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PART FIRST.

'R EMARKS

HEN firft I had the pleafure to perufe

the Second Letters addrefled to me by

Dottor Prieftley, upon the fubject of our Lord’s
divinity ; I was not ill fatisfied to find the perform.
ance fuch, both in matter and in ftyle, as would
bave releafed me from all obligation to a formal
reply ; although I had made no previous declara~ .
tion of the refolution, in which I am fixed, never
to enter into a ufelefs difquifition upon the main
queftion—an exhaufted fubjec, in which nothing
new is to be faid on either fide ;—nor to purfue
an interminable controver{y, with one, whom,
with a high refpe& for bis natural abilities, and
his attainments in fome other parts of learning, [
muft ftill call an infufficient antagonift. The
diflike of trouble in my natural difpofition is fo
B ftrong, -
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ftrong, as too often, I fear, to ftrive for the maftery
with better principles. I was well fatisfied to find,
that in the conteft with Dr. Prieftley, I was at
liberty to indulge my indolence, without feeming
to defert my caufe: that his book, abounding in
new fpecimens of that confident ignorance, which
in thefe fubjeéts is the moft prominent feature in
his writings, and in expreffions of fiery refentment
and virulent invective, carried with it, as I thought,
its own confutation to unprejudiced readers of all
defcriptions : to the learned reader, by the proof
which it furnithes of the author’s incompetency
in the fubje@; to the unlearned, by the confci-
oufnefs which the fiercenefs of his wrath betrays
of a defect of argument.

To mention a few inftances; it gave me great
fatisfaction to perceive, that the whole confutation
of the proof, which I had built upon the epiftle of
St. Barnabas, of the orthodoxy of the firft Hebrew
Chriftians *#, was to confift in’an infinuation, that
¢¢ doubts had been entertained by many learned men
concerning the genuinenefs of that epiftle 4 ;” and
in an affertion of my antagonift’s, ¢ that it is moft
evidently interpolated; and that the interpola-

tions refpect the very fubje& of which we treat}.”
The

® SeeLetter viii. in reply to Dr. Prieftley. Second Letters
0 the Archdeacon of St. Albans, p. 3. § Ibide
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The genuinenefs of the epiftle, as a work of St.
Batnabas the apoftle, had been exprefsly given up
by me ; itsage being the only circumftance of im-
portance to my argument. For the notion that it
is evidently interpolated, particularly in what re-
fpects the fubject of which we treat ; the evidence
by which the affertion is fupported, is of that fort,
Wwhich every one, who engages in controverfy, muft
rejoice that his adverfary fhould condefcend to em-
ploy. Some paflages in the Greek text, which
allude to our Lord’s divinity, are not found, it
feems, in the old Latin verfion; others, relating to the
fame fubjec, appear in the old Latin verfion only,
and are not found in the Greek text®. That the
Greek text and Latin verfion both carry evident
marks of the injuries of time; that defets, fometimes
of afingle word, fometimes of many words, fome-
times of whole periods, abound in both, is known
to every one who has ever looked into the work.
Jtis doubtlefs therefore a very rational conclufion,
that whatever is not found both in the original, and
in the verfion, is in either an interpolation. That
the hand of Time muft always have fallen upon the
correfponding paffages in the two copies, may be
taken as a felf-evident propofition! If any affer-

B2 tion

* Second Letters to the Archdeacon of St, Albans, p. 7.
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tion therefore of our Lord’s divinity occur in ei-
ther copy, which is not found in both, the fufpi-
fion muft be but too well founded, that fome
wicked Athanafian has been tampering !

I was well pleafed to find, that the two paffages
which my antagonift has produced from the Greek
text, as evident inftances of interpolation, are not
among thofe which I have cited. In thefe two
paffages the divinity of ourLord is briefly alluded to.
In every one of the four, cited by me, it is diftinétly
afferted or ftrongly implied : of thefe four two are
found, with inconfiderable varieties, both in the
Greek and in the Latin; the other two in the Latin
only. But that I lay the chief ftrefs ® upon either of
the two which are in the Latin verfion only, isa
mere imagination of my adverfary.

The fatisfaction, which this confutation of my
argument from Barnabas afforded, was not 2
little heightened, by the manner in which I am
convi¢ted of an error, in the appeal, which, in
my Sixth Letter to Dr. Prieftley, I made to the
authority of Grotius, among others, in fupport of
the opinion, which I maintain, of the orthodoxy
of the Nazarenes, in the article of our Lord’s di-

vinity.

* Second Letters to the Archdeacon of St. Albans, p. 8.



( 9)

vinity. Dr. Prieftley, in his firft Letters to me,
faid, that I was fingular in afferting this. To thow
that I was not fingular in the affertion (not to prove
the thing afferted ; for the proof of that I build
entirely upon what is to be found in ancient
writers ; but to difprove the pretended novelty of
the affertion) I alleged the authorities of Gro-
tius, Voffius, Spencer and Huetius. ¢ Having
“ examined, fays my antagonift, in theThird of his
¢ fecond Letters, the moft refpectable of thefe au-
¢ thorities, viz. Grotius, I find him entirely fail.
“ ing you, and faying no fuch thing as you afcribe
¢ to him *.” Then, to prove that Grotius fails
me, and fays no fuch thing as I afcribe to him;
Dr. Prieftley produces a paffage from Grotius, to
which I never meant to allude, and which is in-
deed nothing to the purpofe. But he takes no
notice of the paffages upon which my affertion
was built, and to which the margin of my publi-
cation referred him.

* The fatisfa&ion, which it gave me to find my-
felf thus confuted, was ftillincreafed, by the retra&a-
tion of this confutation in my adverfary’s appendix,
No. 3. A retra&tation,whichin effet is little lefsthan
a confeffion of the fraudulent trick, which had not

. the

® Second Letters to the Archdeacon of St. Albans, p. 30.
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the advice of friends feafonably interpofed, it is too
evident,he meantto put upon the Public. I fay upon
the Public ; for upon me he could not think that it
would pafs. Whatever may be his opinion of my
learning ; he has, I believe, had fome experience
of my vigilance, in watching the movements of an
enemy ; and he could not imagine, that the paffage,
which he produces,would pafs with myfelf, for that
which I cited. But he has heard perhaps from
thofe who know me, of the conftitutional indolence
which domineers in my difpofition; and under
this circumftance, and the declaration which I had
made of my intention to give him no reply, he
thought himfelf fecure againft detection.

I muft acknowledgeanother gratification, whichl
received from this fame No. IIL. of Dr. Prieftley’s
Appendix. Ilearnt fromit, that Grotius, ¢ when
¢ he fpeaks of the Nazarenes as holding the com-
¢ mon faith of other Chriftians, with refpe t0
¢¢ Chrift ;” meant only that they held fomething,
which was not the common faith of other Chrif-
tians 4. And that Sulpitius Severus, when he

fays

4 ¢ By the common faith of Chriftians in that early age,
¢ Grotius no doubt meant his owr opinion, &c.” Second
Letters to the Archdeacon of St, Albans, p. 217,
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fays that ¢ a]] the Jewith Chriftians til] the time
“ of Adrian held that Chrift was God, though they
“ obferved the law of Mofes, (Chrifflum Deum
“ fub legis obfervatione credebant) is to be confidered
“ as having faid nothing more, than that al-
“ moft all the Jews at Jerufalem were Chriftians,
“ though they . obferved the law of Mofes ».”
Certainly the learned commentator and the hifto-
rian are to be fo underflood. For were they to be
. underftood in the plain meaning of their words,
they would flatly contradi@ Dr. Prieftley. Which
however if they had done, it would have been no
great matter : for any writer, who may contra-
di&t Dr. Priettley, is little to be regarded.

Dr. Prieftley hasbeen reading the Parmenides+-!
Having taught the Greek language feveral years at
Warrington, he conceived himfelf well qualified to
tacounter that profound book. The benefit which
he has received from the performance of this knotty
tatk, exactly correfponds with my notion of his abi-
livies for the undertaking, He has found the whole
treatife unintelligible $ ! Perhaps he has ere this
loked through the Enneads of Platinus with the like
emolument, He muft therefore be well qualified .

to

* P.218,  § Second Letters, p. 14 §. } Second Letters,
P 145. ‘
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to illuftrate the hiftory of the Platonic do&rines,in
the moft myfterious parts: and in the GREAT
WORK, with which the prefs now labours, his
promife will, I dare fay, be fulfilled of teaching the
world many things refpeting them, of which his
antagonift is ignorant. He can produce hundreds of
paflages to prove, that the ¢ divinity which the or-
¢¢ thodox Chriftians afcribed to Chrift was the very
¢ fame principle which conftituted the wifdom
¢ and other powers of God the Father;” and he
can prove that ¢ this was agreeable to the princi-
¢ ples of thofe Platonifts, from whom Philo and |
«¢ the Chriftian fathers derived their opinion *.”
That the fecond perfon in the Platonic triad was, ac-
cording to the theology of that fchool, the Prin-
ciple of Intelligence in the godhead, he will find in-
deed not difficult to prove. But unlefs he can fhew,
that this principle of Divine Intelligence, was not
fuppofed, by the Platonifts, to have had from all
eternity a perfonality of its own, diftin& from the
perfonality of either of the two other principles;
he will prove nothing, but what is already known
to every child in Platonifm.

The GREAT WORK will probably abound
in new fpecimens of the proficiency which he has |
made in Jogic, under the tuition of the great Locke.

1‘ I

- ® Second Letters, p. 124»
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Tt was not unpleafant to me to find this great logi-
tian confounding bemg, fubflanse, and fubfiratam+ ;
that is, ignorant of the diftinions of wosasis
(which feems to be Being in his language) soia
and Yroxesuevor ¢ to find him unapprized of that
great principle, without which a logician will
handle his tools but avkwardly, that the genus
cannot be predicated of the fpecific differences-;
and, from an ignorance of this principle, falling into
an error, into which indeed greater men than he
have fallen, that Being is the univerfal genxs under
which all other genera rank as fpecies.

Thefe, and many other, glaring inftances of un-
finithed erudition, fhallow criticifm, weak argu=
ment, and unjuftifiable art to cover the weaknefs,
and fupply the want of argument; which muft
ftrike every one who takes the trouble to look
thro’ thefe Second Letters; put me quite at eafe with
refpek to the judgment, which the Public would
be apt to form between my antagonift and me ; and
confirmed me in the refolution of making no reply
to him, and of troubling the Public no more upon
the fubje&, except fo far as might be neceffary, to
sftablith fome faés, which he has fomewhat too

C peremptorily

+ Sccond Letters, &c. p. 138 1 ¢ —The former [baing}
is the genus, and the latter [perfon] the fpecies, &c. p. 149,
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peremptorily denied ; and to vindicate my cha-
ra&er from afperfions, which he has too inconfide-
rately thrown out.

The matters of fa& which I mean to prove are
thefe.

I. Origen’s want of veracity in difputation,

II. Xhe exiftence of orthodox Hebrew Chrif
tians at Jerufalem after the time of Adrian.

IIT. The decline of Calvinifin, amounting al-
moft to a total extinQion of it, among the Englith
difenters. '

The flander, which I mean to repel, is contained
in my adverfary’s infinuation, that I have fpoken
with contempt of the do&rines of Calvin.

As for the outcry which he makes about my in-
tolerance, and My bigotry to what he calls high-
church principles, it gives me rather pleafure than
uneafinefs. I confider it, asthe vain indignant ftrug-
gle of a frong animal which feels itfelf overcome;.
the mere growling of the tyger in the toils; and
1 difdain to anfwer. Igloryin my principles; I
am proud of the abufe, which they may draw upon

- me.
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me. Nor thall I pretend to apologize for the
feverity and warmth of my prefent language, or
of any which I may think proper to employ in
the enfuing pages. After the avowal which Dr.
Prieftley has made, in his laft publication *, of the
fpirit in which he has drawn his polemical {fword;
it is time, that on our part alfo the fcabbard fbould
be tbrown away

Dr. Prieﬁley’s Second Letters to the Archdeacon
of St. Albans are, at this inftant, lying open before
me, at the 53d page. My eye is attraéted to a
paflage near the bottom, diftinguithed by a mark,
which in the firft perufal of the work, I had fet
againt it in the margin ; which reminds me, that
it is one of thofe, in which I was the moft captivated
with the juftnefs of the reafoning, and the frank-
nefs of the writer’s declarations. Although I have
already fpent more time than whenI firft took
up my pen, I thought to do, in culling the flowers
of my adverfary’s corhpofition ; I cannot refift the
temptation of ftopping (although it delay for
a few moments the Bufinefs to which I haften) to
pluck ythis delicious bloflom, which I had well

Ca2 nigh

* See the Animadverfions on Mr. White’s Sermons annexed
to Dr. Prieftley’s difcourfe wpon the Impagtance of Fro

Inqutry, p- 78 .
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nigh overlooked, fenfible how much it will add
to the brilliancy and fragrance of my pofey.

Bithop Pearfon alleges, that Ignatius in his
epiltles to Polycarp, to the Ephefians, Magne-
fians, and Philadelphians, refers to the do&rine
of the Ebionites as an heretical do@rine. Thefe
references would demolith Do&or Prieftley’s notion,
that the Ebionites were not confidered as heretics,
fo early as in the times of Ignatius, Dr. Prieftley
¢¢ therefore finds no fuch references,” in thefe
epiftles, ‘¢ except perhaps two paffages.” Two
clear references are juft as good as two thoufand.
How then thall we difpofe of thefe two paffages ?
Very eafily. ¢ They may eafily be fuppofed to have
¢ been altered.” Yes. Suppofitions are eafily
made ; and, for that very reafon, they are not eafily
admitted by wary men; without fome other re-
commendation than the bare eafe of making them,
joined to the confideration of the fervice, which
a particular fuppofition may render to a party-
writer, as a crutch for a ‘lame argument. Upon
what ground then may we build this fuppofition,
which is fo eafily made, of an alteration in two
paflagesin the epiftles of Ignatius, which as theynow
ftand, contradi& Dr. Pricftley ? Upon the firmeft
ground imaginable. * When CORRECTED by
“ an UNITARIAN, nothing is wanting to the
¢ evident purpofe of the writer.” Corredted by an

Unitarian !
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Unitarian! The Unitarians, if they are not fhame-
fully belied by the ecclefiaftical hiftorians, have
ever indeed been famous for thejr readinefs at this
bufinefs of Correcfion.  The Arians took the
trouble to correct a treatife of Hilary of Poiou,
in which the heretical confeffion of the council of
Ariminum was the fubje: they correted, and cor-
reted, till the work became a novelty to its author.
They, or the Macedonians, did the fame good
office for St. Cyprian’s epiftles; and to circulate
their amended copies the more widely, they fold
them at Conftantinople at a low price. Similar
liberties were taken with the works of the two
Alexandrians, Clemens and Dionyfius. They,
who thus correéted, were not deficient in the kin-
dred art of forging whole treatifes, under the
names of the brighteft luminaries of the church,
in which the holy fathers were made to fupporg
heretical doétrines. The Holy Scriptures were
not unattempted ; as appears by the teftimony of
thofe ®*, who lived at the time when the amended
copies were extant in the world ; who, in proof of
the heavy accufation, appeal to the notorious dif«
agreement of different copies, which had under-
gone the revifion of different herefiarchs. This is
indeed the confutation of the Unitarian dorine,
that both the primitive fathers, and the holy fcrip-
tures, muft be correted in every page, before they

can
® See Eufeb, Eceo Hift, Lib. V,
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can be brought to gjve evidence in its favour.
It is becaufe the Unitarians themfelves have always
underftood this, that they have ever been ready
to apply the needful correfiions, when they thought
the thing might be done without danger of de-
teCtion. - But the modern Corypbeus of the com-
pany is, I believe, the firft who ever had the in.
‘difcretion to avow the practice, and confefs that he
could not otherwife ftand his ground, than by an
appeal to the teftimony of CorRRECTED FATHERS !
He is himfelf indeed a mafter of the art of cor-
rection, His attempt upon a paffage in St. John’s
firft Epiftle, will never be forgotten ¥.

Will he dare to recriminate ? hewill. ¢ Theor-
¢ thodox, he fays, as they are commonly called,
¢ have tampered with the New Teftament itfelf,
¢ having made interpolations favourable to the
¢ doctrine of the Trinity, efpecially the famous
¢ paflage concerning tée three that bear record is
¢¢ beaven 4.” The great name of NEwTON i
brought up, to give weight to the accufation
¢ Newton among others has clearly proved, &c.”
And this he imagines, I myfelf will acknowledge.

Doctor Prieftley, even before the inditing of thefe

fecond letters, muft have found himfelf deceived
: in

* See the charge to the clergy of the archdeaconry of St.
Albans, p. 17. ¢ Sccond Letters, p. 134
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in fo many inftances, in his imaginations about
me; how I would acknowledge, and how I would
recant, how my eyes would be opened by the in-
formation which he' had to give me ; that I won-
der he fhould venture to imagine any more, in a
fubje& in which he has found himfelf fo liable
to error.  He imagines, that I muft acknowledge,
that Newton has clearly proved, that the record of'
the three in heaven in St. John’s firft epiftle, is an
interpolation made by fome of thofe, whom I .call
the orthodox.—No; I acknowledge no fuch thing,
Suppofe I were to make the firft part of the ac-
know]edgérnent, that the paffage is an interpolo-
tion ; what confequence would bind me to the
fecond ; that the orthodox had been the falfifiers
Is it becaufe their purpofe might have been ferved
by the pretended falfification ? T'ruly their purpofe
had been poorly ferved by it. Itis not agreed,among
the orthodox themfelves, that this text relates to the
confubftantiality of the three perfons in the God-
head. It is miy own opinion, that it does not :
and this I take to be the reafon, thatit is fo feldom
dlleged by the ancient writers in proof of the
Trinity. But why muft Iacknowledge, that the
paffage is at all an interpolation >—Becaufe Newton
and others have clearly proved it. To me the
proofis not clear. Were the defect of pofitive proof
of theauthenticity of the paffagemuch greater, than
" Newton
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Newton and others have been able to make out; it
would ftill be a ftrong argument with me in favour
of it, that the omiffion of the paffage breaks the
connection, and wonderfully heightens the ob-
fcurity, of the Apoftle’s difcourfe. Doctor Prieftlcy
imagines, that I hold myfelf bound to acknow.
ledge whatever Newton has attempted to prove,

In his letters to me, and in his animadverfions
upon Mr. White’s celebrated difcourfes, he is
often pleafed to boaft of the probability * of what
he knows, more than his antagonifts : and that too
in fubjes, in which he has been convied of the
greateft want of knowledge. I hope I may fay,
without arrogance, that it is probable, that Sit
Ifaac Newton’s talents in demonftration, are as well
known to me, as to Do&or Prieftley. It is pro-
bable too, that after the pains which I have taken
to examine the writings and authorities on which
his ancient chronology was founded, I am as well
qualified, as Dr. Prieftley, to judge of his talentsin

other fubjes, which are not capable of demonfira

tion. Now in thefe, I fcruple not to fay witha

writer of our own times, that the great Newton
went out like acommon man. For the expofition,
which to complete his argument againft the record

of the three in heaven, he ngcs of the context of the
Apofiles

® Second Letters, p. 135, 146, 200, 202 Animadverfions
on Mr. White, p. 66, 72,

>
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Apoftle’s difcourfe; I hold it to be a model of
that fort of paraphrafe, by which any given
fenfe may be affixed to any given words. But
that even the external evidence of the authen-
ticity of the paffage is far lefs defedive, than
Newton and others have imagined ; will be
denied, I believe, by few who have impartially
confidered the very able vindication of this cele-
brated text, which -has lately been given by Mr.
Travis in his Letters to Mr. Gibbon. Dr. Prieft-
ley perhaps has not found leifure to lJook through
that performance. Or, if he has, he has formed,
I fuppofe, ¢ no very high opinion of the author’s
acquaintance with Chriftian Antiquity *.” For in
this all, who oppofe the Socinian tenets, are mifera-
bly deficient.

Here I clofe my remarks upon my adverfary’s
reafoning ; and I now proceed to the proof of my

own facks, and the vindication of my own charac-
ter, o

#* See Remarks on Mr. Howes’s difcourfe,

D PART
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PART SECOND.

P ROOTF S
CHAPTER FIRéT.

Of Origen’s want of Veracity—Of the Fatbers in

- general —Of the paffages in which St. Chryfofiom
is fuppofed to affert, that the Apofiles temporifed.
—A fpecimen of Correion by an Unitarien.

HE firft faé that comes in queftion is the
want of veracity in difputation, which I

impute to Origen.

In the fecond book againft Celfus, near the be-
ginning of the book, Origen afferts of the Hebrew
Chriftians of his own times, without exceptions
- that they had not abandoned the laws and cuftomjr

4
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of their anceftors; and that, for that reafon, they
were called Ebionites. Dr. Prieftley fets a high
value upon this teftimony of Origen ; as clearly
eftablithing his great point, that the Ebionites
were nothing worfe than the Chriftians of the Cir-
comcifion. I maintain, that if the truth of Ori-
gen’s affertion were admitted ; ftill his teltimony
would be lefs to Dr. Prieftley’s purpofe, than he
imagines. It would prove, indeed, the Hebrew
Chriftian, and the Ebionite, to be the fame; but
it would equally prove, that the difbelief of our
Lord’s divinity was no neceflary part of the Ebio-
nzan doftrine. But I go further. I deny the
truth of Origen’s aflertion in both its branches.
I deny, that it is univerfally true of the Hebrew
Chriftians, in his time, that they had not aban-
doned the Mofaic Law; and I deny that it is
true, that they were all called Ebionites. I fay,
that Origen himfelf knew better, than to believe
his own affertion. And I fay that it was a part of
Origen’s charad&er, not to be incapable of aflerting,
in argument, what he believed not.

Dr. Prieftley ill brooks this open attack upon the
credibility of one, whom he confiders as a principal
witnefs. He defends Origen, by retorting a fimilar
accufation upon me; and, with the utmoft vehemence
of indignant oratory, he arraigns me at the tribunal
of the Public, as a falfifier of hiftory, and a defamer

D2 " of
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of the charafter of the dead . From affertions
which I bave not rathly made, it muft be fomething

more terrible to my feelings, than_the reproaches

of Dr. Prieftley, loudly re-echoed by his whole
party, that fhall compel me to recede.

I fay, then, that in the particular matter in quef-
tion Origen aflerted a known falfehood. . I fay,
in general, that a ftri& regard to truth, in difputa-
tion, was not the virtue of his chara&er.

With refpeét to the particular matter in queftion;

if I prove, that Origen knew the falfehood of his

own affertion in the firft branch of it, in which he

. avers, ‘ that the Hebrew Chriftians in his time
¢ had not abandoned their ancient laws and cuf
no great ftrefs, I prefume, will be laid -

 toms ;”

upon the fecond, ¢ that they were all called Ebio-
¢ nites.” For, according to Origen’s account of the
reafon of the name (which yet I believe not to be
the true one), the two branches of his affertion
muft ftand or fall together. .
It is an inconvenience which attends coftrover-
fy, that it obliges both the writer and the reader to
go frequently over the fame ground. I muft here
repeat, what I obferved in the feventh of my letters
t0

# Second Letters, &c. Preface p. xviii. p. 47, and 192
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to Dr. Prieftley, thatit was in anfwer to a reproach
upon the converted Jews, which Celfus had put in
the mouth of an unbelieving Jew, that by embracing
Chriftianity they were deferters of their ancient law,
that Origen afferts, that the Jews believing in Chrift
had not. renounced their judaifm. This affer-
tion is made at the beginning of Origen’s fecond
book. Now, at no greater diftance than in the
third feion of the fame book, the good father
takes quite another ground to confute his adverfary.
Hg infults over his ignorance, for not making the
diftin&tions, which he himfelf, in the allegation in
queftion, had confounded. “ It is my prefent
¢ point, fays Origen, to evince Celfus’s ignorance;
 who has made a Jew fay to his countrymen, to
“ Ifraelites believing in Chrift; Upon what mo-
“ tive bave you deferted the law of your ancef
 tors? But how have they deferted the law of
¢ their anceftors, who reprove thofe that are in-
¢ attentive to it, and fay, Tell me ye, &c.* 2”
Then, after a citation of certain texts from St. Paul’s
epiftles, in which the Apoftle avails himfelf of the
authority of the law, to inforce particular duties 5
which texts make nothing either for or againft the

Jew’s

* Nor & agorilas ideyfas Top 78 Kedow ;paemv, wag o & Tudaiog
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Jew’s affertion, thdt the Chriftians of the circum-
cifionbhad abandoned their "ancient laws ; but
prove only, that the difufe of the law, if it was ac-
tually gone into difufe, could not be deemed a de-
fertion ; becaufe it proceeded not from any difre-
gard to the authority of the Lawgiver: after a
citation of texts to this purpofe, Origen proceeds
in this remarkable ftrain. ¢ And how confufedly
¢‘does Celfus’s Jew fpeak upon this fubject? when
¢ he might have faid more plaufibly, Some of you
s« have relinquifbed the old cuffoms upon pretence
¢ of expofitions and allegories. SomEe again, ex-
¢ pounding, as you call it, fpiritually, neverthelefs
s obferve the inftitutions of our anceftors. Bat
¢ soME, not admitting thefe expofitions, are willing
¢ to receive Jefus as the perfon foretold by the
¢¢ prophets, and to obferve the law of Mofes ac-
«¢ cording to the ancient cuftoms, as having in the
" # letter the whole meaning of the Spirit*.” In
thefe. words Origen confefles all that I have al-
leged of him. He confefles, in contradi&tion to
his former aflertion, that he knew of three forss

of

*
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of Jews profeffing Chriftianity. One fort adhered
to the letter of the Mofaic law, rejecting all figu-
rative interpretations : another fort admitted a figu-
rative interpretation, conforming, however, to the
letter of the precept : but a third fort (the firft
in Origen’s enumeration) had relinquifhed the ob-
fervance of the literal precept, conceiving it to be
of no importance in comparifon of thc latent figu-
rative meaning.

Bur this is not all. In the next fentence, he
gives us to underftand, though I confefs more in-
direfly, but he gives us to underftand ; that of
‘thefe three forts of Hebrews profeffing  Chrif-
tianity, they only, who bad laid afide the ‘ufe of
the Mofaic 1aw, were in his time confidered as true
Chrifians.  For he mentions it as a further proof
of the ignorance of Celfus, pretending, as it ap-
pears he did, to deep erudition upon "all fubjects,
that in his account of the herefies of the Chriftian
Church he had omitted the Ifraclites believing in
Jefus, and mot laying afide the law of their anceflors.
“But how fhould Celfus, he fays, make clear dif-
“tintions upon this point; who, in the fequel of
“his work, mentions impious herefies altogether
“alienated from Chrift, and others, which have
“ renounced the Creator, and has not noticed [or
“knew not of ] Ifraelites believing in Jefus and

““ pot
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¢ not relinquithing. the law of their fathers#*
What opinion is to be entertained of a writer’s ve-
racity, who, in one page, afferts that the Hebrews
profefling Chriftianity had not renounced the Jew-
ith law; and, in the next, affirms that a part of
them had renounced it, not without an infinuation
that they, who had not, were heretics, not true
Chriftians? EGO HUIC TESTI, ETIAMSI JU.
RATO, QUI TAM MANIFESTO FUMOS
VENDIT, ME NON CREDITURUM ESSE
CONFIRMO. |

1 flatter myfelf, that I have eftablifhed my charge
againft Origen with refpe&t to the particular fa
in queftion. That a ftri¢t regard to truth in dif |
putation was not the virtue of his charafter, I thall |
now thew by another ftrange inftance of prevarica
tion, which occurs in thefe fame books againft Cel-
fus. Celfus, to deprive the Chriftian caufe of all
benefit from Ifaiah’s prophecy of the Virgin's cor-
ception, makes his Jew fay, what hath fince ben
faid by many Jewifth critics without the leaft fou-
dation, that the Hebrew word in If. vii. 14, whidh
is rendered by the LXX, g Virgin, denotes only 3

young !
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yx'&nf woman, Origen, i juﬁiﬁcanoﬁ of the fénfe
in which Chriftian interpreters underftand the pal'-
fige; cites® the law againft the incontinence of
betrothed virgins in Deut. xxii. 23, 24; the
word -m'”, which Chriftians underftand of a vnrgm
n Ifaiah, being allowed, as Origen will have it,
to denote % virgin i this paffage of the law. But
in this paﬂ‘age, according to our modern Hebrew
text, the word is not by, but ~HiN3. Were it
certain that "m‘m had been the reading in the copies
of the age of Origen ; a fufpicion might arife, that
the text had been corrupted by the Jews, for the pur-
pofe of depriving the Chriftians of one argument in
vindication of theirinterpretationof If@iah. Butthere
is fomething fo fufpicious in the manner of Origen’s
appeal to this text ; that he is rather to be fuf-
pe€ted of prevarication, than the fynagogue of
 fraud, —————uy ey Askig N AA[.'Za, 7 ot e s‘Csopn-
wovjoe ;/.575:M¢Mi wpos THY '&!’ap&voy, dMrot & éis Ty
veavey, weiloct; QUE QAZL, xe & 100 Aevspovopieo ey
Hapfos, &c. * The word "m‘)y which the LXX
# have tranflated into the word wagfewo; {a virgin],
 but other interpreters, into the word reang [z
“ young woman], is put too, AS THEY SAY,
% in Deuteronomy for a virgin.” AWhat is. this,
Aithey fay? Was it unknown to the compiler of
the Hexapla, what the rcadmg of the Hebrew

E text,

# Centra Colf, Lib. I. § 34.
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text, in his own time, was? If he knew thae i
was, what he would have it thought to be; why
does he feem to affert upon hearfay only ? If he
knew not; why did he not inform himfelf? that
he might either affert, with confidence, what he had
found upon enquiry to be true; or not affert what
could not be maintained. EGO HUIC TESTI,
ETIAMSI JURATO, QUITAM MANIFESTO
FUMOS VENDIT, ME NON CREDITURUM
ESSE CONFIRMO.

So much for Origen’s veracity in argument, fo
unjuftly afperfed by me, fo compleatly vindicated
- by Dr. Prieftley *.

I will here take the liberty to remark upon the
carly fathers in general, whofe memories are ne-
verthelefs to be revered, for their learning and the
general fan&tity of their charaers; that in their
popular difcourfes, and, in argument, they were
too apt to facrifice fomewhat of the accuraty of
fact to the plaufibility of their rhetoric : or, which
is much the fame thing, they were ‘too ready
to adopt any notion, which might ferve a. prefent
purpofe, without nicely examinining its folidity or

' its

# « ] have compleatly vindicated the charater of Ongenp
¢t which you have endeavoured to blot.” Second Letters, &,
p- 189,
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its refhote confequences.” Feor this reafon the great
profit, which may arife from the ftudy of their
works ; is rather that we may gather from them,
what were the opinions and the pradice of the
whole body of the Church, in the times wherein
they lived; than that any one of thefe writers is
fafely to be followed in all his affertions. In-
ftances of precipitation, in advancing what occurred
at the moment, and ferved a prefent purpofe ; may
be found, I believe, in the writings of no lefs a
man than St. Chryfoftom. I fhall mention one in-
ftance which occurs to me, which is very remark-
able, though perhaps of little confequence. Im
his homilies upon the fecond epiftle to the Corin-
thians, Chryfoftom relates that it was not agreed,
in his time, who the perfon might be, who is de-
fcribed by St. Paul as the ¢ brother whofe praife
“is in the gofpel in all the churches:” that fome
thought St. Luke was meant under this defcription ;
others St. Barnabas: and, for a reafon which he
mentions, he gives it as his own opinion, that St.
Barnabas was probably the perfon intended.
“But, in his firft homily upon the A&s of the Apof-
tles, he no lefs than three times brings up this
text as an atteftation of St. Paul to St. Luke’s me-
rit: for no other reafon, but that this application
of it ferved the purpofe of a rhetorical amplifica-
tion of St. Luke’s praife.

E 2 Upon
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TJpon this cirenmftance of the notorious carelel-
mefs of the fathers in their thctoncal affemons, I
fhouid build my reply tothe, feveral paffages which
Dr. Prieftley has produced | from St. Chryfoftor, to
prave that it was allowed by Chryfo&om, that the
doftrine of the Trinity had never been openly
taught by the Apoftles; if thofe paflages appeared
to me, in the fame lught in which they appear ©
my antagom& “As for the particular paffagein
Athanafius, if any Unitarian, who reads the entire
paflage,- thinks that the' Jews there mennoned
were converted, not umbelieving, Jews; T muft
apply to him, what Dr. Pricftley remarks of thole
whom I efteem as orthodox, that « the mmds of 2
« few individuals may be fo locked up, that 5
« keys we can apply will be able to open them *."
For St. Chryfoftom, I cannot find that he fays
any thing, but what I myfelf would fay; that the
Apotles taught firft what was eaﬁeft to be learned
and went on to hnghcr points, as the minds of
their catechumens became able to bear them. I
I could allow that he has any whcre faid, what
Dr. Prieftley thinks he finds’ in his expreflions,
that the Apoftles had been referved and concealed
upon an article of faith; I thould fay, that it
was a thought that had haftily eccurred to himy
% 2 plaufible folution of a dlﬂiculty, which de

ferved,

* Importance of free enquiry, p. 59- ‘
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ferved, perhaps, mno very diligent difcuffioning
popular affembly, and that he had haftily let ig
cicape him. Jam well perfuaded, that any prief}
in Chryfoftom’s Jmﬁxm who thould have
maintained this extraordinary propofition, that
# the Apoftles had temporized in delivering the
% fundamentals of the Chriftian faith,” would
bave met with no very gentle treatment from the
pious Archbifhop of Conftantinople. Had the
prieft, in his own vindication, prefumed to fay;
# Holy Father, ifI am in error, you yourfelf muft -
# anfwer for it Upen your authority I adopted xhe
f¢ opinion,. whlch you now condema ; you have re
“ peatedly faid in your commentaries, upon the fa-
% cred books, that the Apoftles and the Evange-
% lifts flood in awe of the prejudices of their hear-
“ers:” Chryfo{tom would have replied ; * Faith-
“lefs monfter ! is it thy ftupidity, or thy bafenefs,
“ that interprets, as an impeachment of the fince-
% rity of the firft infpired preachers, my encomium
“ of their wifdom? But why fhould I wonder,
“ that he fhould not fcruple to {Jander his bifhop,
# who fpares not the Apoftles and Evangelifts,”
- Had the prieft been able to prove againft St, Chry-
foﬁom, that he had, mdeed, given countenance in
hls writings to fach an error; the good fathtt
unld have repentcd in fackcloth and athes.

As
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As the mention of Dr. Prieftley’s quotations from

St. Chryfoftom has occurred ; [ muft not omit to do
juftice to a paflage, which has fuffered a little in
‘the bands of this emeritus profeflor of Greek ¥ in
the late academy at Warrington. I fpeak of the
paffage cited by Dr. Prieftley, in his Second .Let-
ters, p. 94, from the firlt homily on the epiftle to
the Hebrews. In the Greek, as Dr. Prieftley gives
it, it is rank nonfenfe; and not very intelligible,
in Dr. Pricftley’s Englith. Dr. Prieftley, to get it
into Englifh at all, has had recourfe to an emenda-
tion. An ¢ muft be turned into xei, or fome
k¢ thing elfe.”” Suppofe #turned info xex ; what will
be the antecedent of the pronoun «ues in the
Greek, or bimfelf in Dr. Prieftley’s Englith ? Had
Dr. Prieftley confulted any good edition of St
Chryfoftom, cither the Paris edition of 1735, o
the old Paris edition of Fronto Duczus, or the
Ewon edition; he would have found that &y
émev 6 Jeog thould be & yap eimev o Xpigog ; and that

# fhould keep its place. * Obferve, fays St, Chrp-

© ¢ foftom, the Apoﬁle s prudence in the choice of
5 by

® ¢ J ——— taught it nine years, the laft fix of them ¥
5¢ Warrington.” Second Letters, p. z02.

Ad fummum, pon Maurus erat, nec Sarmata, nec Thrax,

Qui fumpﬁl pennas, mediis fed natus Athenis,
But ¢ the clements of the language, it feems, were not mght
‘¢ there.” [Ibid.] The profeflor indeed, had the elements
beem 10 be tavght, had teen ill qualified for his chair.
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% his expreflions. For he has not faid, Chrif fpake,
« although he, [i. e. Chrift,] was the perfon who
“ fpake : but becaufe their minds were weak, and
“ they were not yet able to bear the things con-
“ cerning Chrift, God, he fays, fpake by him.”

The particular notion that Chrift was the Jehovah
of the Old Teftament, the perfon who converfed with
the Patriarchs, talked with Mofes in the buth, dif-
played his tremendous glory at Sinai, and fpake by
the prophets; is what St. Chryfoftom thought the
Hebrews not far enough advanced in the theory of
revelation to bear. If he thought them oo weak,
to bear the general doctrine of our Lord’s DertYy ;
his judgement would be of little weight, fince St.
Paul thought otherwife. For, in the fecond verfe
of the firft chapter. of this epiftle, the Apoftle en-
ters upon that abftrufe fubjet, which in the firft,
according to Dr. Prieftley’s interpretation of St.
Chryfoftom, he is fuppofed to thun; in the third
verfe, he goes deep into the myftery; and, in the
eighth, he applies to Chrift what the Pfalmift fays
of God, that *¢ his throne is for ever and ever, the
“feepter of his kingdom a fcepter of righteouf-
“ pefs :>> and the manner, in which the words of
the Pfalmift are introduced, fhews that the Apoftle
thoughr, that they, to whom he wrote, could not
but join with him in this application. Dr. Prieft-
ley, I fuppofe, thought it as well to keep it out of

5 the
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the reader’s fight, that Chryfoftom, in chis very
paflage, fpeaks of Chrift as the Jehovah of the Oid
Teftament. He thought it beft to keep the true
meaning of the paflage out of fight; and for this
reafon he chofe to follow the corrupt and fenfelefs
reading of the Heidelberg edition (a bad copy of
the Veronefe téxt, in a very fmall part only col
lated with the Palatin and Auguftan MSS,) and
rejelting an emendation unanimoufly réceived by
later editors, who took the pains to refify the
text by a laborious collation of many MSS, to
make the beft of the paffage for himfelf, by cor-
gecting in the wrong place. Thus indeed we have
a beautiful fpecimen of an ancient fathes correficd
by an Unitarian!

I muft not quit the fubjet of thefe quotations,
without obferving; thatthe Learncd Reader, in ths
firft homily of St. Chryfoltom upon the epiftle
the Hebrews, will find St. Chryfoftom’s own coo-
futation of the proof, which Dr. Pricftley attemps |
to bring from his works} that it was a thing
known and admitted in his time, that the Apoftieshsd
been filent upon the fubjett of our Lord’s dir-
nity 3 and that the orthodox, to account for this
ackoowledged fa&t, were reduced to the neceffiry o

~ fuppofing that they temporized. What the filexct
of the Apoftles, upon this fubje®, was; may b¢
Jearned from the epiftlc to the Hebrews, Whs
: ’ St
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St. Chryfoftom’s opinion of their temporizing cau-
tion was ; may be learned from his firft homily up-
on that epiftle. Whoerver reads only the two firlt
fe&tions of that homily, will perceive, that the pru-
dence, which St. Chryfoftom afcribes to the Apof-
tles, was a prudence in the manner of preaching
myfterious do&rines, not a difhoneft caution in dif-
fembling difficulties. Had he afcribed to them
any fuch bafe art ; the epiftle to the Hebrews had
been his confutation. His firft homily on that
epiftle is the confutation of thofe, who, in ignorance,
or in art, would afcribe to him fo unworthy a notion
of the founders of our faith. '

r CIIAP-
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CHAPTER SECOND.

‘Of the Church of /Elia, or Ferufalem, after Adrian.
— Moybeim’s Narration confirmed.—Cbriftians not
included in Adrian’s Edics againft the Fews.—The
return from Pella, a fatt affirmed by Epipbanius—
Orthodox Hebrew Chriftians exifting in the World
long after the times of Adrian.

HE next fa& that comes in queftion, is the

exiftence of a body of orthodox Hebrew
Chriftians at Jerufalem, after the final difperfion of
the Jews by Adrian.

In the feventh of my letters to Dr. Prieftley, I
ftated briefly, whatI take to be the true account of
the changes, which took place in the ecclefiaftical
ftate of Paleftine upon the banithment of the Jews
by Adrian. The ecclefiaftical hiftory of thofe
times is fo very general and imperfet; that who-
ever attempts to make out a confiftent ftory from
the ancient writers, which are come down to us,
will find himfelf under a neceflity of helping out
their broken accounts by his own conjettures. In
the gencral view of the tranfa&tions of that time,
I agree almoft entirely with Motheim ; who, in my
judgement, hath, with great penetration, drawn
forth the whole truth; or what muft feem to us

3 the
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the truth, becaufe it carries the higheft air of
" probability ; from the obfcure hints, which the
hiftorian Sulpitius furnifthes, conne&ted with other
hints, which, though unobferved by Dr. Prieftley,
are to be found in other writers of antiquity.
Dr. Prieftley fpeaks of a feries of facts®, and of
many circumftances, which, he fays, I have added
to Mofheim’s account, and muft know that i added.
If Dr. Pricftley confulted that part of Mofheim’s
work, De Rebus Cbriftianorum ante Confiantinum,
to which the margin of my letters referred him
(but in Motheim, as in Grotius, it is likely that
he turned to the wrong place) : if he opened Mo-
fheim in the place to whichI referred; he muft know
that I have added no circumftance, to Motheim’s
account ; but fuch as every one, muft add in his
own imagination, who admits Mofheim’s reprefenta-
tion of the fat in its principal parts. He muft
know, that three circumftances in particular, which
he is pleafed to mention among my additions, are
affirmed by Mofheim: the conflux of Hebrew
Chriftians to Alia; the motive which induced
the majority to give up their ancient cuftoms,
namely the defire of fharing in the privileges of the
Zlian colony; and the retreat of thofe, who could
not bring themfelves to givetheir ancient cuftomsup,
to remote corners of the country 4. Thefe were
Mofheim’s affertions before they were mine: and

Fa Dr.

* Second Letters, &c. p. 192 " 4 Ib. p. 39.



€ 40 ) ,
Dr. Pricftley either knows this; or, pretending to
feparate Mofheim’s own account from my additions,
he has not taken the trouble to examine what is
mine, and what is Mofheim’s.

"It may feem, however, that to convi®t my ad-
verfary of the crime of fhameful precipitance, in
afferting what he has not taken the pains to know,
or of the worfe crime of afferting the contrary of
what he knows ; abfolves not me of the imputa-
tion, that I have related upon the authority of Mo-
fheim, what Mofheim related upon none®. I
will therefore briefly ftate the principles, which de-
termine me to abide by Motheim’s account of the
tranfa&ions in queltion. I take for granted, then,
thefe things.

I. A Church of Hebrew Chriftians, adhering to
the obfervance of the Mofaic Law, fubfifted for 2
time at Jerufalem, and for fome time at Pel}a, from
the beginning of Chriftianity until the final dif
perfion of the Jews by Adrian.

II. Upon this event, a Chriftian church arof
at Alia.

III. The Church of Zlia, often, but impro-
perly, called’ the Church of Jerufalem, for Je-
yufalem was no more, in its external form, that
is, in its doftrines and its difcipline, was a

+ Greek
# Sccond Letters, &c. p. 192.
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‘Greek church ; and it was governed by bithops of
the uncircumcifion. In this my adverfary and I are¢
agreed. The point in difpute between us is, of
what members the church of Zlia was compofed.
He fays, of converts of Gentile extra&ion. I fay,
of Hebrews: of the very fame perfons, in the
greater part; who were members -of the ancient
"Hebrew church, at the time when the Jews were
fubdued by Adrian. For again, I take for

granted,

1V. That the obfervation of the Mofaic law, in
the primitive church of Jerufalem, was a matter of
mere habit and national prejudice, not of con-
fcience. A matter of confcience it could not be ;
becaufe the decree of the apoftolical college, and
the writings of St. Paul, muft have put every true
believer’s confcience at eafe upon the fubje&. St.
Paul, in all his epiftles, maintains the rotal infig-
pificance of the Mofaic law, either for Jew or
Gentile, after Chrift had made the great atone-
ment ; and the notion that St. Paul could be mif-
taken, in a point which is the principal fubje& of
a great part of his writings, is an impiety, which
I cannot impute to our holy brethren, the faints of
the primitive church of Jerufalem *. Again, I take

for granted,
V. That

* By the primitive church of Jerufalem, I mean the Hebrew
Church before Adrian. The retreat to Pella was temporary ;
and, Iam inclined to think, of fhort duration ; and the Bifhop,
while he fat there, was ftill called the Bifhop of Jerufalem.
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V. That with good Chriftians, fuch as I be-
lieve the Chriftians of the primitive church of Je-
rufalem to have been ; motives of worldly intereft,
which would not overcome confcience, would, ne-
verthelefs, overcome mere habit.,

VI. That the defire of partaking in the privileges
of the Zlian colony, from which Jews were ex-
cluded, would accordingly be a motive, that would
prevail with the Hebrew Chriftians of Jerufalem,
and other parts of Paleftine, to diveft themfelves
of the form of Judaifm, by laying afide their an
cient cuftoms.

Dr. Prieftley afks me, ¢ Where, Sir, do you
¢ find in this paflage [a paffage of Sulpitius Seve-
¢ rus which he cites] any promife of immunities to
¢ the Jewifh Chriftians, if they would forfake the
¢¢ law of their fathers #.” Nowhere, I confefs, in
this paffage; nor in any other paflage of Sul-
pitius; mor in any paffage of any ancient, I
may add, nor of any modern writer. But the
queftion implies a falfe and fraudulent reprefents-
tion of my argument. I never fpake, I never
dreamed, of any promife of particular immunities
to Jewifth Chriftians, upon condition that they re-
nounced the Mofaic law. I fpake only of the ge-

neral

_‘ s&ond hm, &Ct Pa 43
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peral immonities of the ZElian colony, of which
Chriftians might, and Jews might not partake.

Dr. Prieftley alleges, that ¢ the hiftorian [Sul-
« pitius] fays, that the obje& of Adrian was to
‘ overturn Chriftianity ®.” But whatever the em-
peror’s diflike to Chriftianity might be, there is lit-
tle probability that, upon this occafion, he would
be difpofed to treat Chriftians with feverity. The
hitorian Sulpitius nowhere fays, that the em-
peror’s edifts againft the Jews extended to Chrif-
tians; and the hiftorian Orofius fays exprefsly, that
to Chriftians they extended not 4. Was Orofius
too late a writer to give evidence about thefe tranf-
aftions? The hiftorian of Corruptions is, I be-
lieve, fome centuries later. His means of infor-
mation therefore are fewer ; and, were he well in-
formed, his precipitance in affertion, and his talent
of accommodating his ftory to his opinions, thould
annihilate the credit of his evidence. The tefti-
mony of Orofius, however inconfiderable, might
of itfelf therefore outweigh the opinion of Dr.
Prieftley; if a feather only, in the one fcale, be
more than a counterpoife for a nothing in the
other. '
The

# Second Letters, &c. p. 42. o
4 —— prazcepitque ne cui Judeo ictroeandi Hierofoly-

mam effer licentia, Chriftianis tantum civitate permiffa, Orof.
Hiﬁ. lib. 7 Cap. xiiio
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The teftimony, howerver, of Orofius is not with-
out fome indire& confirnmation from other writers;
and, what is more, from its confiftency with other
- circumftances in the hiftory of thofe times; with
which the affertion of Sulpitius, that Adrian meant
. to wound Chriftianity through the fides of Ju-
daifm, will not eafily accord. It is a notorious faé,
that Adrian was not unfavourable to the Chriftians.
The Church, in his reign, obtained a refpite
from perfecution. The fury of its perfecutors was
reftrained by the imperial refcripts to the provin.
cial governors: who were dire&ed not to proceed
-againft the Chriftians, except by way of regular trial,
upon the allegation of fome certain crime: and when
nothing more was alleged than the bare name of
Chriftianity, to punith the informer as a fycophant.
A refcript to this effeft addrefled to Minucius Fun-
danus, proconful of Afia, is preferved by Juftin
Martyr in his firft apology, and, after Juftin, by
Eufebius in his hiftory *. This equitable difpofition
of the emperor towards the Chriftians, is afcribed
by Eufebius to the eloguent apologies of Quadn-
tus and Ariftides, and to the remonftrances of Se-
renius Granianus, the predeceflor of Fundanus inthe
Afiatic proconfulatet. When the Jewifh war broke
out ; reafons of ftate immediately took place, which

woukd

* Hift, Eccl. Lib. IV.c. 8 & g.
% Hift, Eccl, Lib.IV. ¢, 3, & in Chron. ad ann. MMCXLIL
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would greatly heighten the effe& of any imprefliots,
previoufly made upon the emperor’s mind, by the
pleadings of the Chriftian apologifts, and the inter-
ceffions of what friends they might have among his
courtiers. The Chriftiansof Paleftine refufed to take
any part in the Jewifh rebellion; and they fmarted -
under the refentment of Barchochebas, the leader
of the infurgents. The earlieft teftimony now ex-
tant of this fa& is, I believe, that of Eufebius in
“his chronicle #. But the known impiety of Bar-
‘chochebas, which renders it incredible that the
Chriftians fhould inlift under his banners, fuffi-

ciently avouches the truth of the chronologer’s af-

fertion. The thing therefore in itfelf is highly

probable, that the emperor fhould make the dif-

tinttion, which Orofius fays he did, between the

feditious Jews and the harmlefs Chriftians; who

had,indeed, been fufferers by their loyalty. The pro-

‘bability is ftill increafed by certain circumftances
mentioned by hiftorians, which indicatea particular

antipathy in the imperial court, at this time, to the

rites of Judaifm ; which the refratory manners of

the Jews might naturally excite. Spartian fays,

that a prohibition of circumcifion was one of the

pretences of the Jewith rebellion 4. Modeftinus
‘ G the

#* Ad annum MMCXLIX.
+ Movebant ei tempeftate & Judzi bellum, qudd vetabantur
mutilare genitalia, Spartian. in Adriano.
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the lawyer, as he is cited by Cafaubon, allegesa
refcript of Antoninus granting a permiffion to the
Jews, to circumcife their own children. This re-
fcript of permiffion, as it plainly implies, that the
pra&ice had been forbidden by fome preceding
emperor ; in fome meafure confirms Spartian’s re-
lation. All thefe circamftances put together, cre-
ate, as the thing appears to me, the higheft pro-
bability of the truth of Orofius’s affertion ; that
Cbriftians were not included in the edifts of
Adrian, by which the Jews were banithed from
Jerufalem. And although no author that I know
of, befide Orofius, exprefsly mentions the dif-
tinGion; the contrary, that the Chriftians were
included, is affirmed by no ancient writer. The
diftin&tion indeed, though not mentioned, is clearly
implied in Epiphanius’s affertion ; that the Hebrew
Chriftians, after Adrian’s fettlement of the Zlian
colony, returned from Pella, whither they had re-
tired from the diftreffes of the war, to Zlia. For
it happens, that this fa&, of which Dr. Prieftley
does me the honour to make me the inventor, i
aflerted by Epiphanius*. To his affertion Mo-

theim,

* Epiphanius, haviog related that Aquila, the fame perfos
who afterwards made a tranflation of the fcriptures of the OM
Teftament into Greek, was employed by Adrian as overfeer of
the works at /Elia; procecds in thefe words: & 7oy Awsasy

daywy b T Tsguoadnp, xa Spwr o5 pabnlag Twy pabiler Tuy aTore?
' arbulas

|
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fheim, relating the fa&, refers. Relating the fame
fa, to Motheim I* referred *: to the very paf-
fage 4, where Dr. Prieftley, had he known what
it is to exapine authorities, before he pronounces
upon them, might have found the reference to the
original author. The confidence, with which he
mentions this as a fa& forged by me, is only one
inftance, out of a great number, of his own fhame-
lefs intrepidity in aflertion.

But to return from the dete@ion of Dr. Prieft-
ley’s fitions to the hiftorical difcuffion. It
G 2 may

&rbslag TN WS, KA CNLGE  MIYyaA ip-yazzomw; lacior xas aArwy
Savualur noar yap “CTIOETPETIANTEE ’AIIO EAAHS 7rg dixa-
wodews is Ispuararnu, xas Ddagxoslig® wrxa yap iusdAey % warig aAio-
uofas Omo Tar Pupainy, @poryenualiocinoas imo ayline warls of
marﬂao [.u'lamub amo TN WoAsws, mIAAgong &pJ\n amoAAvolast Gi-
Tieg nas paflerasras yerounas 9;xw¢v i Taan ™0 @poysypappen @oku
wigzs 7o logdare, amic in Suxamoews Aryilas sivase pila 87 7o Epnuswo-
o lipuradnu 'ETTIANALTPEYANTEZ, ; iPrv, onutie piyara ine-
T § Towur AxvAas, x. T A. Epiph. D¢ Pond. & Men/.
Whether this retarn of the Chriftians of Jerufalem, from Pella,
took place in the interval between the end of Titus’s war and
the commencement of Adrian’s, or after the end of Adrian’s, is
a matter of no importance. It is fufficient for my purpofe, that
thefe seturned Chriftians were refiding at Jerufalem, or
more properly at /lia, at the fame time that Aquila was re-
fiding there as ovesfeer of the emperor’s works. Let not the
Public therefore be abufed by any cavils, which ignorance or
fraud may raife, about the chronology of the return.

® Letters to Dr. Prieftley, p. 61.

4+ De Rebus Chriftianorum ante Conftantinum. Szc. II. §
38. not. * '



( 48 )

Tay feem, that my fix pofitions go no farther,
than to account for the difufe of the Mofaic Law,
among the Chriftians of Paleftine, upon the fuppofi-
tion that the thing took place; and that they amount
not to a proof, that a church of Hebrew Chrif-
tians, not adhering to the rites of Judaifm, atually
exifted at Alia. To complete the proof there-
fore, I might appeal to Epiphanius’s aflertion
of the return of the Chriftians of Jerufalem from
Pella. ButI will rather derive the proof, from
a fa& which I think more convincing than the
teftimony of Epiphanius; a fa&, by which that
tetimony is itfelf indeed confirmed. I affirm
then,

VII. That a body of orthodox Chriftians of the
Hebrews were a&ually exiflting in the world, much
later than in the time of Adrian. -

The teftimony of Origen I hold too cheap, to
avail myfelf of his triple divifion of the Hebrew
Chriftians, to prove the exiftence of the orthodox
fer in his time. It muft be obferved, however;
that, were his evidence at all admiffible, his dif-
tin&tion would be fomewhat a ftronger proof for
me ; than his general affertion, of which the genc-
rality is difcredited by the diftinction afrerwards
alleged, can be allowed to be for my antagonift.
But I give him Origen. I will reft the credit of

my
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my feventh pofition, upon the mention which occurs
in Jerom’s commentary upon Ifaiah, of Hebrews
believing in Chrift as diftin& from the Nazarenes.
Jerom relates two different expofitions of the
prophecy concerning Zabulon and Naphtali, deli-
vered in the beginning of the ninth chapter of
Ifaiah; of which expofitions he afcribes the oneto the
Hebrews believing in Chrift; the other, to the Naza-
renes. The chara&er given of thefe Hebrews, that
¢¢ they believed in Chrift,” without any thing to
diftinguith their belief from the common belief of
the church, without any note of its error or im-
perfedtion, is a plain charaéter of complete ortho-
doxy. For it was neither the difpofition of Jerom,
nor the fafhion of his age, to mifs any opportunity
of proclaiming the vices of thofe, who were
deemed heretics ; unlefs upon occafions, when fome
rhetorical purpofe might be anfwered by conceal-
ing them. But no rhetorical purpofe was to be
anfwered, inthefe notes upon Ifaiah, by a conceal-
ment of any error, that had been juftly to be im-
puted to thefe Hebrews; nor was Jerom at all
concerned to maintain the particular expofition,
which he afcribes to them. He had therefore no
inducement to conceal their errors. But he taxes
them ' with none. He had therefore no harm to
fay of them. They were orthodox believers: and
the diftin&ion of them from the Nazarenes, made
by Jerom, is a plain proof that they were not ob-
fervers
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fervers of the Mofaic law. For although the Mo-
faic law was obferved in the orthodox church of
Jerufalem, until the time of the fuppreflion of the
Jewifh rebellion by Adrian; it was after his time,
by my adverfary’s own confeflion, confined to the
Nazarenes and the Ebionites. If then the He-
brews believing in Chrift obferved not the Mo-
faic law in the timg of Jerom: fince the Mofaic law

" had been obferved by the firft race of believing
Hebrews ; it follows, that the pradice of the He-
brew congregations had undergone a chaunge, at
fome. time before the age of Jerom. Dr. Prieftley
fays, that great bodies of men change not their
opinions foon. I fay, they never change their old
cuftoms and inveterate habits, but from fome power-
ful motive. Now in what period of the hiftory of the
church fhall we find a pofture of affairs, fo likely to
induce the Hebrew Chriftians to forfake the Mo-
faic law, as that which obtained in Paleftine upon
the final difperfion of the Jews by Adrian? If the
orthodox Chriftians of the Hebrews, actually exift-
ing fomewhere in theworld from the reign of Adrian
to the days of Jerom, were notmembers of the church
of Alia,dwelling at ZElia, and in the adjacents parts
of Paleftine ; Dr. . Pricftley, if he be fo pleafed,
may feek their fettlement. It is no fmall dificulty
upon my adverfary’s fide, that he can neither tell
“ what became. of the Chriftian Jews,” upon his
fuppofition, that with the unbelicving Jews they
3 . ¢ were
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¢ were driven out of Jerufalem by Adrian*;”,
nor from what quarter the Greek church of ZElla
was furnithed with its members,

Upon thefe foundations, which a ftronger arm
than Dr. Prieftley’s fhall not be able to tear up,
ftands * the church of orthodox Jewifh Chriftians
¢ at Jerufalem + :* To which the aflertors of the
catholic faith will not fcruple to appeal, in proof of
the antiquity of their doftrine, whatever offence the
very mention of the orthodox church of Jerufalem
may give to the enraged Herefiarch }.

- He afks me, what evidence I can bring that this
church, even before the time of Adrian, was tri-
nitarian. I brought evidence in my letters§, which
he has not been able to refute.  Upon his own prin-
ciples, the acknowledgement of their orthodoxy in
later times, by writers who would have acknow-
ledg:1 no orthodoxy of any unitarian fe&, might
be a fufficient evidence of their earlieft crthodoxy.
The

#* ¢ What became of the Chriftian Jews who were driven
¢ out of Jerufalem by Adrian, does not appear.” Second
Letters, &c. p. 45.

4+ ¢ Thus ends this church of orthodox Jewith Chriftians at
¢ Jerufalem, &c.” Second Letters, p. 44. v

3 ¢ — 1 bope, (id populus curat fiiligt) 1hope, however, we
¢¢ fhall hear no more of them as an evidence of the antiquity
¢¢ of the Trinitarian dodtrine.” Second Letters, p. 45.

§ See particularly Letter VIII.
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The evidence which I have brought, is nothing lefs
than an atteftation of a member of this earlieft
Hebrew church to the belief of himfelf, and his
Hebrew brethren, in our Lord’s divinity. But
¢¢ Jf they were Nazarenes, fays Dr. Prieftley, Epi-
¢ phanius reprefents them as unitarian when John
¢« wrote *.” I have faid, and I will never ceafe to
fay, that Epiphanius’s reprefentation juftifies no
fuch opinion. But what is Epiphanius’s account of
the Nazarenes, or what is any account of the Na-
zarenes, to the purpofe; if the Hebrews of the
church of Jerufalem were no Nazarenes? With
Jerom, the Hebrews believing in Chrift and the
Nazarenes are different people.

® Second Letters, p. 45.

CHAP
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3

CHAPTER THIRD.

Of the Hebrew Church and its Sefis.

T mutft ftrike the learned reader, that the Naza-
renes mentioned by St. Jerom, in the p#fage to
which I now refer of his annotations on Ifaiah,
muft have been a different people from thofe men-
tioned by him with fuch contempt in his epiftle to
St. Auftin, and defcribed by Epiphanius. The Na-
zarenes, here mentioned by St. Jerom, held the
Scribes and Pharifees in deteftation ; their traditions
in contempt ; and the Apoftle St. Paul in high' vene-
ration *. And yet thefe Nazarenes, of the beft
fort, were ftill a diftin& fet of people from the He-
brews believing in Chrift ; that is, from the ortho-
dox church of Jerufalem, divefted, in confequence
of Adrian’s edits againft the Jews, of what, until
the time of thofe edits, it had retained of the ex-
terior form of Judaifm. Thefe remarks lead, I
think, to a more diftin&t notion of the different
fects of Hebrews profefling the Chriftian religion,
than I have met with in writers of ecclefiaftical anti-
quity ; a much more diftin& ane, I confefs, than I
H bad

¢ See Jerom in If. IX. 1. 3. 3. et VIIL, 34, 1g—21.
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had myfelf formed, when I delivered the Charge to
the Clergy of my Archdeaconry, which gave thebe-
ginning to this controverfy; a notion however per-
fe&tly confiftent with every thing, which I thenmain.
tained; and tending to eftablifh the points, in which
1 differ from Dr. Prieftley. As the queftion about
the Hebrew feds is of great importance, I fhall
here briefly ftate the fum of what I have found
concerning them in ancient writers, and then pro-
pound my own conclufions.

The Nazarenes are not mentioned by IrEn zus.
Irenazus fays of the Ebionites #, that they acknow-
ledged God for the maker of the world ;— that
they refembled not Cerinthus or Carpocrates it
their opinions about Chrift ; —that they ufed only
~ the gofpel by St. Matthew ; —were over curious
in the expofition of the prophets;—difowned the
Apoltle Paul, caling him an apoftate from the
law ;—circumcifed, and retained the Jewith law and
Jewith cuftoms. This defcription of the Ebionites
occurs in that part of the great work of Ire-
nazus, which is extant only in a barbarous Latn
tranflation. In the paflage which relates to ther
. opinions about Chrift, Cotelerivs fufpe&s a cor
ruption ; and for non fimiliter he would read eonf-
milirer; fuppofing that Ireneus muft have affirmed,

and

* Irenzus, lib. i. cap. XXVI,

)
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and that he could not denmy, their refembtance of
€Cerintbus and Carpocrates in that article; aud
this indeed is agreeable, as will appear, to the
defcriptions given of the Ebionites by other
writess.

Irenaus in another place infinuates, that for wine,
in the Eucharift, the Ebionites fubftituted pure
water ¥, ’ ‘

TERTULLIAN fays, that Ebion made Jefus a
mere man, of the feed of David only, that is, net
alfo the Son of God ; in fome refpe& higher in -
glory than the prophets 4. In another place } he
fays, that Ebion was the fucceffor of Cerinthus; not
agreeing with him in every particular, inafmuch
as he allowed that the world was made by God,
not by angels: that as a confequence of Chrift's
mere humanity, he maintained the lafting obliga-
tion of the Mofaic law ; becaufe it is written, that
the difciple is not above his mafter, nor the fervant
above his Lord. Tertullian fays nothing exprefsly
about the agreement, or difagreement, of Ebion
and Cerinthus, in their notions of Chrift ; but the
impiety of maintaining that he was a mere man,
the fon of Jofeph, he afcribes to Carpocrates and

Ha2 Cerin-

* [renzus, lib. 5. c. IL
4+ De carne Chrifti. c. XIV.
3 De Praefeript. Haret. co XLVIIL
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Cerinthus as well as Ebion; which renders the
emendation, propofed by Cotelerius, in the Latin
verfion of Irenzus, confimiliter for non_fimiliter, very
probable : efpecially as a further agreement of the
Ebionites and Gnoftics, in their notions. about
Chrift, is maintained by other writers. Tertullian
again in another place, having mentioned ‘¢ that
St. Paul, writing to the Galatians, inveighs againft
the obfervers and defenders of circumcifion.and the
law,” adds, ¢ this was Ebion’s herefy *.” This how-
ever is no argument, that Ebion Jived when that
epiftle was written. Tertullian means only to re-
mark, that Ebion’s tenets, in this article, were
clearly confuted by St. Paul’s writings, In the
fame place he mentions the denial of the refurrec-
tion of the body, by Marcion, Apelles, and Valenti-
nus, as an error reproved in St. Paul’s firft epiftle
to the Corinthians. Bnt no one, 1imagine, would
thence conclude that Marcion, Apelles, and Valen-
tinus, were contemporaries of the Apoftle,

ORr1GEY, in the fecond book againft Celfus, feems
to comprehend the whole body of the Hebrew
Chriftians under the name of Ebionites ; and af-
firms, that they adhered to the law of their fa-
thers . But in another place, where he profefles

to

* De prafcript, Haret, cap, XXXIII, )
+ Contra Celf. lib. II. § 1,
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to defcribe the Chriftianity of the Hebrews with
the greateft accuracy, he divides the whole body
into three fe&s. The firft, like other Chriftians,
entirely difcarded the Mofaic law: the fecond re-
uined the obfervation of the law in the letter of the
precept ; admitting however the fame fpiritual ex-
pofitions of it, which were fet up by thofe who
difcarded it: the third fort not only obferved the
law according to'the letter, but rejeéted all fpiritual

expofitions of it *.

Evsesivs divides the Ebionites into two forts,
both denying our Lord’s divinity ; but the better
fort believing the miraculous conception 4. Both
rejetted the epifles of St. Paul, whom they called
an apoftate from the law. They ufed the Gofpe/
according to the Hebrews, and held the canonical
gofpels in little efteem. They kept both the Jew-
ilh Sabbath and the Chriftian Sunday. Origen
and Eufebius, like Irenzus, mention not the Na-
zarenes by name,

St. Jerom, in his commentary upon Ifaiah, men-
tions Hebrews believing in Chrift §; and, as a
ditin& fet of people from thefe believing Hebrews,

: he

* Contra Celf. lib. IL. § 3.
+ Hitt. Ecc. lib. III. c. 27.
$1 InlfIX. 1, 2, 3
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he mentions Nazarenes who obfervad the law ¥, but
defpifed the traditions of the Pharifees, thought
highly of St. Paul 4, and beld the dofrine of our
Lord’s divinity. For, by an expofition of If. VIIL
13, 14, Which St. Jerom afcribes'to them, it appears
that they acknowledged in Chrift the muy "
[the Lord God of hafts] of the Old Teftama |
In his epiftle to St. Angeflin'y, St Jerom defcribes
Nazarenes of anether fort,” ¢ who believed in
« Chrift the fon of God born of the virgin Mary, |
¢ jn whom the orthodox believe ;” but were, 1¢:
yerthelefs, fo' bigotted to the Mofaic law, t
they were rathier to be confidered as a Jewith fed,
than a Chriftian. In the fame place, he fpeaks of
the Ebionites as a feét anathematized for their e
daifm, and falfely pretending o0 be Chriftians ; ad |
in his commentary upon St. Matthew xi. he fop -
they acknowledged not St. Paul's apoftolical o
miffion.

" Epipuanius defcribes the fe& of the Nauaret®
as a fet of people hardly to be diftinguithed from
Jews. He exprefles 2 doubt, whether they &
knowledged our Lord’s divinity : but the term
which his doubt is exprefled, argue that &%
growd- ‘

#* In If. ibid. & VIIL 14 & 1g—22.
+ Tvid. .
{ Hieron, Op. Tom. IL f. 341. A, edit, Frobens
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groundlefs ®. He defcribes the Ebionites as re-
fembling the Samaritans, rather than the Jews ;—
as maintaining that Jefus was the fon of Mary by
her hufband ;—that the Chrift, defcending from
heaven in the figure of a dove, entered into Jefus
at his baptifm. He fays, that the Nazarenes and
the Ebionites had each a Hebrew gofpel (the only
one which they received), which they called the
gofpel by St. Matthew;—that the copies received by
the two fe&ts were different: compared with the true
gofpel by St. Matthew, which the church receives,
the Ebionean copy was the leaft entire, and the
moft corrapt. He fpeaks of the Ebionites as a fe&,
which branched off from the Nazarenes, and ap-
peared not till after the deftru&ion of Jerufalem+-.

From the tefimony of an ancient writer, cited
by Eufebius, it appears, that one Theodotus, a
‘native of Byzantium, a tanner by trade, at the
very end of the fecond century, was the firft
who taught the mere humanity of Chrift§. He
preached at Rome. His dodrine was an extenfion
of the impiety of the firft Ebionites : for, with
them, the humanity of Chrift was over at his bap-
- tifm.

# Charge to the Clergy of the Archdeaconry of St. Albans,
p- 35—28. i

4+ Epiph. Har. 30,

1 Hift, Ecc. lib, V. ¢. 28,
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tifm *. He was then deified; or, at leaft, exalted
above humabhity, by the illapfe of the Chrift.

NOW, from all this, I feem to gather, that, after
the deftru&ion of Jerufalem, the Hebrew church,
if under that name we may comprehend the fes
which feparated from it, was divided into fire
different fets of people.

1. Jerom’s Hebrews believing in Chrift. Thefe
were orthodox Chriftians of Hebrew extrattion,
who had laid afide the ufe of the Mofaic law.
They are the fame with the firft fet in Origen’s
threefold divifion of the Hebrew Chriftians.

2. Nazarenes of the better fort, orthodox in
their creed, though retaining the ufe of the Mo-
faic law. Asthey were admirers of St. Paul, they
could not efteem the law generally neceffary to fak
vation. If thefe people were at all heretical; I fhould
guefs that it was in this fingle point, that they
ceived the gofpel of the Nazarenes inftead of the

canonical gofpels.

3. Nazarenes of a worfe fort, bigotted to the
Jewith law, but ftill orthodox, for any thing that

appears to the contrary, in their creed. Thefe
were

® §ce more upon this point in Mr. Howes's fermon.



( 61 )
were the proper Nazarenes, defcribed under that
name by Epiphanius, and by St. Jerom in his epiftle
to St. Auftin. Thefe two fedts, the better and the
worfe fort of Nazarenes, make the middle fet in
Origen’s threefold divifion.

4. Ebionites denying our Lord’s divinity, but
admitting the fa& of the miraculous conception.

5. Ebionites of the worft fort, denying the mira-
culous conception, but {till maintaining an union of
Jefus with a divine being, which commenced upon
his baptifm. Thefe two fects, the better and the
worft fort of Ebionites, make the laft fet in Ori-
gen’s threefold divifion.

Thus we find a regular, and no unnatural, grada~
tion ; from the orthodox Hebrew Chriftian to ‘the
blafpheming Ebionite. It appears, however, that
the impious degradation of the Redeemer’s nature,
though it took its rife among the Hebrew fedts,
was not carried to its height among them. A fet
of proper Unitarians, holding the perpetual undei-
fied humanity of the Saviour, made its firft appear-
ance at Rome, and boafted for its founder Theo-
dotus, the apoftate tanner of Byzantium : if, in-
deed, it was not the growth of ftill later times;
which feems to be the opinion of the learned Mr.
Howes, to whofe judgement I am inclined to pay

: 1 great
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great regarde Thefe two points, however, feem
certain ; that the Nazarenes, even of the beft fort,
were a different people from the Hebrew brethren
of the orthodox church of Jerufalem: and that the
Nazarenes, even of the worft fort, were believers
in the divinity of our Lord : in what extent they be-
lieved it,may, perhaps, feem to fome aqueftionin fome
degree ftill open to difcuflion. At prefent, I fee no
reafon to recede from the opinion, which, with
great authorities ypon my fide, I have hitherto
maintained, of their entire orthodoxy upon that
article. If, upon that particular point, I fhould,
at any time hereafter, fee caufe to think myfelf
miftaken ; my convi&ion is not likely to come from
Dr. Prieftley, but from a very different quarter.
Mr. Howes’s gth number has juft fallen into my
hands. That learned writer, I perceive, thinks
that it was but a fubordinate divinity, which the
Nazarenes acknowledged in our Lord. For his
opinion I feel all the deference, which one fcholar
owes to the fentiments of another ; but not without
the ftrongeft prepoflefficns, I confefs, at prefentia
favour of my own.

- CHAT-
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CHAPTER FOURTH.
Of the Decline of Calvinifm.—Of Conventicles.

NOW pafs to the third fa&®, which I have ta-

ken upon me to eftablith ; the decline of Cal-
vinifm, amounting almoft to a total extin&ion of it,
among our Englith Diffenters ; who, ro long time
fince, were generally Calvinifts.

- This fa& is of no great importance in our contro-
verfy; as it is but very remotely connected with the
queftion about the opinions of the firft ages. The
rapid decline of Calvinifin, here in England, was
alleged by me as an inftance, .in which Dr. Prieft-
ley’s theorem abour the rate of velocity, with which
the opinions of great bodies of men change, would
lead, in the pradtical application of it, to very errone-
ousconclufions. If my inftance was ill-chofen; it will
" pot immediately be a confequence, that Dr. Prieft-
ley’s theorem, is a fafe principle for the reformation
of the hiftory of the primitive church, in defiance of
the teftimony of the earlieft writers extant. It would
give me great pleafure to find myfelf in an error with
refpet to this fact; andto fee reafon to believe Dr.
' Iz ' Pricft-
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Pricftley, in his affertion, that the great body of onr
Diffenters at this day are Calvinifts. Somaay Calvin-
ifts as are among them, fo many friends there are to
the catholic faith in all its effential branches; for
the peculiarities of Calvinifm affe€t not the eflen-
tials of Chriftianity. But I am forry to fay, that
I muft fill believe, that the genuine "Calvinifts
among our modern Diflenters are very few ; unlefs,
in a matter, which hath fo lately fallen under the
cognifance of the Britith legiflature, I could allow
Dr. Prieftley’s affer:ion, to outweigh the plain tefti-
mony of fats of public notoriety.

If the great body of the Diflenters are, at this day,
Calvinifts; upon what pretence wasit, that thediffent-
ing minifters, who, in the years1772 and 1773, peti-
tioned Parliament to be releafed from the fubferip-
tions to which they were held by the 1t of William
and Mary, arrogated to themfelves the title of the
GEeNERAL Bopy of diffenting minifters of the three
denominations in and about London? No troe
Calvinift could concurr in that petition. For
although I cannot admit, that the articles of
our church, in the doftrinal part, affirm the
firi& tenets of Calvinifm; yet they are in this
part, what, asI conceive, no true Calvinift would
fcruple to fubferibe ; and, with refpe& to the great
dodtrines of the Trinity, the Incarnation, Juftifica-
tion, and Graee ; every genuine Calyinift would

: ftart




( 65 )
ftart at the very thought of being fuppofed, even
tacitly, to concur in a requeft to be releafed from
a canfeffion of his faith : for none better under-
ftands than the genuine Calvinift, the force of that
facred maxim, * with the heart man believeth unto
“ righteoufnefs, and with the mouth confeflion is
“ made unto falvation.” Would Dr. Prieftley infi-
nuate, that his brethren of the rational diffent ap-
proached the auguft affembly of the Britith Parlia-
ment, with a petition founded upon falfe pretenfions?
Will he fay, that they were, in fa&, the minority
~of the body, of which they called themfelves the
generality ? Wil he fay, that the Thirteen®, who
in the meeting of the General Body at the Library
in Red-crofs Street, on Wednefday December the
23d, 1772, divided againft the vote for an applica-
tion to Parliament to remove the reftraints which the
wifdom of our forefathers, by the A& of Toleration,
had impofed; were the reprefentatives of a more nu-
merous body, than the Fifty-five who gave their fuf-
frages for themotiont: who, at a fubfequent meeting,
fuffered not the proteft of the thirteen orthodox
minifters, to 'be recorded in the Minutes of the bu-
finefs

"% Seca pamphlet eatitled, A Collection of i1be feveral Papers re-
lating to the Application made to Patliament, in 1772 and 1773,
by fome of the Proteflant Diffenters, for Relief in the matter of Sub-

Jeription, &c. Lendon, Printedfor F. Wilkie, N° 71, St. Paal’s
Churcb-Yard, MDCCLXXIIL
+ See Wilkie’s Colledtion, N*III.
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finefs of the day; and with difficulty permitted
their reafons to be redde *. A proceeding, by the
way, which clearly thews, how cordially thefe pre-
tended friends of general toleration would delight
were they in power, to tolerate opinions which
might differ from their own ; and evinces the pro-
priety of the prayer, which a fenfe of fuch wrang,
drew from a member of the orthodox ~minorit,
“‘ From the power of fuch pretenders to fuperior
¢¢ reafon may Gop and Tue Britisu Gover
“ MENT ever defend the orthodox Diflenterst.”
Thefe thirteen fpake only the fentiments of every
Calvinift, when they faid, * We believe the doc-
¢ trines of the articles to be both true and impor-
“tant. We dare not therefore confent, to be held
“ up to view as thofe, who indulge any doubs re-
¢ {peting their truth, or at all hefitate about theit
¢ importance. We confider them as thé bafis of
“ our hope, the fource of our comfort, and the
¢ moft powerful incentive to a courfe of fincere,
¢ tedfaft, chearful, obedience §.” It were injullcc
to thefe worthy men, to let any occafion_pafs of
mentioning their names with the reverence which s
due o them. David Muire, John Rogers, Tho
mas Towle, Samuel Brewer, Edward Hitchin,

A Thomas

* See Wilkie’s Colletion, NeII. ,

+ See Candid Thoughts on the late Application of fome Protefier
diffenting Miniflers, &c. By an Orthodox Diffenter, - Londm,
Printed for W. Goldimith, Ne 20, Paterngfler Row, 177%

1 See Wilkie's Collcétion, N° 1L § 3.
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Thomas Ofwald, John Potts, John Trotter, John
Macgowan, George Stephens, Jofeph Popplewell,
Henry Hunter, John Kello; thefe were the vene-
rable Confeflors, who, on the 23d of December,
1772, and on the 27th of January in the follow-
ing year, in meetings of the General Body of the
three denominations, ftood for the Faith once dgli-
vered to the Saints. ¢ They thought themfelves
“bound, they faid, to contend earneftly for it
“againft all who thould oppofe it.” For this pur-
pofe they formed, as I gather from the documents
of the times ¥, into a diftin& affociation. When
the petition of the Rationalifts was laid before the
Parliament, they were firm and a&ive in their op-
pofition to it; confidering the requeft as little lefs
than a blow craftily aimed at the very vitals of the
Reformed religion, and of Chriftianity, indeed, it-
felf. They prefented a crofs petition+, figned, as
they themfelves faid, by the Minifters as well as
the Laity of the moft refpeGtable congregations of
real Proteftant Diffenters in town and country.
But, when they wifhed to give credit and authori-
ty to their oppofition, by bozfting of their num-
bers: the moft that they could fay of the number
of minifters, who had figned the crofs petition was
this; that they were ¢ upwards of Fifty.” The
number of diflenting minifters in'the whole king-

dom

* See Wilkie's Collection, N° III, and IV.
t Ibid. N° V. '
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dom was reckoned at that time to be about 2000,
Of which 50 is juft the fortieth part. When
Dr Prieftley therefore affirms, that the ¢ ms.
« jority of the diffenting minifters are ftill Calvin-
¢ ifts,” he muft be underftood to ufe the fame rhe.
torical figure, by which, in the Poftfcriptof hisfir
Letters to me, he fwelled a few periods of Ce
mens Alexandrinus to the fize of a whole bosk
By a computation formed upon that inftance, |
concluded the proportion of the Prieftleian, tothe
vulgar Whole to be that of 1 to 48 : from thisnev
inftance it turns out fomewhat larger.

Thus, from the evidence of public fadts, I har
the mortification to find Dr. Prieftley’s fentimens
confuted, and my own confirmed, concerning the '
prefent ftate of Calvinifm among the Englith Dit
fenters. - And however it may now ferve D,
Prieftley’s purpofe ; to magnify the numbers of the
Calvinifts ; his Rational brethren in the year 1773
fpoke of their own majority in terms which in-
plied, that the Calvinils were, in their julge- |
ment, a very inconfiderable part of the whole bo
dy of the Diffenters. “ It is admitted,” fay the
Rationalifts, in the Cafe of the Proteflant df
Jenting  Minifiers and * Schoolmaflers, < that te
‘¢ greater part of the diffenting minifters have 0t |
¢ complied, and cannot in confcience comply with |

% the fubfcription required by the A& of Toler:
3 o gion.
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“ tion. ‘The diffenting minifters in general are
¥ confequently liable to the penalties abovemen-
“ tioned.” After ftating the relief which they de-
fired to obtain, they allege that the ¢ generality of
“ Proteftant diffenting minifters, together with
% their people, are happily united in the object of
' the prefent application®.” The petitioning Dif-
fenters it feems in the year 1772 thought the Calvin-
ifts fo few and inconfiderable ; that the minifters,
who could not in confcience comply with the 1ft
of William and Mary, and were happily united in
the objeét of the application at that time mad: to
Parliament, feemed to them the generality of
Proteltant diffenting Minifters. Thefe gentlemen
knew, it is to be prefumed, the ftate of the diffent.
They meant not o impofe a lie upon the three
effates of the Britith legiflature. If then my no-
tion of the decline of Calvinifm is erroneous, Dr.
Prieftley will at leaft confefs, that I am countenanced
aod fupported, in my error, by a very refpetable
authority.

1 am not ignorant indeed, that this authority
was treated with little refpe& by the protefting
Calvinifts ; whoallowed no fuperiority of numbers
on the fide of the Rationalifts4. It was pretended
' K that

® See Wilkie's Colle&tion, N° I.

.+ .Sec «“Candid Thoughts, &c. by an Orthgdox Diffeater,”
fet. II.

i



¢ 70 )

that many Calvinifts concurred in the petition;
fome in mere tendernefs for ferupulous confciences;
many more upon that goodly principle, the fource
of all that orderly fubmiffion to the higher powers,
which hath ever beent fo confpicuous in the Puri-
rans of this country, that even a true faith is not
to be confefled at the requifition of the magiftrate,
I bear that good will to Calvinifm, that it gives me
real concern to remember, that it'hath ever been
difgraced by a connetion with' fuch a principle.
I am inclined however to believe, that the Calvinifts,
who, upon puritanical principles, concurred in the
petition of the Rationalifts, in theyear 177 2, were very
few; and that the orthodox Diffeaters were deceived
in the idea which they had formed of the numbers of
their own party. The requifition of the magiftrateis
now removed, and no pretence exifts for a Puri-
tanical referve. I would afk them, what is now
the ftate of the Diffenting miniftry !  Are they a
this time a majority, are they any confiderable
part, of the diffenting minifters, who have qualified
under the 1ft of William and Mary? Every i
fenting minifter has now the alternative of qualify-
ing, either by fubfcribing the do&rinal articles; or
by a declaration which, by the 1gth of his pre:
fent Majefty, is accepted inftead of fubfcription
But the Calvinift, even of the puritanical caft,
bolds himfelf bound to an open declaration of his
faith ; except in that extraordinary cafe, when

3 the
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the interference of the magiftrate makes it a duty,
to difown his ufurped authority, by refufing to con-
fefs with the mouth, what the heart believes.
Every true Calvinift therefore will now qualify under
the old A& of Toleration. And if they ate but an
inconfiderable part of the diffenting miniftry, who
have qualified in this manner ; it is but too plain
that Calvinifm among the diffenters is almoft ex-
tinguithed. Inconfiderable, however, as I fear
their numbers are, the Calvinifts, for the foundnefs
of their faith, are the moft refpeable part of our
modern Diffenters: and though few, ir comparifon
with the general mixed body of the Rationalifts, I
hope they are more numerous than the proper Uni-
tarians.

So much for the principal faéts which I engaged
to eftablith. It may, perhaps, be expefted, that
I thould take fome notice of another, in which I
have been charged with grofs and wilful mifrepre-
fentation. Dr. Prieftley, in his firft letters to me,
expreffed high refentment, at the ufe which I had
made in my. Charge of the word Conventicle; as de-
feriptive of meetings in which he and friends of his
prefide. To inform myfelf how far this refentment
might be well founded, and for no other purpofe,
I fearched the regifters of certain courts for fuch
an entry of the houk in Effex Street, and for a re-
cord of fuch declar;ions on the pagt of the minif-

s Ky ter,
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ter, as, by the 1gth of his prefent majefty, arere-
quifite to make a meeting, upon the pretence of
Divine Worfhip, not a conventicle in the ftri&
feufe of the word. I told Dr. Prieftley, that I
had found neither entry of the houfe, nor record
of the minifter’s declaration. Dr. Prieftley replics,
that I could, indeed, find no record of declara
tion; for none was ever made: but that I ought
to have found an entry of the houfe; for that was
duly made. Now the truth is, that I employed the
clerks at the different offices to make the fearch,
for which I paid the accuftomed fee. I trufted o
their report, which I find was not accurate. [ be
lievé the fact to be, as Dr. Prieftley ftatesit. The
houfe is entered ; but the minifter has never de-

clared his principles, as the law requires. The

defence of a flrong word, which has been taken
perfonally, would be to me the moft unpleafant part
of the coatrover(y, were it not that the ftyle of Dr
Prieftlcy’s Second Letters, and fome other public:
tions upon that fide, has put an end to all cere-
mony between me and the leaders of the Uniuris
party. I therefore ftill infift, that all meetingsun
der minifters who have not declared, whether the
place of meeting be or be not entered, are illegals
and that the word Conventicle, as it was ufed bf
me in my Charge, was not mifapplied.

!

CHAP
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CHAPTER FIFTH.
Of the Dottrines of Calvino—Of Methodifis.

NOW proceed to reply to Dr. Prieftley’s in-

finuation, that I have fpaken with contempt of
the do&rines of Calvin, which at the fame time,
he prefumes, I really believe®. He was in good
humour with me, when he drew up this concluding
paragraph of his third letter: for his reafon for
prefuming that I believe what, he imagines, I
fpeak of with contempt, is, that he is unwilling
¢ to tax me with infincerity 4.”

If any where I feem to fpeak with contempt of the
do&rines of Calvin, I have certainly been unfortunate
in the choice of my expreffions. It is one thing not.
" to affent to do&rines in their full extent; quite ano-

ther to defpife them. I am very fenfible thatour ar-
ticles affirm certain things, which we hold.in com-
mon with the Calvinifts: fo they affirm certain
-things which we hold in common with the Luthe-
rans; and fome things which we hold in comman

with

# Second Letters, &c. p. 35 . ¢ Ibid.
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with the Romanifts. It cannot well be otherwife;
for as there are certain principles which are com-
mon to all Proteftants, fo the eflential articles of
faith are common to all Chriftians. Perhaps, in
points of mere do&trine, the language of our articles
agrees more nearly with the Calviniftic, than with
any other Proteftant confeflion. But I never was
aware, till Dr. Prieftley informed me of it, thatl
am obliged, by my fubfcription to the thirty-nine
articles, ta believe every tenet that is generally
known by the name of Calviniftic * : and, till the
obligation is inforced upon me by fome higher au-
thority than his; I'thall, in thefe matters, ¢ ftand
¢ faft in my liberty.” Neverthelefs, I hold the
memory of Calvin in high veneration ; his works
have a place in my library ; and, in the ftudy of the
holy fcriptures, he is one 'of the commentators whom
I frequently confult. I may appeal to my own con-
gregation at Newington, and to other congregations
to which, by my fituation, I am occafionally called
to preach, to witnefs for me, that I never mention
the Calviniftic divines without refpe ; even when
I exprefs, what I often exprefs, a diflent,upon parti-
cular points, to their opinions. The refpe&t with
which they are mentioned in my Good-friday fer-
-mon, in which I afferted the do&rines of Provideace
o the one hand, and of Free-agency on the other, is,

perhaps,

- ¥ Sgcond Latters, &c. p. 35.
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peshaps, in Dr. Prieftley’s own recolletion. In
the paffage to which he alludes, in my feventh let-
ter to himfelf, he will find no contempt exprefled
of Calvinifts, or of their opinions. The feverity of
the refle&tion falls on thofe, who have fo fpecdily
deferted a doé&trine to which, for a long time, they
were not without bigotry attached; while they not
only maintained Calvin’s tenets without exception,
but feemed to think there could be no orthodoxy
out of Calvinifm. I confider it as the reproach of
the Diflenters of the prefent day, that a genuine
Calvinift is hardly to be found ; except in a fe&,
con{picuous only for the encouragement, which the
leaders of it feem to give, to a diforderly fanaticifm.
The rational Diffenter hath nothing in common with
the Calvinift, except it be an enmity to the epif-
copal eftablithment of this country; and this he
hath not fo much in common with the Calviniftic
churches, as with his own anceftors the fatious Pa-
ritans. s

It was, perhaps,an omiflion,that when the fcarcity
of Calvinifts among thé Englith Diffenters was men-
tioned, a diftin& exception was not made in fa-
vour of natives of Scotland, formed into Calvinif-
tic congregations, under refpeétable paftors of their
own country and of the true Calviniftic perfuafion,
here in Londgn, and perhaps in other parts of
England, But I confider thefe as no part of our
' Englifa
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Englith Diffenters. They are members of another
national eftablithment; who, refiding here, may
think that a conformity with the charch of Eng.
land might be interpreted as a defertion of their
own communion. The rational diffenter may take
no credit to himfelf, for their adherence to their old
principles ; nor are they involved in the reproach
of his degeneracy.

\

While I thus repel my adverfary’s flanderons
infinuation, of contempt exprefled by me of Cal-
vin’s do&rines; the refle®ion, I doubrt nor, is ari-
fing inhis breaft, and with much fecret fatisfa&tion he
fays within himfelf, ¢ He is making his peace, I fe¢,
¢ with the Calvinifts; but how will he get overmy
¢ remark, upon the difrefpe@ful language in which
¢t he has fpoken of the Methodifts ? his brothet
“ churchmen #!” - To the burthen of that ¢rime my
thoulders, I truft, are not unequal. What if I frame
my reply in terms, which Dr. Prieftley’s late puble
cation furnifhes: That whenever occafions fhallarift,
which may make it my duty, as a minifter of the
-gofpel, to declare my fentiments; I thall not wiit
for Dr. Prieftley’s leave, to ¢ exprefs my contempt
<< of whatl think to be defpicable, and my abhoreact
%¢ of what I think to be thocking +.” The Methodif,

1 am fenfible, profetfes much zeal for our common
' faith

* See Second Letters, &c. p. 35.
+ Importance of free enquiry, p. 29.
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faith. Many of his follies, I am willing to believe,
proceed more from an unhappy peculiarity of tem-
perament, than from any thing amifs in the moral
difpofitions of his heart. Let him then renounce
his fanatical attachment to felf-conftituted uncom-
miffioned teachers; let him fhew his faith by his
works ; not the forinal works of fuperflition and
hypocrify, but the true works of everlafting righ-
teoufnefs; the works of Fair-dealing, Charity, and
Continence : let him do this, and churchmen will
turn to him, and call him brother.

L cuar,
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"CHAPTER SIXTH.

Of the general Spirit of Dr. Prieflley’s Consroverfd
Writings.—Conclufion.

H AV E replied more largely than I thonght

to do, to more than is deferving of replyin
Dr. Prieftley’s Second Letters. But, as the con-
- troverfy between him and the advocates of the &
tholic faith, is now brought, by his own declars-
tions, to aftate refembling that of a war, in whichoo
quarter is to be given or accepted; I think myfelfat
liberty to ftrike at my enemy, without remorf, in
whatever quarter I may perceive an opening; ad
I think myfelf called upon, by the prefent fituation
of the controverfy, not to fupprefs the remarks,
which have fpontaneoufly arifenin my own mind apo
the perufal of his late writings. I fear he is
little redde but by his own party ; and it is fit that
it fhould be generally known, what fpirit be i
of. .

He avows, indeed, with the greateft frankndh
that the great obje@ of his effays upon theologicd
fubjeds, is to fpread opinions among his countr)*

mes,
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men, from the prefs, and from his pulpit, which he
flatters himfelf muft end in the total demolition of the
polity of hiscountry in the ecclefiaftical branch; the
only branch,again(t which he thinksitprudent, asyet,
to declare his antipathy. In his View of the Prin-
ciples and Conduft of the Protefiant Diffenters, with
refpefl to the Givil and Ecclefiafltical Conflitution of
England, a . pampblet firlt publithed in the year
1769, after a pi&ture, highly exaggerated I hope,
of certain abufes among the clergy; which he re-
fers to the principles of our hierarchy, but which, fo
far as they are real, are eafily traced to very dif-
ferent caufes; he, in the true fpirit of patriotifm,
points out the remedy. His falutary advice is con-
veyed in the form of a predition. He foretells,
that in * fome general convulfion of the ftate,”
fuch as he might hope our difputes with the Ame-
rican colonies, which were then vifibly tending to
an open rupture, might, in no long time, produce ;
“ fome bold hand, fecretly impelled by a vengeful
¢ providence, fhall fweep down the whole toge-
“ ther #.” In later publications he difcovers no
averfion, to be himfelf the hand employed in that
vindi&ive bufinefs; although his indifcretion, which
he avows, and which feems indeed to be very great,
when the glorious profpe& of ftate convulfions
warms and elevates his patriotic mind, fhould ren-
La der

* View of the principles, &c. p. 12,
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der hlm, it may be thought, unfit to have a part
in the execution of any proje&t, in which the fuccefs
may at all depend on fecrecy. In the dedication
of his late Hiffory of. Corruptions to Mr. Lindfey,
he tells his friead (what might be fitting for an af-
fociate’s ear, but it is a ftrange thing to be men-
tioned in public) * that while the attention of mes
“ in power is engroffed by the difficulties, which

. % more immediately prefs upon them; the endea-

¢ vours of the friends of reformation [that is, of
¢ thofe concealed inftruments of vengeance on their
¢¢ devoted country], their endeavours-in points of
* do@trine pafs with /efs notice, and operate withou!
¢ obfirution *.” In his laft publication he has
thrown out many acute remarks upon the efficay
of * fmall changes in the political ftate of thmgs,

“ to overturn the beft compadted eftablithments "
upon the certainty, with which the exertions of
himfelf and his aflociates operate to the ruin of the
ecclefiaftical conftitution: upon the violence, with
which caufes, that lie dormant for a time, at lit
a&t.  We, he fays, are, as it were, laying go
* powder grain by grain under the old building of
“ error and fuperftition, which a fingle fpark may
¢ hereafter inflame, fo as to producc an inftant
* neous explofion §.”” He fhews, with great abi
liys

® Dedication of Hiftory of Corruptions, p. vii.
+ Importance of free enquiry, p. 39.
3 Ibid. p. 40.
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lity; that all meafures of government, to fupport:
the ecclefiaftical conftitution, will be of no avail, if
once a great majority of the people can be made
its enemies *. And, for this good purpofe, he de-
claims in his conventicle to ¢ enlighten the minds and
« excite the zeal 4" of the mechanics of the popu-
lous town of Birmingham, with refpeé to the doc-
trines in difpute between himfelf and the affertors of
that faith, which the Church of England holds in
common with the firft Chriftians. T he avowal of
thefe fentiments in himfelf, of hoftility to the politi-
" cal conftitution of his country ; the attempt, to ex-
cite fimilar fentiments in the breafts of the ¢ com-
‘“ moneft people,” in whofe breafts they cannot be
expe@ted to lie inadtive, quietly expefting the event
of literary difcuffion ; fuch avowal, and fuch at-
tempts are more, I thould think, than can be juf-
tified by the right of private judgement upon fpe-
culative queftiods. Not that I would infinuate that
they, in any degree, deferve the atteation of our
governors ; for I am well perfuaded that neither
his do@rine, nor his principles, are gaining that
ground among the people, which he feems to fma.
gine. [am inclined indeed to think, that the ad-
vancement even of his Unitarian do&tine is but
flow, except in his own head ; in whith it feems
“to

“* Importance of fre¢ enquiry, p. 41=—44,
-4 Ibid p. 3g. -
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to be making hafty ftrides. In his good wifhes to

the conftitution, I think better of many of his
Unitarian friends, than to believe that they concur
with him. And while Trade and Manufactures
flourith at Birmingham; we may fafely truft to
the inducements, which every man there will find
to mind his own bufinefs, to defeat the fuccefs of Dr.
Prieftley’s endeavours to ‘¢ enlighten and excite.”
It feems therefore unneceflary at prefent to think of
% raifing the dam, or of making it ftronger.” It
will be the better policy of government, to let the
brawling torrent pafs. The attempt to provoke
feverities by audacious language, in order to raife
a cry of perfecution, if fedition, making religion

~ its pretence, fhould meet with a premature check
from the fecular power ; is a ftale trick, by which

the world is grown too wife to be taken in. If
Dr. Prieftley ever fhould attempt to execute the
fmalleft part, of what he would now be underftood
to threaten; it may then be expedient, that the ma-
giftrate fhould (hew, that he bearc¢th not the fword
in vain. But whatever Dr. Prieftley may affe& w
think of the intolerance of Churchmen in general,
and of the Archdeacon of St. Alban’s in particular;
a Churchman lives not in the prefent age fo weak,
who would not in policy, if not in love, difcour-
age, rather than promote, any thing that might be
called a perfecution of the Unitarian blafphemy, in
the perfon of Dr. Prieftley, or of any of his admirers.

' A
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A Churchman lives not fo weak as not to knew, that
perfecution is the hot-bed, in which nonfenfe and
impiety have ever thrived. It is fo friendly to the
growth of religion, that it nourithes even: the nox-
jfous weeds, which carry but a refemblance of the
true plant in the external form. Let us truft,
therefore, for the prefent, as we fecurely may, to
the trade of the good town of Birmingham, and to
the wife connivance of the magiftrate (who watches,
no doubt, while he deems it politic to wink) to nip
Dr. Prieftley’s goodly proje@ts in the bud : which
nothing would be fo likely to ripento a dangcifous
cffe&, as conftraint exceflively, or unf cafonabl&, ufed.
Thanks, however, are due to him, from all lovers
of their country, for the mifchief which he .wants
pot the inclination to do, if he could find the
means of doing it. In Gratitude’s eftimation, the
Will is ever to be taken for the Deed.

In his Firft Letters to me, and in former publi-
cations, Dr. Prieftley profefled to difbelieve an in-
fpiration of the Apoftles and Evangelifts; in any
greater extent, than might be confiftent with the
liberty, which he ufes, of criticifing theit reafonings
* and their narrations. 1 had a hope that denying,
as he does, our Lord’s divinity, he ftill admitted,
in fome figurative fenfe, that ** all the fulnefs of
¢ the Godhead dwells in him bodily.”* ¥ had -a
hope, that he believed, at lcaft, an unlimited infpi-
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-ration (finee he dxfbeheves any negrer. communion
with the Godhead) of him to whom * the Spirit
#.was not given by meafure.” I perceived, with
_concern, by his late pubhgaupn, that “ the plenary
¢t infpiration of Chrift *” is to be difbelieved, no
lefs than that of the Apoftles. The affertion, in-
.deed, is qualified, by confining it to cafes * with
“ refpet to which the obje&t of their miffion did
% not require infpiration.”” The obje& of their
miffion required, that the firft preachers of Chrif-
tianity thould be infallible, in whateyer opinions they
maintained either-about: the nature of God, or the
-principlesof hismoral government; in whateverthey
taught, concerning the terms, or th¢ means, of man’s
acceptance and falvation ; and in the fa&s which
. they have related of the Redeemer’s life.  If in thefe
.things they were not infallible, if an appeal lics
from their aflertions, to any .man’s private opi-
nions ; who fhall draw the line, where the truth of
their preaching ends, and Jheir error commences?
If their infpiration was complete upon thefe fub-
je€ts; it was, to all intents and purpofes, plensy.
If it gave them no light about the true fyftem of
the world, the circulation of the blood, or the
properties of the Leyden Phial; it was not upon that
account defeftive, as a religious infpiration. The
diftinétion therefore between a plenary infpiration,
and an infpiration extending only to cafes i
which

* Importance of free enquiry, p. 35.
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which thie objedt of their miffion required it, is vain
and imaginary : and it is mere pretence, to profefs
a belief in the one, when the other is openly denied.

In his firlt Lerters to me Dr. Prieftley difavowed
his belicf of the infpiration of the Apoftles as wri-
ters only ®*. Our blefled Lord left no writings.
When, therefore, the fulnefs of his infpiration is
denied ; the denial muft be underftood of his ine
fpiration, as an oral teacher. Dr. Prieftley, there-
fore, muft extend his difbelief of the infpiration of
the Apottles to their oral doftrine ; unlefs he would
be guilty of the folly of fetting the difciple above
his Lord.

It is fome time fince it was told me, that an admirer -
of Dr. Prieftley’s tenets, in converfation with a Di-
. vine of the Churchof England, high in ftation and
inlearning, had maintained; that our dying Lord’s
promife to the thief, t}:at he thould be with our Lord
that day in paradife; wasfounded on a miftaken no-
tion, of him who gave it, about the ftate of the dead.
Dr. Prieftley’s difciples well know, that the thief
at this time is nowhere, and will not be in para-
dife before the refurre&tion. The leader of a party
is not anfwerable for the abfurdities of all his fol-
Jowers : I was unwilling, therefore, to make the

M con-

* Firft Letters, p. 133,
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conclufion that Dr. Prieftley himfelf ever would
maintain, whac he now maintains, the fallibility of
Chrift! I fhudder while I relate thefe extrava-
gancies, though it be only to expofe them.

Dr. Pricftley has given free fcope to the powers
of his eloquence, upon the fubje& of niy pretended
injuftice to illuftrious chara&ers, living and dead.
If injuitice may be committed by praife beftowed
where it is unmerited, no lefs than by cenfure
injurioufly applied ; Dr. Prieftley may find it more
difficult, than I have done, to refute the accufation.
A chara&er now lives, not without its eminence,
nor, I hope, without its moral worth, which Dr.
Prieftley feems to hold in exceflive admiration ; and
upon which he is too apt to be lavith of his praife.
Few, who are acquainted with his writings, -will
be at a lofs to guels, that the chara&er I fpeak of
is HimseLr, As the analyzer of elaftic fluids, he
will be long remembered: but he fometimes feems to
- claim refpec as a Goop CHrisTIAN, and 2 Goop
Susject. If upon any braach of Chriftian duty
my confcience be at perfe@ eafe; the preceps,
* Judge not,” is that which, I truft, I have not
tranfgrefled. The motives, by which one man is
impelled, are, for the moft part, fo imperfectly
known to any other; that it feems to me cruel to
fuppofe, that the evil, which appears in men’s ac-
tions, isalways anfwered by anequal maliguity intheir
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minds. I have ever, therefore, held ‘it dadgcmus
and uncharitable, to reafon from the a&ions of men
to their principles; and, from my youth up, have
been averfe to cenforious judgement. But when
men declare their motives and their principles; it
werce folly, to affe&t to judge them more favourably
than they judge themfelves. I fhall, therefore,
not hefitate to fay, that after a denial of our Lord’s
divinity, his pre-exiftence, and the virtue of his
atonement; after a denial, at laft, of our Lord’s
plendry infpiration ; after a declaration of implaca-
ble enmity to the conftitution under which he
lives ; under which he enjoys the licence of faying
what he lifts, in a degree in which it never was
enjoyed by the firft citizens of the freeft demo-
cracies; the goodnefs of his Chriftianity, and his
merit as a fubje&, are topics upon which it may
be indifcreet for the encomiaft of Dr. Prieftley to
enlarge. '

FOR ecighteen months or more it hath been the
boaft of the Unitarian party, that the Archdeacon
of St. Alban’s hath been challenged to eftablith fadts
. which he had averred ; that he hath been infulted
in his charalter, as a fcholar and a man; charged
with ignorance, mifreprefentation, defamation, and
calumny®; and, that under all this he hath continued

Me fpeech-

# Second Letters, &c. Preface, p. xviii. pp. 1, 39, 47, 160,
161, 163, 208, & alibi paflim.
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fpeechlefs *, He hath at laft fpoken; ina tohe
which, perhaps, will little endear him to the Unie
tarian zealots. It matters not. The time feems
yet fo diftant, when the train which they are lay-
ing may be expetted to explode; that the danger
is exceeding fmall, that he will ever be reduced to
the alternative of renouncing his faith, or relin-
quithing his preferments: or to the harder alter-
pative, which Dr. Prieftley feems to threatent, ¢ of
'¢¢ a prifon, with a good confcience, or his prefent
¢ emoluments without one.” If thofe happy times,
of which Dr. Prieftley prophefies, fhould overtake
him ere his courfe is finithed; when an Arian, or
Socinian Parliament §, fhall undertake the blefled
bufinefs of a fecond reformation, and depofe Arch-
bithops from their thrones, and Archdeacons from
their couches of preferment ; he humbly hopes, that
he may be fupplied with fortitude to aét the part,
which may not difgrace his prefent profeflions.
The probability, however, feems to be, that ere
thofe times arrive (if they arrive at all, which we
truft they will not) my antagonift and I fhall both
be gone to thofe unfeen abodes, where the din of
controverfy and the din of war are equally un-
heard. There we fhall reft tagether, till the laft

trum .

* See Animadverfions oo Mr. White, p. 84.
+ See Second Letters, &c. p. 88,
$ Sce Second Letcers, p. 87.
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trumpet fummons us to ftand before our God and
King.,” That whatever of intemperate wrath, and
carnal anger, hath mixed itfelf, on either fide,
with the zeal with which we have purfued our
fierce contention, may then be forgiven to us
_both; is a prayer which [ breathe from the bottom
of my foul, and to which my antagonift, if he
hath any part in the fpirit of a Chriftian, upon his
bended knees will fay, AMEN.
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