCTOR SAMUEL HOPKINS,

believed, that " the Word'' Logos " and the Son, mean the

same ;" (p. 78,) that " the Sou of God, the Lord Jesus Christ

is God ;" (p. 80,) that this title, the Son of God, is the high

est title that is given to the Redeemer, and denotes his divinity,

or that he is himself God, and therefore equal with the Father;

(p. 363,) " when the angel," says the Doctor, " who declared,

to the virgin Mary, that she should be the mother of the Mes

siah, expressed to her the greatness of this her Son, he does

it by saying, that he should be the Son of the highest, the Son of

God. He shall be great, and shall be called the Son of the

highest. Therefore, also, that holy thing which shall be born

of thee, shall be called the Son of God." If this were not his

greatest, his highest title and diameter, he would most cer

tainly have given him a higher, and one that did most fully

express divinity, This therefore did express it in the fullest

and strongest manner. And no one who believes in the divini

ty of Christ, can consistently, have any doubt of it. "This

is my beloved Son, in whom I am well pleased ; hear ye him."

If this does not express his divinity, we may be sure divinity is

no part of his character; and that he is not God." (p. 363, 4.)

The Doctor having thus strongly expressed his views of the

Son of God, observes (p. 368) "All this will be of no weight,

indeed, and as nothing with the Anti-trinitarians, the Sabel-

lians ; and with all those who deny the divinity of Jesus Christ;

4
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tlie Arians and Socinians. But tliey who believe in a Trinity

of persons in the Deity, and that Jesus Christ is God. the see-

ond person of the Trinity, must be sensible that he is called

the Son of God. the Son of the Father with a special refer

ence to his divine nature, and to denote his Godhead, as tin

second person in the Triune God. it has been generally be

lieved, and the common doctrine of the church of Christ from

the beginning of the fourth century, and so far as appears, from

the days of the Apostles to this time, that Jesus Christ is the

eternal Son of God : that his Sonship is essential to him, as the

second person in the Trinity, and that in this sense, he is the

only begotten Son ofthe Father,tLBtectAettl to his incarnation, and

independent on it, even from eternity." In page 384, the Doe-

tor observes—" Do not they speak not only without scripture.

but contrary to it, who say, that the first persou of the Trinity

became a Father by uniting the second person to the human

nature, in the womb of the virgin Mary ; by which the latte.

became the only Son of the Father."

By these quotations from Dr. Hopkins you perceive, not only

what were his sentiments respecting the doctrine of the Trini

ty, and particularly respecting the character of the Son of

God ; but also, what was " the common doctrine of the church

from the beginning of the fourth century, to this time." And

that these quotations perfectly harmonize with the doctrine of

the. Trinity, and particularly of the Sonship of Christ a> -la

ted in the Assembly's shorter Catechism, you will neither deny

nor question. Nor will you deny, nor even question, I pre

sume, that they harmonize with the professed belief of thf

General Association of Massachusetts and the Theolngira!

professors in the Andover Institution, with respect to the Trill

ity- and the character of the Son of God.

Here, then, permit me to ask—do you believe with this great

multitude of orthodox Christians, from the fourth centun

down to this day, that the title " Son of God is the highest titL

that is given to the Redeemer, and denotes his divinity, or that lit

is himself God, and therefore equal with the Father?" Bit

how can the Son of the Highest be equal to the Highest? Cai.

any person or being be equally high with that person or bein:.'

who is the highest of all? Does not Son import inferiority, in

some respects at least, to him who is his Father? Does not

prayer imply dependence in the person praying, on him to whom

lie addresses prayer ? But did not Christ as Son, frequently

pray to God as his Father ? Was not Christ also as Son anoin ■

ted by God the Father? But does not this circumstance iinpori,

that as Son he is subordinate to, and dependent on the Father-'

Was '• that holy thing," called the Son of God, which was born

of the virgin Mary, the very God, and equal to the Father:

Was God, the supreme Jehovah, a thing that was bar
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wan this God ever begotten ? or crucified, or carried up, or seM

into the world ! but all these (lungs are true of the Son of God.

Did not Christ, as Son, expressly say, that he knew not when

that day (probably the day ofjudgment) would take place f Did

he not expressly say, " My Father is greater than i" the Son?

It is true, indeed, that because Christ claimed the title of Sou

of God, the Jews accused him of blasphemy, and of making

himself God. But he replied, and apparently with the view-

to disclaim all pretence to be the Supreme God, " Is it not writ

ten in your law, I said ye arc Gods ? If he (the Father) called

them (men) Gods, unto whom the word of God come; gay ye

of him (myself) whom the Father hath sanctified, and-sent in

to the world, thou blnsplicmest, because I said, I am the Son

of God ?" If Go»' the Father called men Gods, would the Jews

reasonably infer that Christ pretended to be the Supreme God,

because he said he was the S071 of the Supreme God '. Must not

this have been an inference without a premise, which in the

least degree could justify it ? Aud did not Christ very plainly

tell them so ?

Now, sir, let me ask, do you, can you believe, in the view of

these considerations, that the title, Son of God, is expressive

of the divinity—even the " Godhead'' of Christ? If so, what

are you not capable of believing P But if you do not believe

this, what becomes of your Trinitarianism? Iu the estimation

of Dr. Hopkins,—of the " most correct Theologians"—of the

General Association, and the "church of Christ generally, from

the beginning of the fourth century to this time," I see not but

you must be " anti-trinitarian" and ranked with " Jlriaus and

Socinians," and with all those who deny the divinity of Jesus

Christ ;" and that they must denounce you as believing that

" divinity is no part of his character, and that he is not God."

'Will you deny, that you hav« incurred all this censure from

this host of Trinitarians ? Ipresume you will not} how much

soever you may desire and attempt to evade it.

I am not insensible there are some, " especially of late," who

deny this doetrine in as peremtory a manner, as Trinitarians

have heretofore asserted it. Among this number, if you have

not greatly deceived me, you rank yourself, and acknowledge

for your leader, the

REV. ETHAN SMITH,

whose belief is, that "the Sonship of Christ clearly originates in

his being the begotten of God ; and this his being begotten is to be

"applied to the time and manner of Christ's coming in the flesh,

or iiis miraculous conception ;—to his induction into his office,

as the prophet, and especially the high priest of his people;—

and to his resurrection from the dead, and exaltation to glory."

(Smith's view of the Trinity, pp. 21, 23.) In page 26 the same
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tion of the humanity of Christ. He thus fulfilled the predic

tion in the second Psalm, And hence Christ is the Son of God.

This is the primary, the original ground of Christ's Souship, as

is fully decided by the angel Gabriel in his interview with Ma

ry."—The following passage occurs in page 30. "What oc

casion or right has man to enquire for any reason anterior to

the one so naturally assigned here by the angel as the origin of

the Sonship of Christ ? Does not the heavenly Agent assign die

primary and true ground of his filiation" viz. Psalm ii. 7. "The

Lord hath said unto me, thou art my Son, this day have I be

gotten thee ;" in other words, the " miraculous conception," or

incarnation of Christ, which took place in the reign of Cesar

Augustus. In the same page the writer observes, " One

might think that if God would send an angel from heaven to

give express information of the origin of Christ's filiation, it

might be sufficient, that men might confide in a point so deci

ded ; and that he would not dare to call on others to believe in

au anterior ground of Christ's filiation. Who has been God'6

eouncellor or taught him wisdom f"—Whom, sir, does this wri

ter here accuse of arrogance, presumption, and daring impiety,

if not Trinitarians, generally? who have believed and main

tained, that " Jesus Christ is the eternal Son of God ; that his

Sonship is essential to him, as the second person in the Trinity,

and that in this sense, he is the only begotten Son of the Father,

antecedent to his incarnation, and independent on it, even from

eternity'' (Hopkins System, vol. 1, p. 368.") Is it indeed true

that Trinitarians generally, will "not confide in a point so de

cided?"—decided by the angel Gabriel.' Is it indeed true that

they undertake to be " God's councellors," and "to teach him

wisdom!" Have they the temerity to say that Jesus Christ is

called the Son of God, the Son of the Father with a special re

ference to his divine nature, and to denote his Godhead," when

Mr. Smith affirms that he was God's Son because God begat his

humanity," (p. 38) when he affirms, that " it seems as though

the designation of Christ to the work of High Priest is figura

tively represented as God's begetting him," and that M the

noted prediction of the generation of Christ, on which his fili

ation rests, is in some figurative sense, fulfilled by his resurrec

tionfrom the dead, and induction to his inheritance .'"

According to Trinitarians generally, " Jesus Christ is the e-

iernal Son of God ; his Sonship is essential to him as the sec

ond person in the Trinity ; in this sense he is the only begotter

Son of the Father, antecedent to his incarnation, and indepen

dent on it, even from eternity. *' But according to Mr. Smith,

the very reverse of this is true ; and he evidently insinuates,

lhat whoever dares to question the truth of his theory, opposei

the truth as declared by the angel Gabriel, and presumes te
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counsel God, and teach him wisdom ! If the sentiments of Trin

itarians are correct on this subject, then Mr. Smith ''speaks

not only loithout Scripture, but contrary to it." But if Mr.

Smith's sentiments are correct, then the " God," yes, the very

" Godhead" of Trinitarians, is " the humanity of Christ !" In

whose theory, sir, is the truth to be found ? In the Trinitarian

theory, or that of Mr. Smith P Although you will probably say,

in the latter, Jam very far from being prepared to say, that the

truth is to be found in either. But who shall decide, when

great men and " Doctors thus widely disagree r"

By the above remarks I would not be understood as insinu

ating that Mr. Smith is in no sense a Trinitarian, or an advo

cate for the divinity of Christ. He indeed professes to be a

Trinitarian and a believer iu the doctrine which teaches, that

Jesus Christ is a being of " infinite Divinity." Yet he asks

(p. 59) " Is it not a self-evident fact that the love and grace of

God are infinitely more exhibited, in sending a Saviour of infi

nite divinity, thau in sending a derived,dependent Saviour ?"—

But is it a self evident fact, I would ask, that God either did,

or can send a Saviour of infinite divinity ! I see not how this

is practicable, unless God can send himself! But if it be a self-

evident fact that God did send a Saviour of infinite divinity, I

see not but this same infinite divinity must have been (however

paradoxical) an inferior and obedient divinity !

In page 75 Mr. Smith speaks of Christ as God's " angel, or

messenger," and of" the Lord, or Jehovah, the person of the

Father," as existing " beside this angel ;" and " yet," he ob

serves, " this angel was the very God." His conclusion is,

" that God and Christ were, in some mysterious sense, two, yet

essentially one."—Here, sir, I would ask, how can an angel, or

messenger, Bent by God, be " the very God," whose angel he is!

or what is this " mysterious sense" in which " God and Christ"

are " two'' and yet " essentially one !" 1 know not how these

things can be, or how to understand or believe them.

In page 86, our author quotes Heb. i. 8. " Unto the Son he

(God) saith, thy throne, O God, is forever and ever." In the

next page he asks, " does it not most positively establish Christ's

distinct personality in the Godhead, and yet his being one with

God, and the very God .'"—In answer to this question I would

say, that the text positively establishes the truth of the senti

ment, that Christ is a distinct person, or being, from the One

God, his Father, seems too obvious to admit of doubt; but that

it proves Christ to be very God, I do not see. Has the very God

a God above him ! The person addressed in the eighth verse,

who is Christ, is thus represented in the ninth verse, " Thou

hast loved righteousness, and hated iniquity ; therefore God,

even thy God, hath anointed thee with the oil of gladness, a-

bore thy fellows." If Christ be very God, who is the God of
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Christ? If Christ be very God, who was that God who anoin

ted him ? If Christ be very God, who are the fellows of this

very God ?

In page 8», the following passage occurs. " To say, that

God might, in order to eonfer on his Son an infinite honor, de

termine, that an atonement and righteousness, which a finite

Son could effect, should be declared and viewed as of infinite

avail, appears preposterous."—In the view of this quotation,

I would ask, in what way was an atonement for sin effected ?

Was it not effected principally, at least, by the sufferings and

death of Christ? But did the very God, the infinite Jehovah—

that God who is ever blessed, and with whom is no variation

or shadow of change, suffer and die to make atonement for sin?

Is not the supposition as impious as it is " preposterous ?" Will

you say it was the man Christ Jesus, or Christ Jesus in his hu

manity, or as a creature, who suffered and died to make atone

ment ? But is not the supposition that humanity, or a creature

who had existed but little more than thirty years, would make

an atonement of infinite avail, in the highest degree preposter

ous ! But will the author of the above quotation say, or will

you say, that Christ suffered and died, in his complex character,

considered as very God, and as very man! Should you say this,

must you not admit that the very God as well as the very man,

was a sufferer and underwent an ignominious and painful^ death?

Mr. Smith does indeed seem to admit and even to say this, in p.

94,95. 'The sufferings of Christ must huvebeen the sufferings of

God in a sense that was either real, or constituted"—"There is

no other possible sense in which the sufferings of the Mediator,

can be of infinite avail, as being the sufferings of God. But

Christ's sufferings are esteemed the sufferings of God."—-To

this I reply—If the gentleman means to say that the sufferings

of Christ were reilly and truly the sufferings of God, or of the

Supreme Deity, 1 must consider the assertion as shockingly ir

reverent. But if by' the sufferings of God in a constituted sense,

he means that God seemingly suffered, but wot really, I cannot

but consider his representation as grossly deceptive, and as treat

ing a most sacred and solemn subject, in a most trifling and un

justifiable manner. If the sufferings of the Mediator were the

sufferings of God, to what God, I desire to know, did this Me

diator God offer himself, when he " gave himself for us, an of

fering and a sacrifice to God!" Did he make himself an offer

ing and a sacrifice to himself! Besides, if he made an infinite

atonement for the sins of mankind by suffering—if his suffer

ing were infinite, or equal to the demerit of all the sins of

mankind, (which surely cannot be more than infinite,) and if

he suffered expressly on their account, or in their behalf, what

reason can be assigned, that all mankind will not be saved

from the seeond death ? If infinite sufferings have been order
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ed for the supposed infinite demerit of the sins of men, ran it

be reasonable to suppose, notwithstanding this, that these same

men, or any of them should also endure for the same sins, infi

nite sufferings P

In page 119, our author observes—" To represent Christ as

a being distinct from the Father; and to allow, that he is at

tiie same time called God ; is to own two Gods."—This will

readily be admitted. It will not be owned, however, that there

are two Supreme Gods. Because I admit that Christ is a dis

tinct being from the Father, and yet allow that he is called God,

does it necessarily follow, that I own two Gods who are self-ex

istent and Supreme.' This, if I understand him, Mr. Smith as

serts. But does not this gentleman admit that angels and mag

istrates are called Gods, and by God himself ? does he not ad

mit, also, that they are distinct beings from that God who thus

styles them ? According to his own reasoning then, so far as I

can see, he admits that there are many Supreme Gods .'

" Relative to Christ's humanity," this writer observes, p. 121,

122, " he is made head over all things to the church j and God

the Father hath highly exalted him, and given him a name,

that is above every name.'' In p. 123, he observes—" When

he (Christ) spoke, in the days of his humiliation, of his depen-

dcucc on God, he spoke in relation to his human nature."—

Whether, sir, you acknowledge these observations as correct,

I cannot positively say ; but from what I have heard you ob

serve of Mr. Smith's theory, I must suppose that you agree

wiih him in sentiment on this subject. But if Christ relative

to his humanity, is head over all things to the church, and if,

as to human nature, or as a creature, he possesses a name which

is above every name, where shall we find any exaltation, or dig

nity, or honor, of an higher description ascribed to him, as ex

pressive of his Divinity ? Do the scriptures ever represent him

as possessing authority higher than that which is implied ill

his beiug " head over all things?" Or is any name ascribed to

him which imports higher dignity or glory than is implied, in

a " name which is above every name ."' But these things belong

to Christ, if we are to believe Mr. Smith, " relative to his hu

manity." If, sir, you believe this hypothesis, I see not but you

must believe, that the same " Christ Jesus, who being in the

form of God, and who thought it not robbery to be equal with

God," and at M whose name every knee is to bow, of things in

heaven, and things in earth, and things under the earth," is no

more than humanity or a creature ; for this same Christ Jesus is

the very person or being, whom God exalted and to whom he

gave a name which is above every name. And this same Christ

Jesus, whom God made to be head over all things, he " set at his

own right hand in heavenly places, far above all principality,

and power, and might, and dominion, aud every name that it
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named, not only in this world, but also in that which is to eotne,

and halli put all thing* under his feet." See Phil. ii. 5—to,

and Eph. i. 20—22.

In p. 126, Mr. Smith observes, that" Paul speaking of Christ,

who will appear in judgment, the king of kings, adds, " Who

only hath immortality, dwelling in the light, which no man

van approach unto ; whom no man hath seen, nor can see ; to

whom be honor and power everlasting. Amen. 1 Tim. vi. 16.

On this text he observes, "If Christ only hath immortality:

then surely he is God, the only living God ; or else there is no

God of immortality."—Here I would ask—if the person of

Christ only hath immortality; how can the person of the Fath

er possess immortality ! Or if the person of Christ only be im

mortal, can the person of the Father also be immortal ! This,

it should seem, cannot be the case unless there are two immor

tals ! But perhaps you will say the writer meant to convey the

idea, that the one God, as existing in three persons, only hath

immortality. Why then did he not say that this was his mean

ing ? He says that which seems very clearly to imply, that but

one of these persons hath immortality, to the exclusion of the

others. Had he said that the one God, even the Father, hath

immortality, 1 should understand his meaning, and believe that

he expressed the sentiments of the inspired Paul ; for the Apos

tle, I am persuaded, applied the above quoted text, exclusively,

to God, even the Father of Christ. It is thus applied by Pool's

c.ontinators,hy Hammond, and by the author of the Illustration

of the Scriptures, and I will venture to presume, that it is thus

applied by Commentators generally ; nor can I easily conceive,

that any unprejudiced and discerning mind can examine the

text without being satisfactorily convinced that it applies ex

clusively to the Father.

To prove the humanity of Christ, or that he possessed a cre

ated soul, whieh began to exist at his incarnation, Mr. Smith

quotes Heb. ii. 9. " But we see Jesus who was made a little

lower than the angels for the sufferings of death, crowned with

glory and honor." Because Jesus was made a little lower than

the angels, this writer infers the manhood of Christ. But must

he not, to be consistent, infer that Christ is divine, even the

Supreme Divinity, from the consideration that the author of

the epistle to the Hebrews i. 4. speaks of Christ as " being

made so much better than the angels, as he hath by iuherit-

ance obtained a more excellent name than they r" Christ was

as truly made better than angels, as he was made lower than

angels. But it because he was made loiver than augels, he mast

be man, does it not follow that, as he was made belter than an

gels, he must be God ! Must not Mr. Smith admit then, that

Christ, as God, was made God ! How this gentleman can recon

cile these representations, according to his theory, I know not.
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But that they arc perfectly reconcilable I am fully satisfied >

Nor do I think that the author of the epistle to the Hebrewi,

has failed clearly to reconcile them. Christ was made " a lit

tle lower than angels" in that he was liable to " the sufferings

of death" and actually suffered death, to which sufferings angels

are not liable. But this same Christ was " made much better

than the angels" in that God " appointed him heir of all

things ;" in that he " made, the worlds by him ;" in that he

sat down on the right hand of the Majesty on high ; and in that,

*% //>■ obtained a more excellent inheritance than they; for, to

which of the angels said he (God) at any time, sit on my right

hand ?"

Mr. Smith, after having endeavored to ascertain that there

are two iu the Godhead, of equal Divinity, Ood and Christ, rep

resented as two, yet essentially one," observes—" If these are

two, in the sense explained; no difficulty is increased, by sup

posing there are three in the Godhead." p. 136. But if the dif

ficulty would not be increased by supposing there are three in

the Godhead, would the difficulty, I would ask, be increased by

supposing that any number greater than three, exists in the God

head ? Why is not the latter supposition admissible as the

former ? Mr. Smith cannot consistently say that the number is

limited to three in the Bible ; for h,e admits (p. 168) that in

" the Scriptures, the number three is not noted." In the same

page, however, he observes, " the Bible throughout, does teaeh,

that there is something in the mode of the divine existence,

which lays the foundation for the one God to speak of himself,

as I, thou and Ae." This circumstance he considers, as do

Trinitarian writers generally, as furnishing a strong argument

in support of the doctrine, that God exists in three persons.—

But should this agreement be admitted as proof of the doctrine,

will it not equally prove a trinity in man, or that man exists in

three persons .' The Psalmist thus speaks of himself, " Why art

thou cast down, O my soul ? and why art thou disquietted in

me? Hope thou in God; for /shall yet praise him for the

help of his countenance, O my God, my soul is cast down with

in me." Here David speaks of himself in the three persons, I

and thou, and he, for the term soul is as truly the third person,

as the personal pronoun he. This, every grammarian will admit.

But should you say that the Psalmist does not expressly speak

of himself by using the personal pronoud he, and therefore the

argument is inconclusive, yet you will nut question, I presume,

that the Apostle Paul in speaking of himself makes use of that

pronoun. His words arc " I knew a man in Christ—how he

was caught up into paradise," By he, as well as I, the Apos

tle evidently intends himself; but could he not with the utmost

propriety have spoken of himself as thou in the second person,

Us did David ? Since then " there is something in the mode" of

5



man's existence, '; which lays the foundation" for hiia " %

speak of himself," as I, thou, and he, is there not, from thi»

consideration, the same reason to conclude that man exists in a

Trinity of persons, as that the One God thus exists ? If not, I

wish to see some satisfactory reason assigned for it.

In p. 59, our author observes, "in proof of the doctrine of thi

Trinity, that the word Aliim. or Hlohim, in Hebrew, transla

ted God, is in the plural."—As this circumstance, and several

others in following pages appear to me to be so little to his pur

pose—so little to be relied on as proof of the doctrine of the

Trinity, I shall pass them without particular notice.

In p. 180, Mr. Smith observes, that " sins against the Father

and the Son, may be pardoned." " But whosoever speaks a-

gainst the Holy Ghost, it shall never be forgiven him." He

then asks, " Does not this strongly indicate, that the Holj

Ghost has personal existence P Can this be only the opera

tions of the Father personified? Would it be so much more

dangerous to speak a word against merely a person in figure,

than to be guilty of all manner of blasphemies against God and

against Christ ?" In view of this question I would ask the

author, whether in his estimation it is more dangerous to speak

against the real person of the Holy Ghost, " than to he guilty of

all manner of blasphemies'' against the persons of the Father

and Son? If not, why should that sin be unpardonable ? If it

do not admit of forgiveness, because it is a greater sin, than

blasphemy against the Father and the Son: but because God

in a sovereign manner has determined that it-shall not be for

given, I see not but it may as well be unpardonable, if commit

ted against a person " in afigure" as against a real person-—

But Mr. Smith can with no consistency say, that blasphemy a-

gainst the Holy Ghost, is a greater sin than blasphemy against

either the Father or the Son, and for this plain reason, that

each of these persons is in his estimation the same in substance,

and equal to the others in power and glory. But why may we

not suppose that blasphemy against the Holy Ghost is a. great

er sin than blasphemy against either the Father or the Son ?

May w« not consider the Holy Ghost as th&Father manifested,

or exhibited, to view by the operations of his Spirit, or by his

own operations, in producing effects of beneficence or mercy?

If so, is it not reasonable to admit, that to blaspheme against

God, as thus manifested or exhibited, is more sinful than to blas

pheme against him, independent of this circumstance? No view

of the subject appears to me so consistent and correct, as this.

In p. 192, the following passage occurs—;' The Father is at

the head of the economy of grace. In this economy the Fath

er holds in his hands the honors of the Godhead, or of the

Father, Son and Holy Ghost."—I will only say of this pas

sage, that if it is consistent with the doctrine which advocates.
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Hhe snpremacy and independence of the Son and Spirit, as dis-

"tincl persons, I cannot see its consistency.

Speaking of the three persons in the Godhead onr author ob

serves, p. 193, " that each one in reality does what is done by

«ither."—If this be true, must it not be admitted, that Christ

the Son sanctified and sent himself into the world ; that the

person of the Father prayed to the Father ; performed the work

of mediation between himself and sinful men, that the verson

of Christ gave himself to be head over all things to the church !

If each person in the Trinity does in reality what is done by

either, 1 see not but all these and many other things equally

strange and difficult to believe, must be admitted as unques

tionable realities ! But do you fiud, sir, no difficulty in thus

admitiing them ?

These notices of Mr. Smith's " View of the Trinity," are

not designed as a particular and full answer to his book; but

to offer such objections to it, as to me appear pertinent, weigh

ty and unanswerable. Although 1 consider the publication as

the result of diligent research ; as indicative of a pious mind ;

as exhibiting less asperity mill censoriousness than the writ

ings of Trinitarians generally on the same subject; yet it has

failed to convince me, that his view of the Trinity is a doc

trine of the bible. Nor do 1 think his theory incapable of a fair

and reasonable, if not of an undoubted refutation. To the

*' testimonies of the primitive fathers in favor of the doctrine

of the Trinity in unity in the Godhead; and of the proper di

vinity of Jesus Christ," very Kttle weight or importance is, I

am persuaded, to be attached. Although 1 do not profess to

be intimately conversant with the writings of these same fath

ers, yet 1 have paid so much attention to them, as to be well

satisfied that Mr. Smith's view of the Trinity was not their's.

So far from advocating this gentleman's theory, " they gener

ally spoke ofthe Son as having had a glorious nature, pre-ex-

istent to Ins incarnation, and as having been derived from the

Father." The earliest fathers, however, whose writings have

reached our time, appear to have but very little considered and

discussed the doctrine of the Trinity. It must also be admit

ted, that they were neither very acute or consistent reasoners

on this, or on any other subject.—I will only add, sir, that if

you place dependence on these same fathers as a support of the

doctrine of a Triune God, you will find them " a broken reed

at best, perhaps a spear."

As in the course of this letter I have introduced to your no

tice the late Dr. S. Hopkins, and as I suppose in the character

of an opponent, at least in part, to your theory, I will now, that

jou may not consider me as " driving any thing by partiality,

exhibit him to your view as a fellow helper''—



DOCTOR HOPKINS asaiv,

In page 34S, says, " the personality of Jesus Christ, is in bis

divine nature, and not in the human. Jesus Christ existed a

distinct divine person from eternity, the second person in the

adorable Trinity. Had the second person in the Trinity takes

a human person into union with himself, and were this possi

ble, Jesus Christ, God and man, would be two persons, not

one."—But if the personality of Christ is exclusively in his di

vine nature, his human nature, it should seem, cannot be a con

stituent part ot his personality, or of his person. How then is

" this person both God and man ?" Besides, if the human na

ture of Christ, or his " true body and reasonable soul" did not

constitute personality, or a person, in what does person

ality consist ? If a " true and real man'' is not a person, it most,

I should think, be very difficult to determine who or what a

person is. If Jesus Christ in his divine nature be truly a per

son ; and if a proper man be also a person, then, the Doctor

observes, had Jesus Christ united himself to this man or per

son, he would lib two persons, although I should not say as this

■writer does, that one person would become two, yet I can see no

impropriety in admitting, that two persons, are realty two per

sons, their union notwithstanding. Although a man is so uni

ted to a woman as to become one, yet does the person of the

roan beeome two persons ? Docs not the doctor's theory of the

union of the second person of the Trinity with a proper man,

rest on the supposition that a proper man is not a proper per

son ? and yet this theory must be admitted as a fundamental

doctrine of the Bible. ?

I am aware that this respectable writer allows, that the sec

ond person in the Triuity " assumed," although not a human

person, yet "human nature, into a personal union with him

self." But how, I would ask, can human nature constitute a

part of Christ's person, if his "personality" is exclusively in

his divine nature ? If these things are iutelligible, most devout

ly do I desire to understand them—if true, to believe them.

But notwithstanding, according to the theory I am now ex

amining. Jesus Christ possesses " two distinct natures in one

person forever j" yet the Doctor observes (p. 347,) that " what

may be affirmed of either nature, divine and human, is true,

and may be affirmed, of this person, Jesus Christ, the Redeem

er." Here you will bear it in mind, " that the personality of

Jesus Christ, is in his divine nature, and not in the human."

What then, I would ask, will you affirm of the human nature

of Christ ? Will you not affirm of this human nature that it

began to exist ?—that it is infinitely inferior to the person of

the Supreme Deity ?—that it suffered, died, was raised from

the dead and exalted to a state of glory ? But will you affirm



all these things of the person of Christ, whose personality, is to

be found exclusively in his die hie nature ?

In page 362, the Doctor observes, " the second person in the

Trinity wili»uot be less, but more honored and glorious forev

er, than if he were not man, as well as God."—If you, sir, can '

admit this mysterious paradox as true, yet do you find no diffi-

cuU-y in allowing, that Jesus Christ will be " more honored and

glorious forever." on account of his incarnation, than he oth

erwise would be ? was he not, in your estimation the Supreme

Deity before this event took place, and that he was so perfect

and glorious a person, as to be incapable of receiving any addi

tional perfection and glory ? How then—can the circumstance of

Iiis incarnation make him more glorious and more worthy of

honor, than if he had never beeome incarnate ? Besides the

seeming absurdity of this sentiment, does it not represent

Christ as i. _ arson nwre to be honored, and more glorious for

ever than th"? person of the Father ? I do not see, sir, how you

ean avoid this conclusion. Nor do I see that you can consis

tently wis!, to avoid it; for if the person Jesus Christ, previ

ously to h'j incarnation was equal in power and glory to the

person of the Father, I see not, on the Trinitarian hypothesis,

but his incarnation must have made him greatly superior to his

JFalher! Mow indeed, can this conclusion be avoided, if, as Or.

Hopkin" suggests, (p. 360,) we may safely conclude that the

human nature of Jesus Christ, is greater iu capacity, in knowl

edge and holiness, aud has, and vvill have without end, more or

a greater 'degree of existence, worth and happiness, not only

than any mere creature, but more and greater than the whole

redeemed church, and even all the elect angels, were the lat

ter summed up together. The former, when put into the bal

ance, may exceed it, to a degree beyond all our present concep

tions."—If, sir, the second person in the Trinity, is equal to

the person of the Father in power and glory, independent of

his union to a creature so inconceivably great, will you say

that in consequence of this union by which he becomes one per

son with that creature, he is not an inconceivably greater per

son than the person of the Father ! Should you reject this in

ference as shocking and absurd, I pray you seriously to exam

ine its premises, and then say, if you consisteutly can, that the

inference is either unnatural or illegitimate.

Having thus briefly reviewed the sentiments of Dr. Hopkins

in relation to the doctrine of the Trinity, and particularly in

relation to Jesus Christ, which I cannot but think, when weigh

ed in even balances, will be " found wanting," permit me now

to introduce to your notice another eminent Trinitarian writer,

DOCTOR EMMONS.

This celebrated, and in many respects excellent writer, in
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Tris sermon on the Trinity> founds the doctrine of three equal

persons in One God, or One God as existing in three persons

en, Eph. ii. 18. " For through him (Christ) we both have ac

cess by one Spirit unto the Father "—That the Doctor has put

a very wrong construction on this text, I will not peremtorily

say ; but that this is probable, there is much reason to believe.

The following I would respectfully offer as a natural and just

exposition of the passage—" Though Christ—by his ministry

—through what he did and suffered to convert sinners unto God,

we, both Jews and Gentiles, who have been renewed in the

Spirit of our minds by the transforming influence of the Spirit

of God, have access, with acceptance, to him, as the Father of

all, with whom is no respect of persons. And being in a slate

of favor and friendship with God; we have without difference

or distinction, the same spiritual gifts, consolatiors and bles

sings bestowed upon us."—But whether this be a just and cor

rect exposition of the text, the sermon which t his author has com

posed from it, has not, I am persuaded, that intimate connexion

with it, which is to be found between his texts and sermons gen

erally. Nor will many passages in his sermon, it is believed,

very easily command the belief of the discerning reader, as

containing either correctness or consistency of sentiment.

In page 9, the author observes—" It is very remarkable that

neither Christ, nor the Apostles ever spake of the sacred Trinity

as a new, but only as an old doctrine, which had been taught

and believed, under all the previous dispensations of the gos

pel."—If by this the Doctor means to be understood as say

ing that they never " spake of the sacred Trinity," as he speaks

of it, or even in any other sense implying the existence of three

equal persons in one God, he would probably have spoken the

truth. Or had he said, that this doctrine had neither been

taught, nor believed, under all the previous dispensations of the

Gospel," the declaration might be entitled to some evidence.

What evidence, I would ask, do we find in either the preaehing

of Christ or his Apostles, that this doctrine had been believed

under any former dispensation, or under the then existing dis

pensation ? The Apostles of our Lord appear to have had no

other belief respecting Christ, till after his resurrection, than

that he was an extraordinary personage, whom God had sent

into their nation as an instructor, and as their deliverer from

the Roman yoke. But immediately after his crucifixion, they

seemed almost, or quite to have abandoned their " trust that it

had been he which should have redeemed Israel." Besides,

if the Apostles had been in the habit of speaking of the Trini

ty, as an old doctrine and generally believed, is it not very ex

traordinary, that " certain'' of their " disciples" should say on

being asked, and even after their baptism, whether they had

" received the Holy Ghost since they had believed," " We

 



Save not so much as heard whether there be any Holy Ghost V"

These things considered, the Doctor's assertion will not be es

teemed, I presume, by his attentive readers, as possessing the

force of either proof or argument; nor is it easy to conceive

that he has supported that assertion by any argument in his

discourse, which can be convictive or satisfactory to an unbi

assed and attentive mind.

Inpage J o,this writer observes, '"if it were ever proper for'guil-

ty creatures in this world, to present their prayers and praises

to the Father through the Son, and by the Spirit, it was proper

before the law, under the law, and under the Gospel. Hence

we justly conclude, that we ought to address and worship the

one true God, as existing in three persons." This specimen of

the Doctor's reasoning, does not, 1 am constrained to say, ex

hibit to my mind that evidence of his discriminating faculties

and logical acumen, which I had expected from a man of his ce

lebrity as a reasoner. If prayers and praises ought to have

been ottered to the Father through the Son, before, and under

the law, and by the Spirit, in the sense of this writer, is it not

surprising, that we should find neither precept nor example for

it iu any part of the Old Testament scriptures ! Besides, does

it very clearly follow, that " guilty creatures either under the

law or gospel, ought to address and worship the one true God,

as existing in three persons" from the consideration that " pray

ers and praises are to be presented to the Father, through the

Son, and by the Spirit ?" is not the Father according to Dr.

Emmons' theory one, and but one of the persons of the sacred

three ? If then we are to pray to the person of the Father

through the Sob and by the Spirit, docs it not clearly follow,

that we " ought" not " to address and worship the one true

God, as existing in three persons i" Because the Son is the me

dium of access to the Father, and because in this access we

should be under the guidance and sanctifying operation of his

spirit, how do these circumstances make it appear, that we

are to worship the Son and Spirit as distinct persons in one

God ? If this be either conclusive, or possible, or even specious

reasoning, 1 have not the discernment, I freely confess, to dis

cover it. Nor does the Doctor's view of this subject, it should

seem, however unwilling he may be to acknowledge it, greatly

differ from mine ; for p. 23, he says, " that we ought to re

gard and acknowledge the Father, as the head of the sa

cred Trinity, and the primary object of religious homage."

He adds, " we often read of Christ's praying to the Father,

but never read of the Father's praying unto Christ."

If our author does not in this passage expressly and in strong

terms deny the equality of the Son and Spirit with the Father,

it is difficult to conceive by what words the denial could be

made. Since the " Father is the head of the Trinity, a ml the



40

primary object of religions homage, he must sorely be the first

in dignify—the original, chief, principal object of religious ho

mage ; nor is it possible that more than one. such object of hom

age should exist. And that the Father is this sole object

of religious homage, is evident, the Doctor observes, from

"the examples of Christ, of the Apostles, and of the heavenly

hosts." The examples to which he refers are, " Christ's pray

ing unto the Father—the Apostle's offering up (heir devout and

fervent prayers to the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,"

and "the heavenly hosts paying divine homage more immediate

ly and directly to the Father." Now as Christ or the second per

son in the Trinity, the Apostles and the heavenly hosts " ac

knowledge the Father as the primary or supreme object of ad-

oration," I see not, as the Doctor observes, but "Christians are

to address their prayers and praises to the God and Father of our

Lord Jesus Christ, as the primary" or supreme " object of di

vine homage and adoration." But with the Doctor, I cannot see

the consistency of admitting that the person of the Father is

the head of the Trinity, and the primary object of religious

homage, and yet that " all the three persons In the Godhead

are equal in every divine perfection !" Nor is it less difficult

for me to conceive, that the three persons should be thus equal,

and yet that one of the persons should pray to the other, as his

God and Father ! How can these things be ?

In p. 13, 14, the following things are notable. " David clear

ly understood the doctrine of the Trinity, and frequently refers

to each person, in the book of Psalms. He says to God, " Cast

me not away from thy presence, and take not thy Holy Spirit

from me, &c." " Whither shall I go from thy Spirit, &e."—

" The Lord said unto my Lord, sit thou at my right hand, un

til I make thine enemies thy footstool. The Lord said unto

me, thou art my Son ; this day have I begotten thee. Ask of

me, and I shall give thee the heathen for thine inheritance, and

the uttermost parts of the earth for thy possession." " These

predictions respected each person in the Trinity."—But if

these predictions relate to the doctrine of the Trinity, to what

kind of Trinity, I would ask, do they relate ? If to a Trinity

of persons in one God, and " each equal to the others in power

and glory," is it not unaccountably strange, that one of these

persons should command or direct another, to sit at his right

hand, and to make supplication, and that this one person, should

subdue for the other his enemies ; beget him, and give him aa

inheritance ! And because David prayed to God to be admit

ted into his favor—to restore to him the consolations of his

spirit, or his own merciful consolations, does it follow that the

Spirit of God is a distinct person from God himself? or be

cause he could not, " go from God's Spirit" or " presence" i»

it to be inferred that his Spirit or presence is a distinct person.
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Such reasoning as this, is, I confess, very far from being con

clusive, or satisfactory to my mind. Yet it is so conclusive

and satisfactory in the estimation of Dr. Emmons, as to con

vince him, p. 14, that " all the prophets who foretold the com

ing of Christ, understood the doctrine of the Trinity, and the

different parts, which the Father, Son, and Holy Spirit, were

to act in carrying into execution the gracious schema of re

demption !"

In p. 13, the Doctor observes, " The apostle Paul begins and

ends all his Epistles, in the very spirit and language of the

Trinity." Strange assertion ! An assertion directly the re

verse of this, might be made : I will not say strictly conforma

ble to truth, but I venture to intimate that it really would be so.

That you, sir, may decide for yourself on this subject, permit

me to request you to examine both the beginning and the end of

all Paul's epistles. In proof of his assertion, the Doctor thinks

it sufficient " to mention one instance, in the close of his sec

ond epistle to the Corinthians.'' This instance is in the fol

lowing words, " The grace of the Lord Jesus Christ, and the

love of God, and the communion of the Holy Ghost be with you

all, Amen." As this is the only instance which the Doctor

could produce exhibiting even the semblance of evidence in proof

of his positive and unqualified assertion, he had a very good

reason for declining to produce a plurality. But what evi

dence, sir, does the Doctor's solitary " instance" furnish in

support of the doctrine of "three persons in the Godhead, equal

in every divine perfection ?" Can any thing more be intended

by the apostle's benevolent wish or benediction than this—

K May the favor of our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God,

be with you ; and may you all be partakers of, and enjoy in

common, the gifts and consolations of his Spirit, or which he

imparts from his own fulness ?"—But as the " apostle ends all

his epistles in the very language and spirit of the Trinity,"

perhaps you may think that other instances would be more to

the Doctor's purpose than the solitary one which he quoted. I

will, to save you the trouble of turning to them, quote several

more. " To God only wise, be glory through Jesus Christ, for

ever, Amen." " My love be with you all in Christ Jesus, A-

men," " Brethren, the grace of our Lord Jesus Christ be with

your spirit, Amen." " Grace be with all them that love our

Lord Jesus Christ in sincerity, Amen." " The salutation by

the hand ofme Paul. Remember my bonds Grace be with you,

Amen." " Grace be with thee, Amen." " Ml that are with

me salute thee. Greet them all that love us in thefaith. Grace

be with you all, Amen." Thus end most of the epistles of Paul.

And here we find, " the very spirit and language of the Trin

ity J" And much in the same manner, we find this same " spir

it," at the beginning of Paul's epistles—in the middle, and

6
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throughout. And here we find evidence to convince Doctor

Emmons that three persons, equnl in power aud glory exist in,

or constitute one God !

In p. 16, 17, t8, we find these observations;—"The Father

is by nature God, aud by office, the Creator, Lawgiver, Gover

nor and Judge of the world."—And this is his "exclusive office.''

" The Son Is by nature God. and by office, the Redeemer. Med

iator or Saviour of the world. In this office, he has acted, and

still acts, in subordination to the Father."—"The Holy Ghost

is by nature God, and by office, the Sanctifier and Comforter of

the heirs of salvation. In ibis office, he acts in subordination

to the Son, as well as to the Father."—" We are indebted to

the Father for bringing us into existence, and sending his Son

to die for us. We are indebted to the Son for his condescen

sion and grace, in redeeming us to God by his blood. And we

are indebted to the Holy Ghost for all he has done to form us

vessels of mercy."—I do not expect, sir, that I shall be able to

do ample justice to this complicated and mysterous passage,

which appears to me to be highly exceptionable, and equally

inconsistent with the doctrine of the Trinity. If the Father is

by nature God, if the Son is by nature God, and if the Holy

Ghost is by nature God, must not each be either completely

God, or partially God ? If completely God, then I see not but

there must necessarily be three supreme and independent Gods!

But if each is but partially God, then it seems unavoidably to

follow, either that there is no supreme and independent God, or

that three partial or defective. Gods, by virture of a mysterious

union, constitute one perfect God ; or that this perfect God con

sists of three official Gods.1—I do not make these representa

tions with a captions disposition, or to involve the doctrine of

the Trinity in greater darkness and mystery, than it reallv is

involved by the most lucid representation which is made of it;

but to shew that the doctrine leads either to one or other of the

above conclusions, repulsive and shocking as it may appear.

I have further to say. that if "The Father is by office ex

clusively" the Creator, Lawgiver, Governor and Judge of the

world, 1 see not with what propriety Trinitarians ascribe all

these characters to the person of Christ.—If the Son by office,

." acts in subordination to the Father." I see not but the second

person in the Trinity acts a subordbiate part, and is therefore

inferior to the Father ; and if the Holy Ghost by office acts in

subordination to the Son, as well us to the Father, I do not see

but the third p°rson in the Trinity acts this subordinate part,

and is therefore inferior as well to the Son as to the Father.

Besides, if we are exclusively indebted to the Father for bring

ing us into existence, how can we be indebted to the Son for

our existence, or with what truth or propriety can it be said,

that " all things were made by and for him ?" If we are " ii>
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us to God by his blood," then we are not iudebted to God, it

should seem, for any condescension and grace on his part for

our redemption. But if Christ by nature, though not bv office,

is God, why are we not indebted to God fur the price paid for

our redemption ? To say that God redeemed us unto God, or

unto himself by his blood; or that God suffered and died, in be

half of sinful men, seems, indeed, highly improper and incon

sistent. But is it not equally improper and inconsistent to say

that a person who is " the Supreme Deity," or that a person

who is li equal to him in every divine perfection," " redeemed

us to God by becoming obedient unto death, even the death of the

ernss !"

If " we are indebted to the Holy Ghost, for all that he has

done to form us vessels of mercy," and if this third person in

the Trinity *' acts in subordination to the Son, as well as to the

Father, must we not be iudebted to an inferior agent for all that

mercy which prepares us for, and which includes eternal life !

But if the Holy Ghost is* by " oilice" the " Sanctifier," and

" Comforter ;" nod if "the Father, never works officially with

the Holy Gho*t," how are we to account for it, that christians

" are sanctified by God the Futher," and that it is he "whocow-

forteth us in all oor tribulations !"

In p. 18. la, the following paradoxical passages occur—

" The inspired writers represent true believers as holding com

munion sometimes with the Father, sometimes with (he Son,

end sometimes with the Holy Ghost."—" Christ prayed, that

all his followers might enjoy the same union and communion

with him, which he enjoyed with the Father "—" When chris

tians hold communion with God, they hold communion u ith

each person in the Godhead distinctly. Their communion with

the Father is not their communion with the San, and their

communion with the Son, is not their communiun with the Fath

er, and their communion with the Spirit, is not their commu

nion with either Father or Son."—Yet each of these persons

" is by nature God"—each, ''equal in every divine perfection"

and each the. true God ! Why then, is not communion with eith

er, communion with them all conjointly r If to hold communion

with t ne one God is holding communion with each person in the

Godhead distinctly, and if each person is by nature God and

possesses the whole nature and all the perfections of God, 1 see

not but holding communion wjth either person distinctly, is to

hold communion with all the persons conjointly ! Besides, if

Christ's " followers enjoy the same union and communion with

him, which he enjoyed with his Father," and if the union and

communion between Christ and his Father were such as to con

stitute them one being, does it not follow that the union and

communion between Christ and his followers, constitutes them
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one being with himself, with the Father and the Holy Spirit !

Miiit it not also be admitted, that the followers ot Christ in

holding communion with each other, do, by that act hold com

munion with all the persons of the Trinity! Thus strange, mys

terious and seemingly absurd is the doctrine of a Trinity !

Three equally divine persons, and yet "but one divine Being !"

" But this," says the Doctor, " is the mystery of the doc

trine, whieh it is neither possible, nor necessary for us to un

derstand*' p. 21. That three divine persons, equal in power

and glory, should be but one divine being ; or that one divine

being should be three equally divine persons ; or that each of

these divine persons should he " the Supreme Deity," and yet

that there should be but one Supreme Deity, is a mystery whieh

it is both impossible and unnecessary for us to understand, is

not to be questioned. Is it not mysterious then that this mys

terious doctrine is, or can be, by any believed! Yet Dr. Em

mons tells us in the twentieth and several following pages of

his sermon, that " the doctrine of the Trinity is one of (he es

sential and most important articles of Christianity"—(hat " a

more plain, or a more important, or a more practical doctrine,

cannot be found in the whole volume of inspiration !"—that

" it cannot be denied, or explained away, without shaking the

foundation of the gospel"—that if " there be any one doctrine

of the gospel, which may be properly called fundamental, the

doctrine of the Trinity may be properly called so, because the

whole gospel is built upon it." And not only is this mysteri

ous and unintelligible doctrine thus fundamental and ail-im

portant in the estimation of Dr. Emmons, but it " is a proper

criterion, (p. 25, 26,) to determine this serious and interesting

question," whether " professors of religion are real, or only

nominal christians I" According to this criterion he evidently

concludes that none are real christians, who do not " worship

the only true God, existing in three persons, Father, Son and

Holy Ghost." As " Arians," therefore, "Socinians, Sabel-

lians and Unitarians," do not thus worship the only true God ;

but worship him as one person—as a Being of perfect unity,

they can be none other than merely nominal christians! How

then can there be " any essential difference between their re

ligious homage and the religious homage of Deists and Pa

gans !" Because they offer Supreme homage, to but one Su

preme God or person, the Doctor by his uncommon sagacity,

has discovered that their religions homage does not essentially

differ from that of Pagans, who worship Jupiter and the part-

ner of his throne ! This sagacious divine, will not I presume,

be envied for having discovered the identity of Unitarianism

and Polytheism, however difficult or important the discovery !

The Doctor asks, "do any of them ( Arians, &e.) approach the

Father, through (he Son, and by the Spirit?" Although 1 will
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not peremptorily say that they do, thus approach the Father,

in sincerity and truth, yet 1 do not hesitate to say, that they all

profess to do this ; But notwithstanding they professedly ap

proach the Ful her. through the Son, and by the Spirit, yet

Doctor Emmons seems uuable to discover " the least trait of

Christianity in their religious worship!" Nor will his candor

allow him to believe, that " such infidel and pagan services

meet the divine approbation ;" nor that they who thus worship

God can be other than " antitrinitarian worshippers, and sym-

bolizers with Pagans and Infidels."

From this review of Doctor Emmons' celebrated sermon on

the Trinity, it appears that in order to avoid paganism and infi

delity, and the dreadlul consequences of " infidel and pagan

services,'' we must, instead of " approaching the Father,

through the Son, aud by the Spirit,'' according to the most

plain and obvious meaning of the Jlpostle, worship three distinct

persons, perfectly equal in every divine perfection"—each "by

nature God," and therefore each self-existent, and supreme !

And this, sir, if I understand you, is a most important and fun

damental article in your religious creed. And yet the author

of this same sermon, explicitly avows it as his belief-' that we

ought to regard and acknowledge the Father as the primary

object of religious homage," and that " Christians are required

to address their prayers and praises to the Ood and Father of

our Lord Jesus Christ, as the primary object of divine homage

and adoration," (p. 23.) But is not this sentiment, perfectly

accordant with the belief of " Arians, Socinians, and Unitari-

rians ?"—In page 24, the Doctor observes, " Though the Fa

ther is most generally to be distinctly and directly addressed ;

yet sometimes there may be a great propriety, in addressing the

Son anH Spirit according to their distinct ranks and offices."—

But do cither Arians, Socinians or Trinitarians, neglect to ad

dress the Son and Spirit according to their ranks and offices?

Do not these same Deistical and Pagan worshippers, in com

mon with Doctor Emmons, " perfectly agree in the sole object

of their supreme worship," when, in imitation of the example,

and in conformity to the direction of Christ they say, " Our

Father whieh art in heaven," and when agreeably to Christ's in

struction, they " ask the Father in his name, for every thing

they want !" Do not these antitrinitarian worshippers agree in

sentiment with the Doctor, that " no prayers or praises of ours

ran find acceptance with the Father unless they flow from the

influence of the Spirit, and are offered in-the name of his Son!"

Do they not also symbolize with the Doctor, ns well as with

his " Pagans and Infidels," in the following sentiments r—''To

obtain complete and satisfactory evidence, that there is but one

living aud true God, we must have resort to the Scriptures of

truth, in which the divine unity is clearly and fully revealed."
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« The Son of God, by office, has acted, and still acts, in sub

ordination to the Fallier, and that we are indebted to him, for

his condescension and grace, in redeeming us to God by his

blood."—" Our fellowship is with the Father, and with hi*

Son Jesus Christ;" "Christians may hold communion with the

love of the Father in sending his Son ; and with the love of the

Son, in suffering on the cross :" yet " their communion with

the Father, is not their communion with the Son. and their com

munion with the Son, is not their communion with the Father;"

and their " access to God, is through Christ alone."

In all these things, Doctor Emmons' " Pagans and Infidels,''

profess to believe. They all " agree in »he sole object of their

supreme worship ;" and yet they are to be " branded as antt-

christianl But does not the Doctor believe all these things?

And yet his religion has no connection with paganism, although

apparently forgetting his creed, and treating with seeming ueg-

lecl.li is one " Supreme and primary object of religious homage,"

he acknowledges two other objects as '• by nature God." and 44e-

qual in every divine perfection" to be the objects of primary or

supreme homage, and as entitled to *' distinct and equal adora

tion and praise .'" But is "there any essential difference betweeii"

this " religious homage, and the religious worship of Pagans,"

who worship a plurality of Gods, and some of I hem, at least a

plurality ofequal Gods ? 1 am unwilling, however, to believe,

nor do 1 believe, that Doctor Emmons, " in his religious devo

tions" has so far" symbolized with either Pagans, or Infidels,"

as to reuder it impossible for himself—or for others to " con

ceive how he is a real christian.'*—It is, however, much to be

regretted that a man of his talents, modest deportment, amiable

manners, and apparent piety ;—a .man whom 1 highly esteem

and respect, and a man whose religious sentiments, generally,

I consider as correct.—" It is much to be regretted," that this

man should ever have made public, the sermon, which has now

been reviewed.—It is still more to be regretted that by dissemi

nating his sentiments, in the manner he has done, he has been

greatly instrumental in creating and cherishing among many

christians a bigotted, censorious and anathematory spirit,

which is so uncongenial with the peaceable, gentle, candid,

and benevolent spirit of" the gospel. How strong, also, is

the coutrast between the spirit which Doctor Emmons posses

ses, and which he has so widely diffused in the christian pub

lic, and the spirit of the excellent and pious Doddridge and

Watts! The former of these buruingand shining lights was ful

ly persuaded "that many things asserted on the one side and on

the other, relating to the Trinity, are not fundamental in reli

gion ;" and that we ought to " be cautious, how we enter into

nnscriptural niceties, in expressing our own conceptions of this

.'..._:.,„»—jjjs conjuct corresponded with the liberality of
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iris mind, as he refused to subscribe "to articles of faith in

words of human device, as a test of orthodoxy," nor would he

consent to the exclusion of a profound Arian from the church

of which he was the pastor.* Doctor Watts was, to say the-

least, equally tolerant and candid. But so narrow and con

tracted are the views of Doctor E. as not only to exclude Ari-

ans from the number, and peculiar privileges of Christians on

earth, but from " the general assembly and church of the first

born, which are written in heaven.'' Nor do I see, if his views

are correct, but " the kingdom of heaven is" so " shut up,"

that neither u they that are entering," nor himself will "go in."

It is however, as well my belief, as hope, that he has not the

" keys of the kingdom of heaven, so intrusted to him," as that

he shall effectually lock the gates of that kingdom either a-

gaiust himself or any of his fellow christians.

Dismissing Doctor Emmons and his view of the Trinity, I

beg leave for a short time to introduce to your notice a few re

markable passages in a sermon, preached Jan. 10th, 1810, at

the dedication of the church in Park Street, Boston, by

EDWARD D. GRIFFIN, D. D.

As you will not question, I presume, the orthodoxy of this

gentleman, as a Trinitarian, 1 pray you to eonsider well his

sentiments, concerning the doctrine of the Trinity. With Doc

tor Emmons, lie believes in One God existing in three equal

persons.

Speaking of Christ, he observes, p. S. " In whom the hu

man nature is raised to a personal union with the divine." "By

this," in a note, " is meant, (l) that the union is so intimate,

that, with the same lips, and in the same sentence, he can apply

to both natures, the same personal pronoun."—What, sir, are we

to understand by this observation ? Is it not this—when Christ

says " Jam thu root sf David," he speaks as well of his human

nature, as of his divine !—And when he says "7am the offspring

of David," he speaks as well of his divine, as of his human na

ture, and represents himself as being both the Creator and the

creature of the Creator ! (2) " that the sufferings of the human

nature are as meritorious as though they had been the sufferings

of the divine."—If this be true, why I would ask, would not

• His biographer, Mr. Orton, observes,—" Once I remember some nar-

roietninded people of his congregation, pave him no small trouble on ac

count ofa Gentleman in communion with the church, who was a professed

Arian j and who ottierwise departed from 'he common standard of ortho

doxy. This gentleman, they either wished to have excluded from the or

dinance of the Lord's Supper, or to have his attendance on it prevented ;

but the Doctor declared that he would sacrificr his place, and even his

life, rather than fix any such mark of discouragement upon one, who what

ever his doctrinal sentiments were, appeared to be" (not a Pagan or an

Infidel) but" a real Christian."
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the sufferings of Paul, had he hcen without sin, have been as

meritorious as the sufferings of Christ ? Was not that apustle

as truly united to the one God, as was the human nature of

Christ ! Was he not one with, or in, both Christ and the Fa

ther ? was he not also '• a partaker of the divine nature ?** (3)

" that same person that suffered, lias the reward of governing

the universe, and bringing his people to glory; all of which

cannot be predicated of either nature exclusively."—But if all

this cannot be predicated of either nature of Christ's person

exclusively, yet apart of " all this"' is predicable, it should

seem of each nature. But is it indeed true, that each nature of

Christ partially suffered, and was partially rewarded, b\ par-

tially governing the universe! Is not this a just and fair rep

resentation of the Doctor's remark ? Should you say, that he

would complain of it as unjust, and unfair, I would then ask—

whether " all which" he has said can " be predicated" of both

the natures as united in the person of Christ? If so, then I see

not but the person of Christ, consisting of Supreme Divinity

and humanity, suffered and died upon the cross; and that this

same person was rewarded with the government of the univsrse!

But how, sir, could Supreme Divinity as united to humanity,

either suffer or he rewarded ? or how could the humanity of"

Christ, as united to divinity, have the government of the uni

verse ? These things are, in my view, as unintelligible as they

seem unreasonable and preposterous.

Same page, the Doctor observes, "This person (Christ) is the

Word by which God expresses the secrets of his mind, the or

gan by which he governs the universe, the channel through

which all his communications to creatures are made, and the

grand medium through which he is seen."—But if God does

all these things by the Word, or Jesus Christ, as his agent ;

or as an organ, channel, medium, how is it possible that this

same Word should, himself, " govern the universe," as inde

pendent God!

In p. 10, the following observations occur—"He (the Word)

makes the bosom of his saints his holy of holics. This infinite

favor comes to men through the intervention of the Son of God,

the anuointed Mediator, the Christ ; not the second person in

the Trinity as such, and by no means the man of Nazareth as

such ; but an agent, who, appointed by the Father, aud subject

to his will, holds the middle place of Mediator between God and

man, aud unites both natures in this one office."—What con

struction, sir, is to be put on this very singular passage ? If

Christ as the second person cf the Trinity does not make the

hosom ofhis saints his holy of holies ; and if the man ofNazar

eth does not do this, is it not difficult to conceive that the person

of Christ, as God's agent, should confer upon them " this infi

nite favor r" But let it be admitted that this is possible ; yet
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is it not impossible to conceive that Christ, an a^ent appoin'

ted by the Father, and subject to his will, holding a middle

place between God and man, and uniting both natures, divine

and human in this one office—" Is it not impossible" to con

ceive that such a subordinate person is equal to the Father,

whose agent he is, by whom he was appointed, and to whose will

he is subject J

Same page, the Doctor observes, that this same agent, " the

Christ,'' has with the Holy Spirit subject to his will, from the

beginning, carried on all communications between God and

men."—Here we find the person of Christ, subject to the will of

the Father, having the Holy Spirit subject to his will ! Must

not Christ then be inferior to the Father, and the Holy Spirit

inferior to Christ ? And yet Christ and the Holy Spirit are,

each equal to the Father in every divine perfection, and each

the Supreme Deity ! If, sir, my name must be cast out as evil

—if I must be represented as a dangerous heretic, and as sub

verting the gospel, for not believing all this, most willingly do

I submit to the shame, which I consider my glory.

Same page, the Doctor further observes—" The God of the

Patriarchs, and of Israel, was no other than the mediatorial

King, acting as the representative, and with the authority of the

whole Godhead.''—Here it is to be noted, that the God of the

Patriarchs, and of Israel, is but one Lord or Being. "Hear, O

Israel, the Lord our God is one Lord." But this One Bod, it

seems, according to Doctor Griffin, is the mediator between the

Godhead, or himself, and men! He is the representative of him

self, and acts with the authority, which he gave himself; for

"he never conducted,'' the Doctor tells us, the affairs of men

as the second person in the Trinity. But he acted as the " God

of Israel."

Of this same God of Israel, he observes, (p. 11,) " he lived,

he toiled, he wept, with miserable men. When he had paid

our ransom, he ascended on high and received gifts for men, that

the Lord God might dwell among them.''—What a spectacle is

here presented to our view ! "The God of Israel''—the only

Potentate—the self-existent, independent and unchangeable Je

hovah, toiling and weeping with miserable men ! And when

this same God " had paid our ransom," by suffering and dying

on the cross, " he received gifts for men'' that he himself might

dwell among them ! Behold the self-existent and independent

God—the " God of Israel,'' who is but One God, not only toil

ing aud weeping among miserable men—but suffering and dy

ing, and rewarded with gifts, that he might dwell among men !

V\ ho can contemplate this God of Doctor Griffin, without feel

ing emotions of pity both for himself and his admirers ? And

who can wonder that such a representation of the independent,

the blessed and immutable God, should tend to promote the

7



50

cause of infidelity ? Or who can wonder lliat the advocates ftf

such a God, should possess and exercise that spirit of religious

intolerance, which, were it in its power, would erect a Vatican,

and establish a. holy Inquisition 1

Of the gifts which this same God received, the Doctor ob

serves, same page, " the greatest was the Holy Spirit, whom as

agent and representative, he sent forth to dwell more sensibly

with his people."—Here, sir, you will please to observe, that

the person who toiled, nnd wept, and suffered, and died,

and received gifts, employed the " Holy Spirit, as his agent

and representative .'" and yet this same Holy Spirit is a self-

existent, eternal, and independent person, possessed of" every

divine perfection.1'" If these things are true, I must esteem

them as very strange truths ! If you, sir, either do or can be

lieve them, the structure of your mind, must be very different

from that of mine. If their apparent incongruities are rtcon-

cileable, I see not, I confess, how they can be reconciled.

In pages 24 and 25, speaking of the Fathers of New-Eng

land, the Doctor says, " I am ambitious to say, their views of

evangelical truth are mine."—" They believed that the seeond

person in the adorable Trinity, took upon himself, as Media

tor, the seed of Abraham : and that this Mediator suffered

death, &c. and (p. 23.) he observes, they believed that this

same " Mediator received power over all flesh, that he should

give eternal life to as many as the Father had given him."—

That the Fathers of New-England believed, that the seeond

person in the Trinity, was "equal in power and glory" to each

of the other persons, or that he was the self-existent, and inde

pendent God, is to be admitted ; but that they believed this

same second person, or self-existent, aud independent God,

"suffered death," and "received power from the Father," seems

incredible. If, however, they really did believe this, I should

not be very " ambitious to say, their views" of this subject " are

mine." Nor do 1 see how Doctor Griffin could have consistent

ly said this : for (p. 10.) he says that " infinite favor comes to

man, through the intervention of" the anointed Mediator," and

" not the second person in the Trinity as such." Ifthe Fathers

of New-England believed that through the second person in the

Trinity, as Mediator, " infinite favor comes to men ;" and if

Doctor Griffin does riot believe that the Mediator is the

seeond person in the Trinity, nor that infinite favor comes to

men through the iuterveution of the second person in the Trin

ity, I should think there could be but little agreement in senti

ment between hiin and the Fathers of New-England. Wheth

er you, sir, will undertake to reconcile these seeming contra

dictions, 1 know not. But of this I am well assured, that the

task would not be either easy or enviable.

Permit me now to turn your attention to " an invaluable lit
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lie tract" on the doctrine of tlie Trinity, written by Mr. T. A.

and which seems to have had the unqualified approbation, and

liberal patronage of" the most correct Theologians." On this

little tract we will bestow but little and cautious attention, <as

its character for correctness, and conclusive reasoning, is es

tablished by a tribunal, from which it is hardly safe to appeal.

But after all, believing as I do, that no human theory is so

fully eorrect and infallibly true, as to supersede the propriety

of examining it, 1 will venture, however presumptuous it may

be, to make a few enquiries and suggestions in relation to it.

In page 4 and a. this writer, in a letter to a friend ; speak

ing of Christ, admits that •' in his highest nature he was begot

ten ofthe Father."" And " why," he asks, might not God have

a Son from eternity, whom he might be said to beget ?" He

adds, " permit me lo say there never was a period when God

had no Son, though he begat him."—Thus says Mr.T.A thus

says Doctor Hopkins. But Doctor Emmons " feels constrain

ed to reject the eternal generation of the Son ; and Air. Smith

represents it as a doctrine which none can advocate, without

the daring impiety of denying the truth of the declaration of

God, by the mouth of the angel Gabriel On which side of the

question, sir, does the truth lie ? Although I (hall not under

take to support either of the theories, yet I will take the liber

ty to ask, whether you do not find it very difficult to couceive

of a Son coeval with his Father, or of an eternal self-existent,

and independent Son, who was begotten by his Father!

Mr. T. A. does not admit of personal existence independent

of attributes. Hence, (p. 6,) he asks, " What idea have you of

personality distinct from essence or attributes i"—In relation

to this subject, the gentleman, it is believed, is correct. To

speak of a person possessing neither essence nor attributes,

would be to speak of a mere imaginary existence, or nothing.

As Jesus Christ then, the eternal Son of God is a person, he

must possess attributes, and these attributes must have been

coeval with his existence. But what are these attributes of the

Son of God according to this writer's theory ? They are none

other than self-existence, independence and all jiftMible per

fections, both natural and moral. These eonstilui. .is person

ality, and distinct personality. But do they not als • constitute

liim a being, an intelligent and distinct being ? if uot, nothing

iu the universe, it should seem, does or can constitute an intel

ligent being. And this Mr. T. A. admits, whatever he says to

the contrary, notwithstanding. He observes, p. 10. " That

Jesus Christ is spoken of as a being distinct from the Father,

is one of the most evident truths on the face of the New-Testa

ment. That he really is so, as to his mere human nature is

granted by all parties. But that this language of the Scrip

ture is intended to prove him to be a Being absolutely distinct
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from Uod is not admitted." In p. 12, he observes, " Christ be

ing spoken of as a distinct being or person from the Father, in

regard to his highest nature, does not necessarily evince that

lie is so." To the truth and correctness of these questions,

" the most correct Theologians'* have given their assent.—

Whether you, sir, are to be ranked with these same Theolo-

gists, I know not. But if this be the case, permit me to ask-

since it " is one of the most evident truths on the face of tot

New-Testament" that " Jesus Christ is spoken of as a distinct

being from the Father," is it not equally evident that he is *

distinct God from the Father! Is it not equally evident also,

that, if Jesus Christ is a being self-existent, independent and

infinitely perfect, there are two Gods who are self-existent, in

dependent, and infinitely perfect ! And if the Holy Spirit is a-

nother such being, must there not be three such Gods 1 That

there are indeed three self-existent, independent and infinite

Gods, you will, I doubt not, deny. But so long as you admit

the existence of three such " beings or persons," your denial

will be very far from satisfactory to my mind ; and that it

should be more so to yours, is not a little surprising. If Christ

is really and truly " a distinct being frtom the Father" and "in

regard to his highest nature," to what purpose is it to say, that

he may not be a being absolutely distinct from God," or that

this " does not necessarily evince that he is so !" Does not this

salvo evince a very great want of ingenuousness, and a dispo

sition to practice a species of Jesuitism, highly unbecoming a

character in which there should be uo guile ? Besides, what are

we to think of a man who does not scruple to say of a propo

sition, that it " is one of the most evident truths on the face of

the New-Testament ;" and yet does not scruple to deny, that

the same proposition is either absolutely or necessarily true !

To how little credence, according to Mr. A's theory, is New-

Testament truth entitled, although" the most evident!" Alas!

that human creeds and human authority should be held in 10

much higher estimation, than the creed, and the inspired wri

ters of the New Testament Scriptures !

But notwithstanding Mr. T. A. seems unwilling to admit

that Christ is absolutely and necessarily a distinct being from

the Father, in regard to his highest nature, although the scrip

ture speaks of him as such ; yet, that he is a " being distinct

Prom the Father, as to his mere human nature" is a truth which

lie says " is granted by all parties."—Whether all parties a-

gree with Mr. A. on this subject, may very reasonably be ques

tioned. I am willing, however, to admit that all modern Trin

itarians do agree with him. But if he be thus distinct from the

Father, must he not be as really distinct from the Son, or the

second person in the Trinity ; for the Son or the second per

son in the Trinity, according to the theory of this gentleman.
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is not really or necessarily a distinct being from the Father, al

though he is represented as being so in scripture !—Here, sir,

a very great and even insuperable difficulty is presented to my

mind. If the humanity of Christ is a being distinct from his

divinity, how can this same distinct being be one person forev

er with distinct divinity, or the second person in the Trinity ?

Can a being who is distinctly a man, and a person who is dis

tinctly God, constitute one person.' If they really do constitute

one person, I would ask, whether the views, volitions and

works of the man, are the views, volitions and works of

God ! and whether the views volitions and works of God, are

the views, volitions and works of the man ! If you should re

ject these suppositions as absurd, I would then ask, whether

the views, volitions and works of each are so confounded or

blended together, as to become common to the one person, com

pounded of divinity and humanity ! This supposition, although

it involves much confusion, seems the most rational. Vet on

this supposition, I see not but the humanity of this complex

person has claim to divinity, and that his divinity is to be esti

mated, at least in part, as humanity ! These are but some of

the difficulties in which this strange, and apparently prepos

terous theory seems to involve us. Is it not mysterious that

reasonable beings should submit to, and glory in the thraldom

of such mysteries as these !

In p. 13, the following paragraph occurs—" It is indeed true

that Jesus Christ is represented in the bible, as receiving a

commission from the Father, being sent of him, acting in sub

ordination to his will and authority, and receiving inconceiva

ble honor and reward for his obedience. If these things were

spoken of him in regard to his human nature, no one would be

disposed to question the argument hence deduced of his being

a distinct agent, and inferior in nature to the Father. But we

conclude, that they apply to him in regard to his most exalted

nature."—Here, sir, you will please to observe; that accord

ing to the theory of Mr. A., Christ received a commission, a

reward and honor from the Father, in regard to his most exalt

ed nature ; and that if it were otherwise, " none would be dig-

posed to question his inferiority to the Father." Whether tliis

gentleman is so ignorant of the Trinitarian theory in relation

to this subject as not to know, that the most able and distin

guished writers on the doctrine of the Trinity believe and ad

vocate the very reverse of his statement, I know not ; but this

is really the case. Instead of representing Christ, as receiving

a commission from, and being exalted by the Father in regard

to his most exalted nature, Mr. Smith observes, p. 109. *■ As

the son of man, Christ can have nothing but what is given him.

Hence we read, ' The Lord said unto my Lord, sit thou on my

right hand, until I make thine enemies tby footstool!' 'Rule
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en for thine inheritance, and the uttermost parts of the earth

for thy possession !' ' All power in hearen and on earth is com

mitted uuto me ! Wherefore God haih highly exalted him and

given him a name, that is above every name ! And hath made

Tiiin head over all things to the church, &c." Much we find in

the sacred writings, ot this tenor. This has induced some in

cautious readers to suppose, that the whole person of Christ is

derived and dependent I But these, and all similar seriptures,

relate not to the divinity of Christ's person : but to the medi

atorial administration of Christ, in his glorified humanity. It

is " because lie is the son of man."—Much more to this effect

might be quoted from this writer. And much to the same ef

fect might be quoted from other Trinitarian writers. But to

multiply quotations would be needless. Enough has been quot

ed to convince you that if Mr. T. A. is correct in his view of

Christ, the Christ of Mr. Smith, in " his most exalted nat,ir>,"

is a "distinct agent, and inferior in nature to the Father."

But if Mr. Smith's view of the subject is correct, then the

Christ of Mr. T. A. " in regard to his human naiurr," must be

divine, even the self-existent and independent God! One ofthese

gentleaien acknowledges and adores that Christ, or thai nature

as divinity, whom the other estimates and treats as humanity.

Yet they both advocate the same important,fundamental doc

trine or truth !—they are both orthodox !—they will harmonize

in sentiment, and can cordially give to each other the right hand

offellowship ! They are both Trinitarians1 And what is equal

ly strange, Mr. Smith's admirers, admire Mr. T. A. as having

written " an invaluable little tract" in support of the doctrine

of the Trinity, and Supreme Deity of Christ ; and Mr. T. A.'s

admirers, admire also Mr. Smith, as a " satisfactory'' writer

on the same subject ! Whether your discernment, sir, has led

you to discover the clashing and opposition of the sentiments

of these writers, as above stated, I know not. If this has in

deed been the case, permit me to ask, whether of the two theo

ries, in your estimation, is the true one ? If Mr. T. A.'s—then,

so far as I can see, you acknowledge and worship as " the Su

preme Deity," a " being," or nature, who was " commissioned,"

and " sent," of his Father ; who " acted in subordination to the

will and authority" of his Father, and who " received incon

ceivable honor and reward" from his Father, "/or his obedi

ence .'" Will you acknowledge and worship sueh a subordi

nate, dependent and inferior being as this, as the Supreme Dei

ty ! If not, will you take Mr. Smiths ground by estimating and

treating tliat Christ or nature, as man or human, w ho possesses

all power in heaven and on earth, and a name that is above ev

ery name! But perhaps you will take the ground of neither of

these gentlemen ; but that of Dr. Griffin, which is •• that the
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same person that suffered, lias the reward of governing the uni

verse ; all of which cannot be predicated of either nature ex

clusively." If you take this ground, you involve the subject,

perhaps, in more mystery and darkness, by which you may

keep it, and yourself a little more out of sight. But the sub

ject would, I conceive, be relieved of no difficulty.

I have, now, sir, reviewed the sentiments of several of the

most celebrated modern writers, in relation to the doctrine of

the Trinity, and particularly in relation to the character ofJe

sus Christ. In doing this 1 am sensible that I have not minute

ly examined all their views, and in all their bearings. Nor was

this my design; but to expose the flashings of their several

theories; the very great difficulties which attend each, and to

shew that neither of them is satifactorily defensible, either by

reason or scripture. My neglect more fully to examine their sen

timents, and the arguments which they employed in defending

them, is not to be attributed to an apprehension that they are

unanswerable. In this light I do not view them, or any of them.

Nor ought it, I would hope, to be attributed to vanity or pre

sumption, were I to say, that the efforts of my well-meaning

pen have made that disclosure of their theories, which furnish

es convincing evidence, that they cannot all he true, and that

neither of them is entitled to that infallibility which has a

claim to implicit belief'.

Should you charge me with treating the sentiments of either

of these writers unfairly, I know not but the charge will be

well founded ; as in examining them, I could not always be

certain that I fully understood their meaning, and as this ex

amination, was sometimes accompanied with a more " delight

ful task;" that of instructing my children. It is my hope,

however, that I have made no important misrepresentation of

the sentiments of either of the gentlemen. If I have done it, I

can truly say, it was not with design.

1 would further observe, that as this letter has been protrac

ted much beyond my original plan, and assumed a form, which

1 had not contemplated, it is, I am persuaded, justly chargea

ble with repetitions, and the want of that arrangement of its

several parts, which is necessary to exhibit its contents in

the most advantageous point of view. These untoward cir

cumstances I would gladly remedy, could I do it consistently

with my otherduties and engagements.—But if I have written in

telligibly, and communicated trjith, which 1 have endeavored

to do, my principal object has been effected.

If 1 have not treated the authors, whom I have reviewed,

with snitable marks of respect, it has been undesigned, and you

will have the goodness to impute it not to want of respect to

their characters, and religious opinions in general, but to a full

conviction, that their opinions respecting the doctrine of the
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Trinity, ought not to be held in that high reverence, as unques

tionable, and most important truths, in which many seem to

hold them, and apparently without discovering, that if somt

of them are correct, the others must be erroneous.

You must perceive, sir, that an important object of this com

munication, has been to convince you, that your view of the

doctrine ot the Trinity is indefensible, and that the ground

which I have taken respecting the subject, is far from affording

you and others, a justifiable pretext for rejecting me as an her-

etick.

You will bear it in mind, that" it is solely on account of the

ground I have taken with relation to Christ and the Holy Spir

it, that you have been constrained to suspend exchanges witb

me."—Is it not then a conceded point, that we unite in the be

lief that God is One, and that he is the only being in the uni

verse, who is self-existent and possessed of all possible, and in

finite perfections; and that, as such, he is entitled to supreme

love, adoration and obedience ? But what is the heresy of which

I am guilty, with respect to Jesus Christ and the Holy Spirit,

to justify your rejection of me as a christian brother ! The rec

ord which God has given of his Son, 1 profess to believe. I ac

knowledge it all, as worthy of the most ready and joyful accep

tation ; and I humbly hope with sincerity and grateful emotions

of heart. I believe him to be the Son of God—hjs own Son—

his only begotten Son—the first born of every creature—the im

age of the invisible God, and the brightness of the Father's

glory. I believe that the One God stipulated with him the

great and glorious work of man's redemption before the birth

of time—that he has, as an all-sufficient Saviour, accomplished

that work according to the will of his Father ; and that it is in

virtue of what he has done and suffered in our behalf, that par

don and eternal life, are obtainable blessings ; and that there

is none other name under heaven given among men whereby

we must be saved. I believe also that this unspeakably great,

and glorious, and excellent being, or person. Mho existed in the

beginning with God, and who is called God, is, in the most in

timate manner, united with the one Supreme God, even his God

and Father, insomuch that they are one, so far as this union

constitute a oneness, between two distinct persons or intelligent

agents.

Yiewing the subject in this light, I find a Mediator—a suita

ble Mediator to undertake and to carry on a treaty of peace be

tween the One infinitely Holy God, and sinful men—a Media

tor who is neither this One God, nor a man, but a real and

proper person or being, who holds a middle place between both.

How far your sentiments differ from mine respecting this au

gust and illustrious personage, I am not prepared positively to

say, as you have refused to state them to me when requested to
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do it Bnt that your sentiments really differ from mineis high*

ly probable. And the difference, 1 strongly apprehend, is as

great as that which exists between the character of Christ, as

above represented, and t he character of a proper man who began

to exist with the christian era. You do not. 1 would presume,

believe that the one God. "the Supreme Deity,'' is the Mediator

between the Supreme Deity, or between himself and men ! Nor

can I easily conceive that you seriously believe that this same

Supreme Deity, as uuited to a proper man, mediates between

bis own complex being or person and men. But if you really

do believe this, you believe a doctrine, which, T cannot but think,

involves the most palpable inconsistencies. Is it possible, that

one and the same being, however complex we may suppose his

character, should act the part of a Mediator between himself

and others ? Must not the conclusion, then, be unavoidable

that, according to your theory, the Mediator between God and

men, is a proper man. a mere creature, and of moderate antiquity.

Such, sir, so far as I have been able to ascertain your senti

ments, appears to me the character of your Mediator and Sa

viour !

With respect to the Holy Spirit, we probably harmonize in

sentiment. Do you not, with me, believe that the Spirit of Clod

is not a distinct being from God himself ? What then can be

the difference between us, in relation to this subject, but that

which is merely verbal, or circumstantial? And yet you are

" persuaded that 1 have embraced the most dangerous and des

tructive errors, with relation to Christ and the Holy Spirit !"

And the "scheme" which I have embraced you, " verily be

lieve is subversive of the gospel, and tends to drown men in

destruction and perdition!" Alas, my brother! that you should

lay so much stress on the tytbe of mint, of annis and cummin,

and seemingly pass over, as of little or no importance, the

weightier matters !

«' You would rejoice this day in giving me an invitation to

preach to your people, were it not for the ground I have taken

in relation to Christ and the Holy Spirit." It is with the deep

est regret, sir, that I learn the effect of that orthodoxy, which

stands in human creeds and human device ! With respect to

such orthodoxy, I have only to say, (). my soul ! come not thou

into its secrets—unto its honors, be not thou united.

Under its influence, you have manifested a spirit not so ful

ly allied, as I could wish, to that " charity which suffereth

long- and is kind." Of this however I make no serious account.

I wish I could say the same of other exceptionable parts of

your conduct. But these, »ir, are of too serious a nature to be

viewed with indifference, and to be passed without reprehen

sion.—You have rejected me as a christian minister in refus

ing to exchange with me. This you have unkindly done with

8
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out assigning to me (whatever you may have dome to others) any

distinct or definite reasons "for it, notwithstanding I have re

quested and urged you to do it. You have perseveringly decli

ned to treat with me as an offending brother, according- to the

laws of Christ's kingdom. You have been instrumental wi&

others, of raising a high, and strong, and hitherto insurmount

able barrier to my communion with, and preaching to a con

siderable number who formerly attended on my ministry: for

■whom 1 have ever cherished the most sincere affection 5 whom

I have ever treated with kindness ;—whose best interest I hare

ever sought, and for whose everlasting salvation', I am now rea-

dv to spend and be spent, so far as may be consistent with my

other duties. Nor had your influence been equal to your wish

es, should I now have the honor aw' high satisfaction, of

preaching Jesus Christ and him crucified to a respectable, an

affectionate and beloved christian society. This,! presume,

you will not deny, unless you will admit that it is your wish

my people should hear and embrace doctrines, which in your

estimation are " subversive of the Gospel," and which you say

"tend to drown men iu destruction and perdition." All Ihil

you have done and been, while 1 have kept silence. But to

what, sir, is all this to be traced, but to my belief and acknowl

edgment of the Holy Spirit, as essentially the same as the on*

Supreme God, and to my belief and acknowledgment of Jesvt

Christ, as a person or being greatly superior to yoor view and

conception of him ! This ij the light iu which 1 view the sub

ject. Nor do 1 think it i:i your power to place it in a true, and

vet a different -point of tight You will not, therefore, think it

strange, should 1 esteem your conduct as hiameable. 1 really

do consider it so, and in no small degree. I consider you as

having violated that religious and solemn obligation, which-

was created between us when I presented, and you received'

from' me, at your ordination, the hand of christian fellowship.

Nor can 1 easily conceive of any expedient te which you can-

resort to justify your conduct But if your conduct is indefen

sible, it must in a high degree be. criminal. 1 pray you, there

fore, very seriously to review it. And that the result may be

*uch as it ought to he, is my hearts desire and prayer to God.

In this connection I beg leave to suggest, that your represen

tation of the Trinity by unscriptural words and phrases may

be attended with no little danger, as well as mystery ; and

that it -may be followed with very unhappy and lamentable cvn-

sequences. Indeed, is not all this really true? It is not to be

questioned that this representation of human device has been,

and now is the occasion of many christians viewing their fel-

low -christians, who speak of the Father, Son. and Holy Ghost

in the pure, correct, and intelligibte words of Scripture, as her

etics, as " symbolizing with Pagans and Infidels,'' and as
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** having no good ground (o hope that they are not real chris

tians !" Because these same pagan, and infidel christians, think

it right in the sight of God to hearken to the words which he.

has dictated in relation to himself, his Spirit and his Son, more

than nuto the words of humaninventioii, can you discover noth

ing dangerous, in receiving and treating these christians as,

subverters of the Gospel, and as doctrines which tend to drown

-them in perdition ? If there is no danger in this, what danger

can there be iu the sin ofjudging and setting at nought a broth

er, or of estimating the words of ignorant men, more higly than.

the words of the living God! It is very possible that in this

there is much more siu and danger than you suspect. Should,

it, as 1 strongly apprehend, really be the case, the sin and dan

ger in which you are involved, naisl.be peculiarly great. It is

my hope that you will, with much seriousness and care, review

this subject, that you may (if you now do not) see it in a clear

and just light.

In this connection you will permit me to ask, whether it is

with the entire approbation of your understanding and con

science, that you require of your serious people their assent to

words and phrases of human device, as a condition of their ad

mittance to your christian fellowship ? How you can justify

(hit- your conduct to your own mind, 1 know not. You require

•f your fellow christians, if I mistake not, as a test of ortho

doxy and a term of communion, that, among other things, they

Irofess to believe in the existence of three persons iu the God-

ead, equal in power aud glory ! But do any members of youc

church or congregation, understand the import of this proposi

tion? Do you understand it yourself ? This, I think, you will

not pretend. Ask the membersof your church separately, how

they understand it—ask the applicants for admission to com

munion, what they understand by it, and they will not fail to

convince you, I am persuaded, that their views of it are ex

tremely indistinct, confused and unsatisfactory. .Must not

your conduct then in requiring their assent to this unintelligible

proposition he exceedingly unreasonable ? Is it not highly crimi

nal 2 By what authority do you require them to believe the

supposed truth of a proposition, expressed in words which

man's wisdom inventeth, when the terms of that proposition are

not understood, and of course their import, if they have any,

not believed! Can you seriously reflect on this subject, and feel

no reproof of conscience ? Or can your serious people reflect

on what they have done, and continue to do, in relation to this

aubject, without self-reproach ? I see not, I confess, how this

ean possibly be the case consistently with that respect and rev

erence, which are justly due to the inspired scriptures, as the

only rule of christian faith, or consistently with the approba

tion of reason and conscience.
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This departure from the simplicity of the gospel, and primi

tive practice in the christian church, is unjustifiably the occa

sion. J am persuaded, of many, and great, and lamentable evils.

The liberal and beneficent spirit of the gospel, enlightens

and expands the mind—it thinketh no evil—behaveth not it

self unseemly : it is impartial and ingenuous ; seeketh not its

own: is not puffed up: vaunteth nnt itself. It actuates the

heart with all the benign and tender charities. It breathes

diffusive good will and universal benevolence. It delights to

do good and communicate—to render good for evil, and blessing

for earsitig. It ealls no man master but Christ, and acknowl

edges no other rule of faith and practise, than that which is

penned under the guidance of inspiration It nnites in one the

children of God. however widely, as to place, they may be

scattered abroad, it studies and pursues the things which

make for peace, and tends to improvement in the things wbieh

are " more excellent." But how little, in comparison with

what might be expected, does this spirit appear among ns and

a mild us. in its amiable, and lovely, and blessed fruits ? That

thi, i wholly owing to an undue and unjustifiable estimation of

un ci iptural words and phrases, and of human creeds aud for

mularies as tests of orthodoxy, and communion, I would by no

means assert. Bat that the evils under consideration are, in

no small degree, to be traced up to this lamentable source, ad

mits not of reasonable doubt. But for these devices of human

wisdom the christian church would not, as it now is. be shiver

ed into angry factions : a spirit of proselvtisra would not, as

it now does, operate with misguided and unhallowed zeal ; big

otry and eensnriousuess would relax their rigid features and

smooth their wrinkled and repulsive visage ; warm debates and

rancorous controversy about " doctrines, the commandments of

men," and unintelligible mysteries of human origin, would sub

side, and give place to debates and controversies offar different

spirit and character, and worthy both of christians and the no

ble cause of Christianity. The school of the propiieti would be

erected on a basii worthy of its liberal patronage. The bond

of general associations, instead of scorched thread," would

consist of that three-fold cord, faith, hope and charity, whieh

can never be broken. From such associations we might expect

no decree that baptisms are invalid merely because they were

administered by men, who. after diligently examining the holy

scriptures, we.'e constrained to believe, that they do not eon-

tain the doctrine of One God existing in three equal persons!

Nor might we expect that any religious combinations would ex

pel f om their affectionate people, or attempt to expel, amicable,

exemplary arid diligent pastors, because they cannot believe a

mysterious and unintelligible doctrine—a doctrine which holds

a very conspicuous place iu the catholic creed of the Roman
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catholic church! We might expect that christian churches would

not exclude from their communion worthy, intelligent and

pious members, and without « single admonition, because they

do not understand, and therefore cannot believe this mysteri

ous doctrine. We might expect not to hear human authorities

quoted as scripture texts ; especially as paramount to the

authority of such texts.

To a departure from gospel simplicity and from apostolic and

primitive practice, by setting up words, and phrases, and com

positions of human device, as tests of orthodoxy and eommu-

m iniiin. these evils are in a great measure to be traced, as the

occasional cause. And were 1 to add, that to this same source

were in no small degree in be traced the existence of the shock

ing features of the church of Home—the enormous power, the

overgrown wealth, the profound ignorance of the clergy; the

gross superstitions, and rancorous, and sanguinary persecu

tions, which existed in, aud miserably managed the christian

church through many successive centuries—" Were 1 to make

this additiou," 1 should but speak the words of truth and so

berness.

1 pray yon, sir, very seriously to reflect on these things : and

then say, whether necessity be not laid upou us to abandon a

system, whose foundation and superstructure but too much re

sembles the memorable catholic edifice, from which so many an-

athemalory thunders have issued; and cling to the inspired

scriptures as worthy of all acceptation, and as every way the

rule ofour faith and practice. Let these be uursofe counsellors

in all matters of religion, and they will not fail to guide us in

the path of peace and safety.

That we shall all, ere long, adopt and pursue this wise, pa

cific and christian policy ; and that this will be the happy case

with the whole Israel of God, 1 most devoutly hope and firmly

believe. Whether we shall either of us live to see the accom-

plishment of this happy event, I presume not to say. But when

ever the event shall happen, the christians of that happy day

will, 1 doubt not, view many of the religious systems aud prac

tices of our times with the same eyes aud emotions with which

we do those of the holy catholic church.

But however dark and furious, and conflicting the clouds,

which overspread our religious hemisphere, yet, for consola

tion and encouragement, the fair and cheering face of heaven

is beginning to disclose itself in the horizon. Joyful omen of

a serene and cloudless sky ! The holy scriptures are now,

without comment, supplement or appendage visiting, with their

mild, unobstructed and healing beams every habitable portion

of our dark and guilty world. The peaceful olive is planted

or seems to be planting in almost every clime, and promises a

luxuriant growth ; and to afford, " from storms a shelter, and
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from beat a shade." Visionary schemes and cob-web experi

ments in politics and religion begin, by many, to be held in jut

conk-nipt : and things which are far better, to be duly appre

ciated. The stern and awful features of adulterated orthodoxy

begin to relax and soften into smiles, and the wan and lifeless

countenance of pseudo-catholicism begins to assume more ao

iuiating, and well-proportioned, and interesting features. Not

a few begin more clearly to discover the difference between re

ligious usurpation and intolerance, and christian liberty and

rights; between dogmatism and anathemas, and luminous reas

oning and gospel philanthropy ; between the turbid swelling

waters which burst from a human fountain, and the pure river

of the water of life, clear as crystal issuing from the throne of

God and the Lamb. Nor do they less distinguish the difference

between the pleasant fruits which are abundantly produced by

the immortal tree which grows on the bank of this beautiful

river, and the fruit

" Of that forbidden tree, whose mortal taste

"Brought death into the world, and all our woe."

Nor does this discrimination fail, at least in some measure. t«

produce the effects which might be reasonably hoped and ex

pected.

These things arc a happy presage of a not far distant arri

val of that auspicious da), when " the envy of £phraim shall

depart, and the adversaries of Judah shall be cut off ; when

Ephraim shall not envy Judah, and Judah shall not vex Eph-

raim ;" when " the watchmen shall see eye to eye ;" when ev

ery wall of partition between the different tribes and denomi

nations of men shall be broken down ; when uone othtr than

the gospel standard shall be erected, to whieh all nations shall

flow, when the whole human family shall " keep the unity of

«he Spirit in the bond of peaee ;" when " every knee shall bow

at the name ofJesus,and every tongue confess that Jesus Christ

is Lord to the glory of God the Father."

In the pleasing anticipation of that blessed day, and in the

devout hope that its mild and cheering dawn will soon be seen

and happily realized in this dark and chilling region,, it tht

heart's desire and prayer to God of your friendly although re

jected brother. JACOB NORTON.



APPENDIX

TO

TRINITARIAN PROFESSORS &F RELIGION.

Fellow Christians, and Beloved in the Lord,

PERMIT me to address you, in the view of the

Sreceding letter, as well with a spirit of ingenuous concern and,

delity, as of meekness and lore.

My object is to solicit your serious and impartial attention,

briefly, to several subjects, which you must esteem as highly in

teresting and important, and as having a strong; claim to the

dispassionate and unbiassed exercise of your understandings,

And to your practical regard.

You profess to be the disciples and friends of Jesus Christ,

the benevolent founder of our holy religion, whose spirit is tole-

ru.nl, fostering, mild, conciliatory, pacific and beneficent.

To possess, and to be guided by this spirit, is the ornament

and the glory of the christian character. Audio encourage and

promote its exercise, to the utmost of our power, is as well e,

precious privilege, as an important and indispensable duty.

But is this privilege duly estimated ? Is this duty suitably dis

charged ? If weighed in the balance of the sanetuary, must

you not find yourselves, in relation to this subject, censurably

wanting ? Is it not a subject for deep regret, that ceremonial*

iu religion, unscriptural words, and phrases, and formularies,

and difference in opinion with respect to religious subjects,

whieh are either of minor importance, or too abstruse to be ea

sily and clearly understood, should set at variance, and too of

ten at irreconcileable variance, those, who sincerely love our

Lord Jesus Christ, and whose hearts are attached to that reli

gion which he taught and inculcated? That this should be the

ease, is deeply to be deplored ; and that the evil might be re

moved, is devoutly to be wished. But is this evil of sueh a na

ture as not to admit of removal ? It is hoped, it is indeed pre

sumed that it is not. Let the attempt be suitably made to re

nounce it, and desirable success, it is confidently believed, will

be the result.

What then is to be done ? What have you to do, my christ

ian brethren, in this interesting and important business ? You

will not plead, I would presume, that you have no concern in it.

You are to " arise, for this matter belongeth unto you. Be of

good courage, and do it." And as you would accomplish it in
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the best manner, and to the best effect, you will not neglect to

imbibe, more copiously, the spirit of t tie gospel. This spirit

"suffcrcth long, and is kind. It envieth nol : vaunteih nut it

self: is not puffed up; doth not behave itself unseemly ; seek-

eth not her own : is not easily provoked : thinkeih no evil ; re-

joieeth not in iniquity, but rejoiceth in the truth ; beareth all

things; believeth all things: hupeth all things; endureth all

things." Let this spirit have that governing influence over

Jrour minds, and hearts, and conduct, which it ought to have,

and a dividing spirit, a spirit of angry and unhallowed conten

tion, a spirit of bigotry, censoriousnes* and denunciation, will

happily subside or disappear. But how, my brethren, is the

charitable and divine spirit of the gospel, in the most success

ful manner, to be cherished and promoted ; and the opposite

spirit to be di>countenanced and suppressed? Is it not by hold

ing the gospel in that high and unrivalled estimation, which

will effectually influence your minds and your hearts to embrace

it, as the exclusive rule of your faith and practice ? A depart

ure from this rule, by the establishment of human creeds and

formularies, as tests of orthodoxy and terms of christian fellow

ship, has, in a great measure, been the occasion of obscuring the

mild and cheering light of the gospel of covering the christian

world with darkness, of dividing christians into angry, and con

tentious, and bitter factions: of subslil uting many gross and

senseless superstitions, and the most idle and ridiculous rites

and ceremonies, in the room of the plain doctrines and signifi

cant and simple rites and ceremonies, taught and inculcated in

the gospel. It has. in a word, been instrumental, and in vari

ous ways, of great and incalculable evil to the cause and inte

rest of pure and undented Christianity. But are christians in

general, are you, my brethren, chargeable with no departure

from the safe and infallible standard of the gospel, as the rule

of faith and practice ? Happy were it for yourselves, and for

our common Christianity, were you chargeable with no such de

parture.

I am not unaware, that you profess to receive the inspired

scriptures as the only rule of your faith and practice. Bui

while in words you make this profession, yet do you not in deeds

seem to deny it ? Do not many of you "practically say, that

these scriptures are not a competent criterion, or test, by which

to judge, what are the necessary qualifications for admission to

the special ordinances of Christ's visible kingdom ! If this is

not the language of vonr conduct, most devoutly. do I wish to

be convinced of it But so ling as you countenance and insist

upon an assent to articles of faith of human device, as nuindis-

pensable requisite for the admission of your follow christians to

your fellowship and communion, mu-t it not be admitted, that

you treat the divine scriptures as an incompetent test of chrif



Iran orthodoxy, and of the christian character? And does not

your conduct seem strongly indicative of that want of confidence

in respect and reverence for these scriptures, to which they

have a most just and solemn claim ?

If these scriptures are, indeed, in your estimation, a sufficient,

a full, and a clear rule of faith and practice, why will you sub

stitute and tenaciously cling to another, drawn up and method

ized in words of man s invention ? Why will you refuse, and

persist in refusing to admit to your christian communion, those

who profess their faith in the holy scriptures, as containing all,

and their only articles of religious faith, and who visibly main

tain the christian character ? Why will not those scriptures

enable you to judge as correctly of their hearts and lives, as any

human creed, or supplement, or appendage to the inspired vo

lume ? I would rather ask,do not those scriptures furnish you with

a better, and a much better rule, for thus judging, than any such

creed, supplement, or appendage ? Why, then, do you wish

for—why insist upon any other rule than that which the inspir

ed scriptures furnish ? Is there nothing in this, which appears

to you incongruous, unjustifiable, and censurable ?

On what principle, let me ask, is this policy of human origin

arid patronage, defensible ? Would you not view it as most mi,

reasonable, imposing and tyrranous, were you required to give

your assent to the religious dogmas of the church of Rome, or

of any other corrupt and erroneous church, in order to your en

joying the privilege of a seat at the Lord's table ? And in case

your consciences were to constraiu you to withhold your assent,

your names were to be cast out as evil, and you were to be view

ed and treated' as " symbolizers with Infidels and Pagans,"

would you not think yourselves greatly injured, and the pure

religion of the gospel as highly disrespected and abused ? Why

then will you require your follow christians to assent to a creed

of human fabrication, as a term of their admission to your fel

lowship, and in case they withhold assent, treat them in the

manner as above stated ? You are to bear in mind, that human

crteds, of every description, are founded on the same general

principles, and supported by the same general arguments. You

cannot, therefore, plead for the creed of your own forming,

without virtually pleading the cause of every other creed of

human form, however erroneous and absurd.

Although it is not my design to enter into a discussion of ar

ticles of faith of human device, or to decide with respect to

their general correctness or incorrectness, yet I beg leave to so

licit your serious and solemn attention to a particular article,

to which you profess to give your assent, and to which you re

quire the assent of others, as a term of christian communion.

The article to which 1 refer, is that which relates to the doc

trine of the Trinity, and which asserts that there are three per
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sous iii the Godhead, the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost;

and that these three are equal in every divine perfection. Do

you, christian brethren, assent to this article with your under

staiiding? Have you any distinct ideas of its imports ? If not,

how can you satisfy your consciences in professing to assent te

it ? Can it be justifiable in the sight of God, or in the view of

any unprejudiced and reflecting mind, to profess to believe, and

iu the most solemn manner, in the truth of a proposition, the

terms of which are unintelligible ? Is not such a profession, ta

gay the least, an act of trifling with our holy religion, and even

its divine author ? But are not religious transactions, of all

others, the most solemn and sacred ? Can they be trifled with,

without incurring guilt ? Can they be acceptable to God, or

profitable to man, if they have not the sanction and suffrage of

the understanding? Can you reflect on this subject, and feel

no remonstrance of conscience against assenting to the article

under consideration, and requiring assent to it from others, as

a test of their religious character, and as their passage to your

christian charity ? Do you pretend to understand the import

of this mysterious, and, as Dr. Watts expresses it, strange doe-

trine ? Do you understand by it, that the Son and Spirit of

God, are distinct intelligent persons, beings, or agents, and

equal to God the Father in every divine perfection ? If you

understand the article in this sense, and believe it to be true,

do you not, in assenting to it, profess to believe in three self-

existent, independent, and infinitely perfect Gods or Deities?

But if by this article you understand any thing essentially dif

ferent from this, do you not perceive, that the Son and Spirit

must be, in your estimation, essentially different in character or

perfections from the Father? Whether, then, you assent to this

doctrine or article, as implying, either that the Son and Holy

Spirit of God are distinct intelligent persons, beings, or agents,

and equal to God the Father ; or, as implying something essen

tially different, must not your profession involve jou in the ab

surd and shocking doctrine of tritheism, or in the doctrine of

the inequality of tne Son and Spirit with the Father ? But is

it not true, that you assent to this mysterious article in neither

of these senses, nor in any distinct and intelligible sense whatever.-'

Pardon me the wrong, my brethren, if I misrepresent yon. But

while 1 believe that I do not, I can contemplate your conduct

in relation to this subject, with none other, than with feelings

of deep regret and concern. And this regret and concern are

not a little increased, when I farther contemplate the lament

able effects which this doctrine produces on your minds and

conduct, in regard to those, who, in speaking of the Father, Son

and Holv Spirit, use the pure and intelligible words of scrip-

turu. Do you not view and treat them, as espousing a urn*

dangerous and alarming error? as unworthy of your christian
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fellowship, and as unworthy of the christian name ? To what

source is this your view, and this your treatment of them, to be

traced, but your strange attachment to words and phrases of

human invention, which are neither explained nor understood,

in relation to this " strange" doctrine ? Do not your dissent

ing and rejected brethren profess to believe every thing which

the Scripture says concerning the Father, Son, and Holy Spi

rit ? Do they not express, what they believe respecting them,

in scriptural, and therefore, intelligible language ? Do they

not hold in equally high estimation, as yourselves, the HolySpi-

rit of God ? And do they not hold in much higher estimation

than you do, the Son of God ? Of the truth of this, I am fully

persuaded; nor can I but believe, that the same persuasion

would be yours, were you, without prepossession or bias, to at

tend to the statement which they make of their sentiments, and

the arguments which they urge in support of them. Impress

ed with this belief, I cannot but consider your view and treat

ment of your dissenting brethren, as highly injurious with res

pect to them, as operating to the discredit of the system of or

thodoxy in general, and as hurtful and dangerous in regard to

yourselves. Are you not sensible, that the expressions which

you use in relation to the doctrine of theTrinity are, generally,

unscriptural, and, as many of your christian brethren believe,

anii-scriptural ? But are you under no apprehension, in doing

this, that you add to the words of divine prophecy J Besides,

does not the use of such expressions tend very greatly to obscure

the light of divine truth, to perplex the serious and enquiring

mind, to produce and perpetuate unprofitable, intemperate, un

christian and schismatic disputes; to weaken and destroy chris

tian charity and affection, and to create and cherish a spirit of

suspicion, of jealousy, of bitterness, and of vain and wretched

jangling among brethren, who might otherwise dwell together

in unity.

Permit me, christian brethren, earnestly to entreat, to urge

you very seriously and prayerfully to examine, to re-examine,

and solemnly to reflect on these things, that you may satisfac

torily ascertain whether you are not " utterly in a fault" with

respect to them. If this really be the case, (and I am strongly

apprehensive that it, indeed, is) there is no time to be lost in

correcting your errors, in retracing your steps, and in turning

them into the " old paths, the good way," the way of divine re

velation.

Is it not the part of wisdom and duty to abandon words, and

phrases, and inventions of human device, as religious tests and

standards by which to try either your own hearts, or the hearts

«f others ? Such tests aud standards are, at best, but fallible
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and very uncertain. Nor indeed is it in onr power, by any roU

whatever, whether human or divine, to determine with certain

ty, whose heart is right in the view of God. The best and the

only rule which we have of judging on this subject, is the fruits

which a man produces in his life and conversation. If these

are good, we have the best evidence we can have that his heart

is good also. This is the only rule which the great Founded

of our mild and holy religion has furnished, by which to regu

late our charity and practice towards others. Why, then, shall

we not embrace, and strictly adhere to this rule of Christ as

our sole directory ? This rule, as the guide of our charity ar.d

conduct towards others, is in the highest degree good, and wise,

and excellent, and safe. Why, then, would you wish to sub

stitute one in its room, which, on mature reflection, I would

fain believe, you must be convinced is far from being cither so

good or so safe ? The rule of Christ needs no substitute. It

requires no amendment. Can any substitution or amendment

then be made to it, with other than rash and irreverent hands?

Dear brethren, 1 beseech you diligently to ponder these things

in your hearts. Seriously enquire whether you have uot incon

siderately, unreasonably, and even criminally departed from

the simplicity of the faith and spirit of the gospel, in relation

to the things which have now passed in your review P Should

jou be convinced that this is indeed the case, may it not be

hoped, and confidently expected, that, under the influence of

that religion and policy which stand not in the wisdom of men,

but which is without partiality and without hypocrisy, yon will

explicitly and practically acknowledge your error r Will yon,

not only with a spirit of meekness and charity, but with a noble

independence and magnanimity of mind, dare to acknowledge

and avouch the inspired scriptures as the sole rule of yonr faith

and practice ? To patronize that religion which consists, not

in unintelligible mysteries and speculative opinions; or wbieh

is entangled with the strife of words which man's wisdom in-

venteth ; but which consists in poorness of spirit; in mourning

under a sense of sin ; in meekness; in hungering and thirsting

after righteousness : in a merciful disposition and conduct ; in

purity of heart and life ; in studying the things which make for

peace, and in the practice of whatsoever things are true, and

honest, and just, and pure, and lovely, and of good report ? Will

you not place more confidence in, and more highly estimate a

religion of this character, than in that, which consists in words,

in professions, in snpposed or real orthodox opinions, in high

and irregular excitement of the passions, in tumultuary emo

tions of mind, or in any articles which compose a human

creed ?



69

Will you not give countenance and encouragement, in every

suitable way, to your public teachers, to each other, and to all

within the sphere of your influence, to a free and diligent study

of the holy scriptures, and to an open and unreserved commu

nication of the result of their studies and researches P Will

you not do every thing in your power to promote scriptural

knowledge, and to make the study of the scriptures appear, as

it really is, of all other studies, the most safe, useful, and im

portant ? And will you not indignantly frown upon any mea

sures which are, or may be adopted and pursued, to attach more

weight and importance to the words, and phrases, and theories

of fallible and erring man, than to those scriptures which are

worthy of all acceptation P

Will you not summon to your aid that christian fortitude

which will allow you to call no man master but Christ, and to

subscribe to no creed which has not the sanction of his author

ity i

" I beseech you, brethren, by the love of onr Lord Jesus

Christ, and the truth which he hath sealed with his own blood,

very seriously and prayerfully to attend to, and reflect on these

things. Beware of an uncharitable and dividing spirit. Lay

aside all party and invidious names of distinction. Abandon

every narrow, unsocial, and party scheme and pursuit. Where

there is difference in sentiment between yourselves and others,

which, on neither side, is inconsistent with the spirit of Chris

tianity, forbear one another in love. Let it be your steady ob

ject to keep, not unity of sounds in the bond of ignorance; nor

unity ofpractice in the bond of hypocrisy ; but " the unity of the

spirit in the bond of peace." Be not too confident in the cor

rectness of your own opinions, nor too uncharitable in your cen

sures. Enlist yourselves, as christians, under no other head

but Christ, and insist on no other term of christian communion,

than that which is plainly stated in the gospel. Strenuously,

but with the meekness of wisdom, assert the liberty of judging

for yourselves, and that liberty in general, by which Christ

bath made you free. But forget not to allow others the same

privilege with safety to their reputation. Let the Bible be

your sole guide in all matters of faith and practice ; not mere

ly in pretence, but in deed and in truth." If ye know these

tilings, happy are ye, ifye do them.
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SERMONS

THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE.

SERMON I.

OF THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE, AS HELD BY ALL

CHRISTIANS.

1 TIMOTHY, i. 11.

THE GLORIOUS GOSPEL OP THE BLESSED COD.

We are all agreed in applying to the religion we

profess, the character of it given by St. Paul in

these words. It is the glorious Gospel of the blessed

God. It is a heavenly gift, important and interest

ing in the highest degree. Nothing, therefore, can

be more proper, than that we should examine it

carefully, and endeavour to understand clearly its

nature and contents. All our attachment to it

without this must be unmeaning and absurd. My

present design is to give you some assistance in

making this examination, by answering, in the best

manner I can, the following inquiries.

What is the Gospel? What instruction does it

convey ? What is the information which renders it

a glorious gospel worthy of the blessed God ?
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The word Gospel, as you well know, is derived,

both in the English and the Greek languages, from

two words, which signify good news. The very

title given it, therefore, in my text, intimates to us

its general nature and design. It is a communica

tion of good tidings to mankind from the blessed

God.

Before I enter upon an account of the particulars

of this information, my views in this and some

following discourses require me to observe to you,

that there is a great diversity of opinions among

Christians on this subject. The different accounts

which have been given of the Gospel of Christ are

indeed numberless ; and they have given rise to

many great evils ; particularly, the two following.

First. An objection to Christianity has been

founded upon them, on which great stress has been

laid ; and which, I fear, has prevented some from

giving the evidence for it a patient and favourable

hearing. It has been urged that, if the Gospel was

indeed a revelation from heaven, it would be so

clear and explicit as to leave no room for such

differences, and to preclude all disputes about its

meaning ; a dark revelation being, as unbelievers

say, an inconsistency, which implies a reflection on

the perfections of the Deity, and equivalent to no

revelation. Those who make this objection go

upon the supposition, that God can be the author of

no information which is capable of being misunder

stood, and consequently of creating disputes. There

cannot be a more groundless supposition. God

conveys information to us by our reason, as well as

by revelation. The light of nature is a light derived

from him as well as the light of the Gospel ; and

there is no more reason to expect, that the one

should be so clear as to exclude mistakes and dis

putes than the other. While we continue such



AS HELD BY ALL CHRISTIANS. 5

frail and fallible creatures as we are, it is impossible

that we should not be in danger of falling into diffe

rences of opinion, and sometimes into gross errours;

and to complain of this would be much the same

with complaining because we are not made omni

scient and perfect beings. There is not a principle

of common sense that has not been controverted,

nor a truth discoverable bv the light of reason, of

which different accounts have not been given, and

which has not been misconceived and perverted.

And yet no one ever thinks of inferring from hence

that reason is not the gift of God, or that it is not a

valuable gift. There is just as little reason for

drawing the like inference concerning Christianity

from the different opinions, and the disputes among

its professors.

But there is another answer to this objection

which is more to my present purpose ; and which

I shall take notice of, after mentioning the next

great evil arising from the disputes amongChristians.

I mean, the embarrassments they occasion in the

minds of many good men.

It is impossible, when plain and honest men hear

the different parties among Christians contradicting

one another in the manner they do ; one saying, this

is the Gospel of Christ ; and another saying the

contrary ; and all positive and dogmatical : Jt is, J

say, impossible, that, in such circumstances, a plain

man, unaccustomed to inquiry, should not be puz

zled, and thrown into a state of perplexity and dis

traction. Most of these parties lay the greatest

stress on their accounts of the Gospel ; and loo

many go so far as to connect salvation with them,

and to consign to hell all that do not receive them.

I should do an essential service could I remove the

stumbling blocks which these litigations throw in the

way of common Christian*. And my chief intent



6 OF THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE,

lion, in the present discourse, is to attempt this, by

shewing you, that Christians, of all parties, however

they may censure one another, and whatever oppo

sition there may seem to be in their sentiments, are

agreed in all that is essential to Christianity, and

with respect to all the information which it is its

principal design to communicate. Should this

appear, it will set our minds at ease amidst the con

troversies that take place in the Christian church,

and enable us to look with an equal eye of charity

and candour on all our fellow Christians: And it

will also effectually remove that objection to Chris

tianity which I have mentioned.

In attempting this, I will recite to you those

doctrines and facts of Christianity which all Chris

tians believe, and which are so plainly revealed ag

to exclude the possibility of disputes about them ;

after which, I will shew you the nature of the diffe

rences among Christians, in order to prove that

the doctrines universally received are all that are

essential.

In the first place ; the Gospel teaches us, that

there is only one living and true God. This is a

fundamental doctrine which the New Testament

holds forth to us in almost every page. There is but

one being good, says Jesus Christ, that is God.

There are, says St. Paul, Gods many ; but to us there

is but one God, the Father. Many of our fellow

Christians, indeed, maintain doctrines which seem

to clash with this essential doctrine ; but they all

profess to believe it, and with so much zeal, as to

be greatly offended whenever they are charged

with contradicting it. Though the Divine nature,

according to them, consists of three persons; and

the Son (one ofthese persons) consists of two natures;

yet these three persons make but one being. If there

is a palpable absurdity in this, it only proves, that
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the Gospel teaches the Divine Unity so decisively

as to force every Christian to acknowledge it,

however inconsistent with his other opinions his

acknowledgment of it may be.

But farther ; the Gospel teaches us, with perfect

clearness, that this one God is possessed of all possi

ble perfection ; that he is infinitely wise, powerful,

righteous, and benevolent ; that he is the moral

Governour ofthe world,an enemy to all wickedness,

and a friend to all goodness ; and that he directs all

events by his Providence so particularly, as that the

hairs of our heads are all numbered, and that a

sparrow does not fall to the ground without him.

It teaches us also to imitate, to serve, and to worship

him, and to put our trust in him ; and comprehends

the whole of our duty in loving him with all our

hearts, and in loving our neighbour as ourselves.

It declares to us the necessity of repentance and a

holy life ; a future state of rewards and punish

ments ; and a future period of universal retribution,

when all mankind shall be judged according to

their works.

There are no doubts about any of these particu

lars among Christians ; and they include all that it is

most necessary for us to know. But the doctrines

which most properly constitute the Gospel are

those which relate to Jesus Christ and his media

tion. Here, also, there is an agreement with respect

to all that can be deemed essential ; for there is no

sect of Christians who do not believe that Christ was

sent of God ; that he is the true Messiah ; that he

worked miracles, and suffered, and died, and rose

again from the dead, as related in the four Gospels ;

that after his resurrection he ascended to heaven,

and became possessed of universal dominion, being

made head over all things in this world ; and that

he will. hereafter make a second appearance on this
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earth, and come from heaven to raise all mankind

from death, to judge the world in righteousness, to

bestow eternal life on the truly virtuous, and to

punish the workers of iniquity.

These are the grand facts of Christianity, which

Calvinisis and Arminians, Trinitarians and Unita

rians, Papists and Protestants, Churchmen and Dis

senters all equally believe. More especially ; with

respect to the purpose of Christ's mission, we all

equally hold that he came to call sinners to repen

tance, to teach us the knowledge of Cod and our

duty, to save us from sin and death, and to publish

a covenant of grace, by which all sincere penitents

and good men are assured of favour and complete

happiness in his future everlasting kingdom.

But to bring all nearer to a point.

The information which most properly constitutes

the Gospel does not consist of many particulars.

It may be reduced to one proposition. The word

gospel, I have said, signifies good news ; or (as

the New Testament calls it) glad tidings of great

joy to all people. And the New Testament, when

it thus describes the Gospel, has one particular

information in view. An information which is

indeed completely joyful. I mean, the future

coming of Christ to destroy death, and to reinstate

us in a happy immortality ; or, in other words, the

glad tidings of pardon to penitents, and a •resur

rection from death to eternal life through Jesus

Christ, ft is impossible there should be any infor

mation so important as this ; and all Christians

believe it ; and maintain that the truth of it has

been demonstrated by signs and miracles, and, par

ticularly, by the resurrection of Christ, and his

consequent ascension and exaltation.

This information includes all that we have any

reason to be anxious about ; and we should regard



AS HELD BY ALL CHRISTIANS. 9

T»ith indifference all disputes that leave us in

possession of it ; and there are no disputes among

those who take the New Testament for a rule of

faith which do not leave us in possession of it. A

deliverance from death, through the power of

Christ, to be judged according to our works ; and,

if virtuous, to enter upon a new and happy life

which shall never end : This is the sum and sub

stance of the Gospel ; and, also, the sum and

substance of all that should interest human beings.

The evidence for it which the Gospel gives, removes

all doubts about it ; and is sufficient, whether we

believe any thing else or not, to carry us (if vir

tuous) with triumph through this world. What

then signify the differences among Christians about

other points ? Or of what consequence is it

that they have different ways of explaining this

point itself? Give me but the fact, that Christ is

the resurrection and the life, and explain it as you

will. Give me but this single truth, that eternal

life is the gift of God through Jesus Christ our

Lord and Saviour, and I shall be perfectly easy

with respect to the contrary opinions which are

entertained about the dignity of Christ ; about his

nature, person, and offices ; and the manner in which

he saves us. Call him, if you please, simply a man

endowed with extraordinary powers ; or call him a

superangelick being, who appeared in human nature

for the purpose of accomplishing our salvation ; or

say (if you can admit a thought so shockingly

absurd) that it was the second of three co-equal

persons in the God-head, forming one person, with

a human soul, that came down from heaven, and

suffered and died on the cross : Say that he saves

us merely by being a messenger from God to reveal

to us eternal life, and to confer it upon us ; or say,

on the contrary, that he not only reveals to us eter

2
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nal life, and confers it upon us, but has obtained it

for us, by offering himself a propitiatory sacrifice on

the cross, and making satisfaction to the justice of

the Deity for our sins : 1 shall think such differences

of little moment, provided the fact is allowed, that

Christ did rise from the dead, and will raise its from

the dead ; and that all righteous penitents will,

through God's grace in him, he accepted and

made happy for ever.

In order to assist you in forming a just idea of

the nature of the differences among Christians, I

will dwell a little on some of them.

The chief of these differences have been those

which I have just recited with respect to the person

and offices of Christ ; some maintaining his simple

humanity ; others his superiority to man, and pre-

existence ; and others his supreme divinity. And,

again ; some maintaining that he saves us only by

his instruction, and example, and government ; and

others, that he saves us by being the procuring cause

of our salvation, and paying down an equivalent for

it. Is it not obvious, with respect to these diffe

rences, that they affect not the doctrine itself of our

salvation by Christ ; and that however they are

determined, the foundation of our hopes remains

the same I I will endeavour to illustrate this by

putting a similar case.

Suppose a man to have lost a rich inheritance, and

to be languishing under a distemper which will soon

cut him off* for ever from this world. Suppose, in

these circumstances, a benefactor to appear, who

brings with him, at the expense of much trouble, a

remedy for the distemper, and administers it to him,

saves his life, and at the same time restores him to

his inheritance, and to riches, splendour, and happi

ness. Would he, in this case, be -very anxious

about determining whether his benefactor was a
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native or a foreigner, a private man or a prince ? Or

whether the toil which he had gone through to save

him was derived from his own spontaneous benevo

lence, or from an instrumentality to which he had

submitted, in order to convey the benevolence of

another ? Though such inquiries might engage hia

curiosity, would he reckon them of great impor

tance to his interest? Would he not, whatever the

true answer to them was, have equal reason to

rejoice in the service done him, and to be thankful

for it ?

Another subject of dispute among Christians has

been the origin of that state of sin and mortality, in

which we find ourselves, and which gave occasion

to the coming of the Messiah. All agree in deri

ving it from an event called the fall of man, which

happened at the commencement of this world. But

very opposite accounts are given by divines of the

nature and consequences of this fall ; some taking

the history of it in Genesis in the strictly literal sense,

and maintaining the doctrine of the imputation of

Adam's sin to all his posterity ; and others denying

this doctrine, and believing the account of the fall to

be in a great measure allegorical. But, in reality, it

does not much signify whether we are able or not to

satisfy ourselves on these points. This is of no

more importance in this case, than it would be in

the case just mentioned, that a person dying of a

distemper should be able to account for it, and to

trace events which brought it upon him. We find

ourselves frail, degenerate, guilty, and mortal beings.

The causes under the Divine government which

brought us into this state lie far out of our sight ;

and, perhaps, were a naked representation of them

made to us, we should be only perplexed and con

founded. It is enough to know, that a deliverer has

lieen provided for us, who has shed his blood for
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the remission of sine, and conquered death for even

man, by submitting to it himself. Instead of quar

relling about Adam's fall, and losing our time aad

our tempers in litigations about original sin, im

puted and inherent, we should learn to take our

state as we find it, and to employ ourselves earnestly

about nothing but securing that better state, that

glorious immortality, to the assured hope of which

we have been raised by the redemption that is in

Christ

I will further instance in the disputes about justi

fication. There are no disputes which have disturb

ed the Christian church much more; nor are there

any which can appear, to a considerate man, more

unmeaning and trifling. The principal subject of

these disputes has been the question, whether we

are justified by faith alone, or by faith in conjunc

tion with good works. You should consider, with

respect to this question, that those who hold notions

the most rigid, make justifying faith to be the seed,

and principle of personal holiness ; and that there

is no sect of Christians (however extravagant their

doctrines may be) which has not some expedient or

salvo for maintaining the necessity ofgood works. If

they say, that personal holiness is not a condition of

justification, they say what amounts to the same,

that it is a qualification which must be found in all

justified persons, and that without it we cannot be

accepted. If they say, that we are justified by

faith alone, they add, that we cannot be justified

by that faith which is alone, (that is, by a faith

not accompanied with good works) and that it is

only on the virtuous believer, or the man who

proves the truth of his faith by his works, that the

grace of God in Christ will confer future happiness.

How trifling then have been the controversies on

this subject ? As long as all acknowledge that it
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is only that faith, which works by love, which pu

rifies the heart, and reforms the conduct, that can

justify us ; of what consequence is it to determine

the particular manner hi which it justifies us ? As

long as all hold, that the practice of righteousness

is necessary to bring us to heaven, what does it

signify, whether it is necessary as the condition of

heaven, or as an indispensable qualijicalion for it ?

Farther. There have been violent disputes

about the future resurrection of mankind ; some

maintaining that the very body which had been laid

in the grave (and afterwards made a part, perhaps,

of a million of other bodies) is to be raised up ; and

others denying this, and asserting, more rationally,-

that the doctrine of the resurrection relates more

to the man than to the body, and means only our

revivescence after the incapacitation of death, or our

becoming again embodied and living spirits in a new

state of existence, it being, in their opinion, a cir

cumstance of no consequence (provided the living

agent is the same) whether the body is the same

or not. In truth, it seems very plain, that our

present and our future bodies must be essentially

different. The one is flesh and blood. The other

is not to be Jlesh and blood ; for St. Paul tells us

expressly, that flesh and blood cannot inherit the

kingdom of God. But be this as it will ; the dis

pute on this subject is of no particular consequence.

Provided we know that we are to be raised up, we

need not be very anxious to know with what bodies .

we are to be raised up. There is no more reason

for disturbing ourselves about this, than there would

be (were we going to take possession of an inheri

tance) to disturb ourselves about the materials of

the dress in which we shall enter upon it.

Akin to this subject of dispute is another, which

has much perplexed the minds of many good Chris-
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tians, and about which they have given way to many

very unreasonable prejudices. I shall hope that

those who now hear me are superiour to those pre

judices ; and, therefore, I will be explicit on this

subject. The subject 1 mean, is " the intermedi-

" ate state between death and the resurrection."

The common persuasion is, that this intermediate

state is to be a state of rewards and punishments.

But many think the scripture account to be, that

rewards and punishments are not to begin till the

general judgment; and, consecpiently, that a sus

pension of all our powers takes place at death,

which will continue till the morning of the resurrec

tion, when the wicked shall awake to everlasting

shame and contempt, but the Tighteous to life eter

nal. The observation I have made on the other

subjects of dispute which I have mentioned, is par

ticularly applicable to this. It is a dispute about

the manner and circumstances of a scripture doc

trine, and not about the doctrine itself. Let the

fact be acknowledged (as it is by every Christian)

that we are to be raised up from death ; and, if

virtuous, to live for ever in a better state through

the grace of God in Christ : Let, I say, this fact be

acknowledged, and we need not care, should the

truth be, that it is to be preceded by a state of

sleep and insensibility. On this supposition, death

will only be rendered more awful ; for when the

exercise of our mental powers ceases, the flux of

time ceases with it ; the lapse of ages becomes no

more than the tick of a watch, or the vibration of

a pendulum ; and were we never to be recovered,

eternity itself would be nothing to us. Whether,

therefore, there is an intermediate state or not, •

death will, to every man, be the same with an imme

diate entrance on another world, and that which

many of our brethren are anxious about will hap-
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pen. This is evident if there is an intermediate

state : And if there is not, it is equally evident ;

because, in this case, the moment of death will

appear to be the moment of our resurrection,though

myriads of ages may have intervened, and closing

our eyes on this world will be opening them on the

day of retribution, and seeing Christ coming to

judge mankind, and to be admired in all the vir

tuous and faithful. And, let me here ask, is not

this a more pleasing prospect to good men, and a

more dreadful one to wicked men, than the pros

pect of a long interval of delay and expectation in

an intermediate state ? Were you now going to

embark for a voyage, would it be disagreeable to

you to think that, whatever seas may intervene,

the moment of your taking sail would to you be

the very same with the moment of your landing on

the shore of a better country ? Or, were you now

stepping into bed after a fatiguing day, would it be

disagreeable to you to know that a deep sleep will

seize you, lock up all your powers, annihilate the

night to you, and join the time of your lying down

to the time of your getting up fresh and happy the

next morning ? I do not, however, mean to say,

that I believe this will be actually the case. There

are texts of scripture which I cannot easily recon

cile to it. God only knows Avhat the truth is in this

instance. I only mean to say, that the difference of

opinion about it should give us no trouble. In a

little time our doubts will be resolved, and death

itself, that great teacher, will inform and satisfy us.

But it is time to come to a conclusion. »«

The use we should make of what I have been

saying, is to learn tranquillity and charity amidst the

jarring opinions which prevail in the Christian

church. None of them, you have heard, extend to

fundamentals. In truth, there is but one thing
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fundamental, and that is, " an honest mind." But

by fundamentals, I mean the doctrines which are

most properly the fundamentals of the Christian

religion, and constitute the information which H

was intended to communicate to us. He that runs

may read these doctrines in the New Testament;

and it is not possible to mistake them. Extremes the

most distant, I have shewn you, agree in them, and

leave us every thing that is essential to our support

and comfort in passing through the world. Pardon

to sinful man ; and a resurrection to dying men, are

all that nearly concern us. These, according to all

opinions, are assured to us by the Gospel ; and they

make it, indeed, what my text calls it, a glorious

Gospel. Glory be to God in the, highest. On earth

peace ; and good will towards men. Let us then

love one another, and embrace, with affection, our

fellow Christians of all persuasions, making allow

ances for their mistakes and prejudices. Many of

them will indeed look upon us with aversion, and

judge hardly of us, if we do not receive their

schemes of Christianity, and worship God as they

do. But let us shew our superiour wisdom and can

dour by not judging hardly of them.

I shall, in my next discourses, give you an ac

count of these schemes of Christianity. In this'

discourse my attention has been to prepare you for

this account, by inculcating this truth ; that however

great the differences among Christians are, and

however unreasonable many of their creeds may

be, yet we are all agreed in what is most important ;

»nd, particularly, in believing, that Christ has abolish

ed death, and brought life and immortality to lights and

that, through the grace of God, he will be the author

of eternal salvation to all that obey him. .jl"
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SERMON II.

OF THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE, AS HELD BY TRINITA

RIANS AND CALVINISTS.

1 TIMOTHY, i. 11.

THE GLORIOUS GOSPEL OF THE BLESSED GOD.

The most important of all inquiries are those,

which relate to the being, perfections, and provi

dence of God. Next to these in importance are the

inquiries, whether there is sufficient evidence for

the truth of the Gospel ; and if there is, what

instruction it communicates ? In my last discourse

I entered on the discussion of the last of these

questions, and endeavoured to shew you, that

amidst all their differences, Christians are suffi

ciently agreed with respect to those essentials of

the Gospel, which make it, tadeed, what the word

Gospel imports, glad tidings and a glorious Gospel.

According to all schemes, it is a dispensation of

mercy to sinful mortals,, conveying to them, through

the ministiy, death, and exaltation of Christ, the

knowledge ofGod and their duty, pardon and favour,

a resurrection from death, and a happy immortality.

All accounts of Christianity agree, that it not only

reveals and announces these inestimable benefits, but

ascertains them by facts ; and that Jesus Christ is

the way, the truth, and the life, the conqueror of

death, the future judge of mankind, and the author

of eternal salvation to all that obey him. This, I

have thought, a topick very necessary to be insisted
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upon and explained, before I proceed to whal f

farther propose, which is, to give you some account

of the different schemes of Christianity, and of that

scheme in particular which I think nearest the.

truth. While, therefore, I shall be giving you such

an account, 1 wish you to recollect what I have

said on this topick, and to carry along with you the

reflection, that there is no scheme of Christianity

received among its professors, which contradicts

the only doctrine about which we have reason to be

very anxious ; I mean, " the doctrine of salvation

" and eternal life by Jesus Christ."

Were a well authenticated deed brought to you

which gave you a title to a good estate, would you

(while its general design and purport were acknow

ledged) be very solicitous about the decision of

any disputes relating to the causes to which you

owed the deed,ihe meaning of particular clauses in

it, or the character and rank of the friend by whose

instrumentality you had received it ? The Gospel

is our title to immortality. It contains that cove

nant of grace which secures it to us ; and Christ is

the friend, by whose instrumentality it has been

declared and coniinneTl, and will be bestowed upon

us. While agreed thus far, let us not suffer our

selves to indulge impatience or resentment, when

we hear some saying that Christ was a mere man,

others, that he was a superangelick being, and others,

that he was God himself in union with a man; or

when we are told by one party, that he died to make

satisfaction to Divine justice for the sins of the

world ; and by another party, that he died only

to bear testimony to the truth, to prove and con

firm the forgiving mercy of God, and to acquire the

power of conferring upon us the blessings of the

covenant of grace. . . ., , t , , (. l

•
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But, though I would thus caution you against

being shocked by the opposite opinions which are

•entertained among Christians, r.nd prepare you for

hearing, without being disturbed, the account I

shall give of them ; I do not mean to intimate, that

it is of no consequence how we think about the

points disputed among Christians. Though, for

the reasons I have given, this is not of such conse

quence, as to justify that distress which some good

men feel when they hear of opinions of the Gospel

contrary to their own ; yet it is, without doubt,

the duty of every one, as far as he has abilities and

opportunities, to endeavour to think rightly about

these disputed points, and, by careful and impartial

inquiry, to avoid gross errours. The better we

are informed about the controversies among Chris-

tians, and the more correct our judgments, the more

respectable we shall be, and also the more useful

and valuable members of the Christian church ;

provided .we take care to add to our knowledge

brotherly kindness, and suppress in ourselves every

tendency to intolerance and uncharitableness.

I I have, therefore, thought, that after shewing

you how far we are all agreed in our conceptions of

the Gospel, it would not be improper to shew you

how far Christians differ, and to give a brief repre

sentation of the principal schemes of Christianity

which they have adopted. In executing this de

sign, I shall give an account of only three schemes,

because they are the principal, and all other

schemes may be ranged under one or other of them.

Of these three schemes, two form extremes ; and

one a middle scheme. I shall begin with giving

you an account of the two extremes, after which 1

shall make some observations on them, and then

Proceed to an account of that middle scheme, which

think the true one, and which I shall endeavour

to support by some arguments.
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The first of these two extremes, just mentioned,

has been distinguished under the names of Athana-

sianism and Calvinism j and the other under the

name of Socinianism. One of these carries our

notions very high of Christianity ; and the other

sinks them very low. The differences between

them respect four points.

First. The nature of the Deity.

Secondly. The nature and consequences of

that fall of man which brought us into our pre

sent state.

Thirdly. The nature and dignity of Christ

And, Fourthly. The nature of thai interposition

of Christ, by which he is the Saviour of the world.

I shall first mention to you the chief particulars

in the Alhanasian and Calvinistick scheme, as far

as it respects these four points.

With respect to the Supreme Deity, this scheme

makes him to consist of three persons, the same in

substance, and equal in power and glory. The first

of these three persons, and the fountain of Divinity

to the other two, it makes to be the Father. The

second person is called the Sox ; and said to be de

rived from the Father by an eternal generation of

an ineffable and incomprehensible nature in the es

sence of the Godhead. The third person is the

Holy Ghost, derived from the Father and the

Son ; but not by generation, as the Son is derived

from the Father, but by an eternal and incompre

hensible procession. Each of these persons is

(according to this scheme) very and eternal God

as much as the Father himself ; and yet, though

distinguished in the manner I have said, they do not

make three Gods, but one God.*

* " In the unity of the Godhead there be three persons of one sab-

*' stance, power, and eternity ; the Father, the Son, and the Holy

" Ghost. The Son begotten from everlasting of the Father, very
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With respect to the fall of man, this scheme

maintains the doctrine of original sin imputed and

inherent, whereby every person born into this world

deserves, before he has contracted actual guilt,

God's wrath and future damnation. By original

sin imputed, is meant the imputation of Adam's sin

to all his posterity : And by original sin inherent,

is meant that fault and corruption of the nature of

man whereby he is rendered prone to all evil, and

so averse to all good, as not to have the power of

doing any thing acceptable to God, or by his own

natural strength, of turning to God, or even prepar

ing himself for calling upon God.* In short, this

"and eternal God, of one substance with the Father. The Holy

" Ghost proceeding from the Father and the Son, of one substance,

" majesty, and glory with the Father and the Son, very and eternal

" God." First, Second, and Fifth Articles of the Church of England.

" God the Father of Heaven ; God the Son, Redeemer of the world ;

"God the Holy Ghost proceeding from the Father and the Son ; Holy,

'•Blessed, and Glorious Trinity, tlin.^ persons and one God : Have

*' mercy upon us." Litany.

" The Father is made of none ; neither created nor begotten. The
v*' Son is of the Father alone ; not made, or created, but begotten.

" The Holy Ghost is of the Father and the Son ; neither made, nor

" created, nor begotten, but proceeding."

" There are three persons in the Godhead, the Father, the Son, and

" the Holy Ghost ; and these three are one God, the same in sub-

" stance, and equal in power and glory." Question Sixth in the Shorter

Catechism of the Reverend Assembly of Divines.

♦' I believe, first, in God the Father, who made me and all the world.

" Secondly, in God the Son, who hath redeemed me and all mankind.

" Thirdly, in God the Holy Ghost, who santtifieth me and all the elect

" people of God." Church Cutechism.

Divines have laboured to shew, that believing in these three Gods

is consistent with believing in but one God. But what a riddle must

this appear to a child ?

* "Original sin is the fault and corruption of the nature of every

" man engendered of the offspring of Adam, whereby he is very far

" gone from original righteousness, and of his own nature inclined to

" evil ; and, therefore, in every person born into this world, it de-

" serves God's wrath and damnation." Ninth Article of the Church of

England.

" The condition of man after the fall of Adam is such, that hecan-

" not turn or prepare himself by his own natural strength and good

•• works to faith and calling upon God." Tenth Article.

" Being by nature born in sin and children of wrath, we are by hap?

" tism made the children of grace." Church Catechism.
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pail of the scheme cannot he better expressed than

it is in that catechism, which has heen received

as the standard of orthodox divinity among Pro

testant Dissenters, and which many of our good

brethren still hold in high veneration. The words

of this Catechism are, " That all mankind fell in

" Adam, and were brought by his transgression

** into a stste of sin and of misery j that the sinful-

*' ness of this state consists in the guilt of Adam's

" sin, the want of original righteousness, and the

" corruption of our whole nature ; and that the

" misery of this state consists in the loss of com-

" munion with God, and in being under his wrath

" and curse, and liable to all the miseries of this

" life, and to the pains of hell for ever."*

With respect to the thtrd great point, or the

nature and dignity of Christ, this scheme teaches

us that he consists of two natures ; by one of which

he is simply a man ; a» d by the other, the second

person in the TRiNixv>of one substance with the

Father, begotten from everlasting, and very and

eternal God.f These two natures are, according

* Assembly's Catechism, Questions 16tli, 17th, 18th, anil 19th. " The

-" fall brought upon mankind, the loss of communion with God, and his

" displeasure and curse, so that we are bv natcrb children of wrath,

*' bond slaves to .Satan, and justly liable to all punishments in this

" world and in that which is to come. And the punishments in the

" world to come are separation from God, and most grievous torments

" in soul and body without intermission in hell fire for ever." Assem

bly's Larger Catechism.

" Man, by the fall, hath wholly lost all ability of will to any spirit-

" ual good ; so that a natural man, being dead in sin, is not able to

" convert himself, or to prepare himself for conversion." Scotch Con

fession of Faith, chap. 9th.

f " The Son, of one substance with the Father, took man's nature.

" so that two whole and perfect natures, the Godhead and manhood, were

«' joined together in one person, making one Christ, very God and very

41 man. who truly suffered, was crucified, dead, and buried, to reconcile

" his Father to us, aud to be a sacrifice, not only for original guilt, but

" also for the actual sins of men." Second Article of the Church of

England.

" The right faith is, that we believe that Jesus Christ is God and

" man ; perfect God and perfect man ; and yet that he is not ftco but
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to this scheme, whole and perfect natures distinct

from one another, but joined together in one person,

making one Christ, very God, and, at the same time,

very man. In the catechism just quoted, this is

expressed in the following words. " The Redeemer

" of God's elect is the Lord Jesus Christ, who being

" the eternal Son of God, became man, and so

" was, and continues to be God and man, in two

" distinct natures, and one person, for ever."* J

will here only add, that this union of two natures-

in Christ so as to make one person, has been called

by a very peculiar name, in order to distinguish it

from the union of three persons making one nature.

in the Deity. It has been called, the Hypostati-

cal Union.

The Fourth great point, about which I have

said that Christians differ, is the nature of that inter

position of Christ by which he is the Saviour of the

world. The scheme I am describing makes it to

consist in a translation of the guilt of sinners from

them to Christ, and his substituting himselffor them,

and undergoing, in his own person, the punishment

due to them, and thus purchasing their salvation by

making satisfaction to God's justice, and offering

an equivalent for it. But this is a part of this

scheme so important, that it will be proper to trace

it a little higher, and to give a more explicit repre

sentation of it.

One of its leading doctrines is the doctrine of

absolute and unconditional predestination. Accord-

•' one ; one, by taking the manhood into God, and uuity of person.''

Athanasian Crted.

" I believe in one Lord Jesus Christ, begotten of his Father before

" all worlds ; God of God, light of light, very God of very God ;

" begotten, not made, being ofone substance with the Father, by whom

" all things were made ; who, torus men and our salvation, came down

" from heaven and wa« incarnate of the Virgin Mary, &c." NUene

Creed.

* Assembly's Catechism, 21st Question.
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ing to this doctrine, God has for his own glory (as

our catechism tells us*) foreordained whatever comes

to pass ; and, in particular, appointed a part of the

fallen race of man to everlasting happiness, but left

the greatest part to perish and to sink without reme

dy into everlasting misery. In order to bring about

the salvation of the elected part, a covenant of

redemption was entered into before the world began,

between the three persons in the Trinity (the Father,

the Son, and the Holy Ghost) by which the second

person engaged to make satisfaction to the God

head, and to offer on the cross a propitiatory sucrijice,

in order to expiate the offences of the tin t, and to

obtain for them the benetits of effectual calling,

justification, sanctification, adoption, and future

eternal glory. In pursuance of this compact, the

second person in the Trinity came down from

heaven, entered the Virgin's womb, and suffered

and died to fulfil (as the Articles of the Church of

England say) " the everlasting purpose of God,

" whereby, before the foundations of the world were

" laid, he had decreed by his counsel to deliver

" from curse and damnation those whom he had

" chosen in Christ out of mankind ; and to bring

" them, by Christ, to everlasting salvation as vessels

" made for honour." Wherefore, (as the same arti

cles declare) they are called in time, justified freely

by God's grace, sanctified by his spirit, made his

sons by adoption, walk religiously in all good works,

and at length attain to everlasting felicity.*

This is a brief recital of that system of Christian

faith which has been generally called Calvinism:

And you may observe, that it includes in it (besides

the doctrines of three co-ordinate persons in the

Godhead forming one nature, and of two natures in

* Question 7Ui. + Article 17th.
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Jesus Christ forming one person) the five following

doctrines.

First. The doctrine of absolute predestination

and election.

Secondly. The doctrine of original sin.

Thirdly. The doctrine of the total impotence

of man and irresistible grace, in opposition to free

will.

Fourthly. The doctrine of particular in oppo

sition to universal redemption.

And, Fifthly. The doctrine of the perseverance

of saints after being once called and converted.

Thesefive doctrines have been called, by way of

distinction and eminence, the five points. They

are the points about which the sect, called Armi-

nians, differ from Calvinists: And, in litigating them,

volumes without number have been written, much

zeal employed, and an infinity of what is most

important in religion (I mean, charity and a good

temper) has been lost. But there is one other

point connected with those now specified, which

forms an essential part of this system ; and which

in justice to it, ought to be mentioned. That is ;

the doctrine of justification by faith alone, and the

imputed righteousness of Christ. All the orthodox

confessions of faith agree in declaring, that we are

accounted righteous before God, not for our good

works, but only for the merit of Christ. And this

doctrine our Church Articles declare to be a most

wholesome doctrine.* And so important has it

* " We are accounted righteous before God only for the merit of

" our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ, by faith ; and not for our own

"good works or deservings. Wherefore that we are justified by faith

"only is a most wholesome doctrine, and very full of comfort, as more

" largely is expressed in the homily ofjustification." Article Ilflk.

" Justification is an act of God's free grace, wherein he pardoneth

" all our sins, and accepteth us as righteous in his sight, only for the

"righteousness of Christ imputed to us, and received by faith alone."

Assembly's Catechism, Quest. 33.

4
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been held, that it has been called the doctrine by

which, as it is received or rejected, the church of

Christ must stand or fall.* You should remember,

however, that those who maintain this doctrine do

not mean that we may be justified without good

works. For, though they say, that our good works

cannot recommend us to God, and that " when

" done before the grace of Christ, they have even

" the nature of sin ;" yet they at the same time say,

that they are necessary as fruits of a true and living

faith ;t and, by a very nice distinction noticed in

my last discourse, they assert, " that it is indeed

" faith alone that justifies us, but not that faith which

" is alone."J

But I will proceed no farther in this recital, lest

I should lead you too far into the labyrinth of

church divinity. What I have said is sufficient to

give you a just idea of the first of the two extremes

in the systems of faith, adopted by Christians,

which I have proposed to state. I should now

proceed to state that scheme of Christian faith

which makes the other extreme. But choosing

to reserve this for the next discourse, I will now

conclude with a few observations on the scheme

just described.

I fancy that by some parts of it, your good sense,

as well as your feelings of benevolence, must be

shocked. Many inquiries concerning it will, upon

* Articulus Slanlis aui cudentis Ecclesiae.

f " Works done before the grace of Christ and the inspiration of hi*

'* Spirit are not pleasant to God, forasmuch as they spring not of faith

" in Christ. Yea rather, we doubt not but they have the nature of

" sin." Thirteenth Article of the Church of England.

"Albeit that good works which arc the fruits of faith and folio*

"justification cannot put away our sins ; yet are they pleasing to God

" in Christ, and spring necessarily out of a true and' lively faith," &c.

Articl-e \ilh.

X Fides sola justificat sed non fides quae sola est.
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the least reflection, offer themselves to you, which

cannot be easily answered. You may ask, how we

can be justified freely by the grace of God, if a full

equivalent has been paid for our redemption ? How

is it possible that God should make satisfaction to

himself for the sins of the world ? And how, if three

persons acting different parts, and sustaining diffe

rent characters, are each of them equally God,

there can be but one God 1 Or, if this is possible,

and three persons make but one nature, how it can*

be possible, that two natures should make but one,

person in Jesus Christ ? You might farther ask,

how a sin committed at the creation can be imputed

to those who did not commit it, so as to subject

them to wrath and punishment ? How, in particu

lar, this can be true of innocent babes, of whom

Christ says, that of such is the kingdom of heaven ?

How, if by denying to the greatest part of man

kind the means of salvation, he has devoted them

to eternal misery, he can be a just and benevo

lent being ? And why, if we have not free will,

and can do nothing, it does not follow, that we have

" NOTHING TO DO ?"

These, and numberless other questions, may be

asked concerning the doctrines taught by this sys

tem ; and it seems indeed to be, in most parts of it,

a system inconsistent with reason, injurious to the

character of the ever blessed Deity, and, in the

highest degree, comfortless and discouraging. I

will add, that it seems to me no less contrary to

* Such it seems (in Uie opinion of Trinitarians) is tbis union of the

divine and human nature in Christ, while yet the individuality of each

is preserved, that it makes all that is true of the one equally true of the

other. If this cannot be imagined, it must be impossible for an atten

tive person to join in one part of our established worship without shud

dering. I mean that part of the Litany which supplicates the mercy of

God—by his holy nativity and circumcision—by his fastings and temp

tations—by his agony and bloody sweat—by his precious death and.

burial.
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scripture than to reason ; and I will just mention to

you two instances of this.

The scriptures tell us that Christ died for all ,

that he was made lower than the angels, for a little

time to taste death for every man ; and that he is

the propitiation, not for the sins of Christians only,

but for the sins of the whole world. But the ad

vocates of this scheme tell us the contrary ; that

Christ died only for the elect, and that his dying for

all means only his dying for some men of all ranks

and conditions—In like manner ; the scriptures tell

us that the one living and true God, is God the

Father, of whom are all things, and who sent Christ

into the world. Tills is life eternal, says our Sa

viour himself, to know thee, the true God, and Jesus

Christ whom thou hast sent. There are gods many,

says St. Paul, and there are lords many, but to us

there is but one God, the Father, of whom are all

things ; and one Lord Jesus, through whom are all

things. I need not point out to you the repug

nancy, between such declarations and some parts of

the system I have represented. In truth, were any

man (supposed unacquainted with the controver

sies which have arisen among Christians) to set

himself to invent a system of faith so irrational and

unscriptural, as to be incapable of being received

by Christians, he could scarcely think of one con

cerning which he woidd be more ready to form

such a judgment. And yet—Oh ! miserable im

perfection of human beings—it is the system of

Christian divinity which has been for many ages

generally received in the Christian Church. It is

the system which formerly all our* children were

* In tin-. Church Catechism it is taught children with Uie addition

of a doctrine very like to traiwubstaiitiation ; for it is scarcely possible

a child should have any other meaning when he is made to say, " that

" the body and blood of Christ are verily and indeed taken and received

" in the Lord's supper."
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made to imbibe with their mother's milk, and to

consider as most saered. It is the system incul

cated in all established formularies of faith ; and,

particularly, in those of England, Ireland, and Scot

land. And, what is worst of all, it is the system

to which the established clergy in Britain and Ire

land declare their assent on entering their office as

publick teachers, and without believing the very

absurdest part of which, one particular creed pro

nounces that we cannot be saved.*

I must, however, observe to you, that this system

is held by different divines with very different de

grees of strictness, some carrying it much higher

than others. For instance. Some divines have

thought the three persons in the Trinity only three

different characters under which the supreme Deity

acts ; or three different attributes of his nature ;

while others have maintained that they are three

different beings united by a common consciousness.

In the doctrine of predestination some include

reprobation as well as election ; while others make

reprobation to be only pretention : That is, not an

appointment to damnation, but an abandonment of all

trie non-elected posterity of Adam, by which they

are left necessarily to perish.

According to some, the eternal decree of predes

tination respected men as fallen beings ; and this

class of divines have been distinguished under the

name of swMapsarians. But according to other

divines (called sttpra-lapsarians) predestination was

an arbitrary decree, which respected men merely

as creatures, and by which God, from his sovereign

good pleasure only, without any consideration of

* In Scotland, if I am not mistaken, the clergy are required not only

to declare their belief of this system, but that they will " constantly

" adhere to it,"—that is, never grow wiser.
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Adam's fall, made some of his posterity to he

vessels of honour, and the rest to he vessels of

wrath and misery ; just as a potter, from his good

pleasure, forms different portions of the same clay

for noble or ignoble purposes.

Again ; with respect to those consequences of

the fall in which that half of mankind who die in

infancy, and between infancy and maturity, are

involved ; some divines have maintained that,, hi

consequence of the imputation of Adam's trans

gression, the taint of original sin, and the loss of

original righteousness, they are so depraved and

polluted, as to be the objects of God's vindictive

justice, and subject to the pains of hell for ever :*

'While others of a milder stamp have only main

tained that, if descended from wicked parents, they

will be annihilated ; and that, if the offspring of

righteous parents, they will be happy. This was the

opinion of that eminent man, and excellent poet, to

whom most of the congregations of Protestant

Dissenters are indebted for the Psalms and Hymns

they constantly use in publick worship.

But I must restrain myself. I feel that I am in

danger of tiring and perplexing you. I will, there

fore, only add the following reflections.

First. How pernicious are the effects of civil

■establishments of religion ? That system of faith

which I have described, and against which yourfeel

ings as well as your reason must revolt, is upheld by

all the church establishments in Christendom, and

the reception of it enforced by pains and penalties.

This is true of even this land of distinguished light

and liberty. An act of Queen Elizabeth still in

* " All mankind by the fall have lost communion with God, are

" under his wrath and curse, and so made liable to all the miseries of

" this life, and to the pains of hell forever." Assembly's Catechism.

Quest. 191A.



AS HELD BY TRINITARIANS AND CALVINISTS. 31

force inflicts on all who speak in derogation of the

Book of Common prayer, fines for the first and

second offence ; forfeiture of goods for the third ;

and imprisonment for life for the fourth offence.

An act of King William enacts, that " every per-

" son educated in the Christian religion, denying by

" writing, printing, teaching, or speaking, any one

" of the three persons in the Holy Trinity to be

" God, or maintaining that there are more Gods

" than one, shall, for the first offence, be rendered

" incapable of holding any office ; and, for the

" second offence, be rendered incapable of bring-

" ing any action, or buying any lands, and suffer

" three years imprisonment."* By speaking, there

fore, to you in the manner I have now done, I

should, at the time these acts passed, have ex

posed myself to great danger. But, thanks be

to God, the times in this country are happily

altered. We can now think as we please, and pro

fess what we think : And though the laws continue

the same, we can rely on the generosity (not to say

the justice) of the publick for protection against

them, while we keep within the limits of fair discus

sion and argument—But I am wandering from the

point I had in view.

I observed, that we may learn from what I have

said, the pernicious effects of civil establishments

of religion. Had it not been for the support which

the system I have described has derived from hence,

it is scarcely conceivable that it could have stood

its ground long in opposition to increasing light

and knowledge. During the three first centuries

from our Saviour's birth it was little known ; nor

did it gain a full settlement till civil power took

Christianity under its patronage, and the grand apos-

* [Singe repealed.]
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tasy, foretold in the Scriptures,begun in the Christian

churcli. INotliing, indeed, can be more horrible, than

the accounts in Ecclesiastical History of the furious

controversies which the introduction of this system

occasioned, and the torrents of blood which were

shed, before its principal articles came to be gener

ally received. I refer to the disputes between

Athanasius and Aritis, in the fourth century, which

ended in the establishment of the present doc-trine,

" that Christ and the Holy Spirit are consubstantial

" with the Father."—The disputes between the

Nestorians and their opponents, which ended in the

establishment of the present doctrine of the Hypos-

talical union.—The disputes between St. Austin and

the Pelagians, which ended in the establishment of

the present doctrines of predestination and original

sin.—And to the dispute, whether the Holy Ghost

proceeded from the Fattier only, which ended in the

establishment of the present doctrine, " that he pro-

" ceeds both from the Father and the Son."

It is not possible to describe to you the convul

sions into which these disputes threw the Christian

church in the fourth and fifth centuries ; the Ana

themas which the contending parties hurled against

one another ; and the dreadful rage with which the

stronger party always harassed the weaker party.

I suppose I do not exaggerate when I say, that in

these controversies, millions of human sacrifices

were offered at the slirine of religious bigotry. Jn

truth ; ecclesiastical history in general, arid this

part of it more especially, is little more tlian a

history of the worst passions of the human heart,

worked up by ecclesiastical zeal into a diabolical

virulence and madness. Christians have lately

grown wiser, and, I hope, better. We can now

look back with astonishment on those days of igno

rance, and welcome the approach of that period,
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when the Gospel shall be better understood, jargon

give way to reason, and peace and tolerance prevail

universally. This leads me to give you a necessary

caution.

I have expressed, pretty strongly, my disappro

bation of the system of Divinity which I have stated.

But I would exhort you earnestly to avoid all

uncharitableness with respect to those of our fellow

Christians who still hold this system. In conse

quence of the spread of the principles of humanity,

it is now held by its warmest advocates with milder

dispositions than formerly ; and though, in the last

century and the beginning of this, they would proba

bly have devoutly burnt me, yet now there are few of

them in whose hands I would not trust myself, with

out the least apprehension of being at all injured in

my person, property, or liberty. Wehave had lately,

among Protestant Dissenters, a striking proof of

this change of temper in our Trinitarian and Calvi-

nistical brethren. Not long ago, as I have just inti

mated, it would have been a point of piety with

them not to tolerate ministers who profess, as most

of the Presbyterian ministers now do, Unitarian

principles. But had it been proposed to them to

concur with such ministers in seeking a toleration,

they would have been shocked. This, however,

has lately been the conduct of our Trinitarian

brethren. They have joined with me and others in

applications to parliament, which at last proved suc

cessful, for granting the benefit of toleration to all

Protestant preachers of all denominations, reproba

ting all penal laws in religion, disdaining to ask a

liberty for themselves, which would not be equally

enjoyed by Unitarians and Socinians, and even de

claring a preference, could it have been obtained,

of a toleration, which would have given legal protec-

5
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tion lo the worship of all peaceable men of all sect*

and religions. Nothing can do them greater honour.

Without all doubt, neither virtue nor good sense

belongs exclusively to any one religious sect- We

see continually that wise and worthy men fall into

great mistakes, and are capable of receiving as

sacred the grossest absurdities. But this is of little

consequence ; our acceptance with God depending

on the sincerity of our hearts, and the faithfulness of

our endeavours to find out truth, and not on the

rectitude of our judgments. Many an Athanasian

and Calrimst will hereafter rejoice in heaven, with

many of those Unitarians and Arminians whom

now, from mistaken views, he consigns to hell ;*

I5\ delivering this sentiment I have subjected myself to the Ana

thema in the 18th Article of the Church of England, which declares

those " accursed, who presume to say, that every man shall be saved

" by the law or sect which he professes, if he be diligent to frame his

" life according to that law and the light of nature ; holy Scripture

" setting out to us only the name of Christ whereby men must be

" saved." It is strange that our rulers can continue the Imposition

of this article, the Athanasian Creed, &c. &c.

The enemies of reformation do not sufficiently consider, that by

opposing, in enlightened times, all attempts to remove such shocking

blemishes from our established code of faith and worship, they expose

the hierarchy to particular danger of a sudden and total overthrow.

As a friend to the free progress of truth, and an enemy to all slavish

hierarchies, I could almost wish they may persevere in their obsti

nacy.

I am sensible that the article, just quoted, may be understood to sig

nify no more, than that virtuous Heathens, Jews, and Mahometans will

be saved only through Jesus Christ. But this could not be the meaning

of the framers of these Articles. It is probable that no such Catholick

idea ever entered their minds, as the possibility of the salvatioa of

virtuous men of all religions. Much less could they think that those

Hereticks might be saved in another world, whom they thought it their

duty to burn in this world ; and concerning whom the nation, in iU

poblick devotions, is ordered to- declare, that they will, without doubt,

perish everlastingly.

The decisions of the Reverend Assembly of Presbyterian Divines,

sitting at Westminster, arc the same, on these subjects, with those of

the Church of England. " Good works, they say, done by unregenerate

" men. since they proceed not from a heart purified by faith, are siul'ul

" and cannot please God, or make a man meet to receive the grace of

" God; and yet the neglect of them is mare sinful and displeasing t«*
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and he will then be surprised at his own rashness.

Let us, therefore, learn to respect one another

amidst all our differences.

What is most to be lamented in the system I

have stated, is its tendency to lead those who em

brace it to lay an undue stress upon it, and to

think that all who reject it deny the Lord that

"God." Assembly's Confession of Faith, chap. 16th, sect. 7th. " In*

" fants and others, if elected, are saved. But all not elected, though

" called by the ministry of the word, uever come to Christ, and,

" therefore, cannot be saved ; much less can men, not professing the

" Christian religion, be saved in any other way whatever, be they

" never so diligent to frame their lives according to the light of nature,

" and the law of that religion they profess ; and to assert they may,

" is very pernicious, and to be detested." lb. chap. 10th, sect. 3d and

4th. Concerning all who oppose such doctrines as these, and maintain

opinions contrary to the known principles of Christianity, they say,

•* they may be lawfully called to account, and proceeded against by the

'* censures of the church, and the power of the civil magistrate : who

" has authority, and whose duty it is to preserve unity in the church,

" to keep the truth of God pure and entire, and to suppress heresy."

But at the same time it is added, that in doing this, the civil magistrate

is to be only the executioner of presbyteries and synods, " with whom

" he is to consult and advise, and to whom it belongeth to decide con-

•' troversics of faith, and to set down rules for the ordering of the

•' publick worship of God, and government of his church, and uuthorita-

*' finely to determine the same ; which determinations are to be received

*' with reverence and submission, as coming from a power which is the

*• ordinance of God." lb. chap. 20th. sect. 4th. chap. 23d, sect 3d.

and chap. 31st, sect. 3d. How adverse to every principle of religious

liberty and charity are these decisions ? Many in this assembly had

smarted severely under the exercise of prtlalicul authority ; and thit

should have led them to detest such principles. Hut it appears from

this Confession of Faith, and their subsequent conduct, that they

wanted only to transfer the scat of church tyranny, and the powers of

persecution from the bishops to themselves. In justice, however, to

their characters, it should be considered, that their narrowness and

intolerance were the faults of the age in which they lived. They had

not yet escaped far enough from the darkness of popery, to enjoy the

light and comfort of enlarged sentiments. Those venerable reformers,

in particular, to whom we owe our present Church Service, and the 39

Articles, were excellent men; and though, from a regard to what they

thought to be sacred truth, they would burn others, they proved that,

from the same principle, they would also burn themselves—I must add,

that this is an apology for them which renders their successors, in the

present times, more inexcusable. The dark age is gone ; and yet its

errours and barbarities are continued, to burden the consciences of

good men, and to mislead and disgrace the national worship.
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bought them, and are enemies to God and Christ.

This contracts their benevolence, and disposes

them to view, with disgust, a considerable part of

their Christian brethren ; it being scarcely possible

they should love those whom they think God hates.

Such uncharitableness is miserable and frightful.

Let us avoid it as much as we can. It will be more

inexcusable in us than it is in them, in proportion to

the degree in which our sentiments are more liberal.

And in this lies one unspeakable advantage ofliberal

sentiments. They open our hearts to all about us,

and communicate catholick dispositions. By con

necting the favour of God with nothing but an

honest mind, and causing us to think of him as a

friend to every sincere inquirer, they leave room

for the exercise of all the kind affections. They

extirpate the wretched prejudices which make us

shy of one another ; and enable us to regard, with

equal satisfaction and pleasure, our neighbours,

friends, and acquaintance, be their modes of wor

ship, or their systems of faith, what they will.

But I have detained you too long. What I am

next to proceed to is an account of the scheme of

Christianity which has been commonly called Socin-

ianism. This shall be reserved for the next dis

course.
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SERMON III.

OF THE CHRISTIAN DOCTRINE, AS HELD BY UNITARIANS*

AND SOCINIANS.

1 TIMOTHY, i. 11.

THE GLORIOUS GOSPEL OF THE BLESSED ODD.

In discoursing to you from these words, I have

proposed to give you an account of that Gospel,

here called by St. Paul, the glorious Gospel of Uie

blessed God. In doing this I have proposed to

shew you,

First, "What those Articles of the Christian faith

are about which all Christians are agreed. This

was the subject of my first discourse ; and, in speak

ing to you upon it, I endeavoured to shew you,

that all Christians are agreed with respect to what

is most important in the information given us by

the Gospel—That the differences among them are

chiefly different modes of explaining those funda

mental facts which all equally believe.—And that,

consequently, these differences afford no just reason

for any alarm to those Christians who may be

unacquainted with the disputes which have taken

place in the Christian church. We all believe, I

* By Unitarians I mean those Christians who believe there is but

one God, and one object of religious worship; and that this one God

is the Father only, and not a Trinity consisting of Father, Son and

Holy Ghost. Au Unitarian, therefore, may or may not be a believer

in Christ's pre-existence ; and it will appear in the sequel, that those

who deny this doctrine have, on this account, no more right to thit

appellation, than those ancient Heathens had, who, though they might

believe inone Supreme Divinity, yet worshipped deified human spirits.

See Appexdii, Note A.
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observed, that the glad tidings which the Gospel

brings are, Peace on earth, and good will towards

men, by the promise it makes of pardon and favour,

and a resurrection from death to an endless life,

through that great Messiah who died and rose

again. And this is all that can be interesting to us

as guilty and mortal creatures.

I proceeded from hence to give you an account

of the different schemes of the Gospel, which have

been adopted by Christians, after which I have pro

posed to give you an account of that scheme, which

I think the true scheme ; and to endeavour to sup

port it by some arguments.

I have divided the different schemes of Chris

tianity into three ; namely, the Calvinistick, the

Socinian, and a middle scheme between these two.

I have already given a sufficient account of the first

of these schemes ; and I shall now give you a brief

account of the Socinian scheme. These schemes

form (as I observed in my former discourse) the

two extremes into which Christians have gone in

their opinions of the Gospel. One carries our

notions very high on the narrow side ; and the

other sinks them as low on the contrary side.

Against this last scheme there are strong preju

dices among many good Christians, and you will

find that in two leading points I think it wrong :

But that it maintains all that we need be anxious

about in Christianity ; and that consequently the

prejudices against it have no just foundation, will

probably appear from the following recital of it?

principal doctrines. , t

In order to go along with me here, you should

carry in your minds the foctr heads under which J

have ranged the subjects of difference in the opin

ions of Christians. First, the nature of the Deity—

Secondly, the nature and dignity of Christ—
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Thirdly, the fall of man, and its consequences—

And, Fourthly, the nature and effect of Christ's

interposition.

First. With respect to the nature of the Deity,

Socinians differ from Trinitarians and Calvinists in

holding the doctrine of his unity with more strict

ness. In opposition to the doctrine of three persons

making one God, they maintain that the essence*

of the Deity is simple and undivided ; that God the

Father only (and not the Father, the Son, and the

Holy Ghost) is the true and living God, and the

fountain of all power and perfection in the universe;

and that to elevate any other beings to an equality

with him, is idolatry and impiety.

Secondly. With respect to the fall, Socinians

allow that there has been such an event, and that

by it mankind have been brought lower in the scale

of beings, and subjected to the imperfections of

the present state, and particularly to the evil of

death.* But they reject the doctrine of the impu

tation of Adam's transgression to his posterity, and

such a total corruption of our natures by original

sin, as deprives us of freewill, and subjects us before

we have committed actual sin (and, therefore, even

infants) to the displeasure of God and future pun

ishment.

Thus far I go entirely with them, as do many

other Christians, who yet are by no means to be

considered as holding the opinions which most

properly form the Socinian system of Christianity.

* There are some who give such interpretations of the account in

the 3d chap, of Genesis and the subsequent references to it in the

sacred writings (and particularly in Rom. the 5th chap, and 1 Cor. 15th

chap.) as make them no evidence of any such event (introductory

of death) as is commonly understood by the fall. But these inter

pretations, and the opinion grounded upon them are so singular, that

I have not thought them worth particular notice. See Appendix,

Note B.
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What distinguishes this system is, the doctrine they

maintain with respect to the two other subjects of

difference which I have mentioned j or the dignity

of Christ, and the sense in which he is our Saviour.

With respect to the dignity of Christ, they hold that

he was simply a man ; and, consequently, that he

had no existence before his birth and appearance in

this world ; maintaining however, at the same time,

that by the extraordinary powers with which he

was endowed, and a communication of the Spirit of

God to him without measure, he was raised far

above common men, and distinguished so much from

them as to be infallible and impeccable,* and capa

ble ofbecoming, immediately after his resurrection,

the Sovereign of angels, and the Judge of mankind.

They have, in particular, gone so far in their ideas

of the present dignity of Christ, though a mere man,

as to assert, that he is exalted to a sovereignty over

all creatures, and become a proper object oireligiou*

worship and adoration. On this last point, however,

they have been ofdifferent opinions : Many ofthem

(and particularly Socinus) maintaining zealously, that

Christ ought to be invoked and worshipped, while

others of them scrupled this. And so miserable

has been the disposition of religious men, of all

persuasions, to intolerance, that even the Socinians

formerly persecuted one another on account of this

difference ; and there is too much reason to believe

that Socinus himself contributed to an imprisonment,

which occasioned the death of an amiable and wor

thy man among his followers, who could not concur

with him in this opinion.f At present all that

* Such was the Socinian doctrine formerly. It will appear in to*

■ezt discourse that modern Socinians, of the first character, do not

carry their ideas of Christ so high.

■f See Mr. Toulmui's Memoirs of the Life, Character, Sentiments, awi

Writings of Fattslus Socinus, p. 82, &c. See also Mr. Luulsey's Bistc-
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embrace Socinianism seem to be agreed (and, I think,

very rightly) in condemning the doctrine, as well

as in reprobating the conduct of Socinus in this

instance.

But, fourthly, with respect to the doctrine of our

salvation by Jesus Christ, they hold, that he is our

Saviour by his example, by his'instructions, and by

that power to which he has been exalted to govern

the Christian church, to raise mankind from death,

and to bestow upon us the future reward of virtue.

In other words ; they make him a Redeemer and

'Deliverer, not only as he was the greatest of all

teachers and reformers ; but, likewise, as he has

been made, in consequence of his sufferings and

death, the Conveyer of God's forgiving mercy and

favour to mankind in a future happy eternity.

They receive, therefore, in common with till other

Christians, those great facts which are the founda

tion of the Christian religion—the wonderful mira

cles of Christ by which he proved that the fulness

of the Godhead dwelt in him—his perfect inno

cence—his deep humiliation—his obedience unto

death, even the death of the cross—his conquest of

death—his ascension to heaven, and investiture with

universal dominion—his present mediatorial king

dom ; and his future descent from heaven to restore

this part of God's creation, to destroy the workers

of iniquity, and to gather the virtuous of all

nations and times into that kingdom, which was

prepared for them from the foundation of the

world.—In short ; he was, as they believe, that

Son of God, and great Messiah, who had been

promised from the creation, and was sent, in the

rical View of the Slate, of the Unitarian Doctrine and Worship. A

work which, while it gives the most humiliating view of the wretched

blindness of many good men, manifests a candour hi the author which

does honour to his principles and character.

6 . . . ■■
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fulness of time, to proclaim peace and favour to

guilty men, to lead them to the knowledge of the

only true God, and to assure them of his placable

character, to set before them the best example, to

publish the covenant of grace, to confirm this cove

nant by his blood, to shew us the path of life in his

own resurrection, and to take upon him that invisi

ble government, which, according to the Scriptures,

he is now carrying on, and which is to terminate in

the extirpation of sin and death, and the establish

ment of a>i everlasting kingdom of peace and virtue

in another world.

The enumeration of these particulars is enough

to shew you, that there is no reason for that aver

sion with which many good men tliink of this

scheme of Christianity. One of its chief pecu

liarities has been mentioned under the former

head. Under this head I must observe to you,

that, while its advocates admit all the facta just

recited relating to the doctrine of our salvation by

Christ, and therefore all that any good man need

be very anxious about, they reject the common

modes of interpreting this doctrine, and particu

larly the opinion, that he saved us by making satis

faction to the justice of the Deity for our sins, and

by suffering in himself the very punishment due to

sinners, in order to let them go free. He died for

us, they say, not as a substitute, but as one man dies

for another, when he gives up his life in order to

serve him. He died, not to reconcile God to us ;

but, on the contrary, to assure us of God's love,

and to induce us to be reconciled to God. He

was a sacrifice, and a Redeemer, not by offering an

equivalent, or paying down a price, but by devo

ting himself in the cause of truth and virtue, and

by sealing the covenant of grace, and the promise

of pardon which he published with his blood.
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In these assertions, there is a great deal that is

true ; for indeed nothing can be less reasonable than

some of the explanations which have been given of

our redemption by Christ. According to the most

common of these explanations, sin being committed

against an infinite being, is an infinite evil, and

deserves infinite punishment ; and, consequently,

none but an infinite being could make satisfaction

for it. Christ, being a man, making one person

with the second person in the Trinity (and, there

fore, having by this union infinite merit communi

cated to his sufferings) made this satisfaction by

suffering and dying on the cross. But he did not

make it for all. On the contrary; though one

drop of his blood was sufficient to purchase

universal salvation, it was shed only for the elect ;

and the rest of mankind, having had no satis

faction made for their sins, were left in the state

into which Adam's fall brought them ; that is, in

a state which subjected them necessarily, unless

redeemed, to everlasting misery.—God the Father

was provoked, and required satisfaction. God the

Son stepped in to appease him, and to make the

required satisfaction by his vicarious sacrifice ;

excluding, however, from the benefit of it the

greater part of mankind.

This a just account of the ideas which many of

our fellow Christians have entertained of the method

of our salvation by Christ ; and they lead us most

absurdly to conceive of one part of the Divine

nature as making satisfaction to another part of it ;

and, therefore, this other part as itself left unsatis

fied. It likewise follows from them, that our

redemption having been bought, and the full price

given for it, could not have been derived from the

free grace of God. But, what is worst of all, in this

account of our redemption, is, that, by representing
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Deity in the character of an angry and inexorable

Judge, and Jesus Christ in the opposite character

of a mild and benevolent Pacifier and Friend, it

tends to transfer our love from that Being, who is

the Father of mercies, and the first cause of all

good, to that Messenger whom he sent into the

world to carry on the purposes of his goodness.

Such sentiments as these cannot be condemned too

strongly. It was necessary, that on this occasion, I

should mention them to you, in order to guard you

against them. They are a wretched misconception

of one of the most important of all doctrines ; and

they must have a very unhappy effect on the

tempers of those who receive them, with respect

to thatJirst and best, as well as greatest of all beings,

who is the proper object, in all cases, of ouxjirsl and

best regards.

But though, even on the subject of our redemp

tion by Christ, I agree in this instance with that

denomination of Christians whose opinions I am now

describing, I can by no means think of it in every re

spect as they do. I believe Christ to be a Saviour

in a much higher sense than they allow. I view his

character in a much higher light. He died, they

gay, to bear witness to the truth, and to confirm the

doctrine he taught, by laying down his life for it ;

and he saves us by leading us to repentance and

virtue, and by conveying, to penitent, sinners,

a remission of punishment, and future happiness.

I assent to this, but cannot think it the whole truth,

as you will find, when I have given you an account

of the third of those schemes into which 1 have

divided the opinions of Christians concerning the

Gospel, and which I shall now proceed to explain.

After what I have already said, a few words will

be sufficient for this purpose.
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This third scheme agrees with the scheme last

stated in all that relates to the nature of the Deity,

and the consequences of the fall ; and also, in reject

ing the doctrines of absolute predestination, particu

lar redemption, irresistible grace, and justification

by faith only. It diners from it principally on the

two last of the four points I have mentioned ; and

I have called it the middle scheme, because, on these

two points, it neither carries our sentiments so high

as Athanasianism and Calvinism, nor sinks them so

low as Socinianism. It makes Christ more than a

human being ; his character more than that of a

reformer ; and our salvation, by him, more than a

mere conveyance of benefits*. It teaches, that Christ

descended to this earth, from a state of pre-existent

dignity ; that he was in the beginning with God, and

that by him God made this world ; and that by a

humiliation of himself which has no parallel, and by

which he has exhibited an example of benevolence

that passes knowledge, he took on him flesh and

blood, and passed through human life, enduring all

its sorrows, in order to save and bless a sinful race.

By delivering himself up to death, he acquired the

power of delivering us from death. By offering

himself a sacrifice on the cross, he vindicated the

honour of those laws which sinners had broken, and

rendered the exercise of favour to them consis

tent with the holiness and wisdom of God's govern

ment ; and by his resurrection from the dead he

proved the efficacy and acceptableness of his sacri

fice. In a word ; according to this scheme, Christ

not only declared, but obtained the availableness

of repentance to pardon ; and became, by his inter

position, not only the Conveyer, but the Author, and

the means of our future immortality. This was

a service so great, that no meaner agent could be

equal to it ; and, in consequence of it, offers of full
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favour are made to all ; no human beings will be ex

cluded from salvation, except through his own fault;

and every truly virtuous man, from the beginning to

the end of time (be his country or his religion what

it will) is made sure of being raised from death, and

made nappy for ever. It is necessary to add, that

in all this the Supreme Deity, according to the same

principles, is to be considered as the first cause, and

Christ as his Gift to fallen man ; and as acting

under that eternal and self-existent Being, compared

with whom no other being is either great or good,

and of whom, and through whom, and to whom are all

things.

This is the account pithe Gospel which appears

to me to be nearest the truth ; and, as it is a mean

between two opposite schemes, it is more likely to

deserve our preference. There are, however, some

modifications of it, which approach too nearly to the

scheme first explained ; and this, in my opinion, is

true, in particular, of the account which has been

given of the dignity of Christ, and the doctrine of

our redemption, by the truly great and excellent

Dr. Clarke. In the explications he gives of the

doctrine of our redemption, he seems to have carri

ed his ideas to substitution, satisfaction and vicarious

punishments : And he seems also to have held such

a. pre-eminence of Christ above all creatures, and such

a peculiar manner of his derivatiom from God, as is

perfectly incomprehensible, and grounded on a mis

interpretation of the language of Scripture. But 1

must not now dwell on such observations.

My business in what remains of these discourses

shall be, to give you an account of the reasons

which determine me to prefer this third scheme of

Christianity to the Socinion scheme. In doing this

I shall confine myself to the two points I have so

often mentioned, and endeavour to state my reasons,
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first of all, for believing that Christ, with respect to

his nature or person, was more than a man ; and,

secondly, for believing that, with respect to his

office as a Saviour, he was more than a teacher

and example. At present I will only make a few

observations previous to the discussion of the first

of these points.

First. I would point out to your notice a par

ticular coincidence between Socinianism and the

high Trinitarian doctrine. You will find, upon

reflection, that there cannot be a more remarkable

instance of a trite observation, " that extremes are

apt to meet." According to the Athanasian doc

trine, that Jesus, who was born of a virgin, who bled

on the cross, and who rose again, was simply a man,

feeling all our wants, and subject to all our infirmi

ties and sufferings. It is impossible that any one,

who has the use of his reason, should believe that

God was born, and suffered, and bled, and died.

This was true only of the man Jesus. The contrary

is too shocking to be even imagined ; nor is it

asserted by the advocates of the proper Deity of

Jesus Christ. What they say is, that though Christ

was very man, yet he was also very God ; and when

they say he was very God, they do not mean, that

he lost his nature* as a man by a conversion of it

into the substance of the Deity (this also being an

absurdity too gross to be admitted by any human

mind) but that there was an union between it and

the Divine nature, which gave value and efficacy to

the sufferings of the man. The Socinians say much

* Dr. Horsley (in a sermon on the incarnation lately published) has

made an observation on this subject which seems curious. According

to him. the hypostatical union could not have taken place, if the princi

ple of individual existence in the man Jesus had not been that iinioB

itself; and the necessity of this created the necessity of the miraculous

conception, a man produced in the common way, or (as he speaks) by

the physical powers ofgeneration, being incapable of Mich an union.
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the same ; for they say, that God dwelt in Jesus

and acted and spoke by him, that there was such

an extraordinary communication of Divine influence

to him as raised him above other mortals, and ren

dered him properly God with us, that is, God mani

festing himself to us, and displaying his power and

perfections on earth in the person, discourses, and

miracles of Christ. The advocates of the Alhana-

sian doctrine cannot mean more than this by the

union they talk of between God and Christ, They

call it indeed an union of two natures into one

person ; an union which made the Godhead and the

manhood one complex subject of action and passion.

But this is a language to which they cannot possi

bly fix any ideas : For, whatever they may pretend,

they cannot really believe that any two natures,

much less two natures so essentially different as the

human and Divine, can make one person ; or that

there could have been such an union between Jesus

and the Supreme Deity as to make it strictly true,

that when Jesus was born, God was born ; or that

when Jesus was crucified, God was crucified. They

are no more capable of believing this, than the

Papists, when they maintain transubstantiation, are

capable of believing, that the body of Christ may

be eaten at one and the same time in a million of

places, or that Christ, at his last supper, really held

his body in his hand, and gave it to his apostles.

As far, therefore, as Trinitarians and Socinians have

ideas, they are agreed on this subject ; and the war

they have been maintaining against one another ha?

been entirely a war of words.—What an instance i?

this of human weakness ? There are no two parties

of Christians who talk languages about Christ more

seemingly opposite ; one maintaining, zealously,

that he was the eternal God, and the other that he

was a man ; and yet when their ideas are examined.



A3 HELD BY UNITARIANS AND SOCINIANS. 49

we find that they coincide, the one making him, in

reality, as much a mere man as the other, and the

only difference being, that the one talk a plain

language about the union of this man to the Deity ;

and that the other run it up to a mystery which

admits of no explanation or meaning. But what is

a still more melancholy proof of human weakness,

is the stress which one of these parties have laid on

their mysterious doctrine ; and the horrid barbarity

with which, in former ages, they persecuted all

who could not receive it. Even now, in this en

lightened and happy country, there is (as you well

know) a creed, in constant use, and obstinately re

tained, which declares, that, without doubt, all who

reject this doctrine will perish everlastingly.*

* There is an opinion concerning Christ which I have thought not

necessary to be noticed in these discourses. It is the opinion in which

a very amiable divine (the late Dr. Watts) settled, alter spending

many years in perplexing inquiries, and taking much pains to keep within

the limits of the doctrines commonly reckoned orthodox. It agrees with

jirianism in rejecting the strange doctrine, as Ur Watts calls it (see

his Solemn Address to the Deity, in the fourth volume of his works) ofa

Deity, consisting of three persons ; (one a Father begetting, the

other a Son begotten, and the third a Holy Ghost proceeding ;)

and in maintaining, that the Saviour who died for us was a su-

perangclick spirit, the first of God's productions, and the limit be

tween him and his creatures, and not a mere man, as Athanaaians and

Socinians say. But it differs from Arianism, in asserting a doctrine,

which seems even more strange than that concerning the Deity which

Dr. Watts rejected. I mean, the doctrine of a Christ, consisting of

two beings, one the self-existent Creator and the other a creature

made into one person by an ineffable union and indwelling, which ren

ders all the same titles, attributes, and honours, equally applicable to

both. Sec Dr. IVatts's Treatise on the Glory of Christ ax God-man. See

Appendix, Note D.

The Arian part of this scheme (now generally distinguished by the

name of the indwelling scheme) gave so much offence to Dr. Watts'

more orthodox brethren, that the latter part of it could not save him

from their censures, or make him an object of their charity. This

should have taught Aim charity to all his less orthodox brethren. But

it had not this effect. Concerning Socinians, he intimates, (in the

Preface to bis book entitled Orthodoxy and Charity united) that the

Scriptures did not warrant him to extend his charity to them ; and

that they are exposed to a sentence,, from which he prays that the grace

of God may recover and preserve them. In a Poem also on Mr.

Locke's Annotations, inserted anion;; his Lyrick Poems, he makes an

7
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But secondly ; another previous observation

which 1 would make is, that though, in opposition

to the loctrine both of Trinitarians and Socinians,

I look upon Christ as more than any human being,

I do not presume to be able to determine the degree

of his superiority, or to know any thing of the

particular rank which he held in God's universe be

fore his descent from heaven. This is a point which

we have neither means for discovering, nor faculties

for understanding. The Scriptures are in a great

degree silent about it, informing us only that he was

before Abraham ; that he had glory with God be

fore the world was j and that, through his intermedi

ate agency, God made this world. I say this world,

for you should never forget that when the Scrip

tures speak of the world they mean only this world,

with its connexions and dependencies ; the sacred

writers having probably never carried their views

farther, or formed any conception of those innu

merable worlds, and systems of worlds, which have

been discovered by the modern improvements in

philosophy and astronomy. Those learned men,

therefore, seem to me to have gone much too far,

who (though they deny Christ's equality to his God

and our God) yet speak of him as a Being who ex

isted before all worlds, and as at the head of all

worlds. This seems almost as little warranted by

reason and Scripture as the doctrine which makes

him the Oxe Supreme; and it makes the doctrine

apology for invoking the help of charity to find Mr. Locke in heaven,

by intimating, that he could not have doue this, had he not concluded

from his explanation of Horn. v. 21. that he was not a Sorinian.—How

strongly does this shew that allowances ought sometimes to be made

even for nncharitablcneis ? And what a proof is it of the unhappy

influence of the prejudices, to which we are all liable, and which often

contract and darken the best minds?—These prejudices would be ex

terminated, and all Christians would respect one another, were the

doctrine 1 have endeavoured to inculcate, in the first of these discourses,

universally received.
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of his having humbled himself to death, even the

death of the cross, to save this world, almost equal

ly incredible. When in the Colossians he is styled

the Image of the, invisible Deity, and the First born of

every creature, the meaning is, that by the divine

power which he displayed, he was a representation

on earth of the ever blessed Deity ; and that by

rising from the dead, he became, what he is else

where called, the Fir4 fruits of them that sleep, and

the First born from the dead of human beings.

Thirdly. There is one previous observation

more which I would recommend to your particular

consideration.

Amidst all the speculations and controversies

about the person and offices of Christ, I wish you

would never forget, that the only object of religious

worship is the one Supreme Deity. This, I think,

a point of great consequence. There is no other

being concerning whom we have sufficient reason

to think that he is continually present with us, and

a witness to all our thoughts and desires. There

is, therefore, no other being to whom our prayers

ought to be directed. It was to this Being that our

Lord himself directed his prayers : And his lan

guage to us is, thou shalt worship the Lord thy God,

and him only shalt thou serve, Matth. iv. 10. You

shall ask me nothing. Whatever ye shall ask the Fa

ther in my name, he wiU give it to you, John xvi. 23.

This is the Scripture rule of worship. We are to

pray to God in the name of Christ ; that is, as his

disciples, and with a regard to him as the Mediator

between God and man. To this purpose St. Paul

exhorts us in Col. iii. 1 6. Do every thing in tlie name

of Christ, giving thanks to God and the Father by

him. The injunction to St. John, when he would

have fallen down to worship the angel that shewed

him the prophetical visions in the book of Revela
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tion, we should consider as given to every Christian,

who it disposed to worship any being; except the

One Supreme.—See thou do it not. Worship God.

All other worship is an idolatry which the Christian

religion forbids. The proneness to it, however,

among Christians, as well as Heathens, has been in

all ages melancholy and shocking. The religion of

Heathens consisted chiefly in the worship of human

spirits, supposed to have been elevated, after then-

deaths, into a participation with the Supreme Deity

in the government of the world. The religion of

Papists is in a great degree the same. Their pray

ers are directed much more to the Virgin Mary,

and deified human spirits called saints, than to God.

—Nor are Protestants guiltless. For, if the doc

trine of the Trinity be false, what mtist the wor

ship be that is grounded upon it ? How much must

the reformed churches themselves want reforma

tion ?—Even Socinians have not kept clear of this

great errour of Christendom.* You have heard

that, in former times, they contended zealously

for the obligation to invoke and worship Christ,

though, in their opinion, not a creature only, but a

mere man.

Suffer me here to address you in the words with

which the apostle John concludes his first epistle—

Little children, keep yourselves from idols. Adhere

to the worship of the one living and true God, and

admit no other beings to a share with him in your

adorations. That grand apostasy among Christians

which is predicted in the new Testament, consists

* It is remarkable, that Socinus, whose zeal on this point, was so

great as to make him a persecutor, at the same time asserted, that

idolators could not be saved. How happy is it for us, that even our

own sentences here shall not condemn us hereafter, provided we a>f
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principally in their falling into idolatrous worship.*

This is that spiritual fornication for which the Jews

were so often punished ; and which, according to

all the best commentators, has given the name of

the mother of harlots to the church of Rome. Avoid

it then carefully and anxiously. You cannot be

wrong when you follow, in this and other instances,

the example of Jesus Christ.

It is the conviction, that the true object of reli

gious worship is God the Father only, that in a great

measure makes us Protestant Dissenters. Let us

keep on this ground. It is impossible we should

find better. There are probably superiour invisible

beings without number. But we have nothing to

do with them as objects of our devotions. Our

invocations in prayer must be confined to that one

self-existent Being who governs all beings. There

are other lords, but their authority is derived from

him. There are other saviours, but they are his

gifts j and of these, the first and best, is that Saviour

who left heaven to deliver us from sin and death,

and to lift us to a happy immortality. To this Sa

viour we owe an ardent gratitude ; but the gratitude

we owe to him is nothing compared with that which

we owe to the God who gave him, and whom alone

* Tbe learned Mr. Joseph Mtdc, in the last ceptury, lias given an

intimation of " Some sin which the whole body of tiie reformat ion is

" guil'yof, but which is counted no sin." And Sir Isaac Norton, in

his Commentary on the Revelations, speaks of all nations having cor

rupted the Christian religion, and of a recovery of the long lost trvth

which is to be effected hereafter.—" I can, by no means conceive,

(says an excellent clergyman and valuable writer) " what it is tlies>3

" writers point at, except it be the supremacy of the. God and Father

" of all, which they might possibly believe to be a truth, that has been

" denied and lost by the general declaration of the churches, that two

" other persons are his equals. This is so far from being looked upon

" as a sin, that it a sign of orthodoxy, and is a doctrine that pervades

" the whole reformation." See Reflections on the 1.0th chapter of

Mr. Gibbon's Historv, &c. p. 73, by the late Mr. Henry Taylor, Rec

tor of Crawley, and Vicar of Rertimontb, Hants. See Appendix,

Note E.
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we know to be ever near us, to hear and notice our

prayers and praises.

Having made these previous observations, I shall

next proceed to set before you soma arguments,

which appear to me to prove the two doctrines of

the pre-existent dignity of Christ, and his having

performed a higher service for us than any being

merely hunan could have performed. But this I

must reserve for some future discourses.

SERMON IV.

OF THE PRE-EXISTENCE AND DIGNITY OF CHRIST,

1 JOHN iv. 14.

"WE BATE SEEN, AND DO TESTIFY, THAT THE FATHER SENT THE (A*

TO BE THE SAVIOUR OF THE WORLD.

In discoursing to you on the different schemes of

Christianity, you may remember, that (after shewing

that we are all agreed witli respect to the essentials? of

it, and the information which it was intended princi

pally to communicate, and which is most interesting

to us as sinful and dying creatures) I arranged the dif

ferent sentiments which have been entertained con

cerning it, under three schemes, each of which I

stated, giving the preference to that which I did not

know how better to distinguish, than by calling
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It the middle scheme between Calvinism and Socini-

anism.

My design, in what is to follow of these discourses,

is to state the reasons which seem to me to shew that

this scheme comes nearest the truth. At the close

of my last discourse, I made some preparatory ob

servations, which I thought necessary ; and, with

this view, I,

First, pointed out to your notice a coincidence

which there is, on the subject of Christ's dignity,

between the opinions of Trinitarians and Socinians.

Both make the Jesus, who bled and died on the cross,

a mere man, but distinguished from commanmenby a

miraculous conception, and a particular communi

cation of Divine powers. In opposition to this

doctrine, I have proposed to state the reasons which

lead me to believe, that he was more than a man,

and that he not only was endowed with extraordi

nary powers, but had existed, before his appear

ance hi this world, in a state of dignity and j^lory.

Secondly ; I desired you to observe, that, while I

believe this to be the truth ; I do not mean to assert

any thing with respect to the degree of our Lord's

pre-exislent dignity, this being a point about which

the Scriptures are silent, except by saying, that

God made this world by him.

Thirdly ; I desired you to observe, that whatever

may be the dignity of Christ, or our obligations to

him, the only object of our religious worship is that

one Supreme Being who sent him into the world ;

and that all prayer directed to other beings is an

idolatry which we ought anxiously to avoid.

I shall now proceed to state my reasons for

receiving that account of the Gospel to which I have

given the preference. It differs, I have said, from

Socinianism in two particulars. First, in asserting

Christ to have been more than any human being ;



56 OF THE PRE-EXISTENCE

And, secondly, in asserting that be took upon hiiil

human nature for a higher purpose than merely

revealing to mankind the will of God, and instruct

ing them in their duty, and in the doctrines of reli

gion. In discoursing on these subjects, I have thought

the words I have just read to you better adapted

to my views, than the words on which I grounded

my former discourses. We have seen, ami do testify,

(says St. John) that the Fatfier sent the Son to be the

Saviour of the world.—These words imply the fol

lowing very important truths.

First ; that Jesus Christ was the Messenger of

God the Father Almighty ; and that, therefore, we

are to ascribe to him ultimately all that Christ did,

and all that we owe to him. The Father, my text

says, sent the Son.

Secondly, that this Messenger was one of pecu

liar excellence and dignity. By way of dist inction,

and in order to mark his peculiar eminence, be is

called the Sox. So likewise in the first verse of

the Epistle to the Hebrews it is said that God, who

at sundry times, and in divers manners, spoke in times

past to the fathers by the prophets, hath in these last

times spoken to us by his Son, by whom he made /he

worlds.

Thirdly ; these words imply that Christ was sent

into the world to perform for it a service of the

last importance. He was sent to save it. The

Father sent the Son to be the Saviour of the

world.—These words, therefore, lead me to answer

the following inquiries.

Ist. W hether the peculiar dignity of Christ,

as pointed out to us in the Scriptures, means any

more than what Athanasians and Socinians say;

that is, his being a man, the same with ourselves,

but in union with the Deity, and endowed with ex

traordinary powers ?
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2dly. What the nature was of that instrumentality

in the work of our redemption, which is expressed

when it is said, that God sent him to be the Saviour

of the world.

And, 3dly. Whether he is a Saviour in any other

way than by his instructions and example.

First, let us inquire, what reasons there are for

believing that Christ's peculiar dignity as described

in the Scriptures, implies that he was more than

any being merely human.

As one who wishes to be a candid inquirer after

truth, I must here tell you, that I think the mere

appellation, (Son of God) applied to Christ, decides

nothing on this subject. The manner in which he

is so styled, in my text and is other places of Scrip

ture, implies, as I have just observed, his prc-emi^

nence as a Prophet and Messenger from Cod; but

the appellation, taken by itself and abstracted from

the circumstances of its application, affords no

proof of his being more than a man. It is indeed a

phrase which has been deplorably misinterpreted ;

and on which a doctrine concerning God, the most

unintelligible, has been grounded. By Trinitarians

and Calvinists it has been supposed to refer to an

eternal derivation of one part of the Divine nature

from another, or of the second person in the Trinity

from the first; and their language is, that Christ

was neither made nor created, but begotten from

everlasting, and of one substance with the Father.

And, even by many more rational divines, this

phrase has been thought to refer to some peculiar

inanner in which Christ derived his existence from

the Deity before all worlds, and by which he is

distinguished from and raised above all the other

productions of the Divine will and power. For

this reason they think Christ is called the Only

Begotten of the Father, there existing no other
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being derived from him in the same way ; that is,

by generation, and not by creation. There b

scarcely any tiling that strikes me more with a con

viction of the infirmity of the human understanding;

than the zeal with which this most groundless and

absurd notion has been received by some of the

ablest and best of men. That it is wholly groundless

will appear from the following considerations.

First. With respect to the epithet only begotten,

applied to Christ as the Son of God, it is plain that

it means no more than his being his beloved^ion, as

he is likewise often called in the Scriptures.—

Thus is this epithet used in Prov. iv. 3. For I was

my father's son tender and only (that is, peculiarly)

beloved in the sight of my mother. And it is remark

able, that the Greek translators of the Old Testa

ment frequently render the words, which in the

original, signify only son, by beloved son.

It deserves your notice here, that Christ is styled

God'sfirst-begotten, as well as his only begotten Son ;

and that he is so styled plainly for no other reason,

than that he was the first that rose from the dead.

Thus, Rev. i. 5. Grace be to youfrom him which is,

and which was^ and which is to come ,• andfrom Jesus

Christ the Faithfid Witness, the First-begotten from

the dead, and the Prince of the kings of the earth.

And, Col. i. 18. He is the Head of the church, the

Beginning, the First-born from the dead, that in all

things he might have the pre-eminence. Can any one

imagine, that in these texts the sacred writers had

any view to the mode of Christ's derivation from

the Father before all worlds ? It is equally unrea

sonable to imagine, they had any such view

when they apply the title of Son of God, generally

to him, without any epithet. In reality, it is only

a particular kind of phraseology used in the Scrip

tures ; and which is frequently applied to many
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besides our Saviour. Angels are styled the Sons

of God, Job xxxviii. 7. When the morning stars sang

together, and all the sons of God shoutedforjoy. See

likewise, Dan. iii. 25.—Adam is called the son of

God, Luke iii. 38.—Magistrates are called the sons

of God, Psal. lxxxii. 6. and John x. 34.—Israel is

called God'sfirst-born, Exod. iv. 22. And thou shalt

say unto Pharaoh; thus saith the Lord; Israel is

my son, even my first-born.—But this title is, in a

more particular manner, applied to good men, and

virtuous Christians in the New Testament. As

many as are led by the spirit of God, St. Paul tells

us, are the sons of God ; and if sons, then heirs ;

heirs of God, and joint heirs with Christ, Rom. viii.

14 and 17. So likewise, Rev. xxi. 7. He that over-

coineth shall inherit all things, and I mil be his God,

and he shall be my son. And, in John i. 12. it is

said, that to as many as receive Christ, he gave the

power to become the sons of God.

In short; according to the Scripture language,

we are all the sons of God ; but Christ is so more

particularly and eminently. God is the Father of

us all, as well as of Christ ; but he is the first-born

among many brethren, having God for his God no

less than he is our God. / ascend (said our Saviour

to Martha) to my God and to your God, to my Fa

ther and to your Father.

The title Son of God, then, being applicable to

Christ, with all the epithets added to it, were he

only a man, nothing can be inferred from it with

respect to his pre-existent dignity. And this will

appear yet more plainly from considering, that he

is styled in the Scriptures the Son of Man as well

as the Son of God; and that both these titles took

their rise from two remarkable prophecies in the

Old Testament concerning the Messiah. The first

took its rise from Daniel, the 7th chapter and 1 3th
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verse. / saw in the night visions, and behold one

like the Son of Man came with the clouds of heave*

to the Ancient of Days ; and there was giren Aim

dominion, and glory, and a kingdom? that all People,

and nations, and languages, should serve him. The

latter took its rise from the prophecy in the three

first verses of the 42d chapter of Isaiah. Behold

my Servant, (or, as it is quoted in Mat xiL 18.)

Behold my Son whom I have chosen, my Beloved, in

whom my soul delightcth. I will put my spirit upon

him, and he shall shewforth judgment to the txenliles.

But it will be proper to be more explicit here, and

to observe that Christ is called the Son of God on

three accounts in the New Testament.

First. On account of his miraculous conception.

This is evident from Luke i. 35. The angel said to

her, The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee. TTie

power of the highest shall overshadow thee. Therefore,

that holy thing which shall be born of thee, shall be

called the Son of Gon.

Secondly. On account of his resurrection,

appears from Rom. i. 4. Declared to be the Son

God with power by his resurrection from the de*

And, more plainly from Acts xiii. 33. The /tromise

which was made to our fathers, God hath fulfilled to

•us their children, in that he hath raised up Jesus from

the dead, as it is written in the second Psalm. Thou

art my Son ; this day have I begotten thee.

Thirdly. On account of his office as the Messiah.

In consequence of Isaiah's prophecy just quoted,

the phrase Son of God came to be the most com

mon title by which the Messiah was characterized

among the Jews. So true is this, that it appears

plainly in the Gospel history, that these two titles,

the Son of God, and the Messiah, were synonymous

among the Jews at the time of our Lord's publick

ministry. When St. John, at the end of his Gospel,
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declares, thai what he had written was in order that

they might believe that Jesus was the Christ, the

Sort of God; it is plain that he uses the phrase Son

of God as only another phrase for the Christ, that

is, the Messidh. The same is true of Nathaniel's

declaration on seeing our Saviour. Rabbi, thou art

the Son of God, Thou art the King of Israel. And

also, of the confession made by the demoniacks, men

tioned Luke iv. 41. Demons also came out ofmany,

crying out, and saying, Thou art the Messiah, the

Son of God. When the Jews asked our Lord, Luke

xxii. 70. Art thou the Son of God ? their meaning

Undoubtedly was, Art thou the Messiah ? And thua

that very question is expressed, in Mark xiv. 61.

Art thou the Messiah, the Son of the blessed?*

It would be wasting your time to say more on this

subject. Such is the true account of a phraseology

in Scripture which has nothing in it that is not easy

and intelligible ; but which has, among Christians,

produced some of the grossest conceptions of the

Deity ; and, among Infidels, exposed Christianity

to ridicule and scorn.

Having thus shewn you that no conclusion, with

respect to the doctrine of Christ's pre-existence, can

be drawn merely from his being called the Son of

God, I shall now state to you those reasons which

influence my judgment in this instance, and which

seem to me to prove this doctrine.

First, I will observe, that the denial of it seems,

in a great measure, derived from narrow ideas ofthe

extent of the creation, and of the connexions and

dependencies that take place in it. We are too apt

to look upon ourselves as unconnected with any su-

* The account here given of Christ's being called the Son of God.

is near.ly the same with that given by Dr. YVatts, in his Treatise enti

tled. Useful and Important Questions concerning Jesus the Son of Gorf

freely proposed, with a humble attempt to anmer them.
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perior world ofbeings, and the sun and stars as made

only for us. This is all miserable narrowness and

short-sightedness. That earth, which appears to us so

great, is (comparatively speaking) nothing to the so

lar system : The solar system, nothing to the system

of the fixed stars : And the system ofthe fixed stare

nothing to that system of systems of which it is a

part. I refer now to some discoveries in the heav

ens which have been lately made. The planets are

so many inhabited worlds ; and all the stars which

twinkle in the sky, so many suns enlightening- other

worlds. This no one now doubts. But late

observations have carried our views much farther,

by discovering that this whole vast collection of

worlds and systems bears a relation to other

collections of worlds and systems ; that our sys

tem moves towards other systems ; that all the visible

frame of sun, planets, stars, and milky-way,

forms one cluster of systems ; and that in the im

mense expanse of the heavens, there are myriads of

these clusters, which, to common glasses, appear

like small white clouds, but to better glasses, appear

to be assemblages of stars mixing their light. This

sets before us a prospect which turns us giddy ; but,

however astonishing, we have reason to believe that

all that it presents to us is nothing to the real extent

and grandeur ofthe universe ; for all these myriads

of worlds, of systems of worlds, and of assemblages

of systems being formed so much on one plan as all

to require light, it is more than probable that some

where in the immensity of space, other plans of

nature take place ; and that, far beyond all that it

is possible for us to descry, numberless scenes of

existence are exhibited different in this respect, and

of which we can no more form a notion than a

child in the womb can form a notion of the solar

system, or a man born blind of light and colour*.
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"But I am in danger of going farther than is suitable

to my present purpose in speaking on this subject.

What I have just said relates chiefly to corporeal

nature ; and my design has been to lead you to this

reflection—" That since corporeal nature is thus ex-

" tensive and grand ; incorporeal nature (that is, the

*' intellectual universe) must be much more so."

The former is in itself of no value. The material

universe is the lowest part of created existence, and

designed only to be the seat and receptacle of living

and spiritual beings. These livingand spiritualbeings

rise above one another'in endless gradation from the

oyster to the One Supreme. They have, undoubt

edly, connexions and dependencies like those which

are established in the material universe. Man, in

particular, is only one link in this chain. It would

foe the greatest folly to imagine, that he stands alone ;

or that he has no connexions with superiourorders of

creatures. His present state may be derived from

these connexions; and the administration of the

Divine government, with respect to him, may have

a reference to them, and be in some manner depend

ent upon them. The Scriptures, I think, teach us

plainly that this is the truth, by the account they

give us of the fall, of angels good and bad, and of

the Messiah. Nor can any doctrine appear more

credible to a person who attends properly to the

order and laws of the creation.

We see the whole of existence below us (that is,

between man and nothing) filled with a variety, al

most infinite, of different classes of beings all re

lated and connected. Who can doubt whether all

above us is alike full ?—Let us here think of the

possible dignity of superiour intelligent beings.

It is self evident, that the Almighty Being, who

existed from eternity, might have exerted his power

from eternity ; and to assert the contrary, js to as
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sert, thai he must have passed an eternity without

jiower.—But not to insist on tins, it will come to

the same to say, that from a time, hi past duration,

at a greater distance than any assignable, he has

been exerting his Almighty power and perfect

goodness. There are, therefore, reasonable beings

who have existed from indefinite ages. During all

these ages they have been growing and rising.

What then must they now be ; To what dignity

must they have arrived ? Of what consequence must

their agency be in the creation ?—We are our

selves (should we not lose our existence by vice)

to exist and to rise through eternal ages. What

dignity then shall we ourselves, some time or other

reach? What importance must our agency some

time or other acquire ?

But to come to some evidences more to my pre

sent purpose.

I would observe, Secondly, tliat the history of

our Saviour, as given in the New Testament, and

the events of his life and ministry, answer be-A to

the opinion of the superiority of his nature.—Of

this kmd are his introduction into the world by a

miraculous conception ; the annunciations from

heaven at his baptism and transfiguration, procl"

ing him the Son of God, and ordering all to

him ; his giving himself out as come from God

offer his life for the life of the world, and to

his blood for the remission of sins ; his perfect i

cence and sinless example ; the wisdom which dis

covered itself in his doctrine, ajul by which he i

as never man spoke; that knowledge of the

of men by which he could speak to their thoi

as we do to one another's words ; his intimat.

that he was greater than Abraham, Mpses, David,
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or even angels ;* those miraculous powers by which,

with a command over nature like that which first

produced it, he ordered tempests to cease, and gave

eyes to the blind, limbs to the maimed, reason to

the frantick, health to the sick, and life to the dead ;

his surrender of himself to the enemies who took

away his life, after demonstrating that it was his own

consentf gave them their power over him ; the

signs which accompanied his sufferings and death ;

his resurrection from the dead, and triumphant at*

cension to heaven.—Never was a character so au

gust exhibited on the stage of this world.J—The

Evangelists have drawn it by the recital of facts

only, without any appearance of art or effort. And

when I contemplate it in all its circumstances, I am

disposed indeed to cry out, in language similar to

that of the Roman centurion who attended his cru

cifixion, " Surely this was a superiour being."

You must be sensible that I mention this as a

presumptive argument only. It is, indeed, a con-

* But of that day knowelh no man ; no, not the angels which arc in

heaven, neither the Son, but the Father only, Mark xiii. 32.

f See John xviii. 14, &c. There was unspeakable dignity in our

•Lord's conduct, as described in this passage. The band of officers and

soldiers who came to apprehend him, struck by invisible power, were

thrown backward and fell to the ground upon approaching him. Alter

this it is probable they were afraid of again approaching him. He wa«.

therefore, obliged to offer himself to them, and to desire they would

take him. He saw now before him a dreadful scene of humiliation

and torture. In a few hours he was to be nailed to a cross, and to be

held up, before a whole k ngdom, as an object of insult. In these oir-

eumstances, it was proper there should be demonstrations given of hii

superiority and greatness. When he was suffering his last agonies, na

ture seemed to suffer with him. The earth shook ; the rocks were

split ; the graves were opened ; the veil of the temple was rent ; and

the light of day withdrew itself. This was indeed dying as no one ever-

Hied. See Appendix, Note F.

J This is a subject which has been well treated by some of our l>e*t

writers, and particularly by Dr. Newcome, the learned and excellent

Bishop of Waterford, in his Observations on our Lord's conduct as a

Tiivine Instructor.

9
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sideration of some weight with me, that had asupe-

riour being come down from heaven for some

purpose worthy of his interposition, the events re

corded of Christ are just such as we might have

reasonably expected would have borne witness to his

greatness, and marked his entrance into the world,

his passage through it, and his departure from h.

Some, however, of the facts I have mentioned af

ford more than a presumptive argument. Such, in

particular, is that immactilatemss of character which

the Scriptures ascribe to him. This, I think, the

Socinians in general allow. But is it conceivable

that it coidd have belonged to a mere man I*—

* Christ, if impeccable and infallible (as Socinians as well as otlier

Christians have hitherto believed) must have been not simply a man

like ourselves, but (supposing him not to have pre-exitted) ati angelicfc:

being, created on purpose at the time of his conception, and endowed

immediately with the powers and knowledge of a superiour being, with

out any of those previous acquisitions and gradual advances, which the

natures of things, as well as the nsual course of the Divine government,

seem to require.—What can be less probable than a creation so extra

ordinary ?—The creation of an Unique amongst men ; and for a pur

pose too, which a man, fallible and peccable like ourselves might have

answered as well ; and, in some respects, even better !—Compare with

this, the descent from heaven to give life to the world, of a being who

had before risen to high powers.—How different, as to credibUity as

well as dignity, arc the mission and character of Christ according to

these different accounts of them ?

A modern Socinian of the first character and ability appears to have

felt this difficulty, and, therefore, has suggested that Christ was pec

cable and fallible like ourselves ; and so much so, as to have been

misled by vulgar prejudices, and capable of misapplying the Scriptures

of the Old Testament—to have been conquered by the prospect of his

crucifixion to a degree that shewed less fortitude than has been

shewn by some common men iu similar situations, though he foresaw

his own immediate resurrection and the glory that was to follow it—

to have been ignorant, before his baptism, of his own character as the

Messiah ; ami. like the prophets that preceded him, even inferionr in

knowledge (except as far as he was taught by inspiration) to an eul iight

ened man in modern times.—See Observations on the inspiration of

Christ, in the Theological Repository, vol. ir. p. 435, &c. The Scrip

ture assertion, that Christ knew no sin, means much the same, accord

ing to this author, with St. John's assertion (1 John iii. 9.) that a true

Christian cannot commit sin, that is, cannot commit amy acts of grog*
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Another fact of the same kind is his raising himself

from the dead. This he seems to have intimated

when he said to the Jews—"Destroy this temple, and

" in three days I will raise it up again ;" but more

expressly in John x. 1], 18. Therefore doth my Fa

ther love me, because I lay down my life that I may

take it again. No one taketh itfrom me, but I lay it

doivn of myself. Ihavepower to lay it doim, and I hare

powerto take it again. This commandment have Ireceiv

ed ofmy Father.—In all other places God is said to

have raised Christ from the dead ; and these words

inform us how this is to be understood. God raised

Christ from the dead, by giving him a power to

raise himself from the dead, and not only himself,

but all the world; or (as it is expressed in chap.

xx. 26.) by giving to Die Son of man to have life in

himself, that as the Father raiselh up the dead and

quickeneth them, so might the Son quicken whom he

will ; the Father noiv judging no man, but having

committed all judgment to the Son. It is in this

sense, the Scripture tells us sometimes, that God is

to raise the dead hereafter, while yet its common

language is, that Christ is to raise the dead—But,

Thirdly, It seems to me that there are in the

New Testament express and direct, declarations of

the pre-existent. dignity of Christ- Of this sort J

However contrary this account of Christ may be to the general

faith of Christians, I must think, that it shews the good sense of the

■writer, and is the only ground on which the Sncinian doctrine is tena

ble.—The consequence, however, of thus lowering Christ before his

death is the necessity of lowering him likewise since, his death. And,

accordingly, this able writer, whose candour appears to be such as will

not suffer him to evade any fair inference from his opinions, has far

ther intimated, {lb. p. 458.) that Christ's judging the ivorld may mean

less than is commonly believed, and perhaps the same that is meant in

I Cor. vi. 2. when it is said, that the saints are ttt judge the tvnrld.—I

hope, that some time or other, he will have the goodness to oblige the

publick, by explaining himself on this subject.; and when he does, I hope

he will farther shew, how much less than is commonly believed we

are to understand, by Christ's raising the would fbom xhf. dead

»>ee Appendix, Note G.



68 OF THE PKK-EXlSTEi\CE

reckon the following passages—John i. 1. compared

with the 1 4th verse. In the beginning was the ward,

and the word was with God, &c. And the word was

made flesh and dwelt among us.—John iii. 13. JVb

one hath ascended up to heaven, but he that came down

from heaven ; even the Son ofMan who is in heaven.—

John vi. 62. What, and if we shall see the Son of

man ascend up where he was before.*—John yiiL 58.

* In this chapter we find that our Lord took occasion, from the

miracle of the loaves and fishes, to speak of himself as the true bread

which was come down from heaven to give life to the world. The

Jews understood this to be an intimation that he had existed in heaven

before he came into this world, and therefore murmured at him and

said, (ver. 42.) Is not this Jesus the son of Joseph, whose father and

mother we know ? How is it then that he says, I came down from

heaven ?—There is, in this case, a presumption that the sense in which

the Jews understood our Lord was the most obvious and natural sense.

If, however, it was not. and the Jews had perversely misinterpreted

his words, it was reasonable to expect that he would have said some

thing to correct their mistake : But, instead of this, we find that in

his reply he repeated the same declaration in a stronger language, and

intimated, that they had understood him rightly—verse 61. Dots thi*

offend you ? What and if ye shall see the Son ofMan ascend up where

he nas before ? See Appendix, Note H.

A like observation 'may be made on the words in John viii. 18.

Before Abraham was, 1 am. It is in this instance also a circumstance

of some consequence, that these words were occasioned by an offence,

which Jesus had given the Jews by an expression which they thought

implied, that he had existed in the days of Abraham. Ver. 57. Then

said the Jems to him. Thou art not fifty years okl, and hast thou seen.

Abraham ? Jesus answered. Eerily, verily, I say unto you, before Abra

ham teas, I am.

The whole context in which the words next quoted stand, is as

follows.—These words spake Jesus, and lifted up his eyes to heaven and

said. Father, the hour is come. Glorifjj thy Son. that thy Son may also

glorify thee ; as thou hast given him power over all fiesh that he should

give eternal l\fe to as many as thou hast given him. And this is life eter

nal, that they may know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom^thov

hast sent. I have glorified thee an earth. Ihavefinished the work which

thou gavest me to do. And now, O Father, glorify thou me with thine

own self, with the glory which I had with thee before the world was.—It

seems to me that in this passage Christ has, with particular propriety

and wisdom, added to the declaration that power over all flesh (or as

he speaks in Matth. xxviii. 18. all power in heaven and earth) was

given him, an intimation of his having existed before this world was

made. Such a declaration must have otherwise appeared extravagant.

For what could be more extravagant, than to suppose that so high
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'Before Abraham was,Iam.—And, John xvii. 5. And

now, O Father, glorify thou me with the glory which

I had with thee before the world was.

The limits to which I must confine myself, will

not allow me to enter into a critical examination of

these texts. The interpretations which the Socinians

give of them are such as cannot easily occur to any

plain man. Some of them have said, that Christ

was taken up to heaven at the commencement of

his publick ministry ; and that it is to this*he refers,

when he speaks of his coming down from heaven,

and having been in heaven. But this is a ground

less assertion which has been given up by modern

Socinians, who maintain that these phrases signify

only Christ's having been sent of God into the

world, and having had communications from him.

By his being made flesh, they think no more is

meant, than that he was flesh, and appeared in the

world as a man. By saying that he existed before

Abraham, they think he only meant that his exist

ence was intended before Abraham ; and by the

glory which he had with the Father before the world

was, they understand the glory which he had, in

the Divine foresight and appointment, before the

world was.—I must own to you, that I am inclined

to wonder that wise and good men can satisfy them

selves with such explanations.—But I correct my

self. I know that Christians, amidst their differ

ences of opinion, are too apt to wonder at one

another ; and to forget the allowances which ought

to be made for the darkness in which we are all

involved. Sensible of this truth, and hoping to be

excused if I should ever express my convictions in

a power could belong to surh a helpless and impotent creature of

yesterday as a mere man ?—But more to this purpose will bo said

presently.
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too strong language, I proceed to recite to yoft

some other texts wliich seem to be no less clear

than those I have just quoted.—Heb. ii. 9. Jesus,

who was made a little lower than the angels, that he

might taste deathfor every man. And, verse 16. He

look not on 1dm the nature of (he helped not) angels;

but he took on him (he helped) the seed of Abraham,

Consider here how absurd it would be to mention,

as an instance of condescension and merit in a mere

man, that he submitted to be made lower than tlie

angels, and that he assisted not them but the seed

of Abraham ?—Of the same kind, though not so

expressive, are the words in Gal. iv. 4. God sent

forth his Son made of a woman ; and, in i John iv. 2.

Jesus Christ is come in the flesh. This language is

perfectly proper on the supposition of Christ's

pre-existence ; but very improper on the contrary

supposition : For how could a mere man be other

wise made than of a woman ; or come otherwise

than in the flesh ?

Again; 2 Cor. viii. 9. Ye know the grace of our

Lord Jesus Christ, that though he was rich, yet for

our sakes he became poor, that we through his poverty

might be made rich.—When did our Lord possess

riches ? "When did he exchange riches for poverty

in order to make us rich ? In this world he was

always poor and persecuted.—But, in my opinion,

the most decisive text of all is that in Phil. ii. and

the 5th and following verses : Ijct the same mind be

in you that was in Christ j who, being in theform of

God, thought it no robbery to be equal with God, but

made himself of no reputation. There is an inco

herence in these words, which shews they are not a

right translation ; and it is generally agreed among

the best commentators, that the true rendering is

as follows. Who being in the form of God, did not
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covet to be honoured as God,* but divested himself, and

took on him the form of a servant, and was made in

the likeness of men ; and being found in fashion as a

man, humbled himself to death, evert the death of the

cross. I have often considered carefully the inter

pretation which the Socinians give of these words ;

and the more I have considered it, the more con

firmed I have been in thinking it forced and un

natural. The sense they give is this—Who being

in the form of God (by the power which he possess

ed of working miracles) did not choose to retain

that power, and so to appear like God, but divested

himself of it, and took on him the form of a servant,

and was made in the likeness of men. Here they

add the epithet ordinary, and read this passage as

if it had been—and was made in the likeness of an

ordinary man ; and, being found in fashion as an

ordinary man, humbled himself to death.—It is nat

ural to ask here, When did Christ divest himself of

the power of working miracles ? The Gospel history

tells us that he retained it to the last ; and that he

was never more distinguished than when at his

crucifixion the earth shook, and the sun was dark

ened :—Indeed the turn and structure of this

passage are such, that I find it impossible not to

believe, that the humiliation of Christ which St.

Paul had in view was, (not his exchanging one

condition on earth for another) but his exchanging

tiie glory he had with God, before the world was,

for the condition of a man, and leaving that glory

to encounter the difficulties of human life, and to

suffer and die on the cross. This was, in truth, an

event worthy to be held forth to the admiration of

Christians. But if the apostle means only that

Christ (though exalted above others by working

* See Dr. Clark's Scripture Doctrine of the Trinity, chap. x>. scrt-

fc No. 931.
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miracles) yet consented to suffer and to die like other

men ; if, I say, St. Paul means only this, the whole

passage is rendered cold and trifling, no more being

said of Christ, than might have been said of St. Paul

himself, or any of the other apostles.*

There remain to be quoted the texts which men

tion the creation of the world by Jesus Christ.—In

Heb. i. 2. we read that God, who in former times

spoke to the fathers by the prophets, hath, in these last

limes, spoken lo us by his Son, whom he hath appointed

heir of all things ; and by whom also he made the

worlds. Again; in the Gospel of John, i. 3. it is

said, that the word was in the beginning with God ,-

and that all things were made by him ; and that with'

out him nothing was made that was made—And, in the

tenth verse, That he was in the world, and that the

world was made by him, but the world knew him not.—

And, in Col. i. I6. By him were all things created

•* He who wishes to l>e assisted, injudging how far the texts which I

have here quoted can be reconciled to the Socinian doctrine, should

consult Mr. Lindsbv's interpretations of them in the sequel to his

Apology on resigning the vicarage of Caltcrick, Yorkshire ; and also,

the second of the two Essays in the fourth number of the Commentaries

and Essays published by the Societyfor promoting the Knowledge of the

Scriptures.

The passages of Scripture which call Christ a man, and in which he-

is said to have been born, have been insisted upon as making strongly

for the Socinian doctrine. But this is an argument which makes no im

pression upon me. According to all opinions, Christ was truly a man.

and is properly so called. Had the Scriptures called him a man, and

added that he was no more than a man. this question would have been

decided ; but they have, I think, plainly enough asserted the con

trary.—That humiliation of Christ, and suspension of bis powers, which

is implied in his being made a man. and growing up, from infancy to

mature age, subject to all our wants and sorrows, is- indeed, as to the

manner of it, entirely incomprehensible to us. But is this to be

wondered at, considering our ignorance of the nature of matter and

spirit, and of the laws which govern the superiour invisible world ? Are

we not continually witnesses to facts in some degree similar to this ?

In short ; those who will believe nothing, the manner and causes of which

they cannot comprehend, must be in the way to believe nothing

at all.
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that are in heaven and that are in earth, visible and

invisible.*

This is a fact that raises our ideas of the pre-ex-

istent dignity of Christ higher than any thing else

that is said of him in the New Testament. But it

is, in general, misinterpreted. In order to under

stand it properly, we should remember,

First, That the term world, in Scripture, means

only this world ; and that all things mean only all

things belonging to this world. The apostles pro

bably never thought of that plurality of worlds

which has been lately discovered. Indeed, had

their* minds been thus far enlightened, they would

only have been embarrassed, and no good end could

have been answered.—This earth includes all of

*It is a circumstance a little discouraging in reciting this evidence

from Scripture, that some modern Socinians would not be convinced

by it, were it ever so clear and decisive. I find a proofof this in a late

publication by a highly valued friend, and one of the most distinguished

writers of the present times. Dr. Priestley, in the Introduction to his

History of the early Opinions concerning Christ, has given such an ex

planation of the texts which seem to declare the creation of the world

by Christ, as he thinks may reconcile them to the Socinian doctrine.

But, at the same time, be intimates, that had this been the opinion ofthe

apostles we should not be bound to receive it. " As it is not pretended,

" (he says, page 68, vol. i.) that there are any miracles adapted to

" prove that Christ made and supports the world, I do not see that we

" are under any obligation to believe it, merely because it was an opin-

" ion held by an apostle."—And, p. 70. " It is not, certainly, from a

' ' few casual expressions, which so easily admit of other interpretations,

" and especially in epistolary writings, that we can be authorised to

" infer, that such was the serious opinion of the apostles. But if it

" had been their real opinion, it would not follow that it was true, ini-

" less the teaching of it should appear to be included in their

" general commission, with which, as I have shewn, it has no sort of

" connexion."

I have here, and every where else in these discourses, called the

believers in the simple humanity of Christ, Socinians, lor want of

knowing how better to distinguish them. They choose to be called

Unitarians. But they have no exclusive right to this title ; andformer

Socinians bad no right to it ; for they concurred with Trinitarians

in worshipping a deified man. It is an essential point of religion with

me to worship God only.

10
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nature that we have any concern with ; and it would

be folly to imagine, that the Scripture history and

doctrines have any view to other worlds^—Tfe

observation is applicable to the account of the cre

ation in the first chapter of Genesis ; that account,

most probably, being an account only of the crea

tion of this earth, with its immediate dependencies.

Secondly, you should remember, that the for

mation of this world by Christ does not imply crea

tion from nothing, that probably being peculiar to

Almighty power ; but only a new arrangement

of things, and the establishment of that order of

nature to which we are witnesses.

Again. You should remember, that Chi

represented, not as the original Creator, but ai

God's minister in creation. God made the world

(this is the language of scripture) but he made it by

or through Christ. The agency of Christ, in this in

stance, is represented as entirely instrumental, like

that agency of his in working miracles, which he

describes, when he says,, lean of mine orvn self do

nothing. The Father who dwelleth in me, he doth tie

works.—It is the constant method of God's govern

ment, as far as it falls under our notice, to employ

subordinate agency in bringing about events ; and,

had I wanted in this case the authority of Scripture,

I should have thought it highly probable, that it was

by such agency the changes among worlds are of

ten produced ; and, in particular, that this globe

was reduced from a chaotick state to its present

habitable form, and mankind and other animal?

planted upon it *

• # 4"

* Even men. in this earliest stage of their existence, possess a power

(constantly on the increase) of changing the face of nature, and ol in

troducing on this globe new scenes of being and enjoyment, wkieb is

not totally unlike a power of raising new creations.
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I cannot help taking this opportunity to add, that

the doctrine of God's forming this world by the

agency of the Messiah gives a credibility to the

doctrine of his interposition to save it, and his future

agency in new creating it ; because it leads us to

conceive of him as standing in a particular relation

to it, and having an interest in it.

It is time to proceed to the next argument which

I would offer.—It appears to me, that the doctrine

©f Christ's simple humanity, when viewed in con

nexion with the Scripture account of his exaltation,

implies an inconsistency and improbability, which

falls little short of an impossibility ; and, conse

quently, that this doctrine not only renders the

Scripture unintelligible, but Christianity itself incred

ible.—The scriptures tell us that Christ, after his

resurrection, became Lord of the dead and living ;

that he had all power given him in heaven and

earth ; that angels were made subject to him ; and

that he is hereafter to raise all the dead, to judge

the world, and to finish the scheme of the Divine

moral government with respect to this earth, by

conferring eternal happiness on all the virtuous,

and punishing the wicked with everlasting destruc

tion.—Consider whether such an elevation of a mere

man is credible, or even possible ? Can it be believed,

that a mere man coidd be advanced at once so high

as to be above angels, and to be qualified to rule

and judge this world ? Does not this contradict all

that we see, or can conceive, of the order of God's

works ? Do not all beings rise gradually, one ac

quisition laying the foundation of another, and pre

paring for higher acquisitions ? What would you

think, were you told, that a child just born, instead

of growing like all other human creatures, had

started at once to complete manhood, and the gov
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ernment of an empire ? This is nothing to the fact

I am considering.—The power, in particular, which

the scriptures teach us that Christ possesses, of rais

ins; to life all who have died, and all who will die, is

equivalent to the power of creating a world. How

inconsistent is it to allow to him, one of these pow

ers, and at the same time to question whether he

could have possessed the other ?—To allow that he

is to restore and new create, this world ; and yet to

deny that he mi^ht have been God's agent in origi

nally forming it ?*

» Our brethren among modern Socinians seem to feel this difficulty ;

and therefore give a new interpretation of the Scripture account of

Christ's present power and dignity.—Mr. Lisdsev says, in his Sequel,

page 466, &c. that the exaltation of Christ to God's right haad,Jmr

above all might and dominion, and every name that is named, not only in

this world, but in that which is to come ; angels, authorities, andpowers

being made subject to him ; is spoken of in accommodation to the ideas

of the Jews and Gentiles of tliose days, who believed there were such

spiritual beings as angels and demons aud means only the display of a

Divine power in the support of the Gospel and its establishment among

men. The throne to which Christ was advauced was, according to him.

(lb. p. 213.) not any station of dignity in heaven, but the subjection of

the world to his Gospel ; and his glory with the Father, mentioned John

xvii. 5, was the glorious success of the Gospel. His power over aUJtesh

(John xvii. 2.) to give eternal life to as many as the Father had given him,

was only his power " to aflbrd men full assurance of the benevolent pur-

" pose of God to bestow eternal life upon them, and to furnish them

" with the means of virtue that lead to it." P. 249. " agreeably to

" the prejudices and imaginations ofJews and Gentiles, the subjection

" of all mankind to the rules of piety and virtue delivered by Christ, is

" shadowed out under the imagery of a mighty king, to whom all power

" was given in heaven and earth, placed above angels, principalities,"

&c. P. 473. However singular these interpretations may appear, no one

ought hastily to condemn them, without considering what so excellent

a man says to justify them in the passages to which I have referred. It

is probable that be interprets, in a like sense, Christ's declaration that

he is the Resurrection and the Life, and understands by it only his

being the Revealer of a future life. But I shall indeed wonder if bis

good sense and candour will allow him to give the same sense to such

texts as the following —John vi. 40. And J will raise him up at the last

day.-—John v. 29. The hour is coming, in which all that are in their

graves shall hear the voice ofthe Son of Man, and shall comeforth ; they

that have done good to the resurrection of life, and they that have done evil

In the resurrection of damnation.—Phil. v. 20, 21. Our conversation is in

~\
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According to some of the old Socinian writers,

Christ, after his resurrection, reigned over all na

ture, and became the object of religious worship.*

It is surprising, that men so enlightened on religious

subjects, as to be the wonder of the times in which

they lived, did not feel the extravagance there is in

ascribing to a mere man an advancement so sudden

and astonishing. It is a circumstance much in favour

of Christianity, that, instead of asserting any such

doctrine, it teaches us that the same Christ; who after

his resurrection had all power given him in heaven

and earth, possessed glory with God before the world

was; and that, when he ascended to heaven, he

only regained a former station, and entered upon a

dignity to which he had long risen, with such addi

tions to it, and such increased powers, as were the

proper effect and reward of his having passed

through human life to save the world.

The inconsistency of the Socinian doctrine will,

in this instance, appear more palpable, if we will

consider what the merit was for which a mere man

was thus exalted ; and what the end was for which

a step so extraordinary was taken, and an effort so

violent made. His merit was, sacrificing his life in

bearing witness to the truth ; a merit by no meant;

peculiar to him, many other men having done the

same. The end was, the conveyance of blessings

which would have been granted (because proper

to be granted) whether conveyed by him or not.

heaven,from whence we lookfor the Saviour, the Lord Jesus Christ ; who

shall change our vile body that it may befashioned like unto his glorious

body, according to the working whereby he is able even to subdue oil things

to himse(f.

* Christus ad dextram dci in coelis collocatus etiam ab angelis

adorandus est. Catachesis EccUsiarum Polonicarum, sect. 4. Omnem

in coelo et in terra potestatem accepit ; et omnia. Deo solo excepto,

ejus pedibns sunt sulyecta. Ibid,
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But, on this subject, a good deal more will be said

hereafter.

Fifthly. The doctrine I am considering lessens

the usefulness and force of Christ's example.—

He has, the Scriptures say, left us an example that

we should follow his steps. It was an example of

blameless and perfect virtue ; but he was, accord

ing to all opinions of him,* qualified for exhibiting

it by high endowments which we do not possess, and

communications of the spirit without measure which

we cannot expect ; and it is, on this account, less

fitted to influence us. On other accounts, however,

it is more forcible in proportion to his superiority ;

ami this is true, in particular, of his condescension,

humility, meekness, and patience under sufferings.

The greater he was, the more we are. obliged to

admire these virtues in him ; and the more we must

be incited to practise them.—But there is one

part of his example which, being founded on his

pre-existent dignity, is lost entirely in the Socinian

scheme. I mean, his quitting that dignity, and

degrading himself to the condition of a mortal man

in order to save men. This is an instance of be

nevolence to which we can conceive no parallel;

which is probably the admiration of angels ; and

which (were it duly believed and attended to)

would make us incapable of not being ourselves

examples of condescension and benevolence. This

* This observation is applicable to the opinions concerning Christ

which have hitherto been generally held by Sorinians, who. in reality,

make him more properly a sriperiour being than a man, and differ from

Arians chiefly by assigning, contrary to all that is credible, a dif

ferent date to his existence.—Lately, some of them have lowered

him into a man ignorant and peccable, and no way distinguished

from the common men of his time, except by being inspired ; ; nd

(his, I am spusible, by bringing him down more to our own level,

makes his example, in some respects, more an encouragement to os

and more fit to be proposed to onr imitation. See the note in p. 68.
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is the part of Christ's example which St. Paul has

particularly recommended to our imitation in the

passage in Philippians which I have already quoted.

Let this mind be in you which was also in Christ

Jesus ; who, being in the form of God, did not affect

to retain thatform, but emptied himself of it, and took

on him theform of a man and a servant, and became

obedient to death, even the death of the cross. Where

fore God hath highly exalted him, and given him, a

name that is above every name, that at the name of

Jesus every knee should bow, and every tongue confess

that he is Lord, to the glory of God the. Father.—I

reckon this one of the most striking passages in the

New Testament.—Let us comply with the exhor

tation delivered in it, and be always ready to spend

and be spent in doing good, that we may rise as

Christ rose.

I shall conclude with the following reflection.

If Christ was indeed possessed of that superiority

of nature which I have been asserting, how important

must the service be which he came to perform.

Would one so high have stooped so low to do only

what a meaner agent might have done ? I often

feel myself deeply impressed by this consideration.

The dignity of the service, and the dignity of the ,

agent, imply and prove one another.—Think, Chris

tians, how dreadful the danger must be, which Christ

left heaven to save you from ; and neglect not so

great a salvation. Remember that, at an expense

greater than can be described, you have been raised

to the hope of a resurrection from death to an end

less life of ever increasing happiness. Take care

that you do not lose a benefit so transcendent, and

sink at last into a death from which there will be

no redemption. This cannot happen except through

your own fault. But should it happen, Christ will

not lose the fruits of his labour ; for though you
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should have no share in them, others will, and

myriads delivered by him from sin and death will

hereafter unite in raising songs of praise and

triumph, and ascribing blessing, and glory, and

honour, and power to the Lamb thai was slain, and

who hath redeemed us to God by his blood.

 

SERMON V.

OF THE CHARACTER OF CHRIST AS THE SAVIOUR OF

THE WORLD.

1 JOHN ir. 14.

VE HAVl SEEN, AND DO TESTIFV, THAT THE FATHER SKST THE SO|»

TO BE THE SAVIOUR OF THE WORLD.

I have thought it a proper part of the duty of

my office in this place, to give you a particular

account of my ideas of that Gospel which we all

profess, and on which we build our hopes of a

future happy immortality. I have, already, pro

ceeded a good way in the execution of this design.

Before I proceed farther, I must desire you to bear

in mind as I go along, that, knowing how liable I.

am to errour, I feel no disposition to be very anxious

about bringing you over to my opinions- The

rage for proselytism is one of the curses of the

world. I wish to make no proselytes, except to

candour, and charity, and honest inquiry. You

must judge for yourselves ; and should any tiling

I have said in my former discourses, or shall say in

A
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the present discourse, give you any assistance in

doing this, my principal end will be answered. I

can, in this instance, as in most others, with much

more confidence say what is not, than what is the

truth. The Athanasian or Calvinistick scheme

of Christianity I reject Avith strong conviction. The

Socinian scheme also, on the two points which

chiefly distinguish it, I find myself incapable of

receiving. The reasons which determine my judg

ment on one of these points I have stated in my

last discourse. I am now to state my reasons for

not receiving the Socinian doctrine on the other of

these points.

God, my text says, sent his Son to be the Sa

viour OF THE WORLD.

I have observed that these words lead us to con

sider three particulars in the doctrine of our salva

tion by Christ.

First. The dignity of the Saviour. He was the

Son of God. This has been explained.

Secondly. The nature of the instrumentality, ex

pressed by his having been sent.

Thirdly. The nature of the service, expressed

by his having been sent to be the Saviour of the

world.

After I have said what I think necessary on the

two last of these heads, you will be in full posses

sion of my sentiments of the Gospel.

I am first of all to give you an account of the

nature of that instrumentality in the work of our

redemption which is ascribed to Christ, when it is

said, that he was sent of God to be the Saviour of

the world. The following observations on this sub

ject appear to me of some importance.

In the communication of benefits from one being

to another, there are two sorts of instrumentality.

There is an instrumentality which (being constrained

11
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and passive) does not imply obligation to the instru

ment ; and which, therefore, requires no gratitude

except to the donor himself. And there is an in

strumentality which (being spontaneous and active)

docs imply obligation to the instrument ; and which,

therefore, calls for gratitude to him as well as to the

donor. Of the former sort is the instrumentality

of a servant in conveying a benefit to another from

his master. In this case, the servant being merely

the conveyer, and having no choice with respect to

the communication of the benefit, the person bene

fited carries his views entirely to the master, and

considers him alone as the cause of the benefit--—

Of the latter sort is the instrumentality of one em

ployed by another as a trustee to distribute bis boun

ty, but who, at the same time, is left at liberty, and

may be unfaithful if he pleases. In this case, those

who partake of the bounty feel obligation and grati

tude to the trustee as well as to his principal. Room

is left, for the exercise of the free will and discretion

of the trustee ; and the reception of the bounty i«

made to depend on his benevolence and honour, in

such a manner that, but for these, the recipient

would have lost it.

Of this last soil is the instrumentality employed

by the Deity in the distribution of his bounty among

his reasonable creatures. He makes them, not pas

sive instruments, but trustees and voluntary agents,

in conveying to one another the bless'ings of his

goodness. He makes them instruments in such a

sense that the blessings received shall come from

them, as well as primarily from him. He makes

them, in short, grantors of benefits at the same time

that they are conveyers. In no other way, could

there have been room for gratitude to inferiour be

ings for any benefits. 4^
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You must be sensible, that the principal bles

sings of our existence are not received by us im

mediately from the hands of the Deity. We see

that he acts by instruments ; by passive instruments

in the material world ; and by voluntary instruments

in the intellectual world. In both, there is a series

established of intermediate causes between us and

that Divine power, wisdom, and goodness in which

all causes terminate, on which they all depend, and

to which ultimately they owe all their efficacy.

Every reasonable and moral agent, placed in so

ciety, and surrounded with fellow creatures, is a

trustee for distributing God's bounty. But, in the

distribution, he is subjected to no restraints or limi

tations, except such as his own prudence and virtue

may prescribe to him. He has the option of being

either slothful and treacherous, or diligent and faith

ful; and, consequently, of either withholding hap

piness from his fellow creatures, or granting it.—

We have all of us commissions from God, (as Christ

had,) to relieve distress, and to seek and to save

that which is lost ; and we should consider ourselves

as sent of God for this purpose. These commissions

have been given us, not by any specifick orders or

formal agreements, as among men (to conceive thus,

of even Christ's commission, would, I doubt, be

conceiving of the ways of God as too like our own

ways) but by endowing us with powers to help our

fellow creatures, by planting within us kind affec

tions prompting us to it, and by placing us in situ

ations where we shall have opportunities for it.

Beyond this we do not see that the Deity goes in

making moral agents instruments of his goodness ;

nor was it fit that he should.—By constituting, in

this manner, the plan of his universal government,

he has given consequence to the agency of his rea

sonable creatures ; for their agency would be of



M OF THE CHARACTER OF CHRIST,

comparatively little consequence, were it employed

merely in carrying benefits, the enjoyment of which

did not depend upon, and was not at all derived

from, the beings who convey them.—In short ; by

the method of government of which I am endea

vouring to give you an account, his creatures are

made a kind of deities to one another. They be

come real benefactors in the very same instances in

which God is to be acknowledged as the Supreme

Benefactor. Obligation to them takes place as well

as to him j and, while our first gratitude is due to

him (the cause of all causes) gratitude becomes due

likewise to those inferiour beings, on whose free

will, and spontaneous instrumentality, he has been

pleased to suspend the fruits of his beneficence.-1—

There is, therefore, in this part of the constitution

of nature, unspeakable wisdom and goodness. Had

nature been otherwise constituted ; had no absolute

dependence of the states of beings on one another

been established; were there in the universe no

precariousness of condition, no liableness to losses

and calamities ; were all the happiness of beings as

certained to them, independently oftheir own active

choice and endeavours to bless one another. Were

this the plan of nature, the moral world woidd be

little more than a kind of dead machinery. Moral

agents would be incapable of doing any good ta

one another. No scope would be given to the ex

ercise of benevolence ; and, consequently, all pos

sibility of the greatest happiness would be exclu

ded. '

But to come nearer to the point I have in view.

I scarcely need tell you, that the instrumentality

I ascribe to Christ in the work of our redemption

is of the kind I have last described. He was sent

of God to be the Saviour of the world in a manner

that makes him (his benevolence) the cause of our
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salvation, as well as that original benevolence of the

Deity from which all other benevolence is derived.

He was the Conveyer of pardon and immortality to

us, in such a sense that we owe them to him, as well

as primarily to God.

This is a point of vast importance, and perhaps I

may not be able sufficiently to explain it. I do not,

however, think it attended with any peculiar diffi

culties ; and if any one does, his difficulties must be

owing to inattention and prejudice.—Were a good

man, in the common course of life, to interpose, from

}>rinciples of benevolence and pity, to save you

rom a calamity which, but for his exertions, would

have ruined you ; would you find any difficulty in

reconciling your obligation to your deliverer, to

your obligation to the Deity ? Though your bene

factor was a free agent in delivering you, and

though probably you would have been undone but

for his goodness ; would you, on this account, think

yourself less indebted to God's goodness ? Would

your feelings of gratitude to him, interfere at all

with your feelings of gratitude to the Deity ?

Would you not say, properly, that it was God put it

into his heart to help you ; and that it was he sent
him and provided him for you ? WTould you not

consider him as God's instrument ; and would not

this (while it left you under the full impression of

gratitude to God) improve and heighten your grati

tude to your friend 1—Supposing then the truth to

be, that Christ is the author of our salvation in a

way similar to this ; that is, supposing that, by a

voluntary interposition from obedience to God and

benevolence to man, he has delivered us from cala

mities* under which we might have perished ; and

* " God gave his Son in the same way of goodness to the world.as

" he affords particular persons the friendly assistance of their fellow
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Uiat he condescended to be born and to suffer and

die, not merely to convey, in the sense first explain

ed, blessings to us, but likewise to obtain them;

supposing, I say, this to be the truth, no objection

to it can be drawn from the necessity of acknow

ledging the goodness of God in all our benefits, and

ascribing to him the glory of them.

Let us, therefore, in the next place, inquire

whether there is sufficient reason for believing this.

It appears, from what has been already said, that

this inquiry is the same with the inquiry whether

Christ is a real Saviour or not For if be only

announces salvation to us ; if, properly speaking, he

obtains nothing for us ; if no extraordinary blessings

were suspended on his benevolence, and we receive

nothing on his account which we should not have

otherwise equally had from God's goodness ; if this

is the truth, the importance of Christ as a Saviour

is in a great degree lost, and, instead of viewing him

in the light of the Restorer of a world consigned to

the grave, and the cause of eternal happiness to it,

we must view him in the lower light of a Teacher,

an Example, and a Martyr. I am satisfied that

according to the Scripture account, we are to view

him principally in the former of these lights.

Before I enter on the proof of this, it is necessary

I should take notice of that distressed state of man

kind which it supposes, and of the need in which

they might stand of a Saviour. The whole Christian

"creatures, when, without it, their temporal ruin would be the certain

"consequence of their tollies: In the same way of goodness. I say;

" though in a transcendent and infinitely higher degree. And the ton

" of God loved us and gave himself for us, with a lore which be biro-

" self compares to that of human friendship : though in this case, all

" comparisons must fall infinitely short of the thing intended to be

" illustrated by them." Bishop Butler's Analogy of Religion, natu

ral and revealed, to the constitution and course of nature, Part ti.

chap v. sect. 9.
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scheme is founded on the supposition of a calamity

in which our race had been involved, and which

has been generally termed the fall of man. What

the true and full account of this event is, it is prob

ably impossible for us to discover, or even to under

stand were it communicated to us. It is recorded

in the third chapter of Genesis, but in a manner so

mixed with emblems (derived, perhaps, from the

ancient hieroglyphical manner of writing") and con

sequently so veiled and obscure, that I think little

more can be learnt from it, than that there was a

transaction, at the origin of our race, at the com

mencement of this world, which degraded us to our

present state, and subjected us to death, and all its

concomitant evils.—The credibility of such events

in the creation cannot reasonably be denied. We

see, in what falls under our notice of the Divine

government, that in consequence of the connexions

which have been established, and the powers given

to beings, events are often happening which involve,

not oidy individuals, but states and kingdoms in ca

lamity.—What numbers of beings are there who are

continually entering upon existence and happiness in

this world, but, by various causes, are cut offand per

ish ? What numbers of individuals are there among

mankind who have lost valuable privileges, and are

reduced to want and disease, after enjoying health

and affluence ? How many kingdoms, once happy in

the possession of peace, plenty, and liberty, have

been plundered and ravaged, and at last conquered

and ruined by savage oppressors and tyrants ? Why

should it be thought impossible, that even a whole

species should also sometimes fall into calamity, and

lose valuable blessings ? What reasons can there

be for expecting, that orders of beings should have

their advantages absolutely secured to them, which

will not likewise apply to individuals and to commu;
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nities ?—In the latter case, our senses demonstrate

such an expectation to be unreasonable. Should

not this lead us to conclude, that it may be so like

wise in the former case ?

The views of those persons nust be very narrow,

who can imagine that the connexions among God's

creatures extend no higher than man. Undoubted

ly, man himself is connected with higher orders of

beings, and should be considered as only one link

in a chain that reaches from inanimate matter to the

Deity. And what revolutions,^ in particular cir

cumstances, and among particular beings, these

connexions may produce, we cannot know. It is

enough to know, that, whatever they are, and what

ever the losses and sufferings may be, which are

sometimes occasioned by them, they are all under

a perfect superintendency, and the result of a plan

contrived in the best manner for bringing about the

greatest possible happiness.—Such would be our

wisest mode of reasoning, did the light of revelation

offer us no information. But you must be sensible

that revelation has not been silent on this subject

It acquaints us, as has been just observed, that a

calamity has happened to the human race ; that we

have suffered by our connexions under God's gov

ernment ; that we were made for immortality, but

lost it, and were brought down to our present sinful

and mortal state.

In Adam all have died. The sentence passed

upon him has passed upon us all : Dust thou art,

and unto dust thou shall return. By one man (St.

*The Smiptures seem to inform us of three great revolutions in

the state of this habitable world.—First, the introduction of evil

and of death among mankind, and a correspondent change in exter

nal nature, by the fall.—Secondly, an increase of this evil, and a

farther change in external nature by the deluge.—Thirdly, the de

struction of death, the renovation of nature, and the undoing of evil,

by the Messiah at his future coming.
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Paul tells us) sin entered into the world, and death by

sin, and so death has passed upon all men.—The ap

pearances of the world, and the circumstances of

our condition are such as make it very credible that

our state may be a.fallen state. We find ourselves

in a situation where we are exposed to numberless

temptations, and where the practice of virtue is

often attended with great difficulties. We see that

all mankind have sinned and come short of the glo

ry of God.* There is no one who must not ac

knowledge himself a guilty being ; who has not

many transgressions to lament, and many inexcusa

ble offences to repent of. Multitudes fall into atro

cious vice.—May we not easily believe, that such

beings want a Saviour ? A Saviour, not only to bring

them to repentance and virtue, but to avert from

them the consequences of past guilt, and to render

repentance itself available to happiness?—This,

however, is a point which has been much contested

by the favourers of Socinianism. They maintain,

that no Saviour could be wanted for this purpose,

the perfections of God requiring him to receive re

penting sinners. A return to virtue supposed,

pardon and happiness, they think, follow of course

under the Divine government, whatever vice may

have preceded it.—I cannot but think this a ground

less assertion. It supposes, that the only end of

punishment is the reformation of the offender. But

there is in vice an intrinsick demerit which (indepen

dently off consequences) makes punishment proper;

* "Whoever will consider the manifold miseries and extreme wick-

"ednessof the world, &c. will think he has little reason to object

" against the Scripture account that mankind is in a state of degra*

" dat ion, how difficult soever he may think it to account for. or even

" to form a distinct conception of the occasions and circumstances

" of it" See Bishop Butler's Analogy, &c. Part. ii. chap. 5.

f See a Review of the principal Questions and Difficvltits in Moral*,

chap. 3.

12
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and it is rendered further proper by the necessity

of vindicating the honour of God's broken laws,

and of deterring beings who have not offended from

wickedness. These are reasons for punishment

which the reformation of the offender does not an

swer. And, in general, it seems fit, that in treating

moral agents a regard should be had to what they

have been, as well as to what they are ; and that a

distinction should be made between the cases of

innocents and penitents, as well as between the cases

ofpenitents and impenitents.—It is not, indeed, cred

ible, that the connexion, established by the Divine

laws between guilt and punishment, should be so

easily broken as that every consequence of guilt

should be immediately removed by repentance.

This is contradicted by general and constant expe

rience, When a person has lost a limb in a crimi

nal pursuit, repentance will not restore it. When

he has wasted his fortune, or ruined his health by

his vices, repentance will not bring them back. In

such cases, remedies may be sometimes found, or

the compassion of friends may relieve ; but the

mischief generally remains, notwithstanding any

alteration of conduct.

With our condition as sinful and .guilty, is con

nected our condition as mortal creatures. These are

{he two circumstances in our condition which make

it a distressed condition. All men have corrupted

their ways, and exposed themselves to the penalties

annexed to guilt ; and all men stand condemned to

death. The Scriptures inform us, that a deliverer

from death was promised at the time it was intro

duced. {The seed of the woman shall bruise the ser

pent's head, Gen. iii. 15.) But this implies that,

without a deliverer, we must have remained under

the power of death, and consequently lost a future

state. It seems a break in the thread of conscious
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Existence, which cannot be usual in the transition of

reasonable beings from lower to higher states. It

is a catastrophe universally dreaded, threatening ex

tinction, and bearing every appearance of beingwhat

the Scriptures make it, an adventitious evil,* and

not an original pail of God's plan.

Such is the condition of man : A condition

which, though it leaves abundant proofs of the wis

dom and goodness of the Creator, shews us that we

might have needed salvation. And it also shews

us in what this salvation must consist. It appears,

that it must consist in the deliverance of guilty

creatures from the connexion established by the

Divine laws between guilt and punisliment ; and in

the deliverance of mortal creatures from death.

This, therefore, is the first argument I would

use to prove that Christ was a Saviour in a higher

sense than by being a teacher. Our cases as sinful

and mortal creatures required more than instruction.

* Some think the account in Genesis of the introduction of death to

'be an Allegory intended to teach, not a fact, but a moral lesson;

and, consequently, they think the present mortal state of man to be

pot an adventitious state, but that for which he was at first intended.

Were this true, it would be necessary to look upon Christ's saving the

world by delivering it from death, as an interposition to save it from

Die state for which it was made, and in which the Creator had placed

it; and it is, I think, an argument in favour of Christianity, that, by

grounding our redemption on a.fall, it has led us to juster conceptions.

The following words in the Apocryphal book, entitled the Wisdom of

Solomon, are very remarkable. Chap. ii. 24. God created man to be

immortal. He made him to be an image of his own eternity. Never*

theless ; through envy of the devil, came death into the world; and tliey

that hold of his side do find it.—The interpretation, in these words, of

the account of the fall has been generally received by Jews and Chris

tians ; and it deserves notice, that Christ has referred to it in the

words (John viii. 44.) The devil was a murderer from the beginning ;

and the apostle John, in the words (1 John ii. 8.) The devil sinncth

from the beginning. For this purpose the Son of God was manifested,

that he might destroy the works of the devil. And in the Revelation,

by calling satan, the old serpent. But the clearest reference to this

interpretation is in the epistle to the Hebrews, chap. ii. 14. Foras

much as the children arc partakers ofjiesh and blood, he also himself took

part qf the same ; that, through death he might destroy him that had the

power ofdeath : that is, the devil ; and deliver them who, throughfear of

death, mere all their lifetime subject to bondage.



92 OF THE CHARACTER OF CHRIST,

Instruction could only bring us to repentance. It

could not make repentance the means of remission;

or an exemption from the effects of guilt. It could

not create a fitness that offenders should be favour

ed as if they had never offended. It could not raise

from death, or restore to a new life.

I could, however, even allow all this; and still

maintain that Christ was more than a teacher. For,

granting the necessary availableness of repentance

in all cases to favour and happiness, it may be asked,

to what degree of favour and happiness it is neces

sarily available? Must our imperfect virtue, a virtue

preceded, perhaps, by atrocious wickedness, as well

as accompanied with numberless infirmities ; must

such virtue be entitled to such favour as Christianity

promises, including in it, not only pardon and a

remission of punishment, but a glorious immortali

ty ; an eternal existence in ever increasing felicity

and honour? If so, then indeed it will follow, that

we can owe no more to Christ than instruction.—

But there cannot be a shadow of reason for such,

an assertion. Even sinless virtue can have no title

to that superabundance of grace promised by Chris

tianity. It might then have been made precarious,

and left to depend on a voluntary exertion of be

nevolence in our favour.

But the main evidence on this point must be taken

from the Scriptures. I should run this discourse

to an immoderate length, were I to attempt to give

you any particular account of those declarations of

Scripture which might be here quoted.—Clirist is

styled the propitiation for our sins. In him, we are

told, we have redemption through his blood, even the

forgiveness of our sins. He made his life an offering

for iniquity, shed his Mood for the remission of sins,

and appeared once in the end of the world for ever to

put away sin by the sacrifice of himself.—I cannot
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think that such expressions signify only, that he died

to seal ttie covenant of grace, and to assure us of

pardon. Their obvious meaning seems to be, that,

as the sacrifices under the law of Moses expiated

guilt and procured remission, so Christ's shedding

his blood and offering up his life was the means of

remission and favour to penitent sinners.—But the

declarations of most consequence, are those which

acquaint us that Christ came that we might have

life, and that we might have it more abundantly.

—That he laid down his life for the life of the

world.— That he is that eternal life which was with

the Father.—That by death he destroyed death ; and

that, as by Adam came sin and death, so by Christ

shall come the resurrection of the dead, and grace reign

through righteousness unto eternal life. The New

Testament is full of language to this purpose.—

And, surely, it signifies that he is more than a pro

phet and reformer. It sets him before us as the Au

thor of life to a race obnoxious to punishment and

devoted to death ; as their Deliverer from the

grave, and the Restorer of a distressed world. It

implies, that our resurrection from death to an end

less life depended on his interposition ; and that,

by uniting himself to our nature, passing through

human life, and suffering and dying as he did, he

acquired the power of making us happy for ever.—

Having been made perfect through sufferings, he be

came the Author of eternal salvation to all that obey

him. He died for us, that whether we sleep or wake

we should live with him. Eternal life is the gift of God

through him—through him, not merely as the Re-

vealer ; but likewise as the Dispenser,* and (under

God) the Procurer of it.

* It is universally agreed among Christians, that the power or dit-

fenwig toponitcnt sinners the blessings of the Christian covenant

(that is, pardon and immortality) is a part of the reward of Christ'*
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Thirdly. I would desire you to consider that

Christ is called the Saviour of the world ; that i^

• of all mankind ; and that he could not be so mere

ly as a prophet and a reformer. In these capacities,

he can be the Saviour only of those who receive

his instructions, and to whom the influence of bis

Gospel has reached ; and, consequently, all virtuous

men before his coming, and all virtuous heathens

since his coming can owe nothing to him. But

the language of Scripture is, that he tasted death

for every man. That the benefits he has obtained

extend as far as the effects of Adam's fall.—Aud

that by his obedience, thefree gift came vpmaUmea

tojustification of life. ••■ \ -tv «• u«m

Fourthly. It deserves your consideration, that

the superiority of Christ's nature evidently implies,

that he came to perform a service which no mere

man could perform ; and, therefore, greater than

any service, consisting only in enlightening and re-

services and merit. And it was, indeed, a reward worthy of them. i(

his dispensing tliein, in consequence of bis obedience to dcal.li. was,

like all that we see of God's government, the means and the rendition

of the enjoyment of them : And. 1 have no doubt, but this was cfiieily

the joy set before him for which he endured the cross, dapiiitsg thi

rfmine, Hcb. xii. 2. But if these were blessings which had not been

lost ; which could not be withheld without a violation of the Divine

perfections ; and which, therefore, penitent and virtuous men would have

equally enjoyed with otnithout Christ ; the service, the merit, and the

reward all vanish. Mankind wanted only to be instructed and brought

to repentance ; and Christ, being simply a man, was equal to no higher

service.

It deserves particular consideration here, that none who think a fu

ture state not to be discoverable by the light of nature, can think that

human virtue gives a claim to a future immortality : tor. on this sup

position,' there would be the same reason for expecting a future immor

tality, that there is for believing the moral perfections of the Deity.

But this is far from being the opinion of those who hold the Pacinian

doctrine. On the contrary ; Dr. Priestliv asserts, that all the ap

pearances of nature are against a future state ; and, that the evidence

for it rests solely on the mission aud resurrection of Jesus Christ. I

cannot concur with Dr. Priestley in this opinion ; but were it right,

there would be no room for doubting whether (agreeably to the Scrip

ture account) immortality is a blessing which may have been lost, and

afterwards regained through the redemption that is in Christ.
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forming the world. The dignity of the agent, and

the dignity of the service, prove one another, as I

observed in my former discourse.

Admit that Christ was indeed the Life as well a»

the Light of the world. Admit that he was not

only the Reveoler and Conveyer, but the Oblainer of

pardon and immortality to mankind.—And a service

will appear transcendent and unspeakable, adequate

to that stupendous humiliation which was the means

of it, and worthy of the interposition of that Mes

siah who was in the beginning with God.

But suppose that he came to do no more than a

man could do—suppose that for no higher service,

he was so greatly rewarded as to have a name given

him that is above every name, not only in this world, but

in that which is to come, angels, authorities, and potv-

ers being made subject to him.—And the consequence

will be introducing a disproportion between the

means and the end (between Christ's service and his

reward) which is entirely incomprehensible and in

credible.

Let me farther ask. In what, according to the

doctrine I am opposing, consisted that love of

Christ, which passes knowledge, mentioned by St,

Paul ; and that scheme of redemption into which

he represents angels as stooping to look ? The one

is sunk down to a love that men have exercised ; and

the other into a scheme for teaching and reform

ing mankind that men could carry on.

This leads me to desire you to consider, fifthly ;

that, according to this doctrine, Christ was a Saviour

in no higher sense than that in which the Apostles,

or any other useful teachers of religion, may be so

called. But would not the apostles have been

shocked at any such ideas of them ? St. Paul asks

the Corinthians—Was Paul crucified for you ?

Plainly implying, that it was not possible for him to



96 OF THE CHARACTER OF CHRIST,

be crucified foi- them in any sense like that in which

Christ was crucified for them.—In like manner, had

he been called the Saviour of the world as Christ

was, on account of what he did and endured to

teach and reform the world ; he would probably

have replied with indignation—" Did Paul die for

" the sins of the world ?" " Will Paul raise the

" world from the dead ?"

Once more I would observe to you on this sub

ject (as I did in my former discourse on the subject

of Christ's dignity) that the prejudices against the

doctrine I am defending are derived, in a great de

gree, from inattention to the nature and the extent

of the connexions and dependencies which take

place in the creation. The plan of the Deity in

governing his creatures is to suspend their partici

pation of his bounty on their agency, and to make

their spontaneous instrumentality the channel and

the condition of the communication of the fruits of

his goodness.—This is, certainly, the plan which all

we see of the Divine government exhibits ; and it

should be carefully remembered, that what we see

is in this case the best clue we can use in our in

quiries, and that we cannot go upon safer ground

than when we judge that part of the Divine gov

ernment which extends above man to be analogous to

that part of it which lies before us.

It is here, I think, remarkable, that we are able

to discover that the plan thus exhibited to our view

is the best plan, because it gives scope and weight

to the agency of intelligent beings, and makes them

capable of being useful to one another, and, there

fore, of enjoying that happiness which assimilates

them most to the Deity.—I have made some ol these

observations at the beginning of this discourse ; but

they are of so much importance, that they can hardly

be repeated too often.—Had there been no possibi



AS THE SAVIOUR OF THE WORLD. 97

lity of losses and sufferings in the creation ; had all

beings, and all orders of beings stood single and un

connected ; and had their privileges been secured to

them without depending on either their own exer

tions or the exertions of other beings—had this

been the plan of God's government, this world

would have lost its value and dignity. It would

have been a world without room in it for generos

ity, for gratitude, for great achievements, and all

the sublimest joys that can be felt by a reasonable

creature.—Had, in particular, that system of orders

of beings, in which probably man is a link, been

thus constituted, that Messiah revealed by Chris

tianity could have known nothing of the joy for

which he endured the cross. He must have been

a stranger to the satisfaction he felt when he saw

of the travail of his soul ; and he must have lost

that addition to his happiness which he has derived

from promoting our happiness.

It is high time to relieve you from your attention

to this important subject. In delivering my senti

ments upon it I have said nothing of substitution, or

satisfaction, or any of those explanations of the

manner of our redemption by Christ which have

been given by divines. Some of these explana

tions are in the highest degree absurd, and I receive

none of them, thinking that the Scriptures have only

revealed to us the fact that God sent his Son to be

the Saviour of the world, and choosing to satisfy

myself with those ideas respecting it which I have

laid before you.* Perhaps some of these ideas are

* " Some have endeavoured to explain the efficacy of what Christ

" has done and suffered for us beyond what the Scripture has autho-

" rized. Others, probably, because they could not explain it, have

" been for taking it away, and confining his office as Redeemer of the

" world to his instruction, example, and government of the Church.

" Whereas the doctrine of the Gospel appears to be, not only that he

13
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wrong ; and, should that be the case, I am under

no apprehensions of any ill consequences, being

persuaded that my interest in this redemption de

pends not on the justness of my conceptions of it,

or the rectitude of my judgment concerning it,

but on the sincerity of my heart.—Indeed, I seldom

feel much of that satisfaction which some derive

from being sure they have found out truth. But I

derive great comfort from believing, that errour,

when involuntary, is innocent ; and that all that is

required of me, as a condition of acceptance, is

faithfully endeavouring to find out and to practise

truth and right.

I will conclude with exhorting you,

First, to make it your study, by a holy life, to

secure an interest in this salvation.—We should be

often putting to ourselves the question in Heb. ii.

3. How shall we escape if we neglect so great a salva

tion ?—A great salvation is wrought out for us and

offered us ; but it is only offered us. We can

not be made actual partakers of it without the con

currence of our own wills and endeavours. We do

not see, iti any case, that it is God's plan toforce any

one to be happy. The impenitent and vicious are

incapable of happiness.—Let us then forsake every

" taught the efficacy of repentance, but rendered it of the efficacy

" which it is by what he did and suffered for us ; that he obtained for

" us the benefit of having our repentance accepted to eternal life, Sue.

" How and in what particular way it had this efficacy, there are not

" wanting poisons who hare endeavoured to explain ; but I do not find

" that the Scriptures have explained it. It is our wisdom thankfully

" to accept the benelit without disputing bow it was procured."—

Bishop Butler's Analogy of Religion, natural and revealed, to the

constitution and course of nature, Part ii.chap. 5.

" Let reason be kept to, and if any part of the Scripture account of

" the redemption of the world by Christ can be shewn to be really con-

" trary to it, let the Scripture, in the name of God, be given up. But

'* let not such poor creatures as we go on objecting to an infinite scheme

" that we do not see the necessity or usefulness of all its parts, and call

" this reasoning." Ib.
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evil way, and practise universal righteousness.

There is no motive to this, which strikes my mind

more strongly, than the reflection on the vastness

of the danger implied in the vastness of the appa

ratus for saving us. How shocking will be our fate

should any of us after all remain unsaved ; and

find that Christ lived and died in vain,' as to any

benefit we shall derive from him ;—I am sensible

that there are some very wise and good Christiana

who think this cannot be the case ultimately with

any human being ; and that even the impenitent

will (after a severity of future punishment propor

tioned to the different degrees of guilt) be recov

ered to virtue and happiness ; and thus Christ's tri

umph over sin and death become at last universal

and complete.—This is an opinion which the feel- '

ings of every benevolent man would determine him

eagerly to embrace, could it be shewn to be con

sistent with the language of Scripture ; and I dare

not pronounce that it is not so. But God forbid,

that any of us should risk upon it the existence of

our immortal souls ; or suffer such an expectation

to render us less fearful of the consequences of vice.

Our Saviour has declared (and it is one of the most

awful declarations in the Bible) that the hour is

coming when all that are in their graves shall hear

the voice of the Son of Man, and shall come forth.

They who have done good to the resurrection of life ;

but they who have done evil to the resurrection of dam

nation, John v. 29.—What this damnation will be,

and in what it will terminate, is, at present, unknown

and inconceivable. The Scriptures lead us to think

of it as a second death more terrible than the pre

sent, and sometimes call it everlasting destruction,

and compare it to a fire which burns up and con

sumes what is thrown into it. The bare possibility.
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that these expressions signify total extermination it

frightful, and should be sufficient to deter effectu

ally from wickedness. A.nd if it does not, there is

reason to believe that no certainty of such a pun

ishment would have a much greater effect-

Secondly. Let us, as far as we are conscious of

having returned to our duty, rely on Christ as our

Saviour; and rejoice in the hope of eternal life

through him. We may consider him as addressing

us as he did his apostles in John xiv. 1. Let not your

hearts be troubled. You believe in God. Believe also

in me. He is that word of God, and great Messiah,

who was made flesh, and dwelt among us, to bless

us with light, instruction, pardon, and immortality ;

and it will be inexcusable not to cany about with

us a deep sense of our obligations to him, and to

honour and love him. But,

Thirdly. While we do this, let us take care not

to overlook that first cause and giver of all good, to

whose antecedent love we owe Jesus Christ, This

is an admonition of the last consequence ; and you

must not be displeased with me for taking every oc

casion to inculcate it. Mankind have always been

too prone to pay undue honours to inferiour bene

factors, and to terminate their views in secondcauses.

It is this that has produced that base idolaky which,

in all ages, has disgraced the world and^Ted even

Christians to worship the creature rather than the

Creator. Let us study to be wiser. Let us, in the

blessings of redemption, as well as all our other

blessings, learn to centre our views in God, and fly

from every form of publick devotion that has any

other object than that one Being, of whom, and

through, whom, and to whom are all things.—We

should honour Christ ardently as our Lord and Sa

viour ; but we should honour him as having the same
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God and Father with ourselves, and never think of

any thing so absurd and shocking as elevating him

who was sent, to an equality with the self existent

Being who sent him.

Lastly. The doctrine on which I have insisted

has a tendency to console us under the troubles of

life ; and, particularly,* under the distresses arisino-

from the havock which death is making continually

among our friends. Christ rose from the dead as the

firstfruits of them that sleep. He has assured us that

since he lives, we shall live also. Had we not been

blest with this information, our prospect in circum

stances of sorrow would have been discouraging.

We should have looked forward to death, not (as

we now may) with hope and triumph, but with

doubt and anxiety ; and this king of terrours, instead

of appearing a friend and deliverer, would have

appeared an enemy and destroyer. Happy then is

the lot of every true Christian. His religion kin

dles for him a bright light in this benighted world,

and enables him to descry beyond the grave a bet

ter world, and millions in it raised to honour and

bliss, and uniting in taking up St. Paul's song of tri

umph—Oh ! death where is thy sting 1 Oh ! grave

where is thy victory 1 Thanks be to God whogiveth us

the victory through our Lord Jesus Christ.

The apprehension of our liableness to such suf

ferings as sometimes attend a dying illness (and as

the friend went through for whom some of us now

appear in mourning) has a tendency to deject us.

But we ought not to despond. All is wisely ordered,

and all will end well. While waiting for our last

conflict, we should study to keep our minds undis-

* What follows was occasioned by the death of one of the principal

members of the society to which these discourses were addressed ; and

by the attendance of his family, the first time after bis death, on the

morning when this discourse was delivered,
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turbed, committing our existence to him who gave

it, resolving not to feel pain till it comes, attending

to nothing anxiously but our duty, and looking for

ward with joyful hope to that period when, at the

call of the Saviour of the world, we shall spring up

from the dust, and draw immortal breath, in those

new heavens, and that new earth, where all the vir

tuous are to meet, and never more to feel pain or

sorrow. Wherefore let us comfort one another with

these words.
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TO THE

REVEREND DR. PRIESTLEY.

DEAR FRIEND,

I am happy in the opportunity which the republication of

my Sermons gives me to express my gratitude to you for

the notice you have taken of them in your letters to me,

lately published. I have considered your remarks with

the attention due to all you write. I feel most sensibly

the affection with which you have offered them ; and I

think myself particularly obliged to you for allowing me to

keep the resolution I have formed not to engage in a con

troversy. My intention, therefore, in the following Notes,

is, not to answer your arguments, but chiefly to state some

of the most important of them, that our readers may be

better able to form their judgments on the points about

which we differ.

You, Sir, are in various respects so distinguished as to

be above any competition of which I am capable. There

is, however, a merit in which I can claim an equal share

with you : And that is, the merit of giving the publick an
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example (little known among religious men) of two friends

who, considering nothing as essential but a sincere desire

to know and follow truth, preserve an invariable respect

for one another, notwithstanding very great differences of

opinion on religious subjects.

I am, &c.

Hackney, July nth, 1787.
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NOTE A. P. 37.

By Unitarians I mean those Christians who believe

" there is but one God, and one object of religious worship ;

" and that this one God is the Father only ; and not a Tri-

"nify consisting of Father, Son, and Holy Ghost. An

" Unitarian, therefore, may or may not be a believer in

" Christ's pre-existence ; and it will appear in the sequel,

" that those who deny this doctrine have, on this account,

"no more right to this appellation than those ancient Hea-

" thens had, who, though they might believe in one Su-

:t preine Divinity, yet worshipped deified human spirits."

In opposition to what is here said, Dr. Priestley, in

his letters to me, asserts that a believer in the pre-existence

of Christ ought to consider him as an object of religious

worship ; and, therefore, whether he owns this to be a just

consequence of his opinion or not, can have no claim to the

appellation of an Unitarian. He asserts this, however,

only on the supposition that a believer of this doctrine be

lieves also the creation of this world and all its dependen

cies by Christ, in such a sense as to imply, that he supports

all things by the word of his power—that he has from the

first so held in his hands the government of the world as to

make it necessary, that it should either cease or a new go

vernor be appointed when he took on him human nature—

that he acted in creation not by any application of laws pre

viously established, but adjusted the laws themselves, the

Supreme Deity having only formed the dust of the ground—

that he plans the events of our lives, and is our Maker and

Preserver, always present with us, and a constant witness

to our nislies and the supplications offered to him. (See

14
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the 2d and 3d Letters to Dr. Price.) He who will consider

what I have said on the subject of the formatiou of the

world by Christ in pages 73, &c. may find (hat I have no

such ideas as these of it. This, however, is a subject on

which Dr. Priestley and I cannot agree ; and about which

it would be vain for us (o dispute. I carry my ideas of (he

possible extent of the powers of created beings, and the im

portance of their agency, much farther than he does. Some

of these ideas I have endeavoured to explain in the 4th

Sermon, p. 61 ; and the 5th Sermon, page 81, &c. He,

on the contrary, believing the intelligent creation to be no

thing but a machinery consisting of matter so arranged as to

think and reason, will not allow that there is a proper agent

in nature except the Deity himself. (See a Treatise en

titled, A free Disaission of the Doctrines of Materialists

and Philosophical Necessity, in a Correspondence between.

Dr. Priestley and Dr. Price.) How then can it be pos

sible tor us to think alike of the nature and dignity of

Christ, and the importance of his agency?

NOTE B. P. 39.

" There are some who give such interpretations of the.

"account in the 3d chapter of Genesis, and the subsequent

*' references to it in the sacred writings (and particularly in

" Rom. 5th chap, and 1 Cor. 15th chap.) as make them no

" evidence of any such event (introductory of death) as is

" commonly understood by the fall. But these interpre-

" rations, and the opinion grounded upon them, are so sin-

" gular, that I have not thought them worth particular

" notice."

Had I known, when this passage was written, that the in

terpretations referred to in it were Dr. Priestley's, I should

have mentioned them with more respect.—He acknowledges

that the history, in Genesis, of Adam's transgression, was

intended by Moses (o account for (he introduction of death

among mankind. But it is, as he calls it, a very lame ac

count which Moses had collecled from tradition. He inti

mates also with respect to St. Paul's references to this

account, that they deserve no very serious regard.—"Not-

" withstanding (he says) the frequent mention that is made

** of the love of God in the gift of his Son by the Apostles,

•' it is never said to have been to undo any thing Chat had
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" been done at the fall ; some passages of Paul alone ex-

" cepled, who calls Christ the last Adam, and makes use of

" terms which imply that death was introduced by Adam,

" as eternal life was by Jesus Christ. But the writings of

" this Apostle abound with analogies and antitheses on

" which no very serious stress is to be laid." It is here an

obvious reflexion, that the introduction of death by a fall,

being a fact capable of being proved only by scriptural au

thority, and Dr. Priestley not allowing that authority, all

disputes with him about it must be nugatory.—The like is

true of the doctrine of the formation of the world by Christ,

as I have obsei ved in Ihe Note, p. 7'A.

I am indeed inclined to look upon the Mosaick history of

the creation, the fall, the deluge, &c. as a popular history,

which should be read with great allowances for the ancient

manner of instructing by emblems and hieroglyphicks. But

I pay more regard to it than Dr. Priestley seems to do. It

contains, I think, a very important history, which we should

understand better, were we better acquainted with the

sources from which Moses derived his information and his

manner of conveying it.

Dr. Priestley objects to the common opinion of the in

troduction of death by Adam, that mankind, according to

the Mosaick history, having been originally made male and

female, for the purpose of increasing and multiplying, must

have also been originally made mortal.—But it seems evi

dent that the hisiory implies, that the successive generations

of men were not to be brought forth as they are now by Ihe

pains of child-bearing; and that means were established for

guarding them against the causes of mortality. A tree of

life was provided, it is said, of which they mere to eat and

live for ever, Gen. iii. 22. It seems, however, necessary

to conceive, that it was not on this earth they were to live

for ever ; and consequently, that there must have beeu ap

pointed from the first some method of transition from hence

to another state. But we are under no necessity of conceiv

ing that this transition was to be made by dying. If any

thing can be learnt from the history it is, that the contrary

is the truth, (hat death is a calamity not originally intended,

and that on the introduction of it a change took place in the

frame of nature, a deliverer being at the same time promised.

But these reflections carry us beyond the origin of this

world, and consequently to a state of things of which it is
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not possible for us to form any ideas. We should remem

ber, that our ideas are confined within the limits of that

point of the universe which we inhabit, and to which our

scanty inlets of information are adapted; and that it is do

more in our power to imagine any plan of nature different

from that which we see, or any laws of nature not cognizable

by our present senses, than it is in our power to imagine

the different constitutions of the numberless worlds that

surround us, or to conceive what we shall ourselves be, if

virtuous, after the lapse of a million of future ages. When,

therefore, we attempt to extend our conceptions to states

that preceded (or that might have occasioned) our present

mortal stale, we must be totally lost. And this should

make us less unwilling to receive any information on this

subject, which is attended with any real evidence. Chris

tians believe that Christ ascended to heaven in a human

body, and now exists there, Angels, authorities and pow

ers being made subject to him. But who can conceive of

the manner of such an existence?—What ideas can we

frame of a state in which we shall be no more flesh and

blood, or subject to such an evil as death 1 But snch a state

there will be. And what is to be may have been.

We are indeed continually forgetting the imperfection of

our faculties ; and this produces in some an unreasonable

skepticism, and in others a presumptuous dogmatism,

which renders them incapable of giving a due attention to

evidence and judging properly of it.

NOTE C. P. 45.

" According to this scheme, Christ not only declared

" but obtained the availableness of repentance to par-

" don, &c."

Dr. Priestley has made the following objections to thk

assertion—Letter 11th. 1st. "If what you lay down be

" true, and Christ came to obtain the availableness of re-

*' pentance to pardon, is it not rather extraordinary, that

" this, which must have been the great and principal end

" of his coming, should not have been announced by any

" of the ancient prophets.

2d. " If this had been the great end of Christ's mission,

" would it not have been declared to be so by John the

" Baptist, by our Saviour himself, or at least by some of
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" the apostleg, and in such language as could not have been

" misunderstood ?

3d. " If such, indeed, was the true cause of Christ's in-

" carnation, is it not extraordinary that it should not have

" been thought of by any of the Christian fathers, or here-

" ticks ; and that the idea should never have been started

" till a late period, as I have shewn in my History of the

" Corruptions of Christianity?

4th. " The Divine being is declared to be as merciful to

" repenting sinners in the Old Testament as in the New,

" and without reference to any future event.

6 th. " Our Saviour, giving an account of the mission of

" the preceding prophets, and of his own, certainly repre-

" senis the great object of tbeir missions to be the same,

" Matth. xxi. 33. The preceding prophets are, indeed,

" compared to servants, and himself to the son of the

" householder ; but they were all sent to receive for him

" the fruits of the vineyard.

6th. " As to the sufferings of Christ, not only is his pa-

" tience in bearing them proposed as an example to us, but

in the passage quoted in a former letter, Christians are

" represented as both suffering and reigning with Christ.

" Let us not then look for mysterics where no mystery

" is, and obscure the beautiful simplicity of the gospel,

" which represents the Divine Being as always disposed to

" receive returning penitents; as having sent his Son, as

" well as other prophets, for the benevolent purposes of

reclaiming the world from sin, and to promise eternal life

" and happiness to all that hearken to them."

NOTE D. P. 49.

" There is an opinion concerning Christ which I have

n thought not necessary to be noticed in these discourses.

" It is the opinion in which a very amiable divine (the late

" Dr. Watts) settled, after spending many years in per-

" plexing inquiries, &c. It agrees with Arianism in re-

" jecting the strange doctrine, as he caMs it, of a Deity

" consisting of three persons in one undivided essence, one

" a Father begetting, the other a Son begotten, and the

" third a Holy Ghost proceeding ; and in maintaining, that

" the Saviour who died for us was an exalted Spirit, the

" first of God's productions, and not a mere man as A tha
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" nasians and Socinians say. But it differs from Avian-

" ism in asserting a doctrine even more strange than that

" concerning the Deity which Dr. Watts rejected. I

" mean, the doctrine of a Christ consisting of two beings,

" one the self-existent Creator, and the other a creature,

" made into one person by an ineffable union or indwelling,

" which renders all the same attributes and honours equally

" applicable to both. See Dr. Watts's Treatise on the

" Glory of Christ as God-man ; and also Dr. Doddridge's

" Theologicat Lectures."

In this passage I have altered a few expressions, in com

pliance with the remarks in a letter directed to me at the

end of a pamphlet lately published, and entitled, Thoughts

on the progress of Socinianism. I think myself obliged

to this writer for the civility with which he has offered his

remarks, and also for his candour in retracting some of

them, in consequence of being informed that they were

grounded on an errour which had escaped ray attention in

correcting the press.—He seems to complain of me for hav

ing omitted to explain the manner in which Christ's death

operated towards producing our redemption ; and also for

omitting to give an account of my sentiments concerning

the nature and offices of the Holy Spirit. The reason of

the first of these omissions I have given in • age 97, in the

words there quoted from Bishop Butler's Analogy.

With respect to the latter omission, it may be sufficient to

observe, that it was by no means a part of my plan to enter

into an examination of all the points litigated anions Chris

tians. I will, however, take this occasion to say, that, on

the subject of the Holy Spirit, I incline most to the opinion

of Dr. Watts and other writers who have maintained that

by the Holy Spirit, in the Old and New Testament, ii

meant not a distinct agent, but chiefly the power of the

Deity, or that heavenly influence on the human mind which

produced the inspiration of the apostles and prophets, and

the miraculous gifts of the primitive church,' and which pro

bably in all ages is communicated to men, in different de

grees, and according to their different circumstances and

deserts, to support them under trials, ami to assist, en

lighten, and animate them in a virtuous course.
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NOTE E. P. 53.

" Thb true object of religious worship is God the Fa

ther only."

It should not be forgotten that by religious worship, I

mean prayer addressed lo an invisible Being supposed al

ways present with us, and the disposer of our lot. The

honour, obedience and gratitude, therefore, which we owe

to Christ, do not amount lo religious worship. The former

is a part of our duty as Christians. The latter we ought to

confine to that one invisible Being who is the supreme dis

poser of the lots of all beings, and of whom alone we know

that he is a constant witness to our thoughts and wishes.

Trinitarians are very ready to allow that divine ho

nours and religious worship paid to a creature is idolatry;

and, therefore, they plead, that the worship they pay to

Jesus, they pay to him only on account of the Godhead

dwelling in him, and the union between him and the second

person in the Trinity. But in worshipping Christ, it is

scarcely possible they should avoid having a respect to his

human as well as Ins divine nature; and, as they cannot

possibly conceive these lo be the same, their views must

then be directed to a creature and a man as well as to the

indwelling Godhead ; and if their supposed relation to one

another justifies such worship, it must also, in some degree,

justify the worship of Pagans and Papists. For they like

wise plead that, in worshipping wood and stones graven by

man's device, they do not worship these objects themselves,

but the Deity in them.—In truth; the worship of Christ,

as commonly practised, cannot possibly be distinguished

from the worship of a human soul supposed to be Deified ;

and as prescribed in the Litany, it is a most direct and un

disguised worship of this kind. Such certainly, is the im

mense and unapproachable distance between the self-exis

tent Deity and every other being, that all who, under any

pretence of resemblance, indwelling, or union, worship any

thing created or human, are no less idolaters than if, under

the same pretence, they worshipped wood and stones. But

I do not think that on this account they are more to be con

demned, than if, involuntarily, they had fallen into any

other great mistake ; or than even Unitarians themselves

are, on the supposition that the great mistake lies with them,

and not with the believers of the Hypostatical union.
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NOTE F. P. 65.

" When he was suffering his last agonies, nature seemed

« to suffer with him. The earth shook ; the rocks were

" split ; the graves were thrown open ; the vail df the fem-

" pie was rent ; and the light of day withdrew itself.—This

" was indeed dying, as no one ever died."

In the first Edition of these Sermons, I had, in this pas

sage, inserted words which intimated that Christ, afte*

hanging some time on the cross, had dismissed himself from

life. But Dr. Priestley's remarks in his Seventh Letter

have convinced me, that the language of the Evangelists

gives no sufficient warrant for such an assertion.

NOTE G. P. 67.

" I hope that some time or other Dr. Priestley will have

" the goodness to explain himself on this subject ; {Christ's

u judging the World) and when he does, I hope he will

" farther shew, how much less than is commonly believed,

" we are to understand by Christ's raising the world from

" the dead."

Dr. Priestley has, in his Ninth Letter, p. 140, been so

good as to give the information I have requested in these

words ; and it is incumbent upon me to lay it before the

reader.

He first of all intimates, that though Christ might want

sufficient power to raise the world from the dead and to

judge it at the time of his ascension, he might acquire it in

the long interval between his ascension and second earning.

" When you observe (says he, p. 143,) that his qualifica-

" tions for discharging this office must, on the Socinian Hy-

" pothesis, have been acquired suddenly, you overlook the

" long interval between his ascension and second coming,

" in which you cannot suppose that he is learning and

" doing nothing."—This implies that beings may, by pro

gressive improvements, acquire an increase of knowledge

and power which may qualify them for an office (ruling and

judging a world, and recovering it from death) which, accord

ing to my ideas, is equivalent to the formation of a world.

And may we not reckon that what will be the effect of the

future improvement of some beings, is now the effect of the

past improvements of other beings—Nothing sorely, but
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too narrow ideas of the extent and antiquity of the intellec

tual creation can produce any doubts on this subject.

But Dr. Priestley has not chosen to lay much stress on

this observation, nor does it seem consistent with his opi

nions that he should.—He, therefore, observes that Christ

being merely an instrument of God's power in raising the

world from the dead, and judging it, a man, as impotent as

ourselves, may as well be made this instrument as any supe-

rioui- being.

Letters to Dr. Price, P. 142. " As to the former, you

" will hardly say, that Christ will hereafter raise the dead

*' by any other power than that by which he raised them

•' when he was on earth; and this, you have acknowledged,

" not to have been by any power properly his own, but that

" of his Father, who was in him, or acted by him. And in

" the same manner you cannot deny, both that he was in,

** or acted by, other mere men. For some of the old pro-

" phets raised the dead before Christ, as did the apostles

" after him. From this circumstance, therefore, we are not

" obliged to infer that Christ was of a nature superiour to

" that of man.

" Christ is also said to judge the world. But whatever

" knowledge may be requisite to his doing this, may be ai

" easily imparted by God, as the power of raising the dead.

" If we interpret the scriptures by themselves, you must

" acknowledge that this office of judging the world, in

" whatever it consists, and in whatever manner it be dis-

" charged, is no more peculiar to Christ than that of raising

" the dead. Our Saviour himself says, Matt. xix. 28.

" Verily I say unto you, that ye who have followed me in

" the regeneration, when the Son of Man shall sit on the

" throne of his glory, ye also shall sit upon twelve thrones,

" judging the twelve tribes of Israel. And the apostle

" Paul says, 1 Cor. vi. 2. Do ye not know that the saints

" shall judge the world—Know ye not that we shall judge

" angels? Whatever superiority to angels is ever said to

" be given to Christ, is here sufficiently intimated to be

" given to all Christians. For the person judging is cer-

" tainly supmour to the person judged.

" You may say, that we are to understand the term

" judging literally with respect to Christ, but figuratively

" with respfcct to his disciples. But this is quite arbitrary,

" and unauthorized. Judging the world, therefore, is no

IS
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" proof of a nature superiour to tbat of a man. Nay, so far

" is this business of judging from being considered as a

" proof of a superiour nature, that our Saviour himself re-

" presents it as peculiarly proper to him as a man. John

" iv. 27. And hath given him authority to execute judg-

" ment also, becau.se he is the Son of man. Not so, (he

" Arian will say, but because he is the Son of God, and

" was so before all worlds. But this is being ivise above

" ivhat is written.

" In tliis manner it is easily shewn, that, whatever glory,

" or power, is attributed to Christ in the scriptures, the

" same in kind, if not tn degree, is ascribed to all his dis-

" ciples, and especially his apostles. Indeed, this is fully

" asserted in general, but very expressive terms, by our

" Saviour himself in his last solemn prayer, in which he

" says, John xvii. 21. And the glory which thou gavest

" me, I have given them, that they may be one, as me are

" one. The aposlle Paul also says, Rom. viii. 17. And

" if children, then heirs, heirs of God, and joint heirs with

" Christ; if so be that we suffer with him, that me may

" be glorified together. From (his it is impossible to col-

" lect any idea of difference, except in precedence of Beings

" of the same rank. On this idea Christ is styled our elder

" brother. But how could he be considered as our brother,

" if he was our Maker ? The difference would be far too

" great to admit of any such comparison.

" There must always be great uncertainty in the inter-

" prelalion of prophecies not yet fulfilled. We cannot,

" therefore, expect to understand what is meant by the

" phrase judging the world by Christ, or by the saints ;

" but it is very possible that il may be something very dif-

" ferent from what the literal meaning of the words would

" convey to us. Perhaps neither the saints, nor Christ,

" will then discover any greater discernment of characters

" than all men, even those who shall then be judged, will

" be possessed of ; in consequence of which every person

" present may be satisfied, from his own inspection, as it

" were, that every character is justly discriminated, and

" the condition of all persons properly determined ; all

" having the same intuitive knowledge of themselves, and

" of each other ; all equally judging from the appearances

" which will then be presented to them. Indeed, a gen-

" eral conviction of the equity of the proceedings of that

" great day, seems to require this general knowledge.
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" You express much surprise at the Sor inian interpre-

" talion of the scriptures, and I, in my turn, cannot help

" expressing some surprise, that the comparison of some

" prophetick phrases of scripture with the fulfilment of them,

" should not have led you to suspect, that much less than

" the words literally intimate may be intended, by what is

" said of the world being judged by Christ. I shall recal

" to your attention two prophecies, as they may be termed,

" of this kind.

" When God appointed Jeremiah to be a prophet, he

" said, Jer. i. 10. See, I have this day net Hue over the

" nations, and over the kingdoms, to root out, and to pull

" down, and to destroy, and to throw down, to build and

" to plant. Do not these phrases, literally interpreted,

" imply that as much power was given to Jeremiah in this

world, as is ever said to be given to Christ in the nex' ?

" And yet we are satisfied, that all that was meant by them

" was, that by him God would signify his intentions con-

" ceming what he wotdd do with respect to various nations

" in the neighbourhood of Judea ; and that Jeremiah, per-

" sonally considered, had no more power than any other

" man.

" Our Lord said to Peter, Matt. xvi. 19. / will give

" unto thee the keys of the kingdom of heaven, and what-

" soever thou shall bind on earth shall be bound in hea-

" ven, and whatsoever thou shall loose on earth, shall be

" loosed in heaven. To appearance, this was giving Peter

" more power than was given to Jeremiah. But if we con-

" sider what was actually done by Peter, and the other

" apostles (for the same power is elsewhere given to them

" all) we shall find that much less was intended by this

" phraseology, than the literal import might lead us to im-

" agine.

" Interpreters differ with respect to its meaning. But

" it is evident that, at the most, it could only mean the

" apostle's being empowered to signify the will of God,

" and to pronounce what he would do ; as when Peter pass-

" ed sentence upon Simon, Acts viii. 20. and upon Saphira.

" "For these are the greatest acts of power that we ever

" find to have been exercised by Peter, or any of the apos-

" ties. But this was no power of their own. Neither,

" therefore, are we authorized, from the language of scrip-

" ture, to infer that Christ will hereafter exercise any more
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" power than he did on earth, which was no more than any

" other man, aided as he was by God, might have exer-

" cised."

This is Dr. Priestley's account of Christ's mediatorial

kingdom, and the high character he sustains as the present

governor and future judge of mankind, and their deliveier

from death b\ that energy by which (St. Paul tells us) htis

able to subdttr all things to himself- And the result of

this explanation seems to be, that as, while on earth, Christ

was no more (exclusive of inspiration) than one of the com

mon peccable and unenlightened men of his lime, or as Dr.

Priestley speaks, " p. 17*2, the Son of Joseph and Mary,

" possessed of no natural advantages over his father Joseph,

" or any other man in a similar situation of life in Judea."

So now in heaven he is no more than virtuous Christians

are to be, nor does he possess any peculiar authority ; nor

will he hereafter, in raising the world from the dead and

judging ii, exercise any power which the individuals them

selves then raised and judged, will not be equally capable

of exercising,*

Such is the genuine Socinian doctrine according to this

distinguished writer; and 1 feel some satisfaction in think

ing that I have been the means of bringing it out to publick

police. Dr. Priestley intimates that it has given an

alarm to some Socinians or (as he chooses to call them)

Unitarians. But probably they will, (as he observes, p.

155) soon to be reconciled to it, and find their alarm to be

founded on mere prejudice. It is in truth, the only Socin

ian doctrine that I could adopt, were I to relinquish my

present sentiments without rejecting Christianity. And In

iny opinion, Dr. Priestley has shewn his superiour sense

* From Dr. Priestley's letters to the Jews lately published, it ap

pears that he expects a second Messiah, who -is to be not disvffering. but

a conquering Messiah. But he has not sufficiently explained himself

on this subject. The first Messiah, having for his services been exalted

to all power in heaven and earth, and made Lord of the dead and liv

ing ; and all mankind being, at his future second coming, to be raised

from death at his command, and to stand before his judgment seat to re

ceive 'he things they have done in the body, it is not possible to avoid in

quiring whether the conquering Messiah is to participate in these high

powers ; and ifnot, what reason there can be for placing him so far be

low his predecessor. I am sensible, however, that this inquiry cannot

appear important to those (if there be any such) who think with Dr.

Priestley that Christ possesses no peculiar powers.
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in discerning; as well as his superiour candour in acknowledg

ing, that to this, in order to render it a rational and con

sistent doctrine, it must be reduced. I will add, that if (as

I think) it cannot be thus reduced without either torturing

the scriptures or renouncing their authority, it ought to be

given up ; for I must have leave to repeat here what I have

said in p. 66, &c. that the creation of an unique among men

for no purpose, which a common man might not have an

swered ; and his sudden elevation, for no service which a

common man might not have performed, to such a station

at God's right hand, such authority in heaven and earth,

such dominion over angels and men, and such a power to

rescue a world from death, and to dispense future rewards

and punishments, as the scriptures have been hitherto un

derstood by all Christians to declare.—I say, 1 must be al

lowed to call this an absurd and incredible doctrine.

NOTE H. P. 68.

John vi. 32. Does this offend you ? What and if ye

shall see the Son of man ascend up where he was before ?

I must think this text as decisive a declaration of Christ's

pre-existence by himself as words can well express.—Oro-

tins gives the following interpretation of it.—Aw&uvemi «™

w to a-fsTjpor. In caelum ubi antefait, „ xvyot, cum esset VfotmeiKt;

nam Dei regio calum. Tribuit Christus sibi quod T» My»;

convenit : Quid ni ? cum et animum et corpus seorsim

soleamus appellare hominis vocabulo, &c. The meaning

is, that, as we sometimes ascribe to our bodies what is true

only of our souls, so our Lord here asserts that to be true

of himself which was true only of the hVy,(, or the Divinity

that was united to him and dwelt in him.—In other instances,

(as particularly, our Lord's saying that he knew not the

time of the last judgment) commentators give a contrary

interpretation ; and tell us, that he asserted that not to be

true of himself which was true of the Divinity within him.

It is well known that the learned and excellent Dr. Lardner

was a zealous Socinian. He explains this text by saying,

" That our Lord intended by it only to intimate, that he

" should not be always personally present with the Jews

" to whom he spoke, but should leave them." But had

he meant no more, would he not have stopped at the words

ascend up, without adding where he was before. The So
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cinian writer who, (in (he Commentaries and Essays pub

lished by the Society for promoting the knowledge of the

Scriptures, P. 407.) gives this account of Dr. Lardner'i

interpretation of this text, explains it himself by observing,

that as Christ, by saying that he came down from heaven,

meant only that he had received a commission from God to

teach mankind, " it is not to be imagined lhat he would

" teach his pre-existence by such a dark intimation as this,

" and especially when one clause of it .could not be true in

" its literal sense ; tor at the lime, the Son of man never

" had been in heaven, though the words seem to affirm it."

The good and amiable Mr. Likdsev says (in his Sequel,

P. 221.) that Christ'* ascending <o heaven where be was

before, means his ascending to God from whom he had be

fore received his commission ; and he paraphrases these

words in the following manner : " You (Jews) consider

" only my present mean external appearance and parentage.

" But I have a higher destination and dignity. What and

" if ye shall see the Son of man ascend up where he was

" before ? That is ; when yon shall see me go up to hea-

" ven to God where I was before ; that is, from whom I

" have received my instructions and authority ; you will

" then understand this language that I now hold with you,

" and believe me to be the Messiah." Mr. Lindsev adds,

" Thus our Lord might say, lhat he had been in heaten

" before he ascended thither, as, in fhe manner explained

" under the two foregoing heads (see Sequel from P. 210

" to 219.) he said of himself Hurt he was in henven, in the

" bosom of the Father, even whilst upon earth. And all

" that he intended by these expressions, was, that he was

" inspired with a knowledge of the secret will and designs

" of Almighty God, and commissioned to teach them to

" men."

Were I (what some of my best friends wish to see me) a

Socinian, I should, probably, in this case, instead of seem

ing to resist a plain text, either give it up and own a diffi

culty ; or, with a magnanimous openness, like that of Dr.

Priestley (in objecting to the authority of Moses and St.

Paul, and denying the story of the miraculous conception

and the immaculateness of our Lord's character) question

the propriety of building an article of faith of such magni

tude, on the correctness of John's recollection and repre

sentation of our Lord's language.
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NOTE I. P. TO.

Phil. ii. 5. &c. Who being in theform of God, &c. emp

tied himxelf, and took on him the form of a servant, and

tvas made in the likeness of man ; and being found in

fashion as a man, humbled himself to death, &c.

In answer to the inquiry; when was il, after entering on

his publick ministry, that Christ emptied himself of the form

of God, and look on him the form of a servant and the

fashion of a man ? the Sociniun writers say, that he did

this " when he laid aside his extraordinary powers, and ceas-

" ed to work miracles."—Bui when was this done ?—Cer

tainly, not till the very day on which he was crucified ; for

in the morning of thai day he appeared as great as ever by

striking an awe into the band of soldiers who were sent to

apprehend him, which made ihem fall to the ground, and

by healing with his touch the ear of the high priest's ser

vant, wounded by Peter, at the same time declaring that he

was in possession of power to procure, if he pleased, the

attendance of an army from heaven to defend him. After

this he did indeed cease to work miracles, and made no

resistance. But was this passive state into which he volun

tarily put himself for a few hours, that form of a servant,

that fashion of a man which St. Paul mean) in this passage ?

Was it that poverty for which he exchanged splendour and

opulence in order to make us rich, "2 Cor. viii. 9?—Il is

surprising this can be imagined. Dr. Priestley must be of

a diiferent opinion ; for according to him, the supposition

thai Christ had any power either to avoid or mitigate his

sufferings would " reflect the greatest dishonour upon his

" character, and have a very bad effect on his example, by

" creating a suspicion that he did not suffer as ol hers suffer,

" and (hat he might have even shortened his sufferings by

" dismissing himself from life sooner than it could have

" naturally happened, and thus authorising suicide." See

Letters, p. 130. Elsewhere, however, (p. 139) Dr. Priest

ley speaks of his " ceasing to exert his power of working

" miracles, when he voluntarily yielded himself up to the

" power of his enemies, though by praying to his Father he

" might have procured legions of Angels to rescue him."

Does not this imply that he could have avoided his suffer

ings ? How is this consistent with his not being, as Dr.

Priestley says in the same page, " in the smallest degree
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" instrumental in working his miracles ?" Could he cease

to exert a power he never had ' Or could his laying aside

a power in the exercise of which he was not in (he smallest

degree instrumental, be the merit for which St. Paul says he

was rewarded with a name that is above every name ?—

Would it not have been absurd lo speak of St. Paul's di

vesting himself of the power of working miracles, and of his

merit on that account ? In truth, Christ with respect to his

power of working miracles, as well as in other respects, ap

pears to have been unspeakably distinguished from otrier

prophets. The Gospel History gives us reason for believ

ing, that he possessed it more permanently, as well as in a

higher degree, through that Spirit which was given him

without measure.

3?
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