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REV. S1IR,

ALTHOUGH [ have been
long occupied about a work that hath al-

lowed me very little leifure to attend to any

other fubje&, I could not help cafting, now

and then, a curious eye on the feveral pro-

ductions that have lately appeared in print,
concerning the nature and attributes of
Jefus Chrift. And as you are the principal
writer on one fide of the queftion, I have
paid a particular regard to the arguments
which you have, at different times, brought

forward in fupport of the Socinian Syftem :

not with any previous defign to refute them,

but merely to fatisfy myfelf how far they

were conclufive, or otherwife.

B This
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This hath given me occafion to revolve
: mine own mind the ftate of the impor-
eant controverfy, to recolle&t what 1 had
formerly read and ruminated on the matter,
to trace back my ideas to their firft impref-
fions, and fubje& them all anew to a firick

revifal . with a view, cither to relinquiﬂ1

For aIthough I was born, and educatea in

the communion of a church, Whlch is faid
“to preclude her children from reafoning at
all on the articles which fhe propofes to thewr
belief; I muft here beg leave to proteft, that
Lam ndt.difpofed_to pay that compliment to
any church that exiits; and that no autho-
rity what{oever fhall p_recllide me from rea-
foning on any fubje¢t upon which I choofe
to reafon: and, therefore; although I have
hitherto believed, on fuch motives of credi-
blllty as | thought highly rational, that our

Saviour
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Saviour Jefus Chrift was teally a divine per-

fonage ; yet, if ftronger motives be prefent-
ed to me for believing the contrary, the
contrary I willy I muft believe.. For there
is no difbelieving againft convi@ion, nor

believing without it.

In this difpofition I have carefully exa-
mined the matter. In this difpofition I
now fit down to give you and the public
the refult of my examination with all the
candour you can with for, and with all the
moderation you would defire. Both you
and I profefs to be Chriftians; but we
fhould ill affert our pretenfions to that title,
if our difputes about the prerogatives of our
amiable teacher thould make us forget the
moft eflential part of his doQrine; broe

&,

therly love.

And here T cannot but lament, that fome
of your moft vehement antagonifts have
deferved blame by maintaining, that the

a7 N ' Soci-
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Socinians are not to be called Chriftianst

He is, unqueftionably, a Chriftian, who ac~
knowledgeth Chrift for his guide in reli-
gion, believeth the divinity of his miffion,
and profefleth to live according to his goi-
pel ; whatfoever fpeculative ideas he may
entertain of his perfon, power, and privi-
leges. 1 grant then, that you are a Chrii-
tian as well as I, and embrace you as rhy
fellow-difciple in Jefus—And, if you were
not a difciple of Jefus, ftill I would embrace

you as my fellow-man.

Having made this free and fair declara-
tion, I proceed to lay before you the mo-
tives, or rather, the one great motive, that
makes me believe the divinity of our com-
mon Mafter; that is, which convinceth me
that He is a Being of a fuperior nature to that
of man—that he exifted before his appear-
ance in human fleth—and that adoration 1s
due to him from his followers, as to * the

“ only begotten Son of God.”
| I with




|~ &)

I wifh you to remark, that, in eftablithing
thefe propofitions, I am not obliged to
adopt or defend. either the Arian or Atha-
nafian {yftem, or, indeed, any {yftem what-
{oever that hath been, or may be, formed on
the fubje&. = My tafk is barely to thew—
That the Drvimity of Jefus Chrift was (in
{ome fenfe or other) an original article
of the Chriftian belief—A part of that
‘ faith once delivered to the Saints ;’ which,
until Socinus arofe, was never controverted
but by a few obfcure fe@arifts, whofe very
exiftence we fhould not have known, but
for the teﬁ1mony of thofe Chriftian writers
who mention them as the firft corrupters of
Chriftianity ; although you, now, labour to

throw back on themfelves the grievous im-
putation,

I thall reduce the point in difpute into a
very narrow compafs, and ftrip it of all the
Extraneous matter that hath, perhaps, unne-
ceffarily been heaped onit, Controverfialifts

B 3 are
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sre but too apt to imprefs into their fervice

auxiliaries that are often more hurtful than
ferviceable to their caufe. This was the
great fault of our famous Bellarmine. He
thought he could never collect too many
arguments ; and, therefore, he colleCted a
great many bad ones, which, like a multi-
tude of fpiritlefs and feeble troops in an
army, made the firength of his good ones

lefs confpicuous and forceful.

The figures, the allufions, the prophecies
even of the Old Teftament I fairly, for the
prefent, give up to you, becaufe I am con-
{cious that, by themfelves, they prefent to
the unprepofleffed reader no explicit idea of

abfolute divinity in the promifed Meflah.
I do not even except the celebrated paflage
of Ifaiah, on which fo much hath been
written to fo little purpofe, and of which I
defpair ever to fee a fatisfaltory explana-
tion. . The divinity of the Mefliah being
once prefuppofed, all thofe texts, I know,

may
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may be ingeniouily adapted to it: but I
know alfo, that an equal degree of inge-
nuify may adapt them to the oppolite

hypothefis ; and I muft confefs, that if we
had. no other <lue to guide us, no other
lanthofn_ to diret.our fteps, I fhould be
inclined to conclude the Mefliah to be a
mére man, though endowed with privi-

leges above the reft of mankind.

On New-Teftamental ground I could, I
think, make a firmer ftand, and fight with
you, at leaft, on equal terms. Among the
many ambiguous texts that may be urged
againft your {yftem, there are, certainly,
three or four, the force of which cannot
ealily be eluded; witnefs the hard ftrain-
ingé that have been made by yourfelf and
your party to give them a plaufible Socinian -
interpretation ; whilft they feem, at the
very firft fight, exprefsly calculated to juf-
tify the dofrine of your adwerfaries.

B 4 Strong,
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Stroﬁg, however, as 'they apf)eir: to be,
1 fhall not Now avail mjrfelf of them, be-
‘caufe T do not thmk them neceﬂ‘ary for the
enforcement of my argument. They may
afterwards come 1n as fubﬁdlanes to illuf-
trate and corroborate 1t ‘but on them it 18

not dependant Let us, therefore, now

confider them as, at beft, but equwocal tef-

timonies, and try if we can find out a pro-
per touch-flone to determine their genuine

value.

It will not, I think,_ be den‘ie_d, that the
Apoftles were fufﬁeiently“ inftructed '-with
regard to the perfon of then' Mafter, and
that they knew perfectly in what 11ght they

were to ‘confider him : whether as a dxvme

pre-exifting - Being, clothed, 1n tlme, with
mortality, or, as a mere man, like them-
~ felves, who had no exiftence before his

conception in the womb of Mary.

To fay, or fuppofe, that they had no dif-
vin& and explicit idea on this head, is to

fay
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fay and fuppofe what hath not the fmalleft
degree of probablhty s nay, what appears to
me the height of abfurdity. For if the
Holy Ghoft was to * teach them all truth,”’
he would have badly executed his commii-
fion, if he had left them in the ignorance
of {o capital an article as the divinity or non-
divinity of Him who had repeatedly made
this promife to them. To have left them
in any doubt, on fo important a point,
would have been to expofe them to the {ad
dilemma of impiety or idolatry. If, Jelus
being really a divine perfon, they had mif-
taken him for a mere man, and refufed him
divine homage, they would not have ren-
dered ¢ to God what is due to God ;' and
if, being a mere man, they had miftaken
him for God, they would have alcribed to
him honours to which he had no right.
In either cafe, their ignorance would have
been attended with the worft of confe-
quences, both in themfelves and in the

corol-
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corollaries thence deducible; for, if ¢the
fpirit of truth’ had left them uncertain in
this. point, he might have left them .uncer-
tain in. every other point; and the whole
apoftolic doérine might be no more than 2

tiflue of uncertainties.

Either, then, the Apoftles believed and
taught the dividity of Jefus, or they be-
lieved and taught the contrary; and the
only queftion is, which they believed and
taught. 3

You read' the few Wntmgs whu:h they

have left behind them ; and, comparmg
paflage with paffage, conclude, that they
believed Chrift to be a mere 11131;. The
Athanafian and Arian read the fame writ-
ings with equal care, and conclude juft the
reverfe. I, too, have perufed them with as
keen, if not fo clear, optics, as ahy of you,
and with a mind as impartial and unpreju-

diced. I have alfo read, with due attention,
the
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the beft Athanafian, Arian, and Socinian

eloflators on the controverted paflages, and
have often found myfelf in much the fame

fituation with Pope, when he was fettling

his Creed by the aid of fuch polemical di-
vines as he found in his father’s librarye

I was Athanafian, Arian, and Socinian by

turns.

If the works of the apoftolical fathers,
as they are called, had come down to us

entire and unadulterated, we might have

from them derived fome affiftance towards
clearing up the point; but of thefe {ome
are loft, others imperfe@, and others inter-
polated, and altogether afford but an ambi=
guous commentary on an ambiguous text.
¢ From writings of fo f{ufpicious a com-
« plexion, who would wifh to interpret the
“ facred volume? who would venture to
« decide upon the capital articles of revela-
% gomi’ *

In

* Wakefield’s Enquiry, p. 332
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In this dubiety, then; I look about for
fomething more explicitly fatisfaGtory ; and
that, I think, I find in the formal decifion
of the Nicean Council. Smile not, my
friend, nor imagine that I am going to im-
pofe on you an article of faith on the au-
thority of an infallible guide.  Whatever
idea I may myfelf entertain of infallibility
(which, by the bye, is very different from
that of the Scholaﬁms) I am not fuch a
novice in logic as to offer it here in proof
of a p-ropoﬁt,ion, 1Is,ﬂvl_li(:h It 18, c_ert;ainlj, not
more difficult to eﬂablifh independent of
infallibility, than it weuld. be to eftablifh
infallibility as a bafe to fupport it.

- I grant you, then, that the fathers affem-
bled at Nicea were, both feverally and con-
Jun&ly, an aflfembly of fallible men: but
when I make this conceffion, I expect that
you, on your part, will allow them to have

been men of common fenfe and common

integrity : Many of them were remarkable

for
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for the fan&ity‘ of their lives; fome had
thewn the higheft degree of Chriftian forti-
tude in confeffing Jefus before tyrants and

perfecutors ; and there were thofe among

them, whofe . learning and abilities would
not difgrace the moft enlightened age.. In
thort, if T fhould fay that they were alto-
gether the moft refpetable body of ecclefi-
aftics that ever met, and the freeft from
every fort of control, I hardly think that
you would call my aflertion unguarded.

But I content myfelf with my firft demand ;

and fuppofing them only men of common

fenfe and common integrity, 1 afk you whe-

ther you think it in the {malleft degree pro-
bable, that three hundred and eighteen of
the principal Paftors in the Chriftian Church,
convoked from the three parts of the then
known world, could poffibly combine to
eftablith a do&rine different from that which
they had hitherto taught their refpeftive
flocks, and which they had themfelves re-

ceived
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ceived from their predeceffors in the mi-
niftry ?

But nothing can be more certain than
that the Nicean council were unanimous in
~ their belief of the divinity and pre-exiftence
of Jefus Chrift: His coeternity and coe-
quality with the father, were the only points
difputed by the Arian party. And their
differing from the reft on thefe points, fo
far from weakening my argument, adds
confiderable firength to it; as particular
exceptions confirm general rules in all thofe
parts to which they do not extend. You
mult then, I think, allow, that'at this period,
the belief of the divinity of Jefus was the

univerfal belief of the Chriftian Churches of
Afia, Africa, and Europe. The profeflions

of faith made on the occafion, are too clear

and explicit to admit a doubt, or give room

for evalion.

Either, then, you muft confefs that the
arvimity of Jefus, at that time univerfally

believed,

W
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‘believed, had been a tenet of primitivd

Chriftianity, or maintain it to be an univer=

fal corruption which had taken place of the
true primitive tenet, the mon-drvinity of
Jefus.

~ This is, indeed, what ye have been long
labouring to prove, but, in my opinion,
with little fuccefs; for, what is the refult
of your long and laborious refearches? Ye

have carefully colleGted all thofe texts of
Scripture that prove Jefus'to be truly man,

which your opponents never called in quei-
tion, and have endeavoured to explain away
the force of thofe other texts of Scripture
which your opponents alledge in proof of
his being alfo God. From the Chriftian
writers of the firft three centuries ye have
learned that there had exifted certain Ebio-
nites, and others, who entertained heterodox
notions of the perfon of Jefus Chrift, believ-
ing him to be a2 mere man. Thofe hetero-
dox Ebionites ye have, by a fingular fort of

2 metamor-
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metamorphofis, converted into the only or-
thodox believers ; and thofe, who were in
their owh time, and for many ages after,
accotinted the props of orthodoxy, into the
moft dangerous of all heretics. But let me
here appeal to your candour ; if in the fame
writers you had found the Ebionites men-
‘tioned, as teaching the divinity of Jefus,
and for that reafon, ranked with Heretics,
would you think the Trinitarian warranted
to maintain that genuine original Chriftia-
nity was to be found only among the Fbs-
onites >—The Ebionites, who rejected all the
golpels, except that of Matthew, looked on
the apoftle Paul as an apoftate from the
found do@rine, and confidered themfelves
under an obligation of conforming, in all
things, to the Jewifh ceremonial law, and

making Jerufalem the place of adoration.

Let us only, for a moment, fuppefe that
fuch writers as Ireneus, Juflin, Athanagoras,
Clement of Alexandria, Origen, Pamphilus,

Cyril
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Cyril of Jerufalem, Tertulian, Cyprian,
La&antius, Eufebius, &c. had aflerted the
non-divinity of Jefus Chrift, in terms neither

more nor lefs unequivocal than thofe in

which they affert his divinity ; and had, at

the fame time, ranked Cerinthus, Ebion,

Theodotus, &c. among thofe who had al-
tered the purity of the true faith, for hav-

ing taught the contrary opinion ; would

you not, from this fole confideration, think

-yourfelf fufficiently authorifed to affirm,

that the zom-divinity muft have been the
primitive apoftolical dogma, and the drvmty
an unapoftolical innovation? ¢ For what

¢ (you would probably fay) are thofe chil-
¢ dren of darknefs, Theodotus, Ebion, and

¢ Cerinthus, that they fhould be put in com-
¢ petition with men who have ever been

¢ accounted the brighteft luminaries of the
¢ Chriftian Church of their days; and who

¢ are, indeed, for thofe remote times, the

C “only
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only vouchers and recorders of her’ ge—-

 nuine do&rines!’

But if, befide the occafional evidehc_é,
twhether pofitive or conﬁru&ive, expréfs or
implicit, that, in the forefaid fuppofition,
you might ‘colle¢t from the Antenicean
‘writers in favour of your {yftem, you could
produce the clear, exprefs, aggregate tefti-
‘mony of the Reprefentatives of the whole
Chriftian Church, affembled for the very
purpole of difcufling the point in queﬁioq;_
and (bating fome differences about the mi-
-raculous conception, for inftance) unani-
~moufly agreeing, that the do@rine which
they had received from  their forefathers,
and which, from time immemorial, had been
taught in their refpe&i{fe chﬁrches, from
Lybia to. s tary; from Perfia to Spain,

from Britain to Conﬁantmople, was, 7hat
- Jelus is a mere man, who Z')ﬁd 70 CX ﬁe'fzce
be ﬁf‘e bis conception (whether mlraculous or
not), and that no divine honour is due 10 bim -

2 _ | - would
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would you not laugh aloud at the man who,
in {pite of fuch teftimony, fhould fill infift

that the divimmity of Jefus was the true pri-

mitive catholic do&rine ?

But thift now the feene, and let fuppoﬁ-
tion give place to reality. And then let
me again afk you what, after fo many
years labour, have you been able to oppofe
to this ﬁrong, and, as T think, invincible,
preferiptive proof of the divinity of Chrift,
as d’e'rslared by the Nicean fathers to be then,
at leaft, the do&rine of the univerfal church ?

Why, in poring on Tuch works of thé
moft anc1ent writers as, . either in whole or
_1n part, remain, you have found out, what
was well known before, that among the

NUMErous fpawn of heretical fe&s that

e e s e

fprang up in the two firft centunes, and

'l‘ﬁ -'-.-I-*r_t'-'n‘ R

even in the hfe—tlme of the apoftles them-
felves, there were fome who held Chrift to

bc nothmg more than a mere man begotten

5 | C 2 by i
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by Jofeph, according to one fet of them ;
miraculoufly conceived of Mary, according
to another; but ftill a mere man, and no-
thing more than a mere man. In their tenets
you imagine you find, becaufe you wilh to
find it, the pure and primitive dodrine of
Chriftianity ; and then, you {et about to
prove, by a long train of plauhible prefump-~
tive evidence, not how that primitive doc-
trine awas, but how it might have been cor-
rupted : Whereas, 1 think, you {hould
have endeavoured, and beer able, to fhew
when, by whom, and in what manner
fuch an important revolution was brought

about ; who was the firft broacher of the

novel opinion ; what oppofition it met
with: which of the apoftolic lees was the
firft to embrace it, and by what wonderful
influence it got pofleflion of all the reft;
without noife, without {reﬁ[’r.ance, without
any of thofe circumftances that always at-

tend the introdution of a novelty in mat-
ters
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cers of religion, efpecially when the con-
tradiGory of an eftablithed opinion 18

attempted to be introduced.

Such another revolution, at leaft, I can-
not recolle&; fuch another, 1 believe, you
cannot indicate in the Annals of Chriftia-
nity. We can trace innovations of far lefs
importance, and much lefs difcriminable
from the precedent doctrines to their pri-
mordial fources. We can generally point
out the individuals that hatched them, the
fautors they met with, the foes they en-
countered, the bifhops that efpoufed and the
bifhops that oppugned them, the {ynods that
aﬂ'en{bled to dppofe their progrefs, and
thofe that affembled to furtherit; 1ina word,
their birth, their growth their full maturity,
until they became either the prevalent opi-
nions, Or divided the Chriftian world, or

were confined to the few, or were totally

obliterated.

C 3 The
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" The difputes that arofe at Alexandria
towards-the end of the third century, were
only about the mode of conceiving an arti-

cle of Chriftian belief, not about the article

itfelf Both Homoufians and Homoroufians
‘were perfe&ly agreed, as to the divinity and

-pre—exlﬁence of Jefus Chrift: The quei-

tion between them was only, whether he

‘were of the fame, or only of a fimilar {ub-
ﬂ:ance with the father. And yet this ap-

parently flight difference, this metaphyﬁcal
innovation, if I may fo call it, on which
'ever [ide it lay, foon threw the whole
church into a ferment, and produced one
.of the moft violent and inveterate contefts
that ever divided Chriftianity: bifhop declar-
ing againft bifhop, council excommunicat-
ing council, authority oppofed to authority,
writer to writer ; the whole learning and
abilities of both parties exhaufted to fup-

port their refpetive opinions, and Arianifim

and
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and Athanafianifm alternately triumphing in

a real or pretended majority of fuﬁ'rages.

But is it not ftrange, that, in this furious
confli, when every arfenal was ranfacked
for arms, every old record explored, every
latent authority dragged to light, and the
élucftion agitated with all the fkill of dia-
leCtic and force of eloquence, in above forty

different {fynods, in the courfe of a century

Is it not ftrange, I fay, is it not pafling
{trange, that in not one of thofe affembhes,
neither at Alexandria nor Antloch nor
Cefarea nor Sardica, nor Jerufalem, nor
Conftantinople, nor Sirmium, nor Mllan
nor Rome, nor Rimini, there thould not be
a fingle voice raifed in favour of Sociniénifm,
a {ingle pén employed to defend it, a fingle
authority quoted in its {fupport? And that,
while the whole body of Chriftians Weré -

engaged in a controver{y about two 0p1-
nions, both equally falfe, the only true
dOf‘rma fhould be overlooked, fhould be re-

C g jetted,
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je&ted, thould be anathematized by all?

This, I confefs, is to me inconceivable—is,

in the nature of things, hardly poffible,

You will {ay, perhaps, that, even at that
time, Socinianifm was not entirely without
its witnelles, among the bifhops themfelves,
and refer me to Paul of Antioch, and Photi-
nus of Sirmium: That both thefe were, in
fome meafure, Socinians I grant; but this
ferves only to give a greater degree of
ftrength to my argument. For in what
light was their do@rine confidered by their
fellow-bithops, and what was the confe-
quence of their teaching 1it? They were
regarded as blafphemous innovators, threat-
ened with immediate depofition, unlefs they

retralted, and, in the end, a&ually depofed,

and excommunicated by both parties.
If you think, then, that you can avail your-
felf of fuch a teftimony, you are welcome
to ufe it; and you may add all the other

fimilar teftimonies you can glean through
all
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a1l the preceding ages, from Paul of Antioch

up to Cerinthus : all this, when put in ba=

lance with the teftimony of the Nicean
fathers, to me appears a erain againft an

hundred-weight.

Indeed, the more 1 confider this tefti-

mony, with 1ts concomitant circumitances,

+he more forcible I feel the convi&ion that

thence arifes. 'The individuals, who ren-

dered it, were not men of one particular
province Or nation, fpeaking the fame lan-
guage, and accuftomed to nearly the fame
modes of thinking, but were brought to-
sether from various and far diftant regions ;
between which there was little or no coms
munication or conneftion, befide the gene-
ral link of Chriftianity. To thele the
gofpel had been firft preached at different

times and by different perfons; whether

apoftles or apoftolic men, it is of little

moment : to them they were in place of

apoftles, and from them they received their
creed.
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creed. - Was the dlvmlty of Jefus a past Qf'

that creed, or was it not? '

If it wids a part of their firt creed, and
if, from the very beginning, they were
taught to believe, that the author of the
religion which they embraced was a divine
perfonage; then they muft, according to
your hypothefis, haye been, from the very
beginning, taught to -believe a falfehood
and, -inftead of embracing Chriftianity in
its genuine purity, embraced it with a capi-
tal corruption, The Sawour had com-

manded his d1fc1ples " to teach all nations”’

his  gofpel, and promifed to fend them

“the fpirit of truth,” for the purpofe of
Ienabhng them to teach it uncontaminated,
But where was the utility of fuch a pre-
cept, the force of fuch a promife, the ac-

comphihment of {o momentous a commif-

fion, if the golpel, in its progrefs and
Propagation over the world, was .to carry

along with it fo mortal a contaglon as you

td]\E
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take to be the doctrine of the divinity 2 If
the falutary waters of life were thus to flow
infeGed from their {ource, why was. it at all
opened? If the comequence of preaching
the gofpel to all nations, was to make all
nations, virtually at leaft, idolators, better,
it fthould feem, it were, that it had not

been preached.

If, on the other hand, the divinity of
Jelus was nof a part of the creed of nations
when profelyted to Chriftianity, but a novel

heretical opinion pofteriorly fubftituted, no

one can tell when, to the true faith, the

;non-divinity of Jefus; by what wonderful
fafcination was it effeted, that this {fpurious,

{fuppofititious bantling came to be received
into the bofom of every church of Chriften-
dom, while the genuine offspring of the apof-
tles was, by all the churches of Chriften-
dom, confidered and abhorred as a baftard ?
I was well acquainted with a woman who,

in confequence of a fevere nervous fever, had

her
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her ideas fo perverted, that the called black
white, and white black, good evil, and evil

good, a boy a girl, and a girl a boy, to-morrow
yefterday, and yefterday to-morrow, &c. and
in that ftate the continued all the remaining
part of her life, yet always confiftent in her
new nomenclature, and going about her

houfehold affairs with as much addrefs and

dexterity as before. One would be apt to
think that fuch a revolution muft have hap-
pened here; that fome unaccountable para-
Iytic diforder had, at once, {eized the pro-

feflors of Chriﬁianify, and that the do@cfipc
of the divinity had, like an ele@ric {hock,

been, by fome invifible chain or other, in-
ftantaneoufly communicated to them all, and
{o effeGually communicated as to hide from
themfelves even the knowledge of their
ever having believed the contrary; for,
without fuch a convulfion, is it compre-
henfible that they could ever have {fo uni-

werfally changed their firft belief ?=—a belief

io
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{o plain, fo plaufible,
be a {candal to the Jew, ora ftumbling-

block to the Gentile; for a belief to which

[ 26 1]

{o little calculated to

a belief

none of thefe predicaments belong ;

which fleth and blood could not reveal;
and which you yourfelf make no fcruple
t0 affirm to be, in any mode of explaining
it, either downright nonfenfe, or an impro-
bability little lefs revolting to the human
mind than a manifeft contradi&tion. Yet,
aftonifhing to tell ! we here find the deputies
of all the Chriftian churches bearing tefti-
mony to this “ revolting improbability,” as
to a portion of the facred depofite of faith
which they had received from their fathers;

and we hear * Parthians, and Medes, and
« Flamites, and the dwellers In Mefopota-
¢ mia, and in Judea, and in Cappadocia,
« in Pontus and Afia, Phrygia and Pam-
« phylia, in Egypt and Lybiﬁ, ftrangers of
¢« Rome, Cretes and Arabians,” Gauls and

Iberians, Celts and Scythians, Greeks and
3 Barba-
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Barbarians ¢ fpeaking” in their " refpective
“ tongues ;” not “ the wonderful things of
“ God,” aserft on the day of Pentecoft, but

uttering, with one voice, a moft pernicious

herefy, for the found do@rine of Chrift
and his apofiles ! joid

Another circumftance that makes the 'te'f-fa

with which the Arian party, at firﬁ de-

fended their opinions, the relu&ance and

modlﬁcatmns with which fome gzwe them

up, and the obftinacy with which others

maintained them after the Nicean dec1ﬁon

They certainly never thewed any inclination

to {1de Wlth the Athanaﬁans or to lean that

way, but as far as ftubborn conw&lon

obliged them : and they feem to have been
in much the fame difpofition with Luther,
When he wifhed to find fome plaufible argu-
ment againft certain popith do&rmes, mere-
ly in defpite of the Pope and popery ; but the
| | . Scrip-
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'Scri'pt'ure's appeared to him fo decifive in
their favour, that he could not for his foul
get over them. So nothing could, in all
appearance, have kept the Arians from going
farther lengths from the Athanafians than
they did, but the cc;nfcie_ntioufn'efs that they

could, on {fecure ground, go no farther.

The creed of Nicea, then, in as far as it
profeffeth the pre-exiftence and dwmlty of
the Son of God, was fo evidently the doc-
trine of the univerfal chm‘ch that the boIdeﬂ:
of the Arians did not dare to controvert it :
"Nay, thelr modlﬁcatlon even of that doc-
trine was by the greater part of the Synod

confidered as an intolerable blafphemy ; on
the firlt hearing of which they' fhut their

wears,  What would have been their furprife

if a Prieftley or Lmdfa’y had ftarted up
among them and affirmed, that they were
all blafphemers to*g"‘e‘thér;.'tha't'he whom
they adored as God, was a mere mortal
like themfelves ; and that the lately depofed

Paul
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Paul of Samofata was the only paftor of
Chrift’s flock who held the true faith ?

Such, Sir, is the great motive of credibi-
lity, which leadeth me to believe that 1thé
doltrine of the divinity and pre-exiftence
of Jefus Chrift was a tenet of primitive
Chriftianity ; for, if it was not-a‘tenet of
primitive Chriftianity, there muft have been
a period, prior to the Nicean council, when
it was accounted an herely, and when the
non-dyvinity was univerfally taught as the
fole orthodox do@rine. Be pleafed, then,
- to point out that period, and prove that it
exifted ; not by negatives, prefumptions
and arguments ab smprobabils, but by clear,
pofitive teftimony : for, until you do that, I
fhall always confider the decifion of the
Nicean {ynod as an irrefragable proof that
the divinity of our Lord was an original
article of Catholic faith.

Iam
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Iam far, however, from thinking it the
only proof. Were 1, independently of it,
to form my opinion of the perfon of Chrift

, from the fcattered teftimonies of the Ante-

man : In what precife fenfe I thould un-
derftand his Godhead, I might be puzzled
to determine; but fill I {hould think his

Godhead fufficiently eftablithed to claim

my aflent, as an opinion of the higheft
probability. In what we call the canonical

writings there is not, in my apprehenfion, -

a fingle paflage that may not be explained
in the trinitarian Iyftem ; fome that feem

inexplicable in any other fyftem. In the
works of the Antenicean fathers, whether
genuine or fpurious, there is not, I think,

befide the Clementine romance, a fingle

work that fpeaks directly the language of

D S0CI-
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few that fpeak not a language
a fingle fragment

Socinianiim ;3
diametrically oppofite;
in which the Socinian dotrine 1s mentioned

at all, or not mentioned with marks of dif-

approbation.

Tt would not then, I imagine, be a very

difficult, though it would be a tedious, tafk

to refuite all the arguments, and anfwer all

the obje&tions, which your party have been
long employed in colleéting from thefe

fore-houfes, and which you, Sir, have

fummed up in fo mafterly a manner in your

laft great work. With abilities far inferior

to yours, I could, if ‘at leifure, erect from

‘he {ame materials out of which you have

reared fo fpecious an edifice, a fabric of a

different order, as plaufible, I truft, and comi=
pa& as “yours, without being under the
fufplcmus neceffity of garbling and re_]e&mg

“as you have done.

2 But



e undertaken

But this tafk will, I hope, b
It

by more able .nd lefs occupied hands.

y be already executed. For I can-
not lieve that the divinity

of Jefus will ever be without defenders, Or

that its ableft defenders will not be Engli(h-

ts defenders be mild and mo-
of him

may poffibl
Jllow myfelf to be

men : but let 1
let them imitate the conduct

to plead ; let not

an{port them

derate ;
whofe caufe they undertake

their zeal, however fervent, tr
beyond the bounds of decency and deco-
rum. Their ftyle will not be the lels nerv-

ous, becaufe it 1 void of afperity ; nor their
the lefs conclufive, becaule un-

arguments
To difcover truth 1s

mixt with injuries.
the aim of us all: let us purfue

profefledly
the path that feems the moft likely to lead us

to her abode with ardour, but not with ani-
d that we

mofity ; and, if we be convince
have been happy enough to find it out, let us

ot infult thofe who, 1n our eftimation, may
have
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‘have been lefs fuccefsful.

Non contumelsss

et probris vexemus ali; alios - Jed honefie pofitsf- “;
que precjudiciis, caufam difceptemus. 1 have |
the honcur to be with great {ince
elteem, |

rity and

Rev. Sir,

f
Yours, &ec,

Al Gi
Londony, Aug, 14, 1787, ‘ |
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