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Logica Genevenſ's continued.

O R

THE FIRST P A R T o F THE

F I F T H C H E C K

T O

A N T IN O M I A N I S M,

C O N T A I N I N G

An ANswer to “The Finiſhing Stroke " of

Richard Hill, Eſq;

In which ſome Remarks upon Mr. Fºlºne's antinomian

Creed, publiſhed by the Rev. Mr. Berridge,

are occaſionally introduced.

with an A P P E N D I X

Upon the remaining difference between the Calviniſts and the anti

Calviniſts, with reſpect to our Lord's doctrine of juſtift...ition

*y words, and St. James's doćtrine of fuſification

by works, and not by faith only.

As deceivers and yet true---

In meekneſs inſtructing thºſe that of foſ: themſive.

2 Cor. vi. 3. 2 Tim. ii. 25.
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Printed by R. HAwes, (No. 34.) in Lamb-Street, .

Near Spital-Square, 1774, [Price 4.d.]
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The Co N T E N T s.

§ I. Mr. Hill endeavours to ſcreen his miſ.

takes, by preſenting the world with a wrong

view of the controverſy. § II. His charge,

that the pračiical religion recommended in the

Checks “undermines both law and goſpel,” is

retorted; and the Mediator's Law of Liberty

is defended. § III. Mr. H's faint attempt

to ſhow, that his ſcheme differs from ſpeculative

antinomianiſm: His inconſiſtency in pleading

for and againſt ſin, is illuſtrated by judah's

behaviour to Tamar. § IV. At Mr. H's

ſpecial requeſt Mr. Fulſome [a groſs antino

mian, firſt introduced to the world by the Rev.

Mr. Berridge] is brought upon the ſtage of the

controverſy. Mr. B. attempts in vain to bind

him with Calviniſtic cords. § W. Mr. Hill

cannot defend his doćirines of grace before the

judicious, by producing a liſt of the groſs anti

nomians, that may be found in Mr. Weſley's

ſocieties. § VI. Mr. Hill, after paſſing over

all the arguments and ſcriptures of the 4th Check,

attacks an illuſtration with the IXth. Article.

His ſtroke is warded off, and that article turned

againſt Calviniſm.— $ VII. His moral creed

about faith and works is incompatible with his

immoral ſyſtem.— $ VIII. He ºft, a cloud

of duſt about a fair, though abridged quotation

from Dr. Owen; and in his eagerneſs to*:
T.
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Mr. Weſley and his ſecond with diſingent

ity, furniſhes them with weapons againſ; his

Cº. ºOº. § IX. The “execrable Swiſs

ſlander” proves ſterling Engliſh truth.

§ X. The ſincerity of our Lord's interceſſion

even for judas, is defended. § XI. An

anſwer to two capital charges ºf groſs miſrepre

fentation. § XII. Some queries concerning

Mr. Hill's forwardneſs to accuſe his opponents

of diſingenuity, groſs perverſion, calumny,

forgery, &c. and concerning his abrupt manner

of quitting the field of controverſy. § XIII.

A perpetual noiſe about groſs perverſions, and

baſe forgeries, becomes Mr. Hill as little as

any writer, conſidering his own inaccuracy with

regard to quotations; ſome flagrant inſtances of

which are produced out of his Finiſhing Stroke.

- § XIV. The author, after profeſſing his

brotherly lºve and reſpeci for all pious Calvi

miffs, apologizes for his antagoniſ; before the

anti-Calviniffs; And, - S XV. Takes his

friendly leave of Mr. Hill, after promiſing

him to publiſh a ſermon on Rom. xi. 5, 6, to

recommend and guard the doćrine offree grace

in a ſcriptural manner.

In the APPENDIx, the author proves by ten

more arguments, the abſurdity of ſuppºſing with

the ſolifidians, that Believers are juſtified by

works before MEN and ANGELs, but Not

before GOD.
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Finiſhing Stroke of Richd Hill, Eſq;.

*-**sam

Honoured and dear Sir,

**** Have received your Finiſhing Stroke, and

# I # return the following anſwer; to you, or,

§ ; if you have quitted the field, to your pious

- Second, the rev. Mr. Berridge, who by a

publick attack upon ficers oledience, and upon the doc

trine of a believer's juſtification by ºvorís, and not by

faith only, has already entered the liſts in your place.

- -º-º-3-

5 I. Page 6, You complain, that I repreſent you,

as fighting the battles of the rankeſt antinomians,

** BECAUSE, [ſay you] we firmly believe and unani

“mouſly affer, that the blood of Čhrift cleanſeth from

“all ſin, and that, ºf any man ſin, we have an adve

“ cate with the Father, &c. and that this advocacy.

“ prevails.”—Not ſo, dear Sir : I apprehend you
B give
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give your readers totally wrong ideas of the queſtion.

You know, I never oppoſed you for ſaying, that the

blood ºf Chrift cleanſes a penitent believer from ALL

ſh. On the contrary, this I infiſt upon in a fuller

ſenſe than you do, who, if I miſtake not, ſuppoſe

that Death, and not the blood of Chriſt applied by the

ſanétifying Spirit is to be our Cleanſer from All ſin.

The point which we debate is not then, whether

Chriſt's blood cleanſes from all fin, but whether it

ačually cleanſes from all guilt an impenitent backſlider,

a filthy apoſtate; and whether God ſays to che fallen

believer, that commits adultery and murder, “ 7Aon

“ art all fair, my love, my undefiled, there is me ſpot in

“ thee: ” This you affirm in your 4th letter; and

this I expoſe, as the very quinteſſence of ranteriſm,

antinomianiſm, and Calviniſtic perſeverance.

<><<>

The ſecond part of your miſtake is yet more

glaring than the firſt. The queſtion is not [as you

inform your readers] whether, if-any man ſin, we

have an advocate Ruith the Father, &c. You know, Sir,

that far from denying this comfortable truth, I main

tain it in full oppoſition to your narrow ſyſtem, which

declares, that if any man, who is paſſed by or non

ele&ted, ſinneth, there is No advocate cºith the Father for

iii M.; and that there are thouſands of abſolutely repro

bated wretches, born to have the devil for a tempter

and an accuſer, without any help from our Redeemer,

and advocate. ." -

Nor yet do we debate, whether Chriſt's advocacy

prevails, in the fulleſt ſenſe of the word, for all that

Khow the day of their viſitation: This is a point of doc

trine, in which I am as clear as yourſelf. But the

ºediºn, about which we divide, is (1) Whether

Chriſt's advocacy never prevails, when he aſks that

barren fig-trees, which are at laſt cut down for per

fifting in their unfruitfulneſs, may be ſpared this year

- - - alſo:
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alſo: Whetherit prevails in ſuch a manner for all thoſe,

who once made ever ſo weak an act of true faith, that

they ſhall never make ſhipwreck of the faith, never

deny the Lord that boºght them, and bring upon themſelves

ſwift deſiručiion: (3) Whether Aaron and Korah,

David and Demas, Solomon and Hymeneus, Peter

and Judas, Philetus and Francis Spira, with all that

fall from God, ſhall infallibly fing louder in heaven

for their grievous falls on earth:-In a word, whether

the ſalvation of ſome, and the dawiration of others,

are ſo finiſhed, that, during the day of their viſitation,

it is abſolutely impoſible for one of the former, to

draw back to perdition from a ſtate of ſalvation; and

for one of the latter, to draw back to ſalvation from

a ſtate of perdition. - -

Theſe important queſtions you ſhould have laid be

fore your readers as the very ground of our contro

verſy. But inſtead of this you amuſe them with two

precious ſcriptures, which I hold in a titler ſenſe than

yourſelf. This is a ſtroke of your logic, but i. is not

theAxiºs was, for you isy;

-º-º-º-

§ II. l’. 6. “ ºr cannot admit tºe coasrary ºc

Princ” [that of the Checks] “ without at once under

“ mining both law and goſpel. For the law is certainſv

“ undermined by ſuppoſing, that any breach ºf it gºat

“ ever, is not attended ºith the curſe of God.”—What

law do I undermine 2 Is it the lasv of innocence P No:

For I infilt upon it it as well as you, to convince un

humbled finners, that there can be no ſalvation but

in and thro' a Mediator.—Is it the Mediator's law,

the law of liberty P Certainly not : For I defend it

againſt the bold attacks you make upon it ; and ſhajl

now ward off the dreadful blow, you give it in this

argument. . .

O Sir, is it right to confound, as you do, the law

of paradiſaical innocence, with the evangelical law of

B 2 liberty
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Hiberty
ly, that in point of perſonal ſincere obedience

you may ſet both aſide at one ſtroke 2 Is not this

Calviniſtic ſtroke as dangerous, as it is unſcriptural

' There is no law but one, which damns for want of

abſolute innocence : All thoſe that are under any law,

muſt be under this law, which curſes for a wandering

thought as well as for inceſt.—But believers are

not curſed for a wandering thought—Therefore they

are under no law ; they are not curſed even for ince it ;

they may break their “rule of life " by adultery as

David, or by inceſt as the unchaſte Corinthian, with

out falling under the curſe of any divine law in force

againſt them ; in a word, without ceaſing to be men

after God’s own beart.

Now whence ariſes the fallacy of this argument 2

Is it not from overlooking the mediator's law, the law

of Chrift f Can you ſee no medium, between being

under “a rule of lift,” the breaking of which ſhall

work for our good; and being under a law that curies

to the pit of hell for the leaſt want of abſolute inno

cence 2 Betwixt thoſe two extremes, is there not the

evangelical law of liberty 2

O Sir, be not miſtaken : The Goſpei has its law.

Hear St. Paul : God ſhall JUDGE the ſecrets of men by

#. Chrift, according to my Gospel. Rom. ii. 16.

ear St. James : So ſpeak ye [believers] and ſo do, as

they that ſhall be Juiged by the LAw of LIBERTY ;

for he (the believer) ſhall havejudgment without mercy,

that hath ſkewed ue ancroy. Jam. ii. 12, 13, illuſtrated

by Matt. xviii. 23–35.

Chriſt is neither an Eli, nor a Nero, neither a

dolt, nor a tyrant; but a prieſtly king, a Mel

cºſedcc. If he is a king, he has a law ; his ſub

jects maw, and the diſobedient ſhall be condemned by

11. If he is a pricſ'!y king, he has a gracious law ;

and if he has a gracious law, he requires no abſolute

impoſſibilities. Thus the covenant of grace keeps

a juſt medium between the relentleſs ſeverity of the

firſt covenant, and the antinomian ſoftneſs of the co

venant trumpeted by ſome Calviniſts, -

Be

.*
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Be not then frightened, O Sion, from meditating

in Chriſt's law day and night : for it is the law of

rhy gracious King, who cometh unto thee neek, and

ſitting upon the foal ºf a mild, pacific animal ; and not

of thy fierce and fond Monarch, O Geneva, who

comes riding upon the wings of ſtorms and tempeſts,

to damn the reprobate; for the pre-ordained, unavoid

able conſequences of Adam's pre-ordained unavoidable

fin; and to encourage fallen believers, that climb up

into their neighbours beds, by ſaying to each of

them : Thou art all fair, my love, my undefiled, there

is no ſpot in thre. But more of this to Mr. Berridge.

When you have given us a wrong idea of the Me

diator's law ; you proceed to do the ſame by the goſ

pel, with which that law is ſo cloſely connected : 10t

you ſay: - -

P. 6. “ The goſpel is certainly undermined, byſº

** poſing, that there is proviſion made in it for ſoºte ſºns,

“ and not for others.” Well then, Sir, Chriſt and

the four Evangeliſts have “ certainly undermined the

“goſpel ;” for they all mention the ſºn againſ the

Holy Gheff, the ſºn unto death, or the ſin of finalim

p. and unbelief; and they not only ſuppoſe,

ut expreſly declare, that it is a fin, for which “no

“ proviſion is made,” and the puniſhment of which

obſtinate unbelievers and apoſtates muſt perſonally

bear. Is it not ſtrange, that the capital doctrine, by

which our Lord guards his own goſpel, ſhould be

repreſented as a capital error, by which “ the gºſpel.

“ is certainly undermined f"

<><><>

§ III. P.6. To ſhow that your ſcheme is different

from ſpeculative antinomianiſm, you aſk: “Is the rºpe

** ricnce of David, Lot, and Solomon, that of all thoſe

“ who ahide by thoſe doćirines 2°---I anſwer: It may be

that of thouſands for ought you know, and if it is not

that of myriads no thanks to you, Sir, for you have

B 3 given
-
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given them encouragement enough : [Though I ſtill

do you the juſtice to ſay, you have done it undeſgn

edly :] And leſt they ſhould forget your former in

nuendo, in this very page you ſay, that “ The coven

** ant of grace” [including no doubt finiſhed ſalva

tion] “ſandethſure in behalf of the eleēl" under EveRY

“ trial, state, and circumst Ance they can poſſibly be

“ in ;” which, if I miſtake not, implies, that they

may be in the impenitent “ſtate” of drunken Lot,

and adulterous David; or in the dangerous “circum

“ſtances” of idolatrous Solomon and the inceſtuous

Corinthian, without being leſs intereſted in finiſhed

ſalvation, than if they ſerved God with Noah, Job,

and Daniel. To this anſwer I add Flavel’s judicious

obſervation. “If the principle will yield it, it is in

“ vain to think corrupt nature will not catch at it,

“, and make a vile uſe, and dangerous improvement

of it.” But you ſay, p. 7. “You know in your

* conſcience, that we deteſt and abhor that damnable

“ doctrine and poſition of real antinomians, Let us'

“ſin that grace may abound.”—I believe, dear Sir,

that all pious Calviniſts, and conſequently you, abhor

that horrible tenet practically, ſo far as you are ſaved

from fin. And yet, to the great encouragement of

pračtical antinomianiſm, you have made an enume

ration of the good that ſin, yea any length in fin, unto.

adultery, robbery, murder and inceit, does to the

pleaſant children. You have aſſured them, that ſin.

.#all work for their goad; and you have cloſed the

ftrange plea by ſaying, that a grievous fall will make

them ſing louder the praiſes of free, reſtoring grace to all

eternity in heaven. Now, honoured Sir, pardon me.

if I tell you my whole mind: Really, to this day I

think, that if I wanted to make Chriſt publicly

“ the miniſter of fin,” and to poiſon the minds of

my hearers by preaching an antinomian ſermon from

theſe words, “ Let us ſin that grace may abound,” I

I could not do it more effectually than by ſhewing,

according to the doćtrine of your 4th Letter ; (1)

T
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That upon the whole, fin can do us no harm : (2)

That far from hurting us, it will work for our good :

And (3) that even a grievous fall into adultery and

murder, will make us ſing louder in beaven ; all debts

and claims again? believers, be they more or be they lº/3,

be they ſmall or be they great, be they befºre, or be they

after converſion, being for ever and for ever cancelled hy

Chriſt's fulfilling the law for them. In the name of

reaſon I aſk, Where is the difference between publiſh

ing theſe unguarded tenets, and ſaying roundly, Lee

us fin that grace may about l P - -

Do not reply, Sir, that this objection was brought

againſt St. Paul as well as againſt you, and therefore

the apoſtle's doctrines and your's exactly coin

eide; for this would be impeaching the innocent to

ſcreen the guilty. The charge of indirectly, ſaying,

Pet us fin that grace may abound, is abſolutely

falſe, when it is brought againſt St. Paul,

but alas; it is too true when produced againſt

the author of P. O. Where did that holy apoſtle

ever ſay, that sIN works for our good P When

did he declare, that the Lord over-rules ſin, even adul

tery and murder, for the good of his backſliding people;

and that grievous falls in this world, will make us

more joyful in the next 2 But you know Sir, who

has publiſhed thoſe maxims, and who ſtands to them

even in a Finiſhing Stroke ; intimating ſtill, that it is

God’s “ſecret will” to do good to his people, by the

abominable thing which his ſoul hateth. P. 55.

l. 36, &c. O Sir, hell is not farther from heaven, than

this doctrine from that of the apoſtle : for while you

abſolutely promiſe fallen believers louder ſongs in

heaven, he conditionally threatens them with much

ſorer puniſhment in hell, Heb. x. 29, and Chriſt ſays,

Go and ſit no more, lºft a worse thing happen unto thee.

But your ſcheme ſays, Go any length in fin, and a

more excellent thing ſhall happen unto thee: “A

“grievous fall will drive thee nearer to Chriſt.”

Leaving
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Leaving you to reconcile yourſelf with holy Paul

and our bleſſed Lord, I beg leave to account for the

warm h, with which you ſometimes plead for, and

f metimes age inſt fin. As a good man, you undoubt

edly “ deteſt and abhor” this dangerous maxim of

the great Diana of the atinomians ; ſin works for good

to believers ; but as a ſound Calviniſt, you plead for

it, yea and you father it upon the apoſtle too : See

3d Check, p. 90. This contrariety in your ſenti

ments, may be illuſtrated by Judah’s inconſiſtent be

haviour to Tamar.

As Tamar was an agreeable woman, Judah took

an antiwonian fancy to her, gave her his ſignet, brace

lets, and ſaff for a pledge ; and faithfully ſent her a

&id from the flock. But as ſhe was his diſgraced daugh

ter-in-law, big with a baſtard-child, though he him

ſelf was the father of it, he roſe againſt her with un

common indignation, and ſaid in a fit of legality,

Bring her forth that ſhe may be burnt. Oh that, in

ſtead of calling me “ a ſpiritual calumniator,” and

accuſing me of “wile fal/hood and groſ perverſion” for

bearing my teſtimony againſt a fimilar inconſiſtency,

you would imitate the undeceived patriarch, take

your fignet and bracelets again; I mean, call in your

4th Letter, that fatal pledge ſent me from the preſs

for your great Diana, and from this time know her

again no more ' Gen. xxxviii. xxvi.

-º-º-º-

§ IV. But you are not put out of countenance

by your former miſtakes for p. 8, 9, ſpeaking, it

ſeems, of thoſe miſtaken good men, “ who ſay more

“ at times for fin than againſt it,” or of thoſe who

traduce obedience, and make void the law through

faith ; repreſenting it as a bare rule of life, the

breaking of which will in the end work for the be

liever's good; you ſay :—“ Though I have begged.

“Jou ſo earnſly in my review, to point out by name

** who

-
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“ -ºo tieſ wretches” [you ſhould ſay theſe perſºns]

‘‘ are : Though I have told you, that without this the

“ charge ofſlander muſt for ever be at your door ; ſtill

‘‘ neither they nor their converts are produced, no nor one

“ quotation from their writings, in order to prove thºſe

“, back charges upon them.”—Here is an heap of groſs

miſtakes. I have not only produced one quotation, but

many, both from Dr. Criſp's writings and your own.

See 2d Check from p. 78 to page 83—and 3d Check

from p. 71, to p. 96. Again, that “ neither they

‘‘ nor their converts are produced,” is a capital over

fight. Turn to 4th Check, p. 145; “Produce a

“ few of them,” ſays your brother ; to which I anſ

wer : “Well Sir, I produce firſt the author of P. O.

“ next yourſelf, and then all the Calviniſts who ad

“mire your brother's 4th letter, where he not only

“ inſinuates, but openly attempts to prove, that

* David, &c. food abſolved and complcat in the ever

“ laſting righteouſneſs of Chriſt, while his eyes were

“full of adultery, and his hands of blood. Now,

“'Sir, if this was the caſe of David, it may not only

“ be that of many, but of all the elect :” For the

imaginary covenant of finiſhed ſalvation, ſtands as

fure for failen believers, who cheat, ſwear, and get

drunk; as for thoſe who commit adultery, murder,

and inceſt.

But ſince you preſs me ſtill to produce witneſſes, I

promiſe you to produce by and by the Rev. Mr.

Berridge your Second, together with his antinomian

pleas againſt ſincere obedience, In the mean time I pro

duce “Mr. Fºlſome,” together with a quotation”

from 7%e Chriſtian world unmaſked. It contains a

ludicrous deſcription of a conſiſtent antinomian,

brought over to the doctrines of grace by, I know

not which of our goſpel-miniſters.

His name [ſays Mr. Berridge] was Mr. Ful/önc,

and his mother's maiden name was Miſs Hºtaton.

* When the cloth was removed, and ſome few tank

“ards had gone round, Mr. Fulſome's face looked

‘ like

&
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* like the red lion painted on my landlord’s fign,

‘ and his mouth began to open. He talked ſwim

‘ niingly about religion, and vapoured much in praiſe

‘ of ' [Calviniſłic] ‘ perſeverance. Each freſh tankard

“ threw a freſh light upon his ſubject, &c.’ “ No

“ fin, he ſaid, can hurt me. I have had a call, and

“ my election is ſafe. Satan may pound me, if he

“ pleaſe ; but Jeſus muſt replevy me. What care I

“ for drunkenneſs or whoredom, for cheating or a

“ little lying : Theſe ſins may hurt another, but

“ they cannot hurt me. Let me wander where I

“ will from God, Jeſus Chriſt muſt fetch me back

“ again. I may fall a thouſand times, but I ſhall

“ riſe again ; yes, I may fall exceeding foully.”—

“And ſo he did, for inſtantly, he pitched with his

* head upon the floor, and the tankard in his hand.”

Chriſtian world unmaſked ; 2d Ed : p. 191.

<><><>

§ Thus fell the antinomian champion of Cal

winiſtic perſeverance. “ The tankard, add, Mr, Ber

‘ ridge, was recovered, but no one thought it worth their

**kie : ; fift up ºr. Frºme.”—And what does

Mr. Fulſome care for it, if Jeſus Chriſt himſelf is

abſolutely engaged to raiſe him up, though he had

fpilt, not only ſome of my landlord’s ale, but all my

landlord's blood Let Mr. Fulſome take a peaceful

map upon the floor, till he can call for another tank

ard; it will never hurt him, for Mr. Hill declares

that the covenant ofgrace ſtandeth ſure in behalf of the

eleči under every trial, ſtate, and circumſtance they can

pºffbly be in ; and that God over-rules ſin for THEIR:

GooD. Fin. Stroke p. 6. and p. 55.

Upon the principles of Calviniſm no logician in the

world can, I think, find a flaw in the following

arguments of Mr. Fulſome. If I am unconditionally

elected, irreſ/?ible grace will certainly ſave me at

laſt ; nay, my ſalvation is already finiſhed: And for

this

&

&
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this tankard and twenty more, I ſhall only “ ſing

“ louder” in heaven the praiſes of free, diſtinguiſh

ing, reſtoring grace, which, paſſing by thouſands,

view'd me with unchangeable love, and determined

to ſave me with an everlaſting ſalvation, without any

regard to that “ jack o'lanthorn, ſincere obedience.”

If on the other hand, I am unconditionally reprobated,

I ſhall abſolutely be damned. Again, iuppoſing

Chriſt never died for me, not only all my faith, but

alſo all my endeavours and works, [were they as

many as thoſe of Mr. J. W.] like a “jack-o'-lanthorn”

will only dance before me to the pit of hell.—Once

more, if I am alſolutely juſtified, it is not all the

tankards and harlots in the world, that can blot my

name out of the book of life. And if I am in the

black book, my damnation is as good as finiſhed. My

ſincere obedience will never reverſe a perſonal, abſo

lute decree, older and firmer than the pillars of

heaven. Nay, it may be the readieſt way to hell ;

for our Vicar, who is one of the firſt goſpel-miniſters

* in the kingdom, tells us, that, “ the devil was ſtrely

“ the author of the condition ofſincere obedience,” and

that “ thouſands have been loft by following after it.”

Landlord, bring in another tankard—Here is the

health of all who do not legalize the goſpell

Mr. Berridge is too good a logician, to attempt

proving, that Mr. Fulſome's creed, is not quite ra

tional upon the principles of Calviniſm. He only

ſays, p. 192, “ſuch ſcandalous profeſſors are fºund at

“ all times, in onr day, and in St. Paul's day, yet St.

** Paul will not renounce the doćirine of perſeverance.”

—True, he will not renounce his own doćtrine of

conditional perſeverance, becauſe it is the very reverſe

of the doctrine of abſolute, or Calviniffic, perſe

verance, from which Mr. Fulſome draws his horrible,

and yet juſt inferences. -

But ſays Mr. B. p. 178. “A believer's new nature

“makes him hunger for implanted righteouſneſs :”

infinuating that a believer's holy nature puts him

upon
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upon ſuch ſpontaneous obedience to his “rules of life”

that he needs not the help of a law, as a rule of rewards

and puniſhments, to encourage him in the path of duty,

and to keep him from the broad way of diſobedience.

As this is one of the grand arguments, by which

pious Calviniſts defend the antinomian Babel, I ſhall

aniwer it firſt as an anti-Calviniſt, and Mr. Fulfome

next as a Calviniſt. * *

(1) Experience ſhews, that, to ſecure the Crea

ture's obedience, or the Creator's honour, the curb

of a law is neceſſary for all free-agents who are yet in a

ſtate of probation ; and that ſo long as we are ſur

rounded with ſo many temptations to faint in duty,

and to leave the thorny way of the croſs for the

flowery paths of fin, the ſpur and bridle of a pre

miſing and threatning law are needful, even with

reſpect to thoſe duties which natural or ſupernatural

inclination renders in general delightful ; ſuch as for

mothers to take care of their own children, and be

lievers to do good to their neighbour. Now as the

civil law, that condemns murderers to death, does

not except mothers who deſtroy the fruit of their

womb, becauſe natural affeótion makes them in general

glad to preſerve it : So the penal law of Chriſt makes

no exception in favour of beſievers, who fall into

adultery and murder, under the Calviniſtic pretence,

that their new nature makes them in general hunger

after purity and love. See I Cor. vi. 8, 9.—Again,

All ſophiſms fly before matter of fact. Fallen angels

and our firſt parents once naturally hungered after

righteouſneſs, more than moſt believers do; and yet

they groſsly apoſtatized. And if you objećt to thoſe

inſtances, I produce David and the inceſtuous Corin

thian : Both had a “new nature” as believers; and

yet, as fallen believers, the one could thirſt after

Uriah's blood, and the other hunger after his father's

wife, far more than after “implanted righteouſneſs.”

But,

- (2) Mrs
|
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drop in my tankard—My ſervice to you !
- C

(2) Mr. Fulſome may anſwer Mr. Berridge as a

Calviniſt, thus : My new nature will make me hunger

for implanted righteouſneſs “ in the day of God’s

power :” God will do his own work : In the mean

time I am “ in a winter ſeaſon :” I am carnal and

ſold under fin, as well as St. Paul, and I thirſt after

my tankard as David did after Bathſheba's beauty,

and Uriah's blood: Thus the antinomian gap re

mains as wide as ever.

<><><>

It is true alſo that Mr. Berridge ſays, p. 173,

* Cheats will ariſe : And how muft we deal with

“ them 2 JDeal with them, Sir why hang them,

“ when deteåed; as jeſus hanged judas.” I thought

that Judas, and not Jeſus was the hangman. But I

let that paſs, to obſerve, that Mr. Fulſome may juſtly

aſk: Why will you hang me * Does not our Lord,

ſpeaking of his elect, ſay, He that touches yoz, touches

the apple of mixe eye 2 If Mr. Berridge anſwers : You

are no elect; you are an hypocrite; you never had

grace : Mr. Fulſome may juſtly reply, upon the plan

of the calviniſtic do&trines of grace, “I have had a

“ call, and my ele.iion is ſafe.” Hºho ſhall lay at:y

thing to the charge of God's eleč “zºom he called

“ them he alſo}}}} : 1 ea they are jº/fifted from AL1.

“ things.” You have no more right to condemn me

as an hypocrite, becauſe you ſee me with a tankard in

my hand, than to paſs a ſentence of hypocriſy upon

all backſliders. How will you prove that I have not

as much right to toſs my tankard, as David to write

a ſanguinary letter ; Solomon, to worſhip devils :

and the inceſtuous Corinthian, to invade the rights of

his Father's bed I will maintain the priviledges of

God’s children againſt all the legaliſts and the Weſleys

in the world: I will fight for free-grace, to the laſt

§ If
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$ If Mr. Fulſome’s arguments are conclºſive, as

well as Calviniffical, how can he be brought to give

up his antinomian creed : Undoubtedly by being

brought to give up Calviniſm. Till then, it is evi

dent that he will ſtill hold his doctrines of grace in

theory or in pračice; indirectly, and with mental reſerves,

as all pious calviniſts do; oropenly and without ſhuffling,

as he does in his confeſſion of faith. Thus has Mr.

Berridge preſented the world with an antinomian

creed, as horrid as that, which I have compoſed with

the unguarded principles of your 4th Letter. And

by acknowledging, that “ſºch ſtandalous profſſors, as

Mr. Fulſome, are found at all times, ’’ he has confirmed

the neceſſity of iny checks, ſhewn they are really

checks to antinomianiſm, and not “Checks to the goſ

pel," filenced thoſe who have accuſed me of miſrepre

Jęntation, and helped me to give the world a juſt idea

of Calviniſtic principles. ... I ſay principles, becauſe

many, very many Calviniſts, like Mr. Berridge, are

too moral not to reječt in their pračice, and not to

explode as deteſtable in their diſcourſe, the immoral

i. which confiſtent antinomians juſtly draw

from their doćtrines of grace.

<><><>

§ V. Having thus complied with your requeſt, Sir,

by producing “a quotation ” from an eminent Calvi

miſt-Divine, to ſhow, that I do not fight againſt a

ſhadow when I oppoſe Mr. Fulſome ; and having

deſcribed a rational “convert " to your doćtrines of

grace; I return to the Finiſhing Stroke, where, to

ward off the blow given to your ſyſtem by the ortho

doxy and bad conduct of the Fulfomes,

P. 9, You offer to ſhew me “a long black lift of

“ deluded creatures [ſome of whom have been£iº
“ leaders in Mr. W’s claſſes] &c. who have been car

“rying on abominations and wicked practices under the

* maſk of religion.” And you tell us they are “ſome

“ of

•
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“ of the fuits which the doğrine,” of Mr. Weſley

* bave produced.” But you have forgot the proof,

Sir, unleſs you think that your bare affertion is quite

fufficient. Suppoſe that one out of twelve of Mr.

W–'s claſs-leaders, had actually turned out a “tem

“ porary monſter,” what could you infer from it

againſt Mr. W-'s doćtrine, but what the phariſees

could with equal truth, or rather with equal injuſtice,

have inferred againſt the doctrine of our Lord 2 -

By what plain and eaſy conſequence, or by what

feriptural argument will you make it appear, that

even the moſt abhorred of all Mr. W-'s doctrines,

that of chriſtian perfºjion, [or, which is all one,

that of believing in Chriſt with a penitential faith,

till we love God with all our heart, and our neigh

bour as ourſelves] has any more tendency to turn his

hearers into “temporary monſters,” than our Lord's

ſermon upon the mount had to turn his apoſtles

into covetous traitors 2 But how can you free your

doćtrine from dangerous conſequences, which flow

from it as naturally as a river does from it's ſource 2

Have I not juſt proved, I hope, to the ſatisfaction

of judicious readers, that Mr. Fulfome's pračtice

perfectly agrees with your Calviniffic principles O

Sir, that “vaporer in favour of your perſeverance”

fairly and conſiſtently builds upon what your brother

calls “the foundation of the Calviniffs,” that is, uncon

ditional eleētion and finiſhed ſalvation : he is a swift

maſter builder. Apply the moſt exact plummet of

reaſon to the walls of his antinomian Babei, and you

will find them ſtrait. They do not project a hair's

breadth from your doćtrines of grace, which are the

foundation laid in ſome of our celebrated pulpits, for

him and all the clan of the Fulſomes to build upon.

He is a judicious monſter; he has reaſon and your or

thodoxy on his ſide. But the monſters of your long

black liſt [ſuppoſing it to be a true one] are bare

faced hypocrites equally condemned by their reaſon

and profeſſion : For ſo far as they adhere to Mr. W’s

- C 2 doctrine
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doğrine, their principles are diametrically oppoſed to

their pražice, and therefore he is no more accounta

ble for their “abominations,” than our Lord was

for Judas’s treaſon. -

<><i><>

§ VI. Page 12, 13, You leave me in full poſſeſ.

fion of all the ſcriptures, arguments, and quotations

from our homilies and liturgy, which I have advanced

in the 4th Check ; ſuppoſing that when you have

called them “ the novel chimeras of the 4th Check,” or

a “mingle mangle ;” and that when you have referr'd

your readers to “the faith of Mr. Ignorance, ” you

have given my ſentiments a Finiſhing Stroke. To ſuch

forcible arguments I can make no better and ſhorter

reply than that of my title-page Logica Genevcºſis f

However,

P, 1 1. You decide that my illuſtration of the wo

man dropping her child down a precipice, “ is total

ſy foreign to the purpoſe,” i. e. does not at all prove

that calviniſm fathers “unprovoked wrath” upon the

God of love. But how do you make it appear 2–

Why, you infinuate, that “man has forfeited all

“right and title to the favour of God by his fall in

“ Adam;” and therefore God has been juſtly pro

voked to drop the reprobates down the precipice of

fin into hell, by an eternal, unconditional, abſolute

decree of non-elečtion. -

The argument is ſpecious, and has deceived thou

fands of ſimple ſouls into calviniſm; but can it bear

examination ? Who, or what provoked God to mak

from all eternity, a decree of abſolutely dropping

Adam down the precipice of fin, and the reprobated

part of his poſterity down the precipice of damna

tion ? Was it the in of reprobates ? No: for mil

lions of them are as yet unconceived, and therefore

finleſs; for what has not yet a ſiſtance, cannot yet

have a mode; what does not yet exiſt, cannot yet BE

finful. Was it a forefight of their fin 2 No: For

upon
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upon the Calviniſtic plan, God certainly fºreſter what

evill happen, only becauſe he has aſſolutely decreed

what shALL happen. Was it Adam's fin, as you

inſinuate 2 No : for Adam's fin was committed in

time, and therefore could not influence an abſolate

decree of perſonal reprobation made before time, yea

from all eternity. But you add:

P.11, 12. “If you believe that the tranſgreſſion

“ of our firſt parent entailed no condemnation upon

“ his poſterity, why did you ſubſcribe to the 9th

“ article of our church, which ſays, that in every

* man born into the world it deſerves God’s scratſ, and

“ damnation : ” I apprehend you miſtake, Sir: That

article ſays no ſuch thing. What it affirms of a deri

vation of Adam’s corruption, or of “ the fault and cor

ruption of the nature of every man,” you repreſent as

ſpoken of Adam's perſonal tranſgreſſion; which is

abſolutely confounding the cauſe and the effect. Eve

ry anti-Calviniſt may, and I, for one, do believe, that

in every man born into the world, and confidered ac

cording to the firſt covenant, original corruption

(not Adam's tranſgreſſion) deſerves God's wrath and

damnation at the hands of an holy and righteous

God; without dreaming that any man ſhall ever be

damned for it : ſeeing that according to God’s mercy

and goodneſs diſplay’d in the ſecond covenant, Chriſt,

the ſecond Adam, is come to taffe death fºr Evrº Y

man, and to be the Saviour of ALL men; ſo that for

his ſake, the free gift is come tipon All men untojºſºft

cation of life. See 4th Check p. 149 &c. : Thus,

by looking at our divine compaſs, the word of God,

we ſail thro’ the ſtraits of error, keeping at an equal

diſtance from the rocks againſt which Calviniſts run

on the right hand, and Pelagians on the left.

I have warded off the Strołe, which you have at

tempted to give my ſentiments with our 9th Article;

and now it is but juſt, you ſhould ſuffer me to return

it. If I am not miſtaken, that article is repugnant

to calviniſm in two reſpects. (1) It ſays not one

word
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word about the imputation of the demerit of Adam's

firſt tranſgreſſion; but makes original fin to confilt

only in the “ i.fiction of our nature; ” which ſaps

the fºundation of your imaginary imputation of
Adam's perſonal fin. and conſequently ruinsits counter

2. l -

part, viz, your imaginary imputation of Chriſt's

perſonal good works, diſtinét from ſome actual par

ticipation of his holineſs. (2) It affirms that this

infection in every perſon Bok N 1 Nºro T H E wor LD, de

ſerves God's wrath : a ſtrong intimation this, that it

did not actually deſerve that wrath, before we were

aćtually defiled by a ſinful birth or conception. Now

this, if I miſtake not implics, that, of all the men

now living upon the earth, not one actually deſerved

God’s wrath and damnation 2co years ago. So that

if God a ſºlutely reprobated one man now living,

three handred much more ſix thouſand years ago, much

more from all etcrimity, he did it according to Calvin’s

doctrine of rich, free, unprovoked, gratuitous, un

dººrwed wrath. O ye confiderate Engliſhmen, ſtand

to your articles, and you will ſoon ſhake off Geneva

impoſitions!

<><i><i>

§ VII. P. 12, You ſay in your moral “ Creed ałext

“faith and works:–Faith when genuine will always

“manifeſt its reality by bringing forth good works,

“ and all the fruits of an holy life: ” Now Sir, if

you ſtand to this, without ſecret reſerves about “a win

“ ter ſtate,” in which a genuine believer [ſo called]

may commit adultery, murder, and inceſt for many

months, without loſing the character of a man after

God's own heart and his title to heaven; you make up

the antinomian gap, you ſet your ſeal to St. James's

epiſtle, you ratify the checks; and conſequently you

give up your 4th letter, which contains the very

marrow of Calviniſm: Unleſs by ſome ſalvo of Ge

neva-logic you can reconcile theſe two propoſitions,

which
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which, upon the rational and moral plan of the goſ

pel, appear to me utterly irreconcileable. (I), Faith,

when genuine, always brings forth all the fruits of

an Aoly life.—(2) A man's faith may be genuine

while he goes any length in fin, and brings forth all

the fruits of an unholy life; adultery and murder not

excepted. -

*

<><><>

§ VIII. My quotation from Dr. Owen, which ſets

Calviniſtic contradiction in a moſt glaring light,

ſeems to embarraſs you much. P. 14, &c. You pro

duce paſſage upon paſſage out of his writings, to

ſhew that he explodes “the diſtinction of a double

“juſtification.” But you know, Sir, the Doctor had

as much right to contradict himſelf in his writings,

as you to militate againſt yourſelf in your Review:

See 4th. Check, 1ſt. Let. Beſides: I have already

obſerved, 4 Check, p. 45, that “a volume of ſuch

“ paſſages, inſtead of invalidating the doćtrine I

“ maintain,” [or the quotation I produce] “ would

only prove that the moſt judicious Calviniſts can

not make their ſcheme hang tolerably together.”

However you ſay,

4 4

-4 &

P. 13, 14. “He [Dr. Owen] drops not the legſ?

“ intimation of any freſh a 7 of juſtification, which is

“ then to paſ; upon a believer's perſºn.”—What Sir,

has not the Doctor ſaid, in his Treatiſe upon Juſ

tification p. 222, Whenever this enquiry is made, not

/ow a si NNER &c.: /hall be JUST IFIED, which is”

[as we are all agreed, hy faith, or, to uſe the Doc

tor's unſcriptural phraſe], “ by the righteouſneſ of

“ Chriſ alone imputed to him : But how a man that

“ profeſſes evangelical faith in Chriſ? ſhall be tried and

“judged; and whereon as ſuch,” [i. e. as a believer]

“ he ſhall be just1F1ED : we grant that it is and

** Must BE BY HIs own PERsonAL ol. EDIENCE.”

Now,
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Now, Sir, if the Dočtor has ſaid this, and you dare

not deny it; has he not ſaid the very thing which

I contend for 2

When you affirm, that he makes no mention of a

freſh a 7 of juſtification, do you not betray your in

attention * Does he not declare, that a s INNER is jºſ

tified by imputed righteouſneſs, and that a believer as

/ic/, //all be tried and Just 1 FIED by his own perſonal

obedience P. Now if juſtification is the aël of juſtifying,

are you not greatly miſtaken, when you repreſent the

Just 1 FIcAt ſon of a si NNER by Chriſt’s imputed righ

teouſneſs, and the Just 1 ficAT 1 on of a believer or a

s AINT by his own perſonal obedience, as one and the

/ame act Permit me, Sir, to refer you to the argu

ment contained 4th. Check, p. 16, 17, on which,

next to the words of our Lord, Matt. xii. 37. I

chiefly reſt our controverſy about juſtification. An

argument, the anſwering of which [if it can be an

ſwered] would have done your cauſe more honour and

ſervice, than what you are pleaſed to infinuate next

concerning Mr. Weiley's honeſty and mine. -

D. Williams, out of whoſe book I copied my quo

tation from Dr. Owen,being a Calviniſt, and as clear a

bout a finner's juſtification by faith as Dr. Owen him- .

ſelf, for brevity’s ſake left out what the Dočtor ſays

about it under the Calviniſtic phraſe of Chriſt’s impº

tral righteouſneſ. Here, as if D. Williams's wiſdom

was duplicity in me, P. 14, you triumph not only

over me, but over Mr. Weſley, thus: “ I never

“ dare truſt to Mr. Weſley or Mr. Fletcher in any

“ quotations &c.:—More words expunged by Mr.

* Fletcher out of the ſhort quotation he has taken

‘ from Dr. Owen.”—But ſuppoſe I had knaziſłły ex

punged the words, which D. Williams wiftly left out

as uſeleſs to his point, what need was there of refle&t-

ing upon Mr. Weſley on the occaſion ? O ye doc

trines of free grace and free wrath, how long will ye

miſlead good men How long will ye hurry them

into

t

f

º

º

g
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into that part of praślical antinomianiſm, which con

ſiſts in raſh accuſations of their opponents, in a lord

ly contempt of their gracious attainments, and in re

peated infinuations that they pay no regard to com

mon honeſty 2

When a combatant is too warm, he frequently

gives an unexpected advantage to his antagoniſt.

You are an inſtance of it, Sir : Your eagerneſs to re

fle&t upon Mr. W. and me, has engaged you to pre

fent the world with a clauſe, which, tho' it was uſe

leſs to the queſtion debated by D. Williams, is of

fingular uſe to me in the preſent controverſy, and in

a manner decides the point. For in the paſſage left

out by D. Williams, Dr. Owen ſpeaks of the juſtifi

cation of a si NNER, and ſays, as I have obſerved,

that he is juſtified by the righteouſneſs of Chrift alone in

£nted to him: And This juſtification he evidently oppoſes

to that of a believer, which, ſays he, “ is and muſt

“ be by his own perſonal obedience.” So that the

world [thanks be to your controverſial * heat I fees

now, that even your champion, in one of thoſe

happy moments, when the great Diana did not ſtand

in his light, ſaw, and held forth the important diſ

timãion between St. Paul and St. James's juſtification,

that is, between the juſtification of a ſinner b

Chriſt's proper merits, according to the firſt ſº
axiom ; and the juſtification of a ſaint by his own per

ſonal obedience of faith, or by Chriſt's derived merits,

according to the ſecond goſpel-axiom.

Nor is this a new diſtinétion, you would ſay, a

“ novel chimera” among proteſtants: For looking

lately into a Treatiſe upon good works written by La

Placette, that famous proteſtant champion and confeſ

for abroad, who, after he had left his native country

for righteouſneſs ſake, was miniſter of the French

church at Copenhagan, page 272, Amſt, edit: 1702,

* The ſecond inſtance of this heat, ſo favourable to my cauſe,

may be ſeen in the Appendix, (No. 12.)
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I fell upon this paſſage : “Les proteſtants de lepr

“ cote diſtinguent une double juſtification, celle du

“ pecheur, et celle du juſte, &c.:” That is, Protºftants

on their part diffinguiſh a tºwofold juſtification, that of

the sINNER and that of the RIGHTEous &c.: Then

ſpeaking of the latter he adds, The juſtification of the

righteous, conſidered as an act of God, implies three

things : (1) 7/at God acknowledges for righteows, him

that is actually ſo : (2) 7%at he declares him ſuch And

(3) that he treats him as ſuch.” How different is this

threefold ačt of God from that which conſtitutes a ſin

mer’s juſtification ? For this juſtification being alſo

conſidered as the act of God, implies : (1) That he

pardons the ſinner : (2) That he admits him to his

favour : And (3) that under the chriſtian diſpenſa

tion, he witneſſes this double mercy to the believing

.finner's heart, by giving him a ſenſe of the peace

which paſſes all underſtanding, and a taſte of the glo

ry which ſhall be revealed. However, as if all this

was a mere “chimera,” you ſay,

P. 17. “Having fully vindicated Dr. Owen from

“ the charge you have brought againſt him of hold

“ing two juſtifications, &c.”—Nay Sir, you have

not vindicated him at all in this reſpect: All that you

have proved, is that he was no ſtranger to your logic,

and that his love for the great Diana of the Calviniſts,

made him inconfiſtently deny at one time, what at

another time his hatred of ſin forced him to confeſs.

Nor is this a new thing in myſtic Geneva: You

know, Sir, a pious Gentleman, who, after milita

ting in a book called the Review, againſt the decla

rative juſtification by works, which I contend for,

drops theſe words, which deſerve to be graven in

braſs, as an eternal monument of Calviniſtic contra

dićtion. “Neither Mr. Shirley, nor I, nor any Calvi

“nift, that I ever heard of, deny that a ſinner” [ſhould

you not have ſaid a believer?] “is declaratively just 1

FIED BY works, both here and AT THE DAY of JUDGE

MENT. Review p. 149. Now, if no Calviniſt that

you



( 23 )

you ever heard of, denies in his luminous intervals,

the very juſtification which I chiefly contend for in

the Checks, do you not give a finiſhing ſºroke to Cal

viniſtic confiftency, when you ſay, p. 18, “I am deter

“ mined to prove my former affertion againſt you, viz.

“ that you cannot find one proteſtant divine among the

“ puritans, &c., till the reign of Charles II, who

“ held your doćtrines 2" [you mean thoſe of a fin

“ ner's juſtification by faith, and of a ſaint's juſtifi

cation by works, according to Gal. ii. 16. and Mat.

xii. 37.] Is it not granted on all fides, that they all

held the former juſtification ? And do you not tell the

world, No Calviniſt that you ever heard of demical the

latter P. However while you thus candidly confeſs, that

all proteſtant divines held thoſe capital doćtrines of the

Checks, I ſhould not do you juſtice, if I did not ac

knowledge, that few, if any of them, held them uni

fºrmly and conſiſtently in England, 'till Baxter began

to make a firm ſtand againſt “antinomian dotages.”

******

§ IX. P. 20. You produce theſe words of mine

taken from the 4th Check, “Your imputation ſtands

“ upon..a prepoſterous ſuppoſition, that Chriſt the

“ righteous was an execrable ſinner.” To this you

reply with the warmth of a gentleman, who has

learned politeneſs in myſtic Geneva: “I fell you,

“ revº Sir, with the bluntneſ; and honºffy of an En

“gliſhman, that this is execrable Swiſſlander.”—Now

Sir, that what you call “ execrable Swi/; ſander,” is

Jerling, Engliſh truth, I prove by theſe quotations from

your favorite divine Dr. Criſp, who, as quoted by D.

Williams, ſays p. 328 : God makes Chriſt as very a

ſinner as the creature himſelf was.-Again, p. 270,

Nor are we ſo compleatly ſinful, but Chriſ', being made

..ſºn, was as compleatly ſinful as we.-And it is well

- known,*
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known, that Luther, in one of his unguarded mo

ments, called Chriſt the greateſ, and conſequently the

moſt execrable finner in the world. Now Sir, if

“ Chriſ was ſo compleatly ſinful as we’” [to uſe the

words of your Oracle] does it not follow, that he,

was a si NNER as compleatly ExEcRABLE as we are *

and that you deviate a little from brotherly kindneſs,

when you call Dr. Criſp's Calviniſtic miſlake, an

execrable ſlander of mine *

<><><>

§ X. P. 21, 22. You find fault with my ſaying,

“Is this [Chriſt's praying for Peter] a proof that he

“ never pray’d for Judas?” and you declare, that

this “ affºrtion” [you ſhould have ſaid query] “ does

“ little honour to the advocacy of Chriſ’.” Permit me,

Sir, to explain myſelf. Tho' I believe with Biſhop

Latimer, that Chi iſ ſhed as much blood for jadas as

for Peter, I never ſaid nor believed, as you inſinuate,

“That Chriſt took more pains for the ſalvation of

“Judas than for that of Peter.” You cannot juſtly

infer it from my mentioning a matter of fact recorded

in ſcripture, viz, that once our Lord ſpoke to Judas,

when he only looked at Peter; for he had explicitl

warned Peter before. Therefore in either caſe Chriſt

{hewed himſelf void [not of a peculiar regard for

Peter’s peculiar ſincerity, but] of Calviniſtic parti

ality. Again, I am perſuaded, that during the

day of Judas's viſitation, Chriſt pray’d for him, and

fincerely too : for if Chriſt had borne him a grudge,

and in conſequence of it, had always made mental

reſerves, and excepted him, when he pray’d for his

apoſtles; would he not have broken the ſecond table

of the law And might he not be propoſed as a pat

tern of inveterate malice, rather than of perfect cha

rity P

You reply, p. 22. “If this were the caſe,” [i. e.

if our Lord prayed for Judas] “ thoſe words of his,
I
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** I Knott, thou heareſ? me akvavs, muſt be ºmtrue; for

“ when he prayed fºr Judas, his prayer was rejected.”

But is your intercnce juſt 2 Chriſt always pray'd with

divine wiſdom, and according to his Father's will.

Therefore he prayed conſiſtently with the eternal de

cree, that moral agents ſhall be invited, drawn, and

gently moved, but not forced to obey the goſpel.

Now, if our Lord prayed conditionally for Judas,

[as he certainly did for all his murderers, fince they

were not all forgiven] he might ſay, I know th94

heareſt me always, and yet Judas might, by his perverſe

neſs, as a free agent, reječt againſ himſelf the gracious

counſel ofGod, 'till he was abſolutely given up. Thus

our ſcheme of doćtrine inſtead of diſhonouring Chriſt's

advocacy, repreſents it in a rational and ſcriptural

light; while your's, I fear, wounds his character in

the tendereſt part, and fixes upon him the blot of

cunning uncharitableneſs, and profound diffimulation,

-
<><><>

§ XI. P. 26. You ſay: “Time would fail me to

* pretend to enumerate the many groſs miſrepreſen

“tations, &c. However as you have actually repre

“ ſented me as ſaying, that the more a believer ſins

‘ upon earth, the merrier he will be in heaven, I beg

“ you will point out to me where, in the plain eaſy

‘ ſenſe of my words, I have ſpoken any ſuch thing;

“ or where I have ever uſed ſo ludicrous an expreſ

“fion as mirth, &c. when ſpeaking of thoſe plea

‘ ſures which are at God’s right hand for evermore.”

*

º

t

I conclude my antinomian creed thus, 4th Check

p. 1 of. “Adultery, inceit, and murder ſhall, upon

“ the whole, make me holier upon earth and mer

“rier in heaven.”—Two lines below, I obſerve,

tha, “I am indebted to you for all the doćtrines,

“ and moſt of the expreſſions of this creed.”—You

have therefore no right to ſay, Where have I uſed
, - the

D
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the ExPREssron merry, for I never ſaid you have uſed

it, though our Lord has Luke xv. 32. But as you

have a right to ſay: Where is the Dočirine 2 I reply:

In your 4th Letter, Sir, where you tell us, that a

grievous full will make believers ſing louder in heaven

to all eternity. Now as louder ſongs are a certain in

dication of greater joy, where nothing is done in hy

pocriſy, I deſire even Calviniſts to ſay, if I have

wreſted “ the plain, eaſy ſenſe of your words,” in

obſerving that, according to your ſcheme, apoſtates

ſhall be merrier, or, if you pleaſe more joyful in hea

ven for their grievous falls on earth.

P. 27. “Now, Sir, give me leave to pluck a fea

“ ther out of your high-ſoaring wings, &c, by aſk

“ing you ſimply, Whence have you taken it ”

(this quotation, ſo called) “Did I ever aſſert any

“ thing like this, &c. Prove your point, and then I

“ will confeſs that you are no calumniator of God’s,

“ people.” I anſwer,

(1) I did not produce as a quotation the words which

you allude to : I put them in commas, as expreſſive of

the ſentiments of “ many good men : ” How then could

you think, that you alone are many good men (2):

Tºut you ſay that you, for one, underſtand the words

of St. John, He that does righteouſneſ; is righteous, of

perſonal holineſs: Now Sir to prove me a “calum

“ miator,” you have only to prove, that David did

righteouſneſ; when he defiled Uriah's wife; for you.

teach us directly or indirectly, that when he commit

ted that crime he was “ undefiled,” and continued to

be “a man after God's own heart,” i. e. a righteous

man, for the Lord alloweth the righteous, but the un

godly does his ſoul abhor. (3) However, if I have miſ

taken one of the ſcriptures, on which you found your

do&trine, I have not miſtaken the doćtrine itſelf.

What are the words for which you call me a “ Ca

“ lumniator,” and charge me with “ horrid perver

“ ſon, fal/hood, and baſe diſingenuity P” Why, I have

repreſented “ many good men” as ſaying [by the

general
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general tenour of one of their doćtrines of grace, the

abſolute perſeverance of fallen, adulterous, idolatrous,

inceſtuous believers] “ Let not Mr. W. deceive you :

“ he that ačtually liveth with another man’s wife,

“worſhips abominable idols, and commits inceſt

* with his father’s wife, may not only be righteous,

“but compleat in imputed righteouſneſs, &c.; This

is the doctrine I charge upon “many good men: ”

And if you, for one, ſay “Did I ever affºrt any

“ thing like this 2 " I reply, Yes Sir, in your 4th.

Letter, which is a profeſſed attempt to prove, that"

believers may like adulterous David, idolatrous Solo

mon, and the inceſtuous Corinthian, go any length

in fin without ceaſing to ſand compleat in what I beg

leave to call Calviniſtic righteouſneſs. Thus inſtead

of “ plucking a feather out of my wings,” you wing

the arrow which I let fly at your great Diana.

******

§ XII. For brevity's ſake, I ſhall reduce my anſwer

to the reſt of your capital charges into plain queries,

not doubting but my judicious readers will ſee their

unreaſonableneſs, without the help of arguments.

:

(1) Is it right in Mr. H. to call p. 34, 35, my

ExtRAct from Flavel, a “citation,” and a “quota

“ tion; ” and then to charge me with diſingenuity,

groſs perverſion, expunging, &c. becauſe I have not

ſwelled my extra; by tranſcribing all Flavel's book,

or becauſe I have taken only what ſuits the preſel.t

times, and what is altogether conſiſtent P eſpecially,

when I have obſerved, 4th. Check, p. 56, That,

** when Flavel encounters antinomian errors as a di:-

“ciple of Calvin, his hands hang down, Amalek

“ prevails, and a ſhrewd logician could, without any

“magical power, force him to confeſs, that moſt of

“ the errors, which he ſo juſtly oppoſes, are the na

“tural conſequences of Calviniſm f* - I

(2) Is

D 2.
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(2) Is it right in Mr. H. to charge me, p. 57, with

“ baſe forgeries ; ” and to repreſent me, p. 56, as

“ deſcending to the poor, illiberal arts of forgery and

“ defamation,” becauſe I have preſented the public

with a parable, in the dreſs of a royal proclamation,

which I produce as a mere “ illuſtration ”—becauſe

I charge him with indireétly propagating tenets which

as neceſſarily flow from his doctrines of grace, as light

does from the fun—and becauſe I have diſtinguiſhed by

commas a creed framed with his avowed principles ;

although I have added theſe words, to ſhew that I

took the compoſition of it upon myſelf: “ 1704

“ ſpeak indeed in the third perſon, and I in the

“ firſt, but this alters not the doćtrine.—Some

“ clauſes and ſentences I have added, not to miſre

“ preſent and blacken” [for what need is there of

blackening the lable mantle of midnight PJ “ but to

“ introduce, connect, and illuſtrate your ſentiments?”

(3) Angry as the phariſees were at our Lord,

when he expoſed their errors by parables, did they

ever charge him with baſe forgery, becauſe his “ il

* luſtrations” were not true ſtories 2 Is it not ſtrange

that this admirable way, of defending “ the truth.”

ſhould have been found out by the grand defender of

* the doćtrines of grace f *—Again, if markin

with commas a paragraph of our compoſing, to .#

tinguiſh it from our own real ſentiments, is a crime;

is not Mr. H. as criminal as myſelf? Does he not,

p. 31, preſent the public, with a card of his own

compoſing, in which he holds forth the ſuppoſed ſen

timents of many clergymen, and which he diſtin

guiſhes with commas thus: “ The Feather’s Tavern

** fraternity preſent compliments to Meſſrs. J. Weſ

“ley and Fletcher, &c.”—Shall what paſſes for wit

in the author of P. O, be graſ; diſingenuity, and baſe

forgery in the author of the vindication 2–0 ye

candid Calviniſts, partial as your ſyſtem is, can you

poſſibly approve of ſºci, glaring partiality ?

- (4) Is
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(4) Is it right in Mr. H. to take his leave of mg

in this abrupt manner, p. 39, 40 : “ The unfair

“ quotations you have made, and the ſhocking miſ

tº repreſentations and calumnies you have been guil

** ty of, will for the future prevent me from looking

** into any of your books, if you ſhould write a

“ thouſand volumes:” and this eſpecially under pre

tence, that I have “ſhamefully perverted and miſre

“ preſented the doctrines of Auth. Burgeſs,” when I

have fimply produced a quotation from him in which

there is not a ſhadow of miſrepreſentation, as the

reader will ſee by comparing 4th. Check p. 41, 42,

with the laſt paragraph of the XIIth. Sermon of Mr.

Burgeſs on Grace and Affarance 2

<><i><i>

§ XIII. This perpetual noiſe about groß, miſrepre

ſentations, ſhameful perverſions, interpolations, baſe forge

rics, &c. becomes Mr. H. as little as any man; his

own inaccuracy in quotations equalling that of the

moſt inattentive writer I am acquainted with. Our

readers have ſeen, on what a.ſlender baſis he reſts his

charge of “baſe forgeries :” I beg leave to ſhew them

now, on what ſolid ground I reſt my charge of un

common inaccuracy; and not to intrude too long upon

their patience, I ſhall juſt produce a few initances

only out of his Finiſhing Stroke.” -

(1) That performance does not do my ſermon juſ

tice, for p. 51. Mr. Hill quotes me ſo : 7/cy ſgood

works] are declarative of our free juſtification:” whereas

D 3 my

* To produce ſuch inſtances out of the Review, would be almoſt

endleſs. One however Mr. H. forces me to touch upon a ſecond:

time. This is the caſe. The ſword of the Spirit which Mr. Weſley.

uſes, is two-edged. When he defends the firſt goſpel-axiom againſt

the phariſees, he preaches Salvation, not by the merit of works, ºut.

ty believing in Chrift: and when he defends the ſecond goſpel-axiom

againſt the antinomians, he preaches Salvation, not by the meric&

- works,
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my manuſcript runs thus : “They are the declarative

cause of our frce juſtification,” viz. in the day of

trial and of judgment. The word Cauſe here is of the

utmoſt importance to my doctrine, powerfully guar

ding, the minutes and undefiled religion. Whether

it is left out, becauſe it ſhows at once the abſurdity

of pretending that my old ſermon “is the bºff con

“futation of Mr. Weſley's Minutes; ” or becauſe

Mr. Hill's copier omitted it firſt, is beſt known to

Mr. Hill himſelf. -

- * (2) I

“works, but by works as a condition. No ſooner did the Calviniſts ſee

this laſt propoſition at full length in the minutes, than they took the

alarm, fondly imagining that Mr. W. wanted to overthrow the pro

teſtant-doëtrine of ſalvation by faith. To convince them of their

nuſtake, I appealed to Mr. W’s, works in general, and to the mi

nutes in particular, two ſentences of which evidently ſhow, that he

had not the leaſt intention of ſetting aſide faith in Chriſ', in order to

make way for the anti-chriſtian merit ºf works. Accordingly I laid

thoſe ſentences before my readers, taking ſpecial care to thow by

coinmas, that I produce two different parts of the minutes, thus:

“ Not by the merit of works,” but by “ believing in Chrift.” Here

‘s not a ſhadow of difingenuity; either as to the quotations, for

they are fairly taken from the minutes; or as to the ſenſe of the

whole ſentences, for fifty volumes, and myriads of hearers can

teſtify, that it perfeótly agrees with Mr. W’s well-known doćtrine.

But what does Mr. H Biafled by his ſyſtem, he tampers with my

quotations; he takes off the two commas after the word works; he

overlooks the two commas before the word believing ! he [inadver

tently, I hope; throws my two diſtinét quotations into one; and by

that means adds to them the words “ but by” which I had particu

larly excluded. When he has thus turned my two juſt quotations

into one that is falſe, he is pleaſed to put me in the Geneva-pillory

for his own miſtake; and as his doćtrines of grace teach him to kill

two birds with one ſtone, he involves Mr. Weſley in my gratuitous

diſgrace, thus: “Forgeries of this kind have long paſſed for no crime

“ with Mr. Wyky; I did not think you would have fºllowed him in

“ thºſe ungenerous artifices.” Review. p. 27.

Upon the remonſtrance I made about this ſtrange way of proceed

ing [Scenete, IV Check, p. 49.] I hoped that Mir. H. would have

hanged down his head a moment, and dropt the point for ever. But

no: he muſt give a finiſhing ſtroke, and drive home the nail of .
rai
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(2) I ſay, 4th Check, p. 167, “To vindicate

* what I beg leave to call God's honeſty, permit me

* to obſerve firſt, that I had rather believe, Joſeph

“told once “a groſ; untruth,” than to ſuppoſe that

* God perpetually equivocates.” For undoubtedly of

- tWo

*—

raſh accuſation, by calling my remarks upon his miſtake, “At

“ tempts to vindicate that mºſt ſhameſºl falſe quotation, he [Mr

* Fletcher] hºs twice made from the minutes.” Log. Weſl. p. 35.

And to prove that my attempts have been unſucceſsful, he produces

paſſages out of a news-paper, which repreſent “ his Majeſty”—s

“ ſtealing bread”=“ her majeſty” –“ committed to the houſe of

“correčtion.” To this I anſwer, that if ſuch unconnected quota

tions [of which I only give here the ſubſtance] were properly diſtin

guiſhed by commas; # they were ſeparated by intervening words;

and if they did not in the leaſt miſrepreſent the author's ſenſe; it
l would be great inj, ſtice to call them either “ a moſt ſhameful falſº

| “quotation” or a “forgery.” Now theſe three particulars meet in my

two quotations from the minutes; (1) They are both properly diſtin

* guiſhed with commas: (2) They are parted by intervening words :

And (3) They do not in the leaſt miſrepreſent Mr. W’s meaning;

Whereas [to ſay nothing more of the commas ºxpunged in the Re

view.] no word intervenes between Mr. Hill's ſuppoſed quotations out

of the papers; and they form a ſhameful miſrepreſentation of the

publiſher's meaning.

Oh! but, as the quotations from the minutes are linked, they

“ ſpeak a language dire&ily oppoſite to that of the minutes themſelves.”

f ---So ſays Mr. Hill, without producing the ſhadow of a proof. But

- upon the arguments of the five Checks, I affirm that the two goſpel

axioms, or my linked quotations and the minutes, agree as perfectly

with each other, as thoſe propoſitions of St. Paul, to which they

anſwer : “By grace ye are ſaved through faith.”---Therefore,

“ H’ork out your ſalvation with fear.”
y

§ From this redoubled ſtroke of Mr. H, I am tempted to think,

that, like juſtice, Logica Genevenſis has a covering over her eyes;

but alas ! for a very different reaſon.---Like her alſo ſhe has a ba

lance in her left hand; but it is to weigh out and vend her own aſſer

tions as proofs, And like her, ſhe holds a ſword in her right

hand; but alas! it is often to wound brotherly love, and ſtab evan

gelical truth. Bring her into the field of Controvelſy, and the will

at once cut down Chriſt's doćtrine as dreadful hereſy. Set her in

the judgment-ſeat to paſs ſentence over good works, and over homeſ?

men, that do not bow at her ſhrine ; and without demur ſhe will

Pronounce, that the former are dung, and that the latter are knaves.
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two evils I would chuſe the leaſt, if a cogent dilem

ma obliged me to chuſe either. But this is not the

caſe here; the dilemma is not forcible ; for in the

next lines I ſhow, that Joſeph, inſtead of “telling

“a groſs untruth,” only ſpake the language of bro

therly kindneſs. However, without paying any re

gard to my vindication of Joſeph's ſpeech, Mr. Hill

catches at the conditional words, “I had rather be

“lieve :” Juſt as if I had ſaid, I do ačiually believe,

he turns them into a peremptory declaration of my

faith, and three times repreſents me as affºrting what

I never ſaid nor believed : Thus: P. 38, “Your

“wonderful affºrtion, that Joſeph told his brethren a

“groſs untruth :” Again, “Still you declare it

“ to be your opinion, that Joſeph told his brethren

“a groſs untruth”—Once inore, p. 39, “The re

“ peated words of inſpiration you venture to call

“ groſs untruth.” Solomon ſays, 1/70 can ſland before

enºy P And I aſk, Who can ſtand before Mr. H–’s

inattention ? I am ſure neither I, nor Mr. Weſley.

At this rate he can undoubtedly find a blaſphemy in

every page, and a Farrago in every book. -

(3) Take another inſtance of the ſame want of

exactneſs. I ſay 4th Check, p. 35, “I never thought

“ Mr. Whitefield was clear in the doćtrine of our.

“ Lord, In the day of judgment by thy word, ſlait thou

“ be juſtified, for if he had ſeen it in a proper light,

“ he would inſtantly have renounced Calviniſm.”—

This paſſage Mr. H. quotes thus in Italics and commas,

p. 23, “1 ou never thought him clear in our Lord’s

“ doctrine, for if he had, he would have renounced his

“Calviniſm.” The inaccuracy of this quotation

conſiſts in omitting thoſe important words of our

Lord, In the day of judgment, &c. . By this omiſſion

the ſenſe of the preceding clauſe is left indefinite,

and I am repreſented as ſaying, that Mr. Whitefield

was not clear in any došrine of our Lord, no not in

that of the fall, repentance, ſalvation by faith, the

- - new

*
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new birth, &c. This one miſtake of Mr. Hill is

fufficient to make me paſs for a mere coxcomb in all

the Calviniſtic world.

(4.) It is by the like inattention that Mr. Hill

prejudices alſo againſt me the friends of Mr. Weſley.

In the 4th Check, p. 158, after having anſwered an

objection of the Rev. Mr. Hill againſt Mr. Weſley,

I produce that objećtion again for a fuller anſwer,

and ſay, But suppos ING, that Mr. W. Aad not properly

conſidered, &c. what would you infer from thence P &c.

JJ eigh You R argument, &c. and you will find it is wan

tims " . Then I immediately produce Mr. Hill’s ob

jection in the form of an argument, Thus: Twenty

t&ree, or, if you pleaſe, three years ago, Mr. JP, wanted

" clearer light, &c., Now what I evidently produce as

a ſuppºſition, and as the Rev. Mr. Hill's own argu

ment unfolded, in order to anſwer it, my opponent

fathers upon me thus, “ The following are your own

“words.” “Three years ago Mr. W. wanted clearer

* light,” &c. - True, they are my own words; but

* to do me juſtice, Mr. H. ſhould have produced them

as I do, namely as a ſuppoſition , and as the drift of

his brother's obječtion in order to ſhow it's frivolouſ

- neſs. This is partly ſuch a miſtake as if Mr. Hill

faid, The following are David's own words, “ Tuſh!

“ there is no God.”

+ However he is determined to improve his own

overfight, and he does it by aſking: p. 17, “What

“ then is become of thouſands of Mr. Weſley's fol

“ lowers, who died before this clearer light came 2

—An argument this, by which the moſt ignorant pa

piſts in my pariſh perpetually defend their idolatrous

ſuperſtitions : “What is become of all our fore

fathers, ſay they, before Luther and Calvin' Were

“ they all damned 2 Is it not ſurpriſing that Mr.

Hili, not contented to produce a popiſh fryar’s con

verſation, ſhould have thus recourſe to the argument

of every popiſh cobler, who attacks the doctrines of

the reformation 2 O logica Genevenſis' how doeſt

thou ſhow thyſelf the genuine fifter of logica Romana!

(5) I
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(5) I return to the miſtakes, by which Mr. Hill

has ſupported before the world his charge of “ca

lumny.” I ſay, 2d. Check, p. 67, “ How few

“ of our celebrated pulpits are there, where more

“ has not been ſaid AT TIMEs for fin, than againt

“it " Mr. Hill p. 7, ſays, “ The miniſters, who

preach in theſe (our moſt celebrated pulpits) are

‘ condemned without exception, as ſuch pleaders for

‘ ſin, that they ſay more for it than againſ? it.” -

Here are two capital miſtakes: (1) The queſtion,

How fºo # &c. evidently leaves room for ſome excep

tions; but Mr. Hill repreſents me, as condemning

ºur moſt celebrated pulpits “without exception.”. (2)

This is not all: To mitigate the queſtion, I added at

times, words by which I give my readers to underſtand

that fin is in general attack'd in our celebrated pulpits,

and that it is only at times, that is, on ſome particu

lar occaſion, or in ſome part of a ſermon that the

miniſters alluded to, ſay more for fin than againſt it.

Now, Mr. H. leaves out of his quotation the word

at times, and by that means, effectually repreſents me

as “a calumniator of God's people: ” for what is

true with the limitation that I uſe, becomes a falſhood

when it is produced without. This omiſfion of Mr.

Hill is the more fingular, as my putting the word at

times in Italics, indicates that l want my readers to

lay a peculiar ſtreſs upon it on account of its im

portance. One more inſtance of Mr. Hill's inaccu

racy, and I have done. -

(6) P. 7, 8. He preſents his readers with a lon

paragraph, produced as a quotation from the ſecon

Check. It is made up of ſome detached ſentences

pick’d here and there from that piece, and put toge

ther with as much wiſdom as the patches which make

up a fool's coat. And among theſe ſentences he has

introduced this, which is not mine in ſenſe, any

more than in expreſſion, “ They (celebrated miniſters)

handle. No texts of ſcripture without difforting them,”

for I infinuate juſt the contrary, 2 Check p. 70.

- (7) But

i
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(7) But the greateſt fault I find with that para

graph of Mr. H's book, is the concluſion, which runs

thus, “ They (celebrated miniſters) “ do the devil's

“ work, till they and their congregation all go to hell

“ together. [A] Second Check, p. 97, Io 3.”—Now

in neither of the pages quoted by Mr. H, nor in

deed any where elſe, did I ever ſay ſo wild and wicked

a thing. Nothing could engage my pious opponent

to father ſuch an horrid affertion upon me, but the

great and ſevere Diana, that engages him to father

abſolute reprobation upon God.

It is true however, that, alluding to the words of

our Lord Mat. xxv, I ſay 2d. Check p. 103. “If

“ thºſe ſhall go into everſa/ºing puniſhment,” &c. But

who are theſe ? All celebrated miniſters, with all their

congregations ! So ſays Mr. Hill, but happily for me,

my heart ſtarts from the thought with the greateſt de

teſtation, and my pen has tcſtified, that theſe condem

ned wretches are in general “O}/imate ºvorkers of ini

“ quity,” and in particular unrencved anti-Calviniſts,

and “ impenitent Nicolaitans.” Page 97. [the very

page which Mr. Hill quotes] I deſcribe the unre

newed anti-Calviniſts thus, “ Stubborn ſons of Belial

“ ſaying, Lord, thy Father is merciful; and if thou didſ!

“ die for all, gºby not for us P’’—“ Olſinate phariſres,

“ who plead the good they did in their own name to ſuper

“ ſºde ibe Redeemer's merit.”—Impenitent Nicolaitans, or

antinomians, I deſcribe thus, p. 1or, 1 oz., “Offſinate

“ violators of God’s law—who ſcorned perſonal holineſ;

* —reječied Chrift's word of command—have gone on

“ ſtill in their wickedneſ—have continued in doing evil.

“ —have becm unfaithful unto death—and have defiled

“ their garments to the laſt.”— Is it poſſible that

Mr. H. ſhould take this for a deſcription of all cele

brated miniſters, and of all their congregations; and

that upon ſo glaring a miſtake, he ſhould repreſent:

me as making them “ALL go to hell together P”

-****

6

§ XV.
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$ XIV. O ye pious Calviniſts, whether ye fill our

celebrated pulpits, or attend upon them that do, far

from ſending you “all to hell together,” as you are

told I do, I exult in hope of meetiag you all together

in heaven: I lie not; I ſpeak the truth in him that

flail juſtify us by our words: even now I enjoy a

foretaſte of heaven in lying at your feet in ſpirit; and

my conſcience bears me witneſs, that though I try

to detcét and oppoſe your miſtakes, I fincerely love

and honour your perſons. My regard for you, as zea

lous defenders of the firſt goſpel-axiom is unalterable,

Though your miſtaken zeal ſhould prompt you to

think or ſay all manner of evil againſt me, becauſe I

help Mr. wº. to defend the ſecond; I am deter

mined to offer you ſtill the right hand of fellowſhip:

And if any of you ſhould honour me ſo far as to ac

cept it, I ſhall think myſelf peculiarly happy; for,

next to jeſus and truth, the eſteem and love of good

men is what I conſider as the moſt invaluable bleſ

fings. A defire to recover the intereſt I once had in

the brotherly kindneſs of ſome of you, has in part en

gaged me to clear myſelf from the miſtaken charges of

calumny and forgery, by which my haſty opponent has

prejudiced you againſt me, and my Checks. If you

find, that he has defended your cauſe with carnal

weapons, hope with me that precipitation and too warm

a zeal for your doćtrines, have miſled him, and not

malice or diſingenuity.

Hope it alſo, ye Anti-Calviniſts, confidering that

iſ St. James and St. John, through mere bigotry

and impatience of oppoſition, were once ready to

command fire from heaven to come down upon the

Samaritans, it is no wonder that Mr. H, in an un

guarded moment, ſhould have commanded the fire of

his Calviniſtic zeal to kindle againſt Mr. Weſley and

me. As you do not unchriſtian now the two raſh a

poſtles for a fin, of which they immediately repented;

let me beſeech you to confirm your love towards Mr.

H. who has probably repented already of the miſ

takes, into which his peculiar ſentiments have betrayed

his good nature, and good breeding.

§ XV. I
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§ XV. I return to you, honoured Sir, and beg

you would forgive me the liberty I have taken, to

lay before the public what I ſhould have been glad

to have buried in eternal oblivion : but your Finiſhing

Stroke has been ſo heavy and deſperate, as to make this

addition to Logica Genevenſ's neceſſary to clear up my

doëtrine, to vindicate my honeſty, to paint out the

miſtaken Author of the Farrago, and to give the

world a new ſpecimen of the arguments, by which

your ſyſtem muſt be defended, when reaſon, conſci

ence, and ſcripture [the three moſt formidable bat

teries in the world] begin to play upon its ramparts.

You “ earneſtly entreat” me in your poſtscript, to

publiſh a manuſcript ſermon on Rom. xi. 5, 6, that

I preached about eleven years ago in my church, in

defence of the firſt goſpel-axiom. You are pleaſed to

call it three times “excellent,” and you preſent the

public with an extraćt from it, made up of ſome un

guarded paſſages, detached from thoſe that in a great

degree guard them, explain my meaning, confirm the

doctrine of the Checks, and ſap the foundation of

your miſtakes. As I am not leſs willing to defend

free-grace, than to plead for faithful olcdence; I

ſhall gladly grant your requeſt, ſo far at leaſt as to ſend

my old ſermon into the world with additions in brac

kets, juſt as I preached it again laſt ſpring; aſſuring

you that the greateſt addition is in favour of fice

grace. ... By thus complying with your “ carºſl en

freaty,” I ſhall ſhow my reſpect, meet you half way,

gratify the curioſity of our readers, and yet give

them a ſpecimen of what appears to me a free, guar

ded goſpel. - *-

That diſcourſe will be the principal piece of an

#: Check to Phariſaiſºn and Antinomiamiſºn, which

I have prepared for the preſs. Upon the plan of the

doctrines it contains, I do not deſpair to ſee zoderate

E. Calvinitis
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Calviniſts, and un-prejudiced anti-Calviniſts, acknow

ledge their mutual orthodoxy, and embrace one ano

ther with mutual forbearance. May you and I, dear

Sir, ſet them the example: In the mean time may

the brotherly love, with which we forgive each other

, the real or apparent unkindneſs of our publications,

continue and increaſe ! May the charity that is not

provoked, and hopeth all things, uniformly influence

our hearts | So ſhall the words that drop from our

lips, or diſtil from our pens, evidence that we are or

defire to be the cloft followers of the meek, gentle,

and yet impartial, plain-ſpoken Lamb of God. For

his ſake, to whom we are both ſo greatly indebted,

reſtore me your former benevolence, and be perſua

ded that notwithſtanding the ſeverity of your Finiſhing

Stroke, and the plainneſs of my anſwer, I really think

it an honour, and feel it a pleaſure, to ſubſcribe

myſelf with undiſſembled fincerity,

Honoured and dear Sir,

Your affectionate and obedient ſervant

- in the Goſpel of our common Lord,

J. FLETCHER.

Madely, Sept. 13th,

1773.

AN APPEN
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A P P E N D I X

Upon the remaining difference between the

Calviniſts and the anti-Calviniffs, with

reſpect to our Lord's doćirine of juſtification

BY words, and St. James's doćirine of

juſtification BY works.

O force my dear Opponents out of the laſt

intrenchment, in which they defend their

miitakes, and from behind which they attack the

juſtification by words and works peculiarly inſiſted on

by our Lord and St. James; 1 only need to ſhow

how far we agree with reſpect to that juſtification ;

to ſtate the difference that remains between us; and

to prove the unreaſonableneſs of confidering us as

papy’s, becauſe we oppoſe an unſcriptural and irratio

nal diſtinétion, that leaves Mr. Fuiſome in fºil

poſſeſſion of all his “antinomian dotages.”

On both fides we agree to maintain, in oppoſition

to Socinians and deiſts, that the grand, the primary,

and properly meritorious cause of our juſtification,

from firſt to laſt, both in the day of converſion and

in the day of judgment, is only the precious atone

ment, and the infinite merits of our Lord Jeſus

- - Chriſt

E 2
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Chriſt.—We all agree likewiſe, that in the day of

converſion, faith is the inftrumental cauſe of our juſti

fication before God. —Nay, if I miſtake not, we

come one ſtep nearer each other, for we equally hold,

that after converſion the works of faith are in this

world, and will be in the day of judgment, the evi

dencing cauſe of our juſtification : That is, the works

of faith [under the above-mentioned primary cauſe

of our ſalvation, and in ſubordination to the faith

that gives them birth] are now, and will be in the .

great day the evidence that ſhall inſtrumentally cauſe

our juſtification as believers. Thus Mr. Hill ſays,

Review, p. 149, “Neither Mr. Shirley, nor I, nor

“any Calviniſt that I ever heard of deny, that,

“ tho' a finner be JusTIF I ED IN THE sight of GOD

“BY CHR1st Alon E, he is DEcLARATIVELY Just1

“ F1ED BY works, both here and at the day of

“judgment.” And the Rev. Mr. Madan, in his

Sermon on juſtification by works, &c. ſtated, explained,

and reconciled with juſtification by faith, &c., ſays p.

29, “By Chriſt only are we meritoriouſly juſtified,

“ and by faith only are we inſtrumentally juſtified

* IN THE sight of GOD ; but by works and not

“ by faith only, are we declaratively just1F1FD

** BEFor E. MEN AND ANGELs.” From theſe two

quotations, which could eaſily be multiplied to twen

ty; it is evident that pious Calviniſts hold the doc

trine of a juſtification by the works of faith, or, as

Mr. Madan expreſſes it after St. James, by works and

not by faith only. -

It remains now to ſhow wherein we diſagree. At

firſt fight the difference ſeems trifling, but upon cloſe

examination it appears, that the whole antinomian

gulph ſtill remains fixed between us. Read over the

preceding quotations; weigh the clauſes which I

have put in capitals; compare them with what the

Rev. Mr. Berridge ſays in his Chriſtian world unmaſked

“ p. 26, of “ an ABsolute impoſſibility of being juſti

“fied in ANY MANNER by our works,” namely before

- God;
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God; and you will ſee, that although pious Calvi

niſts allow, we are juſtified by works before men and

angels, yet they deny our being ever juſtified by

works before God, in whoſe fight they ſuppoſe we are

for ever “juſtified by Chriſt alone,” i.e. only by

Chriſt's good works and ſufferings, abſolutely imputed

to us, from the very firſt moment in which we make

a fingle act of true faith, if not from all eternity.

Thus works are ſtill entirely excluded from having

any hand either in our intermediate or final juſtifica

tion BEFoRE GoD, and thus they are ſtill repreſented

as totally needleſs to our eternal ſalvation. Now, in

direct oppoſition to the above-mentioned diſtinction,

we anti-Calviniſts believe, that adult perſons cannot

be ſaved without being juſtified by faith as funers, ac

| cording to the light of their diſpenſation ; and by

works as believers, according to the time and opportu

nities they have of working :-We aſſert, that the

works of faith are not leſs neceſſary to our juſtification

Befor E God as believers ; than faith itſelf is neceſ

ſary to our juſtification BEFoRE HIM, as ſinners :—

And we maintain, that when faith does not produce

good works [much more when it produces the worſt

works, ſuch as adultery, hypocriſy, treachery, mur

der, &c.] it dies, and juſtifies no more ; ſeeing it is

a living, and not a dead faith, that juſtifies us as

finners ; even as they are living, and not dead works,

that juſtify us as believers. I have already expoſed

the abſurdity of the doctrine, that works are neceſſary

to our final juſtification before much and angels, but not

before God; however, as this diſtinction is one of

the grand ſubterfuges of the decent antinomians, and

one of the pleas by which the hearts of the ſimple

are moſt eaſily deceived into ſolifidianiſm, to the many

arguments that I have already produced upon this

head in the 6th Let. of the IVth. Check,--I beg

leave to add thoſe which follow,

(1) The way of making up the antinomian gap

by ſaying, that works are neceſſary to our interme

diate and final juſtification before men and angels, bat
E 3 7;at

.
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not befºre God, is as bad as the gap itſelf. — If God

is for me, ſays judicious Mr. Fulfome, who can be

againſt me 2 If God has for ever juſtified me

“ only by Chriſt,” and if works have abſolutely no

place in my juſtification before him, what care I for

men and angels P Should they juſtify when God

condemns, what would their abſolution avail And

if they condemn when God juſtifies, what fignifies

their condemnation ? All creatures are fallible. The

myriads of men and angels are as nothing before

God. He is all in all. Thus Mr. Fulſome, by

a moſt judicious way of arguing, keeps the field of

licentiouſneſs, where folifidian miniſters have inad

vertently brought him, and whence he is too wiſe

to depart upon their brandiſhing before him the

broken reed of an abſurd diſtinétion. -

(2) Our juſtification by works wiii principally, and

in ſome caſes entirely turn upon the works of the

heart, which ºre unknown to all but God. Again,

Were menJº in all caſes to paſs a decifive

fentence upon us according to our words, they might

judge as ſeverely as Mr.º: Mr. Weſley;

they might brand us for forgery upon the moſt fri

volous appearances; at leaſt they might condemn us

as raſhly as Job's friends condemned him. Once

more, were our fellow-creatures to condemn us de

cifively by our works, they would often do it as

unjuſtly as the diſciples condemned the bleſſed wo

man, who poured a box of very precious ointment

on our Lord's head. They had indignation, and

blamed as uncharitable waſte, what our Lord was

pleaſed to call a good work wrought upon him, a good

work, which ſhall be told for a memorial of her, as

long as the chriſtian goſpel is preached : To this

may be added the miſtake of the apoſtles, who, even

after they had received the Holy Ghoſt, condemned

Saul of Tarſus by his former, when they ſhould have

abſolved him by his latter works. And even now

how few believers would juſtify Phineas for running

- Zimri
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Zimri and Coſbi through the body, or Peter for

itriking Ananias and Sapphira dead, without giving

them time to ſay once, Lord have mercy upon us!

Nay, how many would condemn them as raſh men,

if not as cruel murderers ? In ſome caſes therefore,

none can properly juſtify or condemn believers by

their works, but He who is perfeótly acquainted

with all the outward circumſtances of their actions,

and with all the ſecret ſprings whence they flow.

(3) The ſcriptures know nothing of the diſtinc

tion which I explode. When St. Paul denies that

Abraham was juſtified by sworks, it is only when he

treats of the juſtification of a ſinner, and ſpeaks of

the works of unbelief.—When Chriſt ſays, Ry thy words

thou ſhalt be juſ' fied, he makes no mention of angels:

| To ſuppoſe that they ſhall be able to juſtify a world

of men by their words, is to ſuppoſe, that they have

heard, and do remember all the words of all man

kind, which is ſuppoſing them to be Gods. Nay,

far from being judged by angels, St. Paul ſays, that

we ſhall judge them; not indeed as proper judges, but

as Chriſt's affeſſors and myſtical members: For our

Lord, in his deſcription of the great day, informs us,

that he, and not men orangels, will juſtify the ſheep,

and condemn the goats, by their works. -

(4) St. Paul diſcountenances the evaſive diſtinétion

. which I oppoſe, when he ſays, Thinkeſ; thou, O man,

who dogſ ſuch things, that thou ſhalt eſtape the righteous

judgment of GOD, who will render eternal lift to them

that by patient continuance in well-doing, ſeek for glory',

&c. when HE ſhall judge the secrets of men by jºſus

| Chriſt. For reaſon dićtates, that neither men nor

angels, but the Searcher of hearts alone will be able

to juſtify or condemn us by secrets, unknown poſ

ſibly to all but himſelf. -

(5.) If you ſay: Moſt men ſhall have been con

demned or juſtified long before the day of judgment;

therefore the ſolemn pomp of that day will be ap

pointed merely for the ſake of a juſtification by '.
an
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and angels: I exclaim againſt the unreaſonableneſs

of ſuppoſing that the great and terrible day of GOD,

with an eye to which the world of rationals was

created, is to be only the day of MEN and ANGELs :

and I reply: Although I grant, that judgment cer

tainly finds us where death leaves us; final juſtifi

cation and condemnation being chiefly a ſolemn ſeal

ſet, if I may ſo ſpeak, upon the forehead of thoſe

whoſe conſciences are already juſtified or condemned,

according to the laſt turn of their trial on earth : Yet

it appears both from ſcripture and reaſon, that man

Kind cannot properly be judged before the great day.

Dºparted Spirits are not men ; and dead men cannot

be tried till the reſurre&tion of the dead take place,

that departed ſpirits and raiſed bodies may form

men again by their re-union. Therefore, in the very

nature of things, God cannot judge mankind before

the great day; and to ſuppoſe that the Father has

appointed ſuch a day, that we may be finally juſtified

by our works before men and angels, and not be

fore him, is to ſuppoſe that he has committed the

chief judgment to the parties to be judged, i. e. to

men and angels. and not to Jeſus Chriſt. -

(6) But if I miſtake not, St. James puts the

matter out of all diſpute, where he ſays: fºſe then

that by works a man is juſtified and not by faith only,

chap. ii. 24. This ſhows that a man is juſtified by

works before the fame judge, by whom he is juſtified

by faith; and here is the proof: No body was ever

juſtifica by faith, before men and angels, becauſe

faith is an inward act of the ſoul, which none but

the tryer ºf the reins can be a judge of. Therefore,

as the juſtifier. By FAI TH alluded to in the latter part

of the verſe, is undoubtedly God alone; it is contrary

to all the rules of criticiſm to ſuppoſe, that the juſ:

tifier BY works alluded to in the very ſame ſentence,

is men and angels. Nay, in the preceding verſe God

is expreſly mentioned, and not men or angel; ; Abra

#am believed God, and it was imputed to him for righte

•uſieſ, i.e. he was juſtified before God; So that the

ſame
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ſame Lord, who juſtified him as a ſumer by faith in

the day of his converſion, juſtified him alſo as a

believer by evorks in the day of his trial.

(7) But this is not all : Turning to Gen. xxii,

the chapter which St. James had undoubtedly in

view, when he infiſted upon Abraham's juſtification

by works; I find the beſt of arguments, matter of

faët. And it came to paſt, that God did tempt, i. e.

try Abraham. The patriarch acquitted himſelf like

a ſound believer in the hard trial: He obediently

offered up his favourite ſon. Here S. James addreſ

ſes a ſolifidian, and bluntly ſays, Wilt thou know, O

vain man, that faith without works is dead, i. e. that

when faith gives over working by obedient love, it

fickens, dies, and commences a dead faith? Was not

Abraham our father juſtified by Ruorks when he offered up

Iſaac upon the altar 2 If Mr. Hill anſwers: Yes, he

was juſtified by works BE for E MEN and ANGELs, but

not before GOD: I reply, Impoſſible ! for neither

men nor angels put him to the trial, to bring out

that was in his heart. God tried him, that he might

juſtly puniſh or wiſely reward him; therefore God juſti

fied him. If a judge, after trying a man on a parti

cular occaſion, acquits him upon his good behaviour,

in order to proceed to the rewarding of him, is it not

abſurd to ſay, that theman is acquitted before the court,

but noti. the judge; eſpecially if there is neither

court nor jury preſent, but only the judge Was

not this the caſe at Abraham's trial * , i); we hear of

any angelbºrº, but Triº Ts'º, the angel

Jehovah And had not Abraham' left his two ſer

vants with the aſs at the foot of the mount 2 Is it

reaſonable then to ſuppoſe, that Abraham was juſti

fied before them by a work, which as yet they had

not heard of; for, ſays St. James, Hºhen, (which im

plies as ſoon as) he had offered Iſaac, he was juſtified

&y works. If you ſay, that he was juſtificq before

Iſaac ; I urge the abſurdity of ſuppoſing, that God

made ſo much ado about the trial of Abraham’s

faith before the lad: and I demand proof thatº
ha
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had appointed the youth to be the juſtifier of his aged

, parent.

} (8) But let the ſacred hiſtorian decide the queſ

tion. And the Lord called to Abraham out of heaven,

andſaid, Lay not thy hand upon the lad, for now I know,

[declaratively] that thou frareſ! God, (i.e. believeſt in

God:) Now I can praiſe and reward thee with wiſ

dom and equity; ſeeing thou haſ not with-held tây ſon,

tly only ſon from me. Upon Calviniſtic principles, did

not God ſpeak improperly Should not he have

ſaid, Now angels and men, before whom thou haſt of:

fered Iſaac, do know that thou feareſt me But if God

had ſpoken thus, would he have ſpoken confiſtently

with either his veracity or his wiſdom Is it not far

more reaſonable to ſuppoſe, that altho' God as onni

ſcient, with a glance of his eye tries the hearts, ſearches

the reins, and foreſees all future contingencies, yet,

as a juſt judge and a wiſe diſpenſer of puniſhments and

rewards, he condemns no unbelievers, and juſtifies

no believers, in St. James's ſente, but by the evi

dence of the tempers, words and actions, which actu

ally ſpring from their unbelief, or their faith :

(9) Was it not from the ſame motive, that God

tried Job in the land of Uz, chap, i. 12. Iſrael in the

wilderneſs, Deut. viii. 1, compared with Joſh. xxii. 2,

and King Hezekiah in Jeruſalem, 2 Chron. xxxii, 31 °

God [ſays the hiſtorian] left him (to the temptation)

that He (God) might know declaratively) all that was in

his beart 2 'Tis true Mr. Hill ſuppoſes in the 2d. Ed. of

his 5 Letters, that the words HE might know, refer to

Hezekiah, but Camme more judiciouſly refers to Gen.

xxii. 1, where God tried Abraham, not that Abraham

might know, but that He himſelf might declaratively

know what was in Abraham's heart. If the word

that HE might know did refer to Hezekiah, ſhould

not the affix (Y) / e or him have been added to Tyn

thus, "nynº, as it is put to the two preceding

verbs, YEry be left HIM, ºn DX7 to try him

(10) Our Lord himſelf decides the queſtion,

where he ſays to his believing diſciples: HZoſoever

Jhall



( 47 )

ſhall conftſ; me before men, him will I alſo conſº BEFort

MY FATHER who is in heaven. But ‘whoſoever ſhall

deny me before men, him will I alſo deny BEfor E MY

FATHER who is in heaven. — It was undoubtedly

an attention to this ſcripture, that made Dr. Owen

ſay: “Hereby [by perſonal obedience] that faith

“whereby we are juſtified [as finners] is evidenced,

“proved, manifeſted, IN THE sight of God and

“man.” And yet, aſtoniſhing ! this paſſage which

indireétly gives up the only real difference there is,

between Mr Hill's juſtification by works, and our's;

this paſſage, which cuts him off from the only way

he has of making his eſcape (except that by which

his brother tried to make his own, See 4th Check,

p. 140) this very paſſage, which makes ſo much for

my ſentiment, is one of thoſe concerning which he

ſays, Finiſhing Stroke, p. 14. “I/ords PRUDENTLY ex

“punged by Mr. Fletcher,” when they are only words,

which for brevity’s fake I very IMPRUDENTLY left

out, ſince they cut down folifidianiſm, even with Dr.

‘Cwen's ſword. -

To conclude: Attentive reader, peruſe James ii,

where the juſtification of believers by works before

God is ſo ſtrongly inſiſted upon :-Obſerve what is

ſaid there of the law of liberty; of believers being

judged by that law; of the judgment without mercy,

that ſhall be ſhewn to fallen mercileſs believers accor

ding to that law :—Confider that this doćtrine exactly

coincides with the ſermon upon the mount, and the

Epiſtle to the Hebrews—that it perfeótly tallies with

Ez. xviii. xxxiii. Mat. xii. xxv. Rom. ii. Gal. vi.

&c. and that it is delivered to brethren, yea to the

beloved brethren of St. James, to whom he could ſay,

Out of his own will the father of lights begat us with the

word of truth: —Take notice that the charge indi

rečtly brought againſt them, is, that they had the

jail of ºioſºft, ºr; ºil ºriº;

and that they deceived their own ſelves, by not being

as careful doers as they were diligent hearers of%
ºf
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word:— Then look round upon ſome of our moſt

famous believers; ſee how foaming, how roaring, how

terrible are the billows of their partiality. Read

“An addreſ; from candid proteſtants to the rev. Mr.

“ Fletcher; ” read “ The Finiſhing Stroke; ” read

“ More work for Mr. Wºſley;” read the Checks to

antinomianiſm ; and ſay if there is not as great need

to inſiſt upon a believer's juſtification by words and

works, as there was in the days of our Lord and St.

James; and if it is not high time to ſay to modern

believers: My brethren, have not the faith of our Lord

jeſus Chriſt with rºſpect of perſons So spe AK we,

and ſo Do, as they that ſhall be judged by the law of

Hiberty; for he ſhall have judgment without mercy, that

hath ſkewed no mercy:—for with what judgment ye judge,

ye ſhall be judged: and with what meaſure we mete, it

J%all be meaſured to you again by him, that ſhall render

zo cºvery one according to what he has done in the body,

whether it be good or bad. But, “candid proteffaut,”

have an anſwer ready in their “ADDREss:” This is

“ the popiſh doćirine of juſtification by works,” and

“Arminian Methodiſm turned out rank Popcry at laſt.”

—This is a mingle mangle of “ the Moſt high and .

“ mighty, ſelf-righteous, ſelf-potent, ſelf-important, ſelf

“ ſančišffing, ſelfjºſifying, and ſelf-exalting MEDLEY

“ Miniſerº.” The misfortune is, that amidſt

theſe witticiſms of “the Protºftants” [for it ſeems,

the Calviniſts engroſs that name to themſelves] we

“ rank Papiſis, ’’ ſtill look out for arguments; and

when we find none, or only ſuch as are worſe than

none, we ſtill ſay, Logica Genevenſ; " and remain

confirmed in our “dreadful hereſy,” or rather in our

Lord's anti-Calviniſtic doćtrine : By thy words thou

..ſhalt be JUST IFIED, and by thy words thou ſhalt be con

DEMNED,

End of the Firſt Part.

* See the above-mentioned “Addreſ; from Candid Protºftant.”
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