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PREFACE. 
TO write in fupport of Truth, when oppo- 
fed with violence, cannot, I apprehend, be 
confidered as unfeafonable. When men of 
talents, under the moft fpecious pretences of 
zeal for the Chriftian Religion, are conftantly 
uniting their moft ftrenuous efforts to fub- 
vert her effential principles—When a frantic 
Enthufiafm, worthy of a Ranter or a Fifth- 
monarchy-man of the laft Century, under a 
pretext of refining Chriftianity from corrup- 
tions, would abandon all her peculiar doc- 
trines, and only retain her moral fyftem, 
that by thefe means fhe may form a creed 
fuited to the tafte of the Deift, the Jew, the 
Mahometan and the Pagan, and ftill calls 
this creed Chriftian—When, in fliort, the 
Prefs daily pours out fwarms of pamphlets, 
circulated by the moft aeftive zeal, all tend- 
ing by falfe criticifm to unfettle the meaning 
of words, to violate every eftablifhed rule of 
interpreting Writings—tending not to rea- 
fon, but to terrify us out of Religion and 
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iv PREFACE, 
comnjon fenfe by the mere dint of roaring— 
in this cafe Difficile eft fatyram non fcribere; 
‘ it is hard to write,’ for who can reafon 
clown Nonfenfe; but ‘ harder to forbear,’ 
as our filence might be conftrued as an aban- 
donment of the Standard of Truth in the 
day of war, when .all the weapons in the ar- 
mory of Satan feem to be employed againft 
her. 

It may feem improper, that I fhould have 
confined my attack chiefly to the publica- 
tions of two brothers of inferior rank in the 
learned Sockiian Fraternity. The reafon is, 
Thefe are well known in this country ; one 
of them is of a very late date, and makes 
the greateft noife at prefent; befides, they 
comprehend every argument, and all the bur- 
lefque, Socinians have yet publifhed againft 
us. Whether a Prieftly or a Palmer write, 
we have nothing new—it is always Another 
of the fame. Hence an Anfwer to one is an 
Anfwer to all. 

The charge in the introduction to this 
work is founded on Dr Prieftly’s idea of 

Spirit. 



PREFACE. v 
Spirit. That he profefTes Materialifm is well 
known. Spirit, on that hypothefis, is not 
a fubftance diftinct from matter; but a qua- 
lity of it in a certain ftate of organization. 
If fo, it is vain, it is unphilofophical, to ex- 
cept even the Great Spirit of the univerfe 
from this general idea. For as we can have 
no conception of powers or operations, but of 
fuch as are fuggefted to us by our own confci- 
oufnefs, or by the powers and operations of 
our own fpirits, it is evident we conceive no- 
thing of the highefl fpirit of all, but as one 
of the fame generic nature with our own, 
although of an higher order. If quality, 
then, be the chara&er by which fpirit is dif- 
tinguifhed from matter or body, every fpe- 
cies of fpirit muft be included in this gene- 
ral idea, or in what Logicians call Genus. 

If this performance fhall meet the public 
approbation, or fliall be judged fit to ferve 
the purpofe of eftablifhing the minds of men 
in the faith of the Son of God, and to guard 
the honeft though weak Chriftian againft the 
infidious arts of cunning men, who lie !n 
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VI PREFACE. 
wait to deceive,—the Author propofes to 
publiih his Views on the many other points 
in \lifpute between us and the Socinians— 
points of the lafl importance to the happinefs 
of chriftians for time and eternity. Although 
the Socinian tenets be fupported by all the 
power, and varnifhed by all the addrefs of 
the great modern Philofopher, the Author 
hopes to prove, that his religious creed is a 
fyftem of contradi&ions, and that he has not 
adopted a tingle theological idea, that is not 
equally repugnant with Scripture, with found 
philofophy, and with common fenfe. 
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AN ATTEMPT 
TO EXPOSE THE 

WEAKNESS, FALLACY and ABSURDITY 
OF THE 

SOCINIAN ARGUMENTS, &c. 

PART I. 
An Anfwcr to a Pamphlet, entitled. An Ad- 

drefs to the Inhabitants of Cambridge, &cc. 
by William Frend. 

THIS is an age of Difcoveries. Iflands 
after iflands have been lately difeo- 

vered by our navigators ; but Dr Prieftly 
and his coadjutors have done more—they 
have difeovered a new God and a new Jefus, 
hitherto unknown even in Britain, that 
country fo long diftinguilhed for intelle&ual 
improvements. They have done more hill 
—their well known philanthropy has difpo- 
fed them to publifli thefe Difcoveries to the 
World, with a view to dilpel that grofs 
darknefs, which has fo long enveloped the 
Nations, and concealed the true objeft of 
worfliip from their bedowied eyes. Yea, 
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[ 2 ] 
to accommodate the lower clafles, the quin- 
tefcerice of large volumes has been extracted, 
and, fold in penny and two-penny pamphlets, 
and even diftributed^mtw among thoufands. 

Religion is of all other concerns the moft 
important: and as there can be no4 true re- 
ligion, where the true God is not known, I 
have examined the fubject of thefe Difcove- 
ries with particular attention, and now pre- 
fume to publilh the refult to the world. 

Dr Prieftly is the Nebuchadnezzar of the 
age. Comparing his new God with the God 
of the Scripture, I find the former as unlike 
the latter, as the golden Image fet up in the 
plainsof Dura was. The God of Dura and the 
God of Birmingham are both Idols; both the 
work of men : only the Babylonifh God was 
the workmanfliip of men’s hands, but the 
other the produ&ion of men’s brains.  
God is a Spirit. But fays the Doctor, a fpi- 
rit is not a fubftance diltinct from matter, 
or that can exift independent of matter; it 
is merely a quality rcfulting from a certain 
organization of matter, on which organiza- 
tion it is fo abfolutely dependent, that in it 
it “ lives and moves and has its being.” The 
neceflary confequence of this doctrine is plain 
—The Doctor’s God is not the God who 
made the world, but the world made him. 
So foon as the univerfe had got herfelf fet to 
rights, and all the parts of the vaft machine 
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[ 3 1 
properly organized, Are aftonifhed feels a 
wondrous quality ftart up, as the neceflary 
refult of this fabrication; a quality which 
(hot t through all her frame, and inftantly 
communicated confcioufnefs at leaft to fome, 
^nd life and motjon to every wheel of the 
flupenduous machinery. Here is a God for 
you, Reader! A God, which you nor your 
fathers ever knew. A God, who depends 
for his very exiftence and the exercife of his 
powers on the prefent organization of the 
heavens and earth, and confequently if this 
organization or fyftematical arrangement of 
thefe heavens and earth fliall perifh, this 
God muft neceflarily perifli with them; as 
a quality, the refult of an arrangement, muft 
unavoidably be deftroyed with that arrange- 
ment.—Again, if the univerfe {hall happen 
to aflume a new organization or ftrufture of 
parts, fo as to form a new heavens and a 
new earth, a new God will be the neceflary 
confequence; as fpirits feem to differ accor- 
ding to the diverfification of animal orga- 
nization. What kind of a God we fliall then 
have, the day only will declare. 

The God of the Scriptures, on the other 
hand, or the only true God, is he who made 
the heavens and the earth; of whom, and 
through whom, and to whom are all things. 
He was before all things, and exifts abfojutely 
independent of any or of all his creatures. 
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T7e muft conclude, then, that the Dr’s God, 
however immenfe inftature and magnificence, 
is not the God of the univerfe, but the mon- 
ftrous production of a prolific imagination. 
So true is it ftill of modern philofophy  
“ The world by wifdom knew not God.” 

Such is the deity however, which philo- 
fophic pride has fet up ; and all nations are 
commanded to worfhip it, with an air of 
dignified authority, and in terms very fimi- 
lar to thofe, in which Nebuchadnezzar en- 
joined the worfhip of his favourite God. 
Whofoever falls not down and worfhips my 
God, fays the king, “ fhall be call into the 
burning fiery /furnace.” Whofoever will 
not fall down before my God, or prefumes 
to worfhip any other, fays the philofopher, 
he fhall be caft into the lake of fire, which 
burns for ever and ever. Did Nebuchad- 
nezzar, too, fend forth heralds every where, 
to publifh his edicts among all people, na- 
tions and tongues ? The Dr has done fo like- 
wife. Heralds upon heralds have appeared, 
with the loudeft vociferations and unremit- 
ting ^eal, to enjoin compliance with the phi- 
lofophic edi£t by all that is dreadful in eter- 
nity. But as many are more eafily gulled, 
than terrified into obedience; his heralds, 
like thofe of Babylon, have ftudied alfo to 
charm the people, and to fet them a-dancing 
to “ the found of the cornet, flute, Irarp, 
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dulcimer and all kinds of mulic, fome airy, 
and fome more folemn. Light, fprightly 
airs are bell calculated for catching the po- 
pular ear, and hence Piper T. F. Palmer, 
who, whether he fets the Scripture to mufic 
or any other writing, is fure to fet it to fome 
merry jig, without a jarring note of gravity 
or even decency,—has been more fuccefsful 
in making profelytes to his mailer’s creed, 
than even Brother Frend, who plays on the 
facred Lyre with a more ferious and folemn 
found. 

Propagated by craft, and fupported by un- 
abating eflbrt, the delufion has fpread ; and 
many of the unprincipled, weak and volatile 
people have been induced to embrace a reli- 
gion, which, alas! will teach them to live 
difputants and to die Atheills. 

As the Heralds of this new Religion are 
fo very clamorous, and bring in fuch heavy 
charges againft the leading articles of faith, 
fo generally received among Proteftants, I 
propofe to fet before my fellow-chrillians the 
weaknels, fallacy and abfurdity of thefe Gen- 
tlemen’s arguments, left the more limple and 
unwary fhould be roared out of religion and 
common fenfe by big fwelling words of va- 
nity, or decoyed by the craftinefs of men who 
fte in wait to deceive. With this view I lhall 
firft call the reader’s attention to a perfor- 
mance, entitled—An Addrefs to the Inha- 
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bitants of Cambridge and its neighbourhood, 
exhorting them to turn from the falfe wor- 
Ihip of three perfons to the worfhip of the 
one true God ; by W. Frend.—A pamphlet, 
which in a few pages contains all the argu- 
ments on his fide of the queftion, while it 
alfo fpeaks the words of fobernefs, although 
not of truth. 

Worftiipping falfe gods, or Idolatry, is 
the leading article of accufation againft us : 
and a heavy charge it undoubtedly is—if 
valid, it muft incur the higheft penalties in 
the book of God. But what are thefe falfe 
gods ? Not the Heathen idols forbidden in 
the decalogue of Mofes ; not the beaft or his 
images reprobated in the Revelation ; not 
even Mahomet the falfe prophet. Againfi: 
thefe gods this author’s zeal is not dire&ed. 
"V^hat then, you will fay ? Hear it, Protef- 
tant reader, and hear it with aftonifliment— 
You worftiip Chrift the Son of the living 
God, and the Spirit of God! 

Let us fee againfl; whom this charge can 
be levelled in juftice. Worlhip involves in its 
idea love, reverence and obedience. Chrifi: 
tells us, If we love any perfon or thing on 
earth more than him, we are not worthy of 
him ; and that we are his friends, if we do 
whatfoever he commands us. Common 
fenfe as well as an Apoftle teaches us—‘ His 
fervants ye are whom ye obey.’ In this 
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view, I am afraid, Clirift will be found to" 
have few worihippers among all the nations 
called by his name. One year, during the 
reign of Henry II. of England, vaft fums 
were offered at. the fhrine of Thomas Becket 
at Canterbury ; fomething confidefable at 
the Ihrine of Mary, but not a farthing at 
Chrift’s fhrine. Did thefe votaries worfhip 
Chrift ? Whoever pays greater deference to 
the authority of men, in matters of religion, 
than to the authority of Chrift, he is none 
of his, or worfhips him not in truth. This 
at once frees millions of chriftians in name, 
from the above charge. 

But whete lies the crime of paying divine 
honours to the Son of God ? Hear the Au- 
thor : “ You worfhip alas! other gods, for- 
getting what is faid in the Scriptures, * Thou 
fhalt not. bow down to them nor fefve 
them.” * The Scripture here quoted is" the 
feeond Commandment of the decalogue; 
and ere it can fuit this writer’s purpofe, he 
muft prove-That Jefus Chrift is a graven 
image which men have made ; for fo the law 
reads, “ Thou fhalt not make unto thee any 
graven image,Or an^ likenefs, kc.” He mhft 
prove, too, that Chrift was one of the hea- 
then gods; for this law is thus explained, 
Beut. vi. 14. 44 Ye fhall not go after other 
gods, of the go.ds' of the people, whkh are 

* : 
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round about you.”—Again, Is it unlawful 
to bow to Jefus Chrift ? Are we not exprefs- 
ly told that it is the divine purpofe, “ That 
at the name of Jefus every knew fliould bow, 
of things in heaven, and in earth, and under 
the earth; and that every tongue fliould con- 
fefs that Jefus Chrift is Lord, to the glory 
of God the father.”—Moreover, worfliip- 
ping one, and ferving him as Lord of our 
faith and confcience are fynonimous terms ; 
and hence this commandment is tranflated, 
‘ Thou fhalt not bow down to them nor 
ferve them/ According to this Author, 
then, it is unlawful, yea a damnable crime 
to ferve Jefus Chrift the Lord, or to obey 
him as the Head and Lord of our religion. 
Yet Paul glories in being ‘ a fervant of Jefus 
Chrift and this is the characteriftic of the 
Apoftles and all Chriftians, “ We ferve the 
Lord Chrift.” 

Now, Reader, is not this a jewel of a 
Commentator ? I dare fay, you will allow 
that no man endowed with the common ufe 
of reafon, common fenfe, or common honefty 
could ever have dreamed of fuch a comment. 

Thefe kind Unitarians try to reduce Chrif- 
tians to a dilemma indeed. The Scriptures 
aflure us, 4 That we cannot honour the Fa- 
ther, unlefs we honour the Son even as we 
honour the Father—That we cannot glorify 
Qod *° T**' “4—r, but by bowing the knee to 
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Jefus, and confeffing that he is Lord of all 
—by hearing or obeying him in all things 
whatfoever he has faid to us.”—On the 
other hand, thefe Rabbis tell us—If we bow 
down to Jefus Chrift, or ferve him—If we 
honour him as we honour the Father, we 
{hall never be forgiven, neither in this nor 
the coming world. What, then, {hall Chrif- 
tians do ? Why tell thefe High-Priefts, <c Whether it be right in the fight of God, 
to hearken unto you more than unto God* 
judge ye!” 

We are certain there is a day coming, 
when even thefe haughty men, who now 
difdain to call upon the name of the Lord 
Jefus, fhall be conftrained to bow to him. 
We muft all appear before his Judgment-feat, 
where the facred Oracles allure us. Every 
knee {hall bow to him, and every tongue 
confefs that he is Lord. If this be Idolatry, 
Unitarians and Deifts mufi: be guilty of it, 
unlefs they can find out fome afylum for 
themfelves, neither in heaven, nor earth, 
nor under the earth. 

Even Mr Frend himfelf feems to admit 
the propriety of addreffing Chrift in prayer, 
when he appears the fecond time. In an- 
fwer to the argument taken from Stephen 
at the point of death calling on the Lord of 
glory, faying, “ Lord Jefus receive my fpi- 
rit,” he replies, “ He faw Chrift in glory, 
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and feeing him, made with great propriety 
this addrefs. If any of you, my brethren, 
fhould fee our Saviour in the fame circum- 
ilances, fuch an addrefs would be very pro- 
per.” # Is not this curious enough.3 Does 
it not fay, ift, That Jefus Chrift is a proper 
object of prayer, or that he is not a faife god ? 
ptherwife, how could it be proper to make 
fuch an addrefs to him in any cireumftancep 
whatever ? andly, Thai he was a proper ob- 
ject of worlhip, when the Apoftles faw him 
m glory on the holy mount. 3dly, That it 
will be proper for all men to worlhip the 
^Saviour at his glorious appearing to judge 
the world. Then we may juftly confider 
him as <c the great God and our Saviour Jefus 
Chrift.” 4thly, That it is improper to ad- 
drefs an unfeen G<jd, as Chrift is only to be 
addrefled m prayer when we fee him in 
glory!! 

Now I would afk Mr Frend, How then 
can we addrefs the Father in prayer, fince 
he is, not only unfeen, but invifible ? And 
if we muft worfhip the Father although un- 
feen by our eyes of flelh ; why may we not 
worlhip the Son merely becaufe we fee him 
not in glory ? Do we not believe that he is 
in glory, and is he not really fo ? Why not 
then addrefs him as feeing him by faith, 
ftnee faith gives as real a fubfiftcnce to un- 
feen things, as tlie eye does to things feen ? 

* Page 7. Pait II. 
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But a Confult common fenfe. Coul«l 

God lie in the womb of a woman ? Could 
God expire oh the Crofs ? Could God be 
buriedinthegrave? Shockingfuppolitions!” * 
So they are, Mr Frend; but they revert on 
yourfelf. The Unitarian or Materialift’s God 
was hatched into life in the womb of matter, 
and will expire, if not on the Crofs, at leaft 
at the flake, when Nature, like the Phoenix, 
fets fire to her neft, and burns herfelf with 
all her crimes about her. But Chriftians 
fuppofe no fuch abfurditiesr They have as 
much fenfe as to know, that there is a diffe- 
rence between the Logos or Word, who was 
in the beginning with God and was God, 
and the flefh and blood of which he took 
part and tabernacled in it. They know* 
That his flefh and blood did lie in the womb, 
expire on the Crofs and lie in a grave, while 
he who took hold of it, or partook of it, 
furvived. Whether in the glorious and 
majeflic ec form of God,” or in the humble 
“ form of a fervant,” the divine Logos in 
the man “ Jefus Chrifl is the fame yeflerday, 
to-day and for ever.” Nor do they reckon 
it difficult to uriderfland that expreffion— 
“ God purchafed the Church with his own 
blood.” Here is only a common figure of 
fpeech, by which, what is moft flriclly attri- 
butable to one, is afcribed to another, on ac.- 
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count of their clofe connexion. This, how- 
ever, it feems, is too high for the genius of 
an Unitarian. “ I have won the bell”— 
fays this Schoolboy; and none of his fellows 
miftake him.—Shocking fuppolition ! He- 
refy ! A lie ! Nonfenfe ! cries a cold, dull 
Unitarian critic—He afcribes to himlelf what 
is due to his cock! 

But, fays this Author, “ We give Chrift 
all due honour, but we cannot without blaf- 
phemy make him equal to our Maker.” * 
.But does not your party allow. That he is 
to be the maker of the new world ? The 
Creator of the new heavens and the new 
earth ? Does this require lets' divine power 
than to create the old heavens and earth ? 
.Yea, will he not make all men, when he 
raifes them from the dead ? When he hi all 
change our vile bodies, and falhion them like 
his own moft glorious body ? Is it eafter to 
make a body of glory than to make a vile 
body, a body of humiliation ?—Thus you 
not only make him equal to your Maker, 
but your Maker himfeif. This l^idl be: 
but whether he will make you “ a veffel to 
honour or difhonour, the day will declare. 

I know there are of your Dons, who aver, 
that the Refurredtion in the New Teftament 
only means a refurrection of morals, not of 
bodies.—To fuch Chriftians I have nothing 

to 
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to fay—An Apoftle of Chrift has already de- 
livered them to Satan, (i Tim. i. 20. % Tim. 
ii. 17, 18.) and all the friends of God and 
man will fay, Amen. 

But Chrift fays “ The father is greater 
than I.” Yes, W. Frend ; but has he not 
faid alfo, “ My father and I are one ?” This 
your bigotry would, not fuffer you to pro- 
duce.—But you fay “ Scripture cannot con- 
tradict itfelf.” Well; but here are two 
feemingly contradictory ; nor can you re- 
concile them. To a man knowing the Scrip- 
tures there is no contradiction here. The 
Father, as preparing a body for his Son and 
fending him into the world, is greater than 
he : The Son as the divine Logos, who from 
the beginning was God, poffdled of all the 
powers and perfections of the Frither, and 
doing all his works, was ojae with the Father. 

It is added, That Jefus faid to the man 
who called him “ Good Mailer—Why cal- 
lell thou me good ? There is none good but 
one, that is God.” Yet the Scripture calls 
Barnabas “a good man; yea, it divides 
mankind into two clalfes--'4 the good and 
the bad, the juft and the unjult.” Why, 
then, does our Lord reprove this man for 
calling him gW?~-Hc knew that the man 
only confidered him as a mere man, a teach- 
er at belt, and perhaps an impoftor. The 
epithet in this view was a mere hypocritical 
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compliment, and as fuch merited a repri- 
mand. But, although human nature, even 
in our Saviour, was not abfolutely and un- 
derivedly good, yet in fo far as the father 
and he were one, he undoubtedly was good, 
and that infallibly and originally. In him 
dwells all the fullnefs of God, and confe- 
quently all his goodnefs. But, 

andly. It feems we worlhip another falfe 
god Hill! “Your addreffes to the Holy 
Ghoft have no foundation in Scripture-— 
They are ftridlly prohibited by the firft Com- 
mand—ThouJhalt have no other gods before me.” 
Does this Author know what he fays! He 
tells us, That as the fpirit of a man is in a 
man, fo the fpirit of God is in God, and fo 
not diftinCt from him. If fo, Is the fpirit of 
God, then, a falfe god ? Or is it pofiible 
that God can have forbidden us to worftiip 
his fpirit ? When we venerate a man, do we 
pay no regard to the fpirit that is in him ? 
Is this worlhipping another man ? 

Nor can reafon fee any impropriety in x 
feparate addrefs to the Spirit either of God 
or man. The fpirit of a man is frequently 
fpoken of, as in fome refpeft diftinT from 
a man. Thus David in the Pfalms often calls 
on his foul to blefs the Lord—“ Blefs the 
Lord, O my foul.” Jacob fays, “ O my foul, 
come not thou into their fecrets !” Is this an 
addrefs to another man ? No, Neither does 
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any rational chriftian, in addrelllng the fpi- 
rit of God, confider this fpirit as another or 
a leparate God. Tet when he reads fuch 
cxpreflions as thefe—“ By his fpirit he gar- 
niflied the heavens—I will fend yon another 
comforter the fpirit of truth—When be is 
pome, he fhall lead you into all truth.” 
What can he conclude, but that as this fpi- 
rit has a peculiar agency afligned to him, a 
particular addrefs founded on, and referring 
to that agency, is not unfcriptural. Parti- 
cularly when he finds Jehovah himfelf en- 
joining an addrefs of that very kind, when 
he commanded Ezekiel to prophecy over 
the dry bones, faying, “ Come from the 
four winds, O breath, and breathe upon 
thefe llain, that they may live.” Now that 
this breath is the fpirit of God, is clear from 
the context, Ez. xxxvii. 9, 13, 15. “ Yp 
lhall know that I am Jehovah, when I have 
opened your graves, G my people, and 
brought you up out of your graves, and 
lhall put my fpirit in you, and ye lhall live.” 
 Was this a breach of the firft command- 
ment ? you dare not fay it. Why, then, 
blame the chriftian for a fiinilar addrefs ? 

By this, however, I do not pretend to 
apologize for a variety of exprelftons in the 
Englilh book of common prayer. Many of 
them are calculated to millead the weak 
chriftian into the. idea of three Gods, as di- 
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{Hn& from each other as three men are. 
Such exprelhons are highly culpable, unex- 
emplified in fcripture,—culled only from 
the Athanafian creed, that fyftem of meta- 
phyfics, drefled up “ in words which man’s, 
wifdom teacheth.”—Yet theUcitarian creed 
is much more diftaat from the truth. A 
divinity exiting in alilbiute unity is an idea 
equally unfounded in revelation, in fact and 
in obfervation. Such a deity the eye never 
faw, nor the ear heard of. Revelation fpeaks 
to man : it conveys ideas of unfeen things 
in words originally defcriptive of things 
feen. And does true philofophy know any 
other principle of reafoning ? 

What can we reafon, but from what we 
know ? And when did even Dr Prieftly fee 
a being exifting in abfolute unity ? or has he 
been in heaven, and “ found out the almigh- 
ty to perfedtion ?” 

3dly. We are blamed for worfhipping the 
Trinity. Trinity, fays Mr Frend, “ is a Latin 
word.”* Well, but God is a Saxon word ; 
and who made the Saxon tongue more di- 
vine than the Latin ?—But it “ is not found 
in the fcriptufes.” Very true, let the word 
therefore be omitted^—Let us no more fay 
—“ O ever blefled Trinity,” becaufe this is 
not fcripture phrafeology. Yet we muft re- 
gard three in prayer—An Apoftle has taught 
us to pray, That ct the grace of our Lord 

* Page 7. 
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Jefus Chrift, the love of the Father, and the 
communion of the Holy Spirit may be with 
us all.” Whatever bleffings Paul wilhes to 
defcend on the Churches, he prays that they 
may be granted by God the Father and our 
Lord Jefus Chrift. Yea, he tells us, “ through 
Chrift we have accefs by one Spirit unto the 
Father.” If all things be of the Father, all 
things are by the Son, and our communion 
or enjoyment of all things is in or through 
the Holy Spirit. 

But, we are told, Chrift prayed to the Fa- 
ther only, and fo did his difciples.—And to 
whom Ihould he have prayed ? On earth he 
acted as man, as the melfenger of the Father, 
and all his bufinefs was to do the Will of the 
Father.—The Apoftles and firft Chriftians 
very generally addrefs the Father : but it is 
no lefs evident. That Paul makes his calling 
on the name of Jefus Chrijl our Lord, the dif- 
tinguifhingcharaderiftic of Chriftians, i Cor. 
i. 2. “ To all that in every place call upon 
the name of Jefus Chrift,” &c. Again, 
Rom. x. 13. “ Whofoever fhall call upon 
the name of the Lord, fhall be faved.” Of 
this we have feveral inftances in Paul’s Epif- 
tles, as 2 Tim. i. 16. “ The Lord give mer- 
cy to the houfe of Onefiphorus,” &c. What 
then, fhall become of the proud, the Luci- 
ferian Unitarian, who difdains to bow to Je- 
fus, or to call upon his Name ? Can fuch a 
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character defervc' the name chriftian ? Paul 
knew no fuch chriftians. 

Again we are told—“ Their doxologies, 
as they are called, or forms of giving praife' 
and glory to God, point out equally the fame 
objeft of worfhip, the God of our Lord Je- 
fus Chrift.’, Would your bigotry fuffer you 
to underftand the plaineft language in fcrip- 
ture, you would fee your miftake. Rev. i. 

“ Unto him that loved us, and waffled 
us from our fins in his own blood, &c.’, 
c. v. 13. “ Bleffing, honour and glory, and 
power, be unto him that fitteth on the 
throne, and unto the Lamb, for ever and 
ever.,> c. vii. 10. “ Salvation to our God 
who fitteth on the throne, and unto the 
Lamb.’* 1. Pet. iv. it. “ Jefus Chrift, to 
whom be praife and dominion for ever and 
ever.”-Iadd, The Benedidi&ns-ot the Apoftles' 
are fometimes in the name of Father, Son 
and Spirit, (2 Cor. xiii. 14. Rev. i. 3, 4, 5.) 
but more frequently in the name of Chrift 
alone. Certainly, too, the four living crea- 
tures, and the four and twenty elders 
viewed the Lamb as an objeft of worfhip, 
when they “ fell down before the Lamb and 
fung a new fong” to him. Rev. V. 6. 9. ro. 
And to add no more on fo clear a point, 
“ Singing hymns to Chrift as to God” was 
the badge whereby Chriftians were kriown 
among the heathen, in the days of Pliny. 

Upon 
Page 8. Part zd. 
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idolatry feems to be exceedingly partial and 
prepofterous. All its lhafts are directed a- 
gainft paying divine honours to the Son and 
Spirit of the living God, while it treats eve- 
ry fpecies of real Idolatry with very much 
lenity. There is a reafon for this. No clafs 
of mankind is more chargeable with Idola- 
try, in its vileft and moft criminal form, 
than thefe difciples of Dr Prieftly, the mo- 
dern Socinus. Whatever the Dr pleafes to 
didate in religion, becomes a law to his dif- 
ciples, is received by them with the moft 
implicit fubmiffion, and propagated with the 
moft ardent, yea frantic enthufiafm. This 
is only changing Popes—the man of Rome, 
for the man of Birmingham. Still it is 
“ wondering after the beaft;” as it would 
be eafy to prove, that the religious fyftem 
of the one has as little to do with common 
fenfe, true philofophy or chriftianity as the 
fyftem of the other. 

Moreover, Paul tells us, That “ Cove- 
toufnefs,” or the love of a prefent world, 
“ is Idolatry and fpeaks of men “ whofe 
god is their belly.” Here are two idols, the 
World and the Belly; and two kinds of 
Idolatry, Senluality and “ minding earthly 
things.” Thefe idols are the ofcjeds of moft 
general adoration; and this Idolatry the moft 
damnable: yet againft fuch things there is 
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no Unitarian law, or at leaft very little zeal. 
The reafon is obvious—Such a law would 
condemn themfelves. Provided he vehe- 
mently oppofe the divinity of the Son of God, 
a man will be efteemed a worthy difciple of 
that faith, although he fliould conftantly 
worfhip at the Ihrine of luxury, covetouf- 
nefs, pride and ambition. 

Thus I have examined Mr Trend’s Wri- 
tings with attention: and this only have I 
found in them, That a man may be very 
zealous and very ignorant; that bigotry may 
difgrace anUniverlity-Education; and a man 
may be ignorant of the true character of 
Jefus even in Jefus-College, Cambridge. 

PART II. 
Remarks On T. F. Palmer's late Publication, 

entitled. An Attempt to refute a Sermon 
by H. D. Inglis, on the Godhead of Jefus 
Chrift, and to reftore the long loft Truth 
of the firft Commandment. 

Seventeen hundred years ago fome 
people compafled fea and land to gain profe- 
lytes to what, they called, the true religion ; 
nor is this ardour abated in the leaft at this 
prefent moment. Germany and Britain 

have 
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have been long famous for producing Refor- 
mers. In the 16th century many were juft- 
ly famed, in thefe countries, for their zeal 
in the Reformation from Popery: and now 
Bahrdt, Steinbart, &c. in Germany, and 
Prieftly with his coadjutors in England, are 
no lefs zealous in promoting a Reformation 
from Protejiantifm ; being fully perfuaded that 
 Religion was intended 
For nothing elfe but to be mended. 

Of late, too, we Scots have got a vilit 
from a difciple of this new religion; and, 
to fay the truth, he is not a whit behind its 
chiefefl apoftles, fo far as zeal can go. He 
wants one thing, however; Satan has not 
yet taught him to “ transform himfelf into 
an angel of light.” A ftar no doubt he is— 
but “ fomeftars,” fays a witty author, “ on- 
ly ray out darknefs and this unluckily is 
but a too juft defcription of our Reformer. 
Add to this, In his defcent from heaven, he 
feems to have touched the moon in his courfe, 
by which accident he has received fo much 
of the Lunar infpiration, as juftly intitles his 
writings to the epithet Luna-tarian, rather 
than Unitarian. 

He has done one thing, howbeit, clever 
enough. In his title-page prefixed to his 
late publication, againft a Sermon by H. D. 
Inglis on the divinity of Chrift, he boafts of 
reftoring to us “ the long loft truth of the 
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firft Commandment.” Where he has difco- 
vered this Jewel, lie has not told us. One 
of the ancients faid “ Truth lies at the bot- 
tom of a welland perhaps this diver found 
it, when he was plunged in the water. 

The truth is. It is eafy to find what is not 
loft. How T. F. Palmer can fay That this 
truth has been loft, feems more than ftrange; 
while he himfelf acknowledges, that his bre- 
thren the Jews and Mahometans have retain- 
ed it, even in Unitarian purity,—the Jews, 
fince the fecond, the Mahometans fince the 
lixth century of Chriftianity. This very 
command, too, is in the Chriftian Scriptures; 
yea, even in the creed of every Chriftian Sect. 
The Papifts, indeed, have held this truth in 
impurity and unrighteoufnefs, wodhipping 
the creature more than the Creator ; yet ft ill 
they have held it. Though the fecond com- 
mandment has no place in their creed, the 
firft has ftill that honour. 

If it be laid, It has been loft in pra&ice. 
This may be true with refpecl to too many 
Chriftians : but why this zeal againft a breach 
of the two firft Commandments, while the 
other eight are ftill more loft, or disregard- 
ed in practice ? Is not the obfervation of the 
■whole enjoined by the fame authority ? And 
is not profane fwearing, yea perjury, too 
common ? Yet the Unitarians feem to think, 
if the being of one God be admitted, blal- 
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pheming his name is but a fmall matter. 
Are not Sabbath-breaking, difrefped: to 
parental authority, murder, lafcivioufnefs, 
theft, Hander, covetoufnefs—all too general? 
Why no zeal againft thefe vices ? A zeal fo 
partial betrays the fpirit of party, but not of 
a chriftian. When this author publilhes 
again, I hope he will attetnpt to rejiore fome 
other “ loft Commandments.” At leaft he 
may be expected to recommend attention to 
the feventh Commandment, as this law en- 
joins Unitarianifm as well as the firft. Ido- 
latry and adultery are nearly allied. He who 
faid to us all “ Thou {halt worlhip the Lord 
thy God, and him only {halt thou ferve,” 
has alfo faid to the men, and chiefly to bifliops, 
“ Let every man have his own wife and to 
the woman, “ Let every wife have her own 
hulband,” and him only {hall ftie f<?rvcL' 
Unitarian wives will be univerfally acceptable. 

So much for the title-page—But in the 
preface he makes a difcovery, of a; truth 
truly Unitarian ;—a truth—if it may be fo 
called,-^-that has been fo “ long loft,” that, 
fince the world began, it has never! entered 
into the heart of man or angel to oonccivd. 
And what is it, pray ? Why, he has difcover- 
ed the “ two Witneflep,” mentioned with 
fo much honour in the^nath of the Revela- 
tion. This myftery, which has been dong 
the object pf much, inveftigatiop, and .the 
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true fenfe of which has not been hitherto 
indifputably afcertained, is now laid fully 
open, and that by bold ajfertion alone, with- 
out even the pretence of reafon ! "W hat can 
be myfterious to an Unitarian, who even 
knows perfectly how God exifts ?—A blind 
mare fees no difficulties in her way. 

But who are thefe two witnefles ? Why, 
Reader, let the author reveal the fecret  
“ We Unitarian Chriftians, as alfo Jehovah’s 
ancient and modern Witnelfes, the Jews, have 
long been giving our teflimony in fackcloth ; 
we both have long fuffered all that intole- 
rant eftablifhments could inflict; but times 
are now faft altering, and we already, to ufe 
the language of the prophecy, hand upon 
©ur feet.” Such are the two Witnefles  
fuch their fuflerings, and fuch their triumphs! 
They Hand on their feet; but the prophecy 
adds (v. 12.) “ And they aicended up to 
heaven in a cloud, and their enemies beheld 
them.” When the Unitarians and Jews ex- 
ped the fulfilment of this part of the pro- 
phecy, we are not told; but they may be 
allured that as foon as their enemies behold 
them afcending, they will become fo far 
friends, as to wifli them all a good journey. 
  1 am afraid this predidion has never yet 
been verified in fad, unlefs fome of thefe 
Witnefles have gone up in a baloon, which, 
by the bye, feems to be the only vehicle, in which 
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whicli fome of them have any chance of af- 
cending to heaven ; at leaft while they con- 
tinue enemies to the golpel. 

Several parties, in this very age, have ap- 
peared, claiming an exclufive right to the 
character of the Lord’s Witncffcs, whofe pre- 
tenfions are not generally allowed to be va- 
lid. Let us now examine the claim of thefe 
two new pretenders, that we may fee whe- 
ther its validity can be fubftantiated by evi- 
dence. And as the Unitarians confider rea- 
fbn as the teft of truth, and aver That what 
reafon cannot comprehend mull be falfe, we 
fhall try their pretenfions by this ftandard. 

Every witnefs mult have a teftimony. 
The two witnefles in the Revelation are faid 
to overcome “ by the blood of the Lamb, 
and by the word of their teftimony—to keep 
the commandments of God, and to have the 
teftimony of Jefus Chrift.” This is called 
the record or teftimony of God “ that God 
hath given to us eternal life, and this life is in 
the Son. He that hath the Son hath life; 
and he that hath not the Son- of God hath 
not life.” Now is this- the teftimony of the 
Jews either ancient or modern ? The anci- 
ent Jews crucified the Son of God, becaufe 
he claimed this character, and the modern 
allow the deeds of their fathers. Both call 
God a liar to his face; for fays John, “ He 
that believeth .not Qod, hath made him a 
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liar, becaufe he believeth not the record that 
God gave of his Son.” i Ep. v. 10. Thus 
inftead of bearing witnefs to the teftimony 
of the “ one true God,” they directly call 
him a liar: and fo far are they from keep- 
ing the cdmmands of God, that they treat 
with contempt his chief commandment  
That men “ fhould believe on the name of 
his Son Jefus Thrift”--the command given 
by Mofes—“ Him lhall ye hear in all things, 
whatfoever he fhall fay to you.” The tef- 
timony, then, of thefe Jews is, That God 
is a liar, when he fays that Jefus of Naza- 
reth is his own Son, his only begotten Son, 
in whom alone we have life: and the world 
is truly obliged to Mr Palmer for telling us 
fo honeftly, That the Unitarians agree in 
teftimony with thefe Jews. But how wit- 
neffes againft God can be called the Lord’s 
witnefles, or witnelfes for God, is a myfte- 
ry fo far above, yea fo contrary to reafon, 
that even a Swedenberg would not venture 
to impofe it on the credulity of mankind. 
Only an Unitarian faith can fwallow it. 

It is true, indeed, the teftimony of thefe 
witnefles, like that of their brethren (Mark 
xiv. 56, 58, 59.) does not in every refpe<T 
“ agree together.” The Unitarians fay— 
Jefus of Nazareth was “ a man approved of 
God” The Jews, that he was hated of 
God and an impoftor. Yet they agree in 
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the main; as both deny that he was th^ 
proper, the only-begotten Son of God; or 
that he was a Son of God in any other re- 
fpecf than any other Jew was. The Jews 
crucified Jefus, becaufc he called God his 
Father, thereby making himfelf “ equal with 
God.” This they called blafphemy. The 
Unitarians fay Amen ; and call all who adr here to this teftimony of Jefus concerning 
himfelf blafphemers and idolaters. 

Brethren as thefe witneffes are, however, 
they cannot be induced “ to dwell in unity.” 
The Jews, who are honeft and uniform in 
their teftimony, abhor every idea of alfocia- 
tion with our Unitarians, whom they charge 
with the moft vile diflimulation, hypocrify 
and inconfiftency—like Judas their anceftor, 
betraying the Son of Man with a kil's. Who- 
ever willies for a full proof of this fa<T, may 
read David Levi's Letters to Dr Prieftly ; in 
which he will find a Jew, a profeffed unbe- 
liever in Chrift, underftanding the teftimo- 
ny of Chrift, better than our divine of ma- 
ny titles, and treating the idea of a coalef- 
cence with the Dr with the utmoft contempt 
and indignation. 

The principal objections of the Jews againft 
our Saviour were—He being a man only, as 
they fuppofed, made himfelf God ; and his 
Apoftles preached the remillion of fins thro* 
his blood, as the foie atonement for fin. 

Now 
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Now it deferves hotice, that thefe two lead- 
ing articles of the chriftian faith are equally 
odious to the Unitarians. Confcious that 
on thefe two pillars the whole fabric of chri- 
iiianity depends, the Unitarian chief, blind 
like Sampfon, and ftrong in the energy of 
deceit, has exerted every effort to pull them 
down. Inconfiderate man ! he does not fee 
that he himfelf muft perifh in the ruins.  
So juftly does Mr Palmer fay—“ We Uni- 
tarian chriftians and our brethren the Jews.’* 
Their principles are the fame; and I add. 

They are brethren in punifhment. The 
Jews are blinded—“ the veil is upon their 
heart in reading the Old Teftament.” In 
reading both teflaments, this is the cafe of 
the Unitarians. Both fay they fee ; but the 
light that is in them is darknefs. Hence the 
clearefl: light of reafon and argument can 
have no efferi: on minds, bewildered in their 
own reafonings, and -having their foolifh 
hearts darkened. The Jews as a people, ne- 
ver were made converts to a religion by rea- 
foning. “ Seeing is believing,” has been 
their ruling maxim. God1 has fhut them 
up in unbelief, that they through pur mer- 
cy may obtain mercy : but the veil will ne- 
ver fee taken: off their hearts, till their eyes 
are turned to the Lord appearing in the 
clouds of heaven. When they look upon 
him, whom they have pierced, then they 
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ihall mourn for him. Had «Dr Prieftly 
thought on this, his Letters to David Levi 
would never have been written—They lite- 
rally contain the fooliftinefs of preaching, as 
I dare fay not a lingle Jew will become a 
profelyte to his reafoning. Had William 
Chriftie of Montrofe, too, adverted to this, 
it would have faved him many a folemn, 
dull remark, made towards the end of his 
Difcourfes on the divine unity. Is it poffi- 
ble that a rational being can believe. That 
chriftians, giving up with the do&rine of 
the Divinity of Jefus would conciliate the 
affections of the Jews to chriftianity ? Whe- 
ther you call him God or man, the Jews 
never will believe in him, while they confi- 
der him as an impoftor and a deceiver of 
the people :r nor will they ever abandon this 
idea by all the reafoning of the world, whe- 
ther Unitarian or Trinitarian. In darknefs 
they will walk on, till “ the Redeemer {hall 
come to Zion to turn away ungodlinefs 
from Jacob. Shew us the fign from hea- 
ven,” faid the Jews to Jefus, “ and we fhall 
believe in thee:” and as foon as this fign is 
difplayed, they will keep their word. 

But, fays Mr Palmer, the bond of union 
between us and the Jews confifts only in be- 
lieving in, and worfhipping the one true 
God, the Father of us all. Let us, then, 
fee what God the unbelieving Jews worfhips 
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ped in our Lord’s time ; that we may know 
who is this God, whom the modern Jews 
and our Unitarians adore. Our Saviour 
determines this point in his reafonings with 
the Jews, John, viii. 38—55. “ I fpeak 
that which I have feen with my Father: 
and ye do that which ye have feen with 
your Father. They faid. We have one Fa- 
ther even God. Jefus anfwered, If God 
were your Father, ye would love me  
Ye are of your Father the Devil—ye. fay of 
my Father that he is your God; yet you 
Lave not knovtn him, and fo are liars.” What 
God, then, do the Jews worfhip ? We have 
Chrift's authority to fay—Not the Father of 
our Lord Jkus Chrift, for they are liars 
when they fay fo, as they have not known, 
;, e, believed in, loved or obeyed him. So 
far as they knew him, they hated him  
“Ye have hated both me and my Father,” 
and fo could not worfhip him. By the fame 
authority we can fay—The Devil is their 
Father, whofe works they do: and if,our 
Unitarians boaft of a connexion with them 
in this refpect, no chriftian will envy them 
of this honour. 

Again, If the divine unity be the point of 
teftimony in which Mr Palmer’s two Wit- 
neffes agree, why had he not the bonefly to 
tell us, That there are other two WitneffeS, 

k%’ho agree exactly in, the fame point ? Tnat 
there 
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there is but one God is the chief article in 
the creed of Deijls and Mahometans, no lefs 
than in that of the Jews and Unitarians. 
Thus we have got four witneffes ; and it mull 
be confeffed they are fprung from one Fa- 
ther, whom they believe in firmly, and wor- 
lliip devoutly. Let us now compare their 
creeds together, that we may fee wherein 
they agree. 

The Jew fays—There is one God, and 
Mofes is his prophet. 

The Mahometan—There is one God, and 
Mahomet is his prophet. 

The Unitarian—There is one God, and 
Jefus is his prophet. 

The Deiji There is one God, and 
Nature is his prophet. 

In the firft point, There is one God, all 
agree : in the fecond all differ. Yet it mull 
be obferved, that the difference between two 
of them is very trifling. The Jew and the 
Deill, indeed, will not allow that Jefus Chrilt 
was a prophet of God in any refpedl j but 
the difciple of Mahomet admits that Jefus 
was not only divinely infpired, but that lie 
was endued with a larger meafure of the 
holy Spirit, than any preceding prophet, and 
that all that is written in the Scriptures con- 
cerning him is true. Thus far the Maho- 
metan agrees with the Unitarian; and it 
would be eafy to prove, that the former has 
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a more perfect: faith in the character of Jefus 
Chrift, than the latter. It is true, the Ma- 
hometan confiders Mahomet as the lafl and 
greateft of the prophets, fo whatever Jefus 
has faid, it muft not be explained fo as to 
contradict Mahomet, as he has declared the 
whole counfel of God to man. Herein, 
however, he is only more honeft than our 
Unitarian, who fays Jefus is the prophet, and 
yet will not receive any part of his teftimo- 
ny, but in the fenfe Prieftly is pleafed to put 
upon it—a fenfe the molt unnatural, forced 
and abfurd, that ever has been put on any 
writings in the world. The real creed of the 
Unitarian, then, is—There is one God, and 

-Prieftly is his prophet; and it is a matter of' 
moonfliine to a Chriftian, whether Prieftly 
or Mahomet be exalted to that honour. 

. Both have equally “ flood in the counfel of 
God.” The Mahometan, then, is the full 
brother of the Unitarian, as he admits that 
Jefus was a prophet of God, which neither 
the Jew nor the Deift will allow. 

But Mr Palmer quotes a paflage in Ifaiah, 
where the Jews are called God’s Witnefles, 
“ Ye are my Wifnefles,” faith Jehovah, 
“ that I am God.” Sometimes, indeed, 
the ancient Jews gave a diredt teftimony to 
this truth ; but did they not often turn afidc 
to worfhip other Gods ? And after Chrift 
came, we are allured that none of them are God’s 
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God’s Witnefles, fave the difciples who be- 
lieved in Chrift. Of thefe he fays, “ Ye 
fhall bear witnefs.” Jo. xv. 27. “ Ye fliall 
be Witnefies unto me—unto the uttermoft 
part of the earth.” Ads i. 8. Thefe were 
true Witneffes for God, as they “ fet to their 
feal, that God is true.” But how the mo- 
dern Jews, who receive not the teftimony 
of God concerning his Son, can be called his 
Witneffes, while they fet to their feal. That 
God is a liar, only an Unitarian genius can 
polTibly underhand. 

There is one refped, indeed, in which the 
Jews and Unitarians are Witneffes of the 
truth of God in the Scriptures. It was fore- 
told by the Prophets, That when the Meffiah 
fhould come to his own land, his own peo- 
ple would not receive him, but crucify him 
as an Impoftor ; for which caufe God Would 
fcatter them over all the earth, and make 
them a hilling and a reproach among all peo- 
ple. Of this truth they are witneffes. In 
like manner, the Apoftles have foretold, 
That in the laft days teachers would come—* 
“ proud, knowing nothing, but roving a- 
bout queftions and ftrifes of words—refilling 
the truth—of no judgment concerning the 
faith—yea denying the Lord that bought 
them,” or that the Lord bought them with 
his blood: and charity herfelf muff allow, that 
this is the exatt character of the Unitarians. 

D 2 So 
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So much for the preface—If the Reader 

pleafes to look into the work itfelf, he will 
find fome truths ftill greater than thefe—he 
will fee. That one by prejudice may be “ fo 
blind to perception, fo deaf to reafon, fo 
lame in intellect as not to fee” the plaineft, 
the moft obvious truths in the Scriptures— 
That Solomon’s fool is ftill alive, who while 
he is by the way, his wifdom fails him, and 
he tells to every one that he is a fool—the 
beginning of whofe words is fooliflmefs, and 
the end of his talk mifchievous madnefs. In 
ihort, he will find comments on Scripture, 
fo void of reafon, fo oppolite to common 
fenfe, and yet fo bold in aflertion, that he 
muft apply to them the motto of Solomon— 
“ Vanity of Vanities, all is vanity.” 

This author firft undertakes to prove, 
what no man in the ufe of his reafon, ever 
will attempt to prove,—That no name, pro- 
perty or work, whereby the true God is dif- 
tinguilhed from his creatures, is any where 
in Scripture applied to Jefus Chrift. It is 
true, the Word or Son of God is only called 
Jefus Chrift, with refpeft to that body of 
flefli or human nature, in which he taber- 
nacled while among us: but that he who 
thus dwelt among us, complexly taken, 
claims to himfelf Omnifcience, Omnipo- 
tence, a power to do all that the Father does, 
]Life in himfelf and a power to quicken whom 
he pleafes: and that he is called, Jehovah, 

God, 
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God, God with us, Creator and Preferver 
of all things, &c. is fo confpicuoufly evident 
in the facred Oracles, that it would be the 
verieft trifling to point out particular paf- 
fages in proof of it, to a man difpofed to call 
it in queftion. It v'ould be as foolifh an at- 
tempt to convince a man by reafoning, that 
the fun fhines at noon-day. If you tell the 
truth to a child of the devil, he will not be- 
lieve you : not becaufe the truth wants evi- 
dence, but becaufe the dark heart cannot 
receive it. Let in light upon an owl, it. 
only fets him a-fcreeching. 

My ftery is the chara&eriftic of the Unita- 
rians. A man of plain fenfe reading what 
Jefus faid to John’s difciples “ Go and tell 
John, what things you have feen and heard, 
how the blind fee, the lame walk, the deaf 
hear, &c. would immediately conclude, that 
he meant that John w'ould certainly know 
by thefe characters, that his mailer was the 
Mefliah prophefied of bylfaiah, whofe coming 
he diftinguilhes by thefe very marks, “ The 
eyes of the blind fhall be opened, and the 
ears of the deaf Ihall be unflopped. Then 
fiiall the lame man leap as an hart, &c. And, 
indeed, if our Lord did not mean thus to 
point'out himfelf as the Mefliah, Ipoken of 
by the Prophets, it would puzzle an arch- 
angel to fay for what purpofe he bade John’s 
difciples tell thefe things to their mafter, as 
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an anfwer to that qudlion—“ Art thou he 
that Ihould come, &c.” But this is too 
plain and literal for an Unitarian. It muft 
have a myjlic fenfe. It means, fays Mr Palmer, <c that no one Ihall be fo blind to perception, 
fo deaf to reafon, fo lame in intellect, as not 
to fee, and gratefully acknowledge this great 
falvation, &c.”* In this myftic fenfe, the 
Prophet ufes thefe terms, c. xlv. 18, 19. and 
therefore he muft always ufe them in this 
fenfe! Is not this a logical conclufion ?  
In this myjlic fenfe, however, thefe terms 
may well be applied to this author—“ Hear, 
ye deaf, and look, ye blind, that ye may fee. 
Who is blind but” Dr Prieftly’s fervant, 
“ and deaf as the meffenger that he has fent.’r 

Blind he muft be, elfe he would have feen, 
that even fuppofing the prophecy. If. xxxv. 
to refer to the return of the Jews “ from 
their prefent long captivity to their own 
land again,” many will be fo far from fee- 
ing, and acknowledging this great falvation, 
that they will gather in multitudes to fight 
againft the Jews, Ez. xxxviii. & xxxix. 
Zech. xiv. 1, 2, 14, 15. 

But “ the cure of the blind and lame” 
were no “ proofs of the Godhead of Jefus.”f 
Be it fo: but were they not proofs, that he 
was the perfonage of whom Ifaiah fpoke, 
when he lays, “ Behold your God will come 
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with vengeance, even God with a recom- 
pence, he will come and fave you.” And 
how {hall we know him when he comes ? 
The prophet replies, “ Then the eyes of the 
blind fhall be opened, &c.” Does not this 
fay, that thefe miracles would afcertain the 
Advent of the Great Perfonage he caljs God 
and your God, in ver. 4. ? 

As to this writer’s buffoonery concerning 
the Godhead of “ Peter and Paul,” it is be- 
low notice. It is falfe that Jefus wrought 
no miracle “ by hrs own power.” He had 
power to lay down his life, and power to 
take it again ; and this was the greateft mi- 
racle he ever wrought. It is true, he could 
“ do nothing of himfelf,” or independent 
of and in oppofition to the Father, as he wras 
fo in the Father, and the Father in him, 
that the Father and he were one. But it is 
no lefs true, that the Father can do, or at 
leaf!: does nothing without, or indepen- 
dent of the Son. “ My Father work- 
eth hitherto, and I work. What things 
foever he doeth thefe alfo doeth the Son like- 
wife.” This fure is “ the language of the 
omnipotent.” When did Mofes, Peter or 
Paul claim any fuch powers ? It is falfe, 
too, that the Father “ did miracles by the 
hands of Peter and Paul.” They did all 
“ in the name, or by the power of Jefus of 
Nazareth.” Ads, iii, (>, 

But. 
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But, he adds, “ fuppofe you had proved, 

that the names of the Almighty were afcri- 
fced to him, it would be no fort of proof of 
the Godhead of Jefus?” If you afk him 
—Why? He tells you, you will find Jews 
named Abitub, e. Father of Goodnefs; 
Abiud, i. e. Father of Praife; Eliel, e. 
God my God 5 Eiihu, i. e. my God him- 
felf. And from this he concludes, That fup- 
pofing Jefus to bear “ the names of the Su- 
preme, it would be no more a proof of 
his Godhead, than that of all thefe Jews juft 
mentioned.” One knows not whether to 
laugh or ftare at fuch nonfenfe. “ Half-rea- 
foning” is a character applied to the elephant. 
This is more than can juftiy be find of fome 
authors. Could Mr Palmer flop for a mo- 
ment in his career of folly and impertinence, 
we might alk him, ift, Where is the Al- 
mighty called Abiud, Abitub, Eliel, or Eii- 
hu ? 2dly, Did God authorife the parents 
of thefe Jews to call them by thefe names; 
or did he call them fo himfelf ? If thefe were 
the names of the Almighty; if he claimed 
them as his peculiar property, and yet had 
affigned them to thefe lame Jews, the con- 
clufion would have been folid: but as the 
reverfe is the truth, it goes for nothing, or 
only ferves to difplay the ignorance and ftu- 
pidity of the reafoner. This is more true 
of what he adds—^ You might, with full 

as 



[ 39 ] 
as much reafon, fay that becaufe, in the time 
of Cromwell, there was a fanatic named 
Praife God Barebones, that this was a proof 
of this man’s divinity.”—An afs might blufh 
at this faying. To praife God is the bufi- 
nefs of a creature. Is this the name of the 
Creator ? or mull we conclude, that he who 
praifes God is God ? There are fome fana- 
tics fo weak, in the time of George III. as 
to praife Palmer ; muft we thence conclude, 
that they are Palmer himfelf ? 

The petulance of what follows can only 
be palliated by its ignorance! Had “ you 
proved that Jefus is called Jehovah, you 
might have brought it as a proof at the fame 
time, of the Godhead of the city of Jerufi- 
lem ; becaufe we read, Jer. xxxiii. 16. This 
is the name wherewith Ihe fhall be called — 
Jehovah our righteoufnefs.”—So it reads in- 
deed in our tranflation ; but a fmall fhare 
of knowledge of the original would have 
taught him, that it fhould have been render- 
ed--“ This is the name, wherewith /he lhall 
call him—Jehovah our righteoufnefs.” This 
makes the text agree with the context and 
with common fenfe: but this Mr P. has ei- 
ther not learning to know, or honefty to 
confefs. 

But when a ne\v tranflation of a text 
will ferve the purpofe of Unitarianifm, 
he is very ready to give it. Witnefs his 
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verfion of Ifa. ix. 6.—A verfion fo abfurd 
and fenfelefs, that no rational, unbiaffcd 
reader can poffibly admit it. But it is the 
production of his orthodox brethren, the 
modern Jews, and tends to depreciate the 
Son of God--therefore it mult be right! 

It would be vain to animadvert on what 
he fays about “ three Gods, God metamor- 
phofed into a child—-a baby dreffed up in 
the prerogatives of the deity, &c. &c.” This 
is the mere rant of a frantic enthuliafm. No 
chrillian admits of three Gods, or of a God 
become a child. Thefe are phantoms of 
Mr Palmer’s fancy—Poor man! Let him 
divert himfelf with them. But little does 
he confider, that if God had not been in the 
womb of a woman, this writer never had 
blafphemed his Son. The Devil made him 
an Unitarian, but God made him a man. 
And where was he made ? “ Thou haft pof- 
felTed my reins: thou haft covered me in 
my mother's womb” If this knowledge be 
too high for our reafon to comprehend, is 
it um'eafonable to believe, that God has ta- 
ken part of our flefh and blood, and dwells 
in the man Chrift Jeftis ? So God has faid, 
and .although Mr P. fhould rage and blaf- 
pheme—He that fits in heaven fhall laugh. 

Mr Trend and he challenges us to point 
out a fmgle pafiage in facred writ, in which 
the divine names or perfections are afcribed 

to 



[ 41 ] 
to Jefus Ch rift.—This would be a very idle 
talk. To point out the fun to one that fees, 
would be needlefs ; to point him out to the 
blind, foolilh: and none are fo blind as 
thefe who will not fee. Blinded by a par- 
tiality to England, Dr Johnfon travelled 
over Scotland, and could not fee a lingle 
tree in the whole kingdom: blinded by a 
like fpirit of bigotry, an Unitarian traverfes 
the fcriptures, and cannot, or will not, fee 
the moft obvious truth in the whole—a 
truth to be found every where from the 
beginning of Genefis to the end of the Re- 
velation.—The God, who made the world, 
fpoke to and was feen by Adam; he ap- 
peared to Abraham, Ifaac and Jacob; he 
dwelt between the Cherubim; Mofes and 
the Elders of Ifrael faw God, and all 1C- 
rael heard his voice out of the fire. Was 
this the invifible God, whom no man hath 
feen or can fee at any time? Who was it 
then ? John tells us “ The only begotten 
Son, in the bofom of the father, hath decla- 
red or manifefted him” in all ages. Thus 
God, invifible in his abftract nature, hath 
been always vifible in his Son, elfe mankind 
never could have known any thing of him ; 
as no man knows the Father but the Son, and 
he to whom the Son lhall reveal him. This 
Image of the invifible God, in whom ail the 
fullnefs of God dwelt, was the God of the 
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Jews—the God who fpeaks in all thefe paffa- 
ges, fo largely and fo ignorantly quoted by 
Mr P. from the 58th page of his book to 
the end—the God, who fays “ There is no 
God elfe befide me—before me there was no 
God formed, neither lhall there be any after 
me.” Well could he fay fo ; feeing all that 
can in truth be called God dwelt in the vifi- 
ble chara&er, fo that he who faw the Son, 
faw the Father alfo. 

Who, then, is guilty of breaking the firft 
Commandment ? The Socinian—the man, 
who refufes to fee and worfhip the Father 
in his Son, and fo dwelling in and connec- 
ted with him, that the Father and he are 
one—who worfhip fome imaginary invifible 
Being, totally unconnected with any vifible 
character, a God out of Chrift, in whofe bo- 
fom “ the only-begotten” never lay.—This 
is to worfhip a God befide him, who was 
feen and heard by the ancient Jews. Let 
Mr P. then take the advice he fo readily 
gives to others—“ For your own fafety, re- 
member That no idolaters fhall inherit the 
kingdom of God, but fhall have their part 
in the lake, which burneth with fire and 
brimftone.” * 

How blind, too, muft that man be, who 
talks fo much of the knowledge the ancient 
Jews had of the true God ; while he at the 
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fame time believes that his Son Jefus had no 
exiftence before the reign of Ccefar Auguftus! 
This very Jefus affures us, That no man 
knows the Father but the Son, and he to 
whom the Son reveals him. Query^ How 
then could the ancient Jews know the Fa- 
ther, fome thoufand years before this Son was 
born ? Could he reveal the Father when he 
himfelf had no exiftence ? or could any man 
know the Father otherwife ? 

How ignorant, or how diftioneft muft: 
that man be, who can fay that Chrift was 
“ ignorant of the day of Judgment, and 
could not give away two places in his king- 
dom!” Is it poftible, that he, who was in 
the bofom of the Father, and was privy to 
all his counfels, could he be ignorant of fo 
trifling a circumftance ? He muft be unfkilful 
in the Greek, indeed,-who does not know, 
that the verb fignifying to know, frequently 
fignifies to make known. “ I determined” fays 
Paul 44 to know nothing, i. e. to make nothing 
known among you, but Jefus Chrift, &c.”' 
In the fame manner, our Lord tells us, that 
even he 44 the Son himfelf could not make 
known,” or difclofe the day or hour of the 
judgment: it was not his office or any part 
of his bufinefs on earth to reveal this fecret. 
Does this fay he was'ignorant of it? When 
he fays too, to Zebedee’s fons 44 to fit on 
my right hand and on my left in my kingdom 
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is not mine to give,” he evidently means it 
does not belong to my office at prefent—it 
is not my bulinefs on earth. According to 
the plan of wifdom, he muft firft officiate as 
a prophet; then as a prieft ; and laftly as a 
king. As yet he had not obtained the king- 
dom, and hence could not with propriety 
affign diftinguiffied places or ftations in it to 
any. But that he had fuch power, and 
could exercife it when coniiftent with the de- 
figns of Wifdom, is certain; for when he 
fat down on the throne he fays “ To him 
that overcomes, will I give toyi/with me on 
my throne.”—This was furely his to give— 
and this was the higheft honour in the king- 
dom. 

Arguments like thefe conclude equally a- 
gainft the divinity of the Father and the Son. 
As T. F. Palmer has fo long and fo wanton- 
ly vilified the character of the Son of God, 
perhaps he may think it proper to alk the 
Father that he may judge him, without or 
independent of the Son, at the laft day. In 
this cafe, he may be affured, was an anfwer 
to be given, it would be—It is not mine to 
give—to grant your requeft—“ I have com- 
mitted all judgment to the Son.”—Muft we 
conclude from this that the Father is not 
omnipotent, becaufe he cannot act inconfif- 
tent with his purpofes, or becaufe it is im- 
poffibic for Q od to lie ? 

But 
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But of all the comments that ever a facrfcd 

text fuffered, perhaps thefe of this author 
on John xx. 28. viii. 58. are the moft outre, 
unnatural and ftrained. To a man of com- 
mon fenfe the firft text needs no comment. 
Thomas, by an unreafonable obftinacy, re- 
fufed to credit the teftimony of his brethren, 
who allured him that the Lord was rifen, of 
which they were eye-witnefi'es. He muft fee 
before he believe. Nor was this evidence 
withheld ; for eight days after, while he and 
the other difciples were afiembled, Jefus en- 
tering faid, “ Reach hither thy finger, and 
behold my hands; and reach hither thy hand, 
and thruft it into my lide : and be not faith- 
lefs, but believing.” Upon this Thomas ha- 
ving affured himfelf of the truth, that this 
was no phantom, but the real perfon of his 
Lord, in extacy of joy, cries out “ My Lord 
and my God.” That his mailer underllood 
this, as a profeffion of his faith in the reality 
of the reliirreclion, is certain, from his an- 
fwer—“ Thomas, becaufe thou haft feen me, 
thou haft believed: blefled are they that have 
not feen, and yet have believed.” Here 
is no obfeurity. No unbiafted mind, how- 
ever weak can poffibly miftake its meaning. 
But it favours the divinity of our Saviour, 
therefore it muft be wrefted by the Unita- 
rians, as they do other Scriptures, to their 
own deftru&ion. 
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t: While the difciples were met,” fays T. 

F. Palmer, “ fuddenly the bolted doors burll 
open, and Jefus came in the midft! Thomas, 
affrighted and terrified, like all the reff, 
thinking he faw his ghoff, cried out with a- 
mazement and terror, 4 My Lord and my 
God !’ ft was the ejaculation of fear ; it was 
the cry of terror ; it was a half-formed pray- 
er to the almighty, which amazement choked 
the utterance of.” Bold affertions. Sir, 
but where is the argument. I can affert as 
boldly, and with more truth, This rhapfody 
of your’s is the ejaculation of nonfenfe ; the 
cry of frenzy; a full-formed abfurdity, which 
common fenfe would have choked the utter- 
ance of.—Does the text fay that “ the doors 
burft open ;” or that Thomas was “ affright- 
ed and terrified ?” The cry of terror is in- 
fhntaneous. But Thomas faid nothing,' 
when his Lord appeared, till after he had 
heard him fay “ Peace be to you—Reach 
hither thy finger, &c.” Was this terrible ? 
Gould the words of love and reafon infpire 
terror ? The terror, the amazement, the 
ghoft, are all creatures of your diftempered 
brain. 

.Again, if the words of Thomas be a <c prayer to the almighty,” Jefus is that al- 
mighty ; for the text exprefsly fays, Thomas 
faid to him “ My Lord and my God.” But 
what decides the point is—It will be allow- 
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ed that his mailer underflood Thomas ; anti 
he explains what he faid, not as “ the cry 
of terror,” but as an exprefllon of faith— 
“ Thomas, becaufe thou haft fcen me, thou 
haft believed.” Such is the fenfe of this ex- 
clamation given by our Lord, who not only 
knew the words but the hearts of men ; and 
whether we ihall believe him or T. F. Pal- 
mer, only an Unitarian can be at a lofs to 
determine. 

“ Terrified, like all the rejl”—mentiris 
impudentiflime ! The reft law him the week 
before ; and were glad, when “ they faw the 
Lord.” What was terrific in his appearance 
now ? Did he not enter, fpeaking the words 
of peace ?—Poor man ! may Jefus give thee 
repentance, elfe terrible will he appear to 
thee, when he comes in flames of fire! 

Your “ plain queftions” can be eafily an- 
fwered. You afk “ Can you think it in na- 
ture, that from a firm perfuafion that Jefus 
was a dead corpfe, Thomas fhould run into 
an opinion fo oppofite, as that he was the 
everlafting God, who could not die ?” If 
your friends had heard of your death, would 
they not inftantly run into the oppofite opi- 
nion, when they fee you alive ? It is falfe 
that Thomas had a firm perfuafion that his 
Lord was not rifen : he only doubted. Nor 
could he be a chriftian, unlefs he believed 
that his mailer was “ the mighty God, Em- 
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manuel, God with us; our God, in whom 
dwells all the fullnefs of the Godhead. 

Again, “ Could Thomas believe Jefus to 
be the invilible God of the Jews, for this 
reafon, becaufe he was now vifible before his 
eyes?” Yes; The God of the Jews was vi- 
fible—they faw him, they heard him, he 
dwelt among them. The fpirit of a man is 
in its eflence invifible; but it makes it’s 
exigence and powers . vifible in the flelh. 
The fime is true of God. Invifible in 
his abftract nature, he has manifefted his 
exiftence and perfe&ions in his Son, who- 
from the beginning has been, and fill is 
“ the image, the vifible character of the in- 
vifible God.” And muff not he be God, in 
whom the fullnefs of Godhead dwells ? And 
mufl not Thomas be juidfied in calling him 

My God,” when he faw him pofTelfed of 
a power to raife himfelf from the de<id ? Is 
not this the power of God r As to your 
“ immaterial, untangible fpirit of the uni- 
verfe;” Is Dr Priefdy’s material fpirit, im- 
material and untangible ? “ Thefe things^ 
Sir, are impoffible.” 

A very fmall fliare of common prudence 
would have prevented you from expofing 
yourfelf to the ridicule of mankind, by your 
explication of John viii. 58. In anfwer to the 
queftion the Jews propofed “ Haft thou feen 
Abraham,” our Lord replied Before Abra- 
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ham was, I am.” This anfwer is fo deter- 
minate; it fo exprefsly afferts his pre-exif- 
tence and claim to the Meffiah-fhip, that the 
Jews themfelves, not fo “ perverfe as your- 
felf,” did not m if under (land it. This ex- 
cited their rage, as it does that of their U- 
nitarian brethren : but they had not the ef- 
frontery to explain away his meaning as you 
do. “ No;” you fay, “ he never faid he 
had feen Abraham ; but merely this, 4 that 
before Abraham was, I am He,’ the promifed 
one: I am that perfon, who exifted in the 
decrees of God, before Abraham was.” #— 
To what mean fliifts does a falfe hy pot hells 
reduce you ! To fupport a lie, the wifdom of 
God mull fpeak impertinently—mud fpeak 
nonfenfe! Every man, every event, “ exifted 
in the decrees of God, before Abraham was.” 
If this be all our Lord intended ; if he could 
expofe his life to the moft imminent danger 
by a mere quibble, a play on words, totally 
incompatible with every idea of integrity or 
prudence,-he juftly merited the treatment he 
got from the Jews. If T. F. Palmer was on 
trial for life, and was alked Haft thou feem 
Abraham ? Would he reply “ Before Abra- 
ham was, I am ?” Would he not ufe terms 
the moft unequivocal r~-1 add, fuppofmg 
the Jews to have underftood this anfwer in 
the above fenfe, ftiH their rage would have 
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been juftly kindled by fuch trifling and eva- 
live conduel. 

To combat the idea, that Jefus here claims 
the character of “ the great / in Exo- 
dus,” you tell us, That /-££ ought to be 
added to / am ; and then it will read “ I am 
He,” i. e. “ the Mefliah, the Light of the 
world.” Let this be granted ; little do you 
fee where it will lead you---The God, who 
bade Mofes fay to Ifrael “ I am hath fent me 
unto you,” was not invifible—he appeared, 
he fpake to Mofes. Who, then, was this, 
but the “ exprcfs image of the Father,” in 
whom alone he has made himfelf known 
in all ages—the very pefonage, who now in 
our flefh fays to the Jews “ lam He”--I am 
the great perfonage, whom your fathers 
knew by the epithet I am. 

For the honour of human nature, I would 
gladly cover what follows with a veil. “ This 
exprefiion will prove alfo the divinity of the 
blind beggar in the next chapter: For, in 
John, ix. 9. the Apoflle applies the name 
of the great / am to this blind Jew.” A 
lye! The Apoftle only tells what his mailer 
and the blind man faid of themfelves. “ Some 
faid this is He, others faid he is like him ; 
but he faid / am He.” And who does not 
fee the propriety of this faying ? It is alked. 
Is this the man, who was blind and now 
fees ? To this he replies-—I am, Here was no 
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ftiiiffle. But liad it been allied—Haft thou 
feen Abraham ? Would the beggar have faid 
—I am ? Or if he had faid fo, what would 
mankind have thought ?—From the above 
r'emark, one might juftly aik T. F. Palmer 
—Art thou a fool ? And if he anfwered juft- 
ly, he would certainly give the blind beg- 
gar’s reply. 

It is added, “ Both, our Lord and the 
blind beggar, ufe the very fame phrafe; and, 
I make no doubt, iii the very fame fenfe.”*, 
Now, Sir, by your own interpretation^; 
our Lord meant to fay I am the Meft ah. 
Did the blind beggar too claim this charac- 
ter ?—Again, you tdl us, that Jefus meant 
to fay—“ I am that perfon who exifted in 
the decrees of God, before Abraham was.” 
Now as yOu fay both ufe the I am, in the 
fame fenfethe beggar muft have meant 
dfo to fay, “ I am He, who exifted in the 
decrees of God before Abraham was! 1” 
There is a commentary for you, reader! if 
you can fwallow this - camel, tranfubltahtia- 
tkxn’wilbbe hut tl gnat. 

“ The blind;begglr’V-Would to God his* 
commentator j/b*; as well! The beggar be- 
lieved in Jefusv and worlhipped him as the 
Son of God'; his commentator pretends to 
believe in him, and treats him with indig- 
nity ! He refufes him even the “ eaftern re- 
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verence—a flavilh bow.” The Jews and he 
are brethren—both cry is not this the car- 
penter’s fon ?” Nor wiU either of them, I 
am afraid, change their mind, till the day 
come, when to Jefns “ every knee {hall bow” 
and “ every tongue confefs that he is Lord.” 

Such as read Meff. William Chriftie and 
Palmer’s works, muft obferve a wide differ- 
ence between their comments on thefe two 
texts above quoted. They differ, too, in 
their general manner. The former reafons, 
the latter aflerts ; the one fpeaks calmly— 
the other roars; Chriftie attempts convic- 
tion, by a fliew of argument, and has little 
fuccefs; Palmer cries, D—1 take you, and 
makes more profelytes. 

Upon the whole, if there be no names or 
titles in fcripture by which the Creator is 
diftinguiffied from his creatures, it muft be 
impoiftble to know when the one or the other 
fpeaks or a<fts. Is the Creator called Jeho- 
vah ; this Palmer tell us, the city of Jerufa- 
lem has the fame name. Is he called El or 
God ; this writer finds many Jews, of whofe 
names El makes a part, from whence he 

y&g-c/y concludes, that they too muft be di- 
vine beings. Again, when we hear one fay- 
ing to Mofes, I am that l am, we are told 
that the blind beggar in John ix. is called by 
the fame epithet! Thus we have got fairly rid 
of a God altogether. Though Jefus fliould 

claim 
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claim thefe titles, this, we are told, will not 
prove him to be the divine Being: confe- 
quently, though the Father fliould claim the 
fame epithets, neither will this prove him 
to be the true God. So inconliderate is this 
author! “ The fool has faid in his” argu- 
ment “ There is no God.”# 

The fame may be applied to his Sophifms 
on “ the properties and perfections peculiar 
to God, being applied to Chrift.” Sed. II. 
They equally tend to dilhonour the Father 

and 
* Nor is his conduct more confiftent than his princi- ples ; as appears from the following inftance. Intending of late to preach at Newburgh, and to eat with his difciple.s there, a feaft, not in memory of Chrift’s death, as a facritice for firi, but to confirm brotherly love,—he recolledted that the preacher in that fociety had not been baptized accord- ing to the Inftitutions of Palmerian wifdom. Baptized, in- deed, he had been “ into the Name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit.” But this was doing a thing according to Chrift’s appointment; and confequently to an Unitarian could be of no avail. What then lhall be done i WThy, an Epiftle is fent before, intimating that he could not eat with the preacher till he was re-baptized For what avails it, fays he, to be baptized into the Name “ of three Gods! mere Paganifm r”—Who could refill the force of fo weighty an argument ?—He comes ; and the preacher is dipped in the Water of Tay in the Name of Jefus Chrift l Yet, fo confiftent is this fcrupulous Saint, he eateth at the fame time with other two, who had been only baptized into what he calls mere Paganifm !—Two Chriftians and two Pagans —a curious club. That our Lord ordered us to be baptized in the name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit is certain. Thefe, fays Mr P. are three Gods ! The conlequence is obvious—Chrift acknowledged three Gods, and commanded us to be initia- ted into mere Paganifm ! !—I dare fay, Reader, if you had viewed thefe words of your Saviour in this light, you nevev would confent to be baptized into his name. 
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and the Son. Thus for inftance, fft, It is 
argued, That Chrift is eternal, from John, 
i. i. ‘‘ In the beginning was the Word, &c.” 
But, fays Mr P. “ I did not know that eterni- 
ty had a beginning. If he was eternal, how 
was he begotten ; did he beget himfelf ? or 
did another beget him into being when he 
was in being ?” In the fame manner, an 
Atheift would argue againft the eternity of 
the Father--He is eternal, you fay, and, as 
a proof, you quote Gen. i. i. where men- 
tion is made of a beginning. 1 did not 
know that eternity had a beginning. If he 
was -eternal, how was he formed ? Did he 
make himfelf; or did another beget him in- 
to being, when he was in being ? 2dly, “ He 
is Almighty.” But does not Paul fay—“ I 
can do all things ?” 3dly, “ He is omnifci- 
ent.” Then all chriftians muft be Gods as 
well as the Father ; for John fays “ ye know 
all things.”* 4thly, “ He is omniprefent.” 
But “ Paul when a hundred miles diftant 
was prefent in fpirit with the Corinthians.” 
i Ep. v. 3, 4. Ergo, “ Paul was omnipre- 
fent ;” for who does not fee, that 100 miles 
include the whole Untverfe ? Again, 

“ You go on to prove, from the proper- 
ties of hoiinefs and juftice, that the Father 
is God; and, by the lame argument, you 
might prove, that Noah, Daniel and Job, 

See. 
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&c. were felf-exiftent Gods; for they all 
had the properties, holinefe and juftice.” 
Beiides, 

You aver that God the Father of all is 
good; and fay “ There is none good but 
one, that is God.” Yet in the next page 
{33) you tell us of one Mr Tyrwhit who Is both “ great and goodconfequently, he 
is God too! 

Well faid, Atheift! Thou haft turned Mr 
P.’s arguments againft himfelf; and it muft 
be owned they are of equal force on your 
fide to difprove the divinity of the Father, 
as on his, to combat the idea of the God- 
head of the Son.--Convenient arguments, 
indeed! They prove every thing, and there- 
fore can prove nothing, except the folly and 
infolence of the reafoner. 

But let us hear the Atheift to Amen— 
Mr P. fays the Father muft be God, becaufe 
divine works are afcribed to him, as railing 
the dead, judging the world, &c. Now, 

“ If railing the dead proves him to be God, 
it proves alfo Elijah, Elilha, Peter and Paul, 
all to have been Gods j for they alfo raifed 
the dead.* 

“ If judging the world proves the Father 
to be God, it proves you to be one; for 
know you not, St Palmer, that the faints 
are to judge the world ?” f 

F I hope 
* Page 34. f Page 33. 
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1 hope, now, the reader will excufe me 

for palling over this Section in filence. The 
Atheift has evidently proven, That all its 
pretended arguments tend to Atheifm, or to 
prove, that there is no God: and I can tell 
thee, reader, if thou canft be led away from 
the faith by fo blind a guide, thou art blind 
indeed. Such fnares may catch moles; thofe, 
who have eyes will not be catched by them. 

Nor need I detain my reader long, in ex- 
amining the 3d Se&ion, 

On divine Worjhip paid Jefus Chriji. 
In this department we find nothing new. 

It only contains the rant of Brother Trend 
repeated—the cry of the party—the ravings 
of a delirious enthufiafm. 

Unitarianifm is the Quixotifm of the day 
—a religious Knight-errantry—Its Knights 
are of the Quixotical order*. Mount- 
ed on their Hobby in queft of adven- 
tures,—not to knock down giants but falfe 
gods—not to demolilh enchanted caftles but 
enchanted churches ; they fee, or think 
they fee thefe hideous monfters wherever 

they 
* It may, perhaps, be juftly confulered as a kind of re- ligious knight-errantry, for the leader of any particular feet to attack all others, with a confident expeftation of bring- ing them over to his own perfuafion. Poffibly, time may fhew that the attempts which Dr Prieftly has of late been making to convert to Unitarianifm, not only Epifcopalians and Independents, but Methedifts, Jews and Swedenborgi- ans are of this kind.—Monthly Review for April, 
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they come. Ardent in zeal, and bold in the 
confidence of martial abilities, as foon as a 
falfe god appears, though terrible as the fpi- 
rit of Loda, they inftantly try their fteel on 
him, like Oflian’s hero of old. It is proba- 
ble, however, they may miftake a wind-mill 
for a giant, and meet Don Quixote’s fate. 
Every chieftan, who fights with gods, has 
not the arm, nor the fuccefs of Fingal. 

Our hero, in his peregrinations through 
Scotland, finds falfe gods, it feems, and ido- 
laters every where. Hence his perpetual 
cry—three gods, idolatry, blafphemy, hell, 
damnation ! And fome Sancho’s are credu- 
lous enough to join him in the cry. But 
what falfe God has he found ? Why a God 
of flefh and blood, and fo not a true God, 
who is a fpirit. “ When, Sir, you worfhip 
Jefus Chrift, you do not worfhip that invi- 
fible God who is a fpirit, but a different God, 
with a material body of flefh and bones, &c. 
Thus, Sir, you break the firft and greateft 
of all commands, &c.” * What a phantom! 
Little does this vifionary know, that none 
of us worfhip the flefh and bones of the man 
Chrifl Jefus; but we worfhip “ God mani- 
fefted in flefh—God in Chrifl; reconciling 
the world to himfelfnor do we admit 
that the divine nature in Chrift is numeri- 
cally diftinft from the divinity in general. 

F 2 But 
* Page 41. 
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But we cannot honour or worfhip the Fa- 
ther without worfhipping the Son, as in the 
Son the whole fullnels of the Godhead dwells 
bodily. You may try then to worlhip God 
out of Chrift; but as for us, after the way 
which you call herefy, we will worlhip the 
God of our fathers. 

So ftrong is the truth, that even Socini- 
ans, the chief of the foes of God, muft yield 
to it. They tranllate John i. 1. thus: “ In 
the beginning was Reafon^ and Reafon was 
with God, and God was that Reafon.” God 
and Reafon, then, are the fame. Now it is 
faid, ver. 14. “ Reafon was made, or took 
flefli and dwelt among us,”—confequently 
God took flelh. If this be to “ debafe him 
by embodying him in a body of flelh and 
bones,” and to make him “ as much an idol 
as a crucifix,”* the charge is laid againft 
God himfelf; and the Socinians would do 
well to take the advice of a brother Jew— 
Not to fight againfl: God. 

To worlhip a God out of Chrill is to 
worlhip a God unknown in the Scriptures. 
It is to worlhip Dr Prieftly’s monftrous idol 
—it is idolatry—a breach of “ the firft and 
greateft of all commands.” 

But, it feems, we are guilty too of a 
breach of the fecond command. How? 
“ You break it, by worfliipping a. fmilitudc, 

a likenefu * Page 40. 
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a likenefs. Mofes faid, Deut. iv. 15. ‘ Take 
heed—left ye corrupt yourfelves, and make 
you a graven image—the likenefs of a male.’ 
But you have ap oftatized from him who has 
no fimilitude, and worfhip a real male, one 
who was circumcifed, when he was eight days 
old” To one who can write fuch brutifli 
things I need fay nothing: Reafon muft ad- 
drefs a man—a rod alone is for the fool’s 
back. But I beg my reader’s attention to 
what follows, ift. T. F. Palmer fays God 
has no fimilitude, image or likenefs. This is 
true of the Unitarian God--but what fays 
the true God ? Gen. i. 26, 27. “ Let us 
make man in our image, after our likenefs— 
fo God created man in his own image.’* 
Let the Unitarian, then, wear the image of 
the Devil, if he will—man is the image of 
God. Again, Jefus, the Son of God, “ is 
the image of the inviftble God—the exprefs 
image of him.” Chriftians, too, are pre- 
deftinated to be conformed to the image of 
the Son, who is the exprefs image of the in- 
vifible God. So falfe is it that the true 
God has no fimilitude. 

2dly. God has forbidden us “ to make to 
ourfelves a graven image, the likenefs of a 
male.” This is true: but. has he hereby 
bound up himfelf from making any likenefs of 
himfelf ? The prohibition reaches only to us. 
God has made likeneffes of himfelf: he has 

F 3 exhibited 
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exhibited to us his own Son—his moft ex- 
prefs image; and when he brought him in- 
to the world he faid-~“ Let all the angels of 
God worfliip him—and all men honour the 
Son as they honour the Father.” Did he 
bid us break the fecond'command ? Wor- 
Ihipping an image God has made, is not wor- 
fliipping an image we have made to ourfeives. 

3dly. If worfhipping Chrift be forbidden 
in this command, he mull be a graven image 
we have made, as this alone is prohibited in 
it. But this image of the invifible God ex- 
ifted in Paul’s day, and long before—and 
did the Trinitarians make him ? They mull 
be clever fellows indeed ! 

4thly. He fays we “ break it, by worfliip- 
ping a limilitude,” and immediately gives, 
himfelf the lie—“ You worlhip, not the like- 
nefs of a male, but a real male.” Thus 
we ftand acquitted, our accufer himfelf be- 
ing judge. 

5thly. It muft be obferved, that although 
God no where allows us to bow down to 
any figure or image, made by human device, 
yet he no where prohibits us from paying 
that homage to a real man. There is a kind 
of refpefr, reverence and honour, exprefled 
by external figns, which we owe to men, 
and which the Scripture exemplifies and 
even enjoins. This very author quotes a 
variety of examples} fuch as “ all the con- 

gregation 
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gregation worfhipped the Lord and the 
kingand does not Paul command us to 
“ give honour to whom honour is due, and 
fear or rather veneration, efteem to whom 
efteem. This is called worlhip in Scripture. 
But the Unitarian, it feems, muft pay no 
reverence, refpect or homage to “ a real 
man,” for fear of breaking the fecond com- 
mand—I hope he has not extended the pro- 
hibition to real women. We may ftill fay 
“ With my body / fhee worfhip.” 

But what is this thing called worjhip, 
which is too facred to be paid to the Son of 
God ? It means “ mere reverence, outward 
refpect. It is mearly the Eaftern reverence, 
a flavifh bow!”# And this, if you believe 
mere affertion, is all that “ Jairus, the leper, 
the difciples, did, when they fell down, and 
worfhipped Jefus of Nazareth.” This is all 
that is meant, it feems, by the word worjhip 
in our tranflation ; and this very author ad- 
mits that this worfhip was due to him as a 
prophet. If fo, I dare fay it will puzzle the 
reader to find idolatry in offering to any 
what is his due. Why all this noife about 
idolatry, breaking the commands, by wor- 
fhipping Jefus, lince worfhip in the full 
meaning of the term is but his due ? Thus, 
Reader, you have even Unitarian authority 
for worlhipping your Redeemer, by falling 

down. 
* Page 43> 44* 
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down, reverence, refpecT; and at leaft a flavifh 
bow. Only take care it be all “ outward,’, 
in deep hypocrily. The Unitarian, like Sa- 
tan, cannot love. 

After all, I dare fay it will not be eafily 
admitted, that the fentiments of the heart 
were wholly uninterefted in the acts of wor- 
fhip recorded in fcripture. Can we believe, 
that when the “ congregation of Ifrael wor- 
fhipped the Lord and the king,” that they 
felt no internal fentiments of reverence, love 
and joy ; particularly when we are told, they 
“ bleffed Jehovah their God, and did eat 
and drink before him with great gladnefs of 
heart?” or when the difciples worfhipped 
their afeending Lord, and “ returned to Je- 
rufalem with great joy,” felt they nothing 
of admiration, efteem, love or joy? Gave 
they nothing but “ a flavilh bow ?” Did 
David mean no more, when he faid “ I will 
■worlhip toward thy holy place ?” Truly, 
Mr P. thy words may be well applied to thy- 
felf “ O 1 Sir, what a teacher in Ifrael, 
what a fcripture-critic are you, not to know 
the meaning of the word worllyp,” fo plain- 
ly fet before you in John, iv. 24. “ God is 
a fpirit; and they that worlhip him, mujl 
ivorjhip in fpirit and in truth !” This is true 
worlhip—all without this is mere hypocrify. 

But Ifrael did not “ fay prayers to David 1” 
a pert but ignorant remark. Every petition 

is* 
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is a prayer—And did Ifrael never alk any 
petitions of their king ? Not only fo—they 
fung praifes to him too—•“ Saul has flain his 
thoufands, and David his ten thoufands.”— 
The truth is, Ifrael alked of their king things 
proper for him to give—favours in his pow- 
er to grant; and they alked of their God 
things proper for him to grant, the bleffings 
he had promifed. In alking David, they 
refpected him as their king; in alking Jeho- 
vah, they revered him as their God. In 
pfaifing David, they recognized the virtues 
of the monarch i in praifing God, they ce- 
lebrated powers and perfections charafteriftic 
of divinity.—But as the fubjeft of worfhip 
will meet me in another department of this 
work, I Ihall fay no more of it at prefent- 

I cannot, however, pafs over in lilence 
the low attempt at ridicule in the p. 45, 46. 
There we are told our Lord had no more 
of Godhead in him than Baal had, becaufe 
Mark tells us “ He was ajleep on a pillow in 
the hinder part of the fhip.” * But did he 

not * In p. 45. He fays to Mr Inglis, ‘ it may be left to your ingenuity to difeover, that he was afleep and awake at the fame time.’ To difeover this we have only to attend to the moft common occurrences in life ; as every man in a dream is in this very ftate. ‘ 1 fleep, but my heart or mind waketh,’ requires very little ingenuity to underhand it; and on the hypothecs of the foul’s furviving the body—a hypothefis no man can clearly difprove—every man after death is afleep and awake at the fame time. This author, too, furnilhes a ftriking inftance of this fait When he writes his reafon always fletps. 
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not awake, and at the prayer of his difciples, 
rebuke the ftorm, and change it into a calm ? 
Did Baal ever awake ? Did he anfwer the 
prayer of his difciples ?—Again, this ridicule 
is equally levelled againft the God of the Jews 
—Pf. xliv. 23. “ awake, why JleepeJi thou, O 
Lord ?”—I add, although the Lord from hea- 
ven fubmitted to the weaknelfes our flelli is 
heir to, in the days of his flefli, will it fol- 
low, That he is at any time aJJeep, now he 
is in heaven ? No : vain man ! He lives for 
ever, to make continual interceflion for us. 
He is the fhepherd of Ifrael, who flumbers 
not nor fleeps. This you wall know by and 
bye; if the patience and long-fuffering of 
God do not lead you to repentance-—your 
“ judgment lingereth not, and your damna- 
nation flumbereth not.”* 

One 
* As to his fermon by an Apoftate Jew, it is far below the notice of criticifm.—How weak is it to tell us; the Jews never miftook a vifible man for an inviiible God, never dei- fied a man and worihipped a brother Jew! Did they not worlhip calves, ftocks and ftones : And was not this a great- er miftake P—Again, How could they miftake Mofes for a God ? Did ever Jehovah fay, I have made thee a God to Ifrael ? Neverthelefs he only made him a God to Pha- raoh. And the meaning of that expreflion is explained in Ex. iv. 16. Thou fhalt be to him hijiead of a God. Mo- fes was appointed to adt the part of God, in declaring the divine puipofes with regard to Pharaoh, and in executing the divine Judgments upon him and all his hofts. When Pharaoh died, then, this office of Mofes muft ceafe of itfelf. To boaft, then, as in p. 5a. Is there a fliadow of fuch a proof fbr the Deity of Jefus as is here laid before you for the eternal Godhead of Mofes r Is fuch an infult on com- 
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One circumftance renders the zeal of our 

modern reformers very fufpicious—Like all 
other fanatics, they boaft of martyred fa- 
thers, and glory in fuffering perfecution: 
yet they carefully confine their vociferations 
to countries, where Liberty affords them a 
fafe afylum. Down with falfe Gods is the 
conftant cry of the party. Yet the votaries 
of papal images, of the grand Lama, and of 
the rabble of other pagan deities ftill conti- 
nue to worfhip unmolefted. Againft the 
Spirit of the living God, againft the Son of 

his mon fcnfe as the moft brutifti and infolent of mankind will feldom venture to offer. Can a made God be eternal ? One ‘made a God only for a few days, and for one purpofe, and to one man ?—This Apoftate Jew and our Apoftate Chrif- tian are true brethren in folly and iniquity. To degrade Jefus fo far below Mbfes; the fon below the fervant, as to make it blafphemous to afcribe to Jefus names, powers and perfedtions, which he allows to have been juftly attributed to Mofes, yea, to all magiftrates over Ifrael, all of whom the Scriptures call Gods, (Pf. Ixxxii. i.)—this, I fay, is fuch an outrage againft heaven and the underftandings of man- kind, that it merits no ferious reply—it deferves the moft indignant contempt, and its author fome confpicuous place in the Dunciad. But although T. F. Palmer diverts our Lord of the divine charadter, he has no exceptions againft being made a God in his place. He claims authority to didtate to all men in matters of religion, and denounces all the Judgments of heaven againft all, who refufe to fubmit to his authority. Every Trinitarian is fentenced to the lake of fire, while no Unitarian can “ have fellowfhip with Devils,” either in fin or punifhment!—But I have read before of a man, who ex- alted “ himfelf above all that is called God and is worfhip- ped,” and of a heart rifing out of the fea *, who had not properly ‘ fellowthip with Devils,’ as he claimed all the De - vil had,-—even “ his power, his feat, and great authority.” * Perhaps at Aberbrothwick. 
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his love, the Unitarian quiver exhaufts its 
rage, and aims its every fliaft! ! Thefe they 
term falfe Gods, and rejoice that they “ are 
to be familhed from oft the earth!! !—Chri- 
ftians muft read this with horror. This is 
the lafl effort of the Gates of hell againft the 
religion of Jefus. But we can laugh at the- 
idle attempt—we know who has faid to the 
Son “ Thy throne, O God, is for ever and 
ever”—we know too who has promifed that 
the Holy Spirit fhall abide with us. “ Grieve 
not then the Spirit of God Kifs thefon, 
left he be angry, and ye perifh, when his 
wrath is kindled a little.” Unitarians will 
curfe you in fo doing. Infatuated mortals L 
In a little even they muft fay—“ Bleffed are 
all they that put their truft in him.” 

PART III. 

An Audrefs to real believers in Chrifl—On the 
Character of our Lord, and the refpecl due 
to it. 
Dear Brethren, 

THESE are the Jaft days, 
in which perilous times are come. The fpi- 
rit of Antichrift, the Scriptures have fore- 
told, has appeared in various forms. In the 

form 
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form of defpotifm, he has long ufurped au- 
thority over the confciences of men, fubfti- 
tuting unmeaning forms and fuperftitious 
rites in the room of fubftantial godlinefs, 
and terrifying men into an implicit fubmif- 
fion to his decrees, by all that is dreadful in 
this or the invilible world. This idol, how- 
'«ver, which the fee of Rome has fo long 
fupported, begins to totter on the throne. 
A gaudy fuperltition lofes her charms, and 
a furious defpotifm its horrors, when the 
Light of Truth dawns on the minds of men. 
Yet the throne of iniquity is not vacated. 
Superftition may be depofed; but Scepti- 
cifm fills her room. She chufes the Deift: 
and the Socinian for her prime roinifters— 
her chiefs in the cabinet and the field. Both 
agree to employ a fophiftical philofophy in 
fupplanting the religion of Jefus ; bu<- they 
differ in the mode of carrying their meafures 
into execution. The Deift would take in 
the citadel by affault; the Socinian by ttra- 
tagem : the one would plant a battery ; the 
other would fink a mine : the former avows 
his inimical defigns; the latter conceals them 
under the mafk of friendfliip. Both have 
the fame end; but differ with regard to the 
means. 

The confequences of thefe different plans 
of attack may be eafily forefeen. The proud 
philofopher and the man of rank, difdaining 

G to 
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to fubmit to be taught by Jefus of Nazareth, 
will readily embrace the maxims of the Deift, 
which flatter the pride of human nature, ex- 
alting it into an independent divinity. Such 
an open attack on the Scriptures of Truth, 
however, would alarm the minds and {hock 
the feelings of men in the middle and lower 
walks of life, who have received thefe writings 
as divine oracles—the fource of all their joys 
and hopes for time and eternity, and the 
rules by which they are to be judged at the laft 
day. Againft thefe the Socinian mull be em- 
ployed—the man, who, as he is poflefled of 
all the poifon, has alfo all the fubtilty of the 
ferpent. The light of reafon, the religion 
of nature mull be held forth as the Jlandard 
of truth ; yet Revelation muff not be difcar- 
ded. Her peculiar do&rines, indeed, mull 
be abandoned, as not according with this 
imaginary Jiandard; but her moral precepts 
mult be retained, not as of divine authority, 
but as agreeable to the dictates of Dame Na- 
tural Reafon. Under a pretext of zeal for 
the divine Unity, the Son of God, the au- 
thor of Revelation, muft be degraded into 
a mere man, the fon of a carpenter, a falli- 
ble man like ouffelves; that his difciples may 
by degrees lofe their confidence in his pro- 
mifes, and veneration for his character. Mo- 
fes and all the rulers of Ifrael may be juftly 
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Jefus Chrift the pulpit and prefs will be fet 
in an uproar—Blafphemy ! Idolatry ! oh! 
oh ! oh ! The neceffity of the operations 
of the fpirit of God mutt be alfo fet afide. 
Man is fully able to fave himfelf; and who 
does not fee that if God works in us to will 
and to do of his good pleafure, our worthy 
felves would be robbed of the honour of 
working out our own falvation. In this 
cafe we muft join the fong of thefe mean- 
fpirited Beings in the Revelation, who ling 
“ Worthy is the Lamb, that was Ilain, and 
has redeemed us to God by his bloodand 
what man of fpirit would have the pride of 
his glory fo ftained ? Even angels chufed hell 
with all its horrors, rather than fubmit to 
fuch indignity. 

By arts like thefe, my brethren, Infidelity 
attempts an eftablilhment among us. What 
need have we then, to beware left fatan get 
an advantage of us, as he has fo many de- 
vices againft us! It muft be of the high- 
eft importance, in particular, to have juft 
ideas of the character of our Lord Jefus 
Ohrift, and of the ftation he holds in the 
univerfe, as this is the key to the whole book 
of God, the centre of all the lines of divine 
truth, to which all the Prophets and all the 
Apoftles give witnefs. Of this the enemy is 
well aware. Hence to obfcure ‘ the bright- 
nefs of the Father’s glory j” to draw a cloud 
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over the fun of our fouls, left we fliould be- 
hold 4 the glory of God fhining in the face 
of Jefus Chrift’—is the grand aim of the 
devil. Permit me, then, to put you in 
mind of a few plain pafl’ages of facred writ, 
which may tend to ftablifh your faith in the 
pre-exiftence and divinity of our Saviour, 
in whom we have believed. 

His pre-exiftence is moft exprefsly affert- 
ed in his own words—John vi. 38, 41, 62. 
“ I came down from heaven—I am that 
bread which came down from heaven  
What and if ye ihall fee the Son of man af- 
cend up where he was before ? chap. iii. 13. 
No man hath afcended into heaven, but he 
that came down from heaven, even the Son 
of man, who is,—or as the prefent parti- 
ciple is often ufed for the paft—who was in 
heaven, xvi. 28. I came forth from the Fa- 
ther, and am come into the world: again I 
leave the world and go to the Father, xvii. 5. 
Now, O Father, glorify me with thine own 
felf, with the glory 1 had with thee before 
the world was.” John Baptift was a pro- 
phet, and had his commiflion from heaven ; 
yet neither he nor any of the other prophets 
fays—I came down from heaven. So far 
from this, John makes this the peculiar cha- 
raderiftic of his Lord ‘ He that cometh 
from above, is above all—-he that cometh 
from heaven, is above all. John iii. 31.  

• . ■ Many 
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Many other Scriptures of the fame import 
might be added, as to this truth all the Pro- 
phets and Apoftles give witnefs : but the a- 
bove are fo exprefs, fo unequivocal in their 
evidence, that they leave no rational foun- 
dation for doubt. Even the Jews, the chil- 
dren of the devil, did not mifunderftand 
them ; although they join with their Soci- 
nian brethren in not believing them. Both 
call God a liar—Becaufe I tell you the 
truth you will not believe me/’ is equally 
true of both. Truth oppofes their prejudi- 
ces, therefore they muft oppofe Truth. 

You may now alk the Socinians, Suppo- 
ling our Lord to have meant to fay that h® 
was perfonally in heaven before the world 
was, and that he perfonally came down from 
heaven, in what plainer words could he pof- 
libly have exprefled himfelf ? And is it pof- 
fible, that any man of plain fenfe, any whcr 
has not fome bad end to ferve, could under- 
ftand thefe words in any other fenfe l This 
ends the controverfy. If they tell you. 
When Chrift fays I came down from heaven, 
he muft be underftood nietaphorically; but 
when he fays, I go to heaven, I afcend to 
my Father, he is to be underftood literally— 
this is to call you an idiot j as no rational 
creature can affent to fuch a commentary. 
T. F. Palmer fays 4 I came forth from Eng- 
land, and am come into Scotland: again I 
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leave Scotland, and go to England.’ How 
would he ftare, if fome learned commenta- 
tor would argue thus, Mr Palmer never was 
in England; therefore the firft claufe of this 
text muff be explained metaphorically, as it 
only means that he had his million as an 
"Hnitarian prophet from England : but the 
laft claufe mud be taken in a literal fenfe, as he 
intends perfonally to return to England  
Why ihould an Unitarian ftare at this com- 
ment, when he daily puts the lame brutilh 
and nonfenfical interpretation on the words 
of the Moft High ? 

In his pre-exiftent date, Paul fays he was 
“ in the form of God and in this form 
John calls him the Logos, the Revealer of 
the invifible Nature of Deity, in whom alone 
the creature can fee or know any thing of 
God. This chara&er he did not put off, 
when he affumed our nature. He divefted 
himfelf, indeed, of that vifible glory, which 
belonged to him “ as the only begotten of 
the Father;” yet even in our flelh he dill 
was the Logos or Word tabernacling in us ; 
and now he is again glorified with that glo- 
ry, which he had before the world was. 
Now, 

That our Saviour is called God, in the 
above character, is fd evident as to admit 
of no rational doubt. In Matthew c. i. 23. 
He is called “ Emmanuel, God with us.’*- 

John 
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John in the beginning of his gofpel tells us 
The Logos, who afterwards took part of 
our flelh and blood, was in the beginning 
with God, “ and: was God.” God and the 
Creator are fynonimous terms, and in the 
fame paffage we are told, “ By him were 
all things created.” Paul fays the fame. 
Col. i. 16. “By him were all things area* 
ted, that are in heaven and that are in earthy 
vifible and invifible—all things were created 
by him and for him. And he is before all 
things, and by him all things conlift.” The 
fame Apoftie exprefsly calls him God, Rom. 
ix. 5. “ Chrift came, who is over all, God 
bleifed for ever.” Heb. i. 8. “ Unto the 
Son he faith, Thy throne, O God^ is for 
ever and ever.” And in Rev. i. 11. He 
fays, “ I am Alpha and Omega, the firft 
and the laft,” which in ver. 8. is the charac- 
ter of “ the Almighty.” What infolence, 
then, mull that be, that could fay, “ Shew 
me the text where it is laid of Chrift as k 
is of Mofes, that God had made him a God.” 
It is no where faid, God made him a God : 
but we have feen a variety of texts, in which 
the Scriptures exprefsly call him God. 

But the Socinians not only err ■•in' deny- 
ing the divinity of ChrilU—their ideas of his 
humanity are no lets tinfcriptural. They 
tell us, that the fecond man, by whom 
comes the refurreclion of the dead/ is in no 
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refpeft materially different from Adam, the 
man by whom death came; but with re- 
fpect to their natures, there is no material 
diilinclion. Yea, Dr Prieftly fays, That 
our Lord was a child of the old Adam, in 
all refpeds, being begotten by Jofeph, the 
hufband of Mary! And fo brutilh are thefe 
mortals, that in a difcourfe publifhed at 
Cambridge, (1787) on 1 Cor. xv. 21. the 
author avers that Paul, in fpeaking of Adam 
and Chrift, with refpect to their natures, 
has mentioned no material diftinclion be- 
tween them, which he certainly would have 
done, had he known any. What this wri- 
ter calls material I know not; but if his bi- 
gotry would have permitted him to read 
downward to the 44, 45, 47th verfes of that 
chapter, he would have found the moft mark- 
ed conftitutional diftinclion. “ There is 
a natural body, and there is a fpiritual body* 
And fo it is written, The firft man Adam, 
was made a living foul; the laft Adam, a 
quickening fpirit. The firft man is of the 
earth, earthy; the fecond man is the Lord 
from heaven.” If this be no material di- 
ftinftion, what can be fo called ? The flefh 
and blood he took in the Virgin was ours, 
indeed; but he, who took part of it, was 
the divine Logos, the Lord from heaven, 
the enlivening fpirit, having life in himfelf, 
even as the Father has life in himfelf. 

I proceed 
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I proceed now to fet before you what the 

fcriptu, fays, with regard to the refpeft, 
to the honour or worflnp due to this cha- 
racter of our Lord Jefus ChriiL 

To worihip one, is to afcribe to him the 
glory due to his name, or character, and) 
that by words expreflive of veneration for 
his excellencies, or by bodily gefture, or kit- 
ting the hand, bowing, kneeling or falling 
down, &c. We often read in the tcriptures 
of this worfliip or honour being paid to men,, 
eminent in ftation or virtues; nor is there 
any fault found with this practice, while no> 
excellence was afcribed to a man, but what 
is human, and what he really potfetled. But 
if they afcribed divine perfections to any 
man or to an image, this is reprobated in 
the %'ongeft terms, a& giving God’s glory 
to another, and his praife to graven imagess. 
Thus when Ifrael “ worfliipped the Lord 
and the king,” this is mentioned with ap- 
probation, as they afcribed to each only what 
was due to their character: but when they, 
afcribed divine perfections to ftars or graven 
images, they are charged with idolatry and 
blafphemy. While Herod claimed the ho- 
nours of a king, no harm befell him ; but 
when he challenged the honours of a God, 
he provoked the divine vengeance, and was 
eaten of worms. 

To 
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By divine excellencies we mean perfonal 

perfections or attributes, no creature poflfef- 
fes, or works, no creature can perform. To 
worfhip God, then, is to afcribe to him, 
confefs or acknowledge that he is poffelTed 
of fuch perfections as belong not to the crea- 
ture, or that he has performed fuch works 
as no creature, man nor angel, can do. 
Creative energy ; wifdom to lay the whole 
plan of things, and power to uphold and 
and carry all into execution : fovereignty in 
forming his plan and in difpofing every part 
of it at his pleafure; Love palling know- 
ledge, and goodnefs extending to all his 
works; juftice in diftributing rewards and 
punifhments to the whole univerfe ; to exifl 
from eternity to eternity ; in fhort, to exill 
as no other exifts, to aCl as no creatu7 els, 
and to fpeak as no man fpeaks—thefe are a 
part of that immenfity of perfections which 
characterize divinity.—Thefe are claimed by 
the God of the Scriptures, in the character 
he gives of himfelf, and thefe he requires to 
be aferibed to him by all his creatures. 

In feripture, we find this worfhip perform- 
ed, i ft. by Zrotfctf/wfl, which means, a pray- 
er, an addrefs to a fuperior being, or cal- 
ling upon him for affiftance—“ In my dif- 
trefs.I called on God—call ye on his name,,, 
are expreflions frequent in David’s Pfalms. 
adly, By thankfgiving or praife, in which, 

with 
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wiuh reverence and gratitude, we acknow- 
ledge or confefs to him his perfe&ions and 
works, celebrating them in fongs. Thefe 
are called “ facrifices of praife, calves of the 
lips. 3dly, By bellowing the gifts he has 
entrufted with us, in the manner, and for 
the purpofes, he has enjoined, and that for 
his name’s fake, “ To do good and to com- 
municate, forget not: for with fuch facri- 
fices God is well pleafed.” 4thly, By ma- 
king his deeds known to others, publilhing 
and declaring all his mighty works, fpeaking 
of his falvation all the day. This is often join- 
ed with praife and prayer “ Give thanks 
to God ; call on his name, to men his deeds 
make known proclaim all his wondrous 
works.” Thus preaching is as much a part 
of worlhip as prayer or praife. 

It remains now, that we fhould enquire, 
whether, by fcripture precept or example, 
we are warranted to offer any worfhip of 
this kind to our Lord Jefus Chrift. 

In this enquiry, it is neceffary to keep in 
mind. That divine perfections and works 
lay the foundation for a claim to divine 
worfhip, and that divine works fuppofe di- 
vine perfections. Now our Saviour tells 
us, that he performs all the works of the 
Father—“ My Father worketh hitherto, and 
I work—-For whatfoever things he doth, 
thefe alfo doth the Son likewife.” John v. 
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.17, 19. Are all things of the Father as 
their original, Paul tells us all things are by 
the; Son, as the immediate fource of their 

■exiftence and prefervation. 1 Cor. viii. 6. 
“ The Father, of whom are all things, .and 
we in (or for) .him; and one Lord Jefus 
Chrift, by whom are all things, and we by 
him.” Thus whatever the Father planned, 
or divine wifdom defigned, the Son has ex- 
ecuted by power. By him were all things 
•created at firft, and.byhim all things con- 
fift, as the whole created machine is upheld, 
and carried forward to its deftined purpofes 
.by and through his agency. Raifmg the 
.dead is a repeated exertion of creative ener- 
gy ; and this is equally the claim of the Fa- 
ther.and the .Son. For as the Father rai- 
feth the dead, and quickeneth them; even 
Jfo the Son quidkeneth whom he will.” John 
v. 21.--Thus we find creative energy in all 
its forms exerted by the Son; and all this 
is the refult of divine perfections of “ life in 
himfelf, as the Father hath life in himfelf.” 
In him dwells all the fulnefs of the Godhead-— 
all the treafures of wifdom and knowlege, and 
that bodily. So that all that is juftly called 
God and worfhipped is in Chrift Jefus. He 
is in the Father and the Father in him ; and 
the Spirit of the Father and of the Son is 
one and the fame fpirit. 
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Thus all divine perfections are in, and in- 

feparably connected with the man Chrift Je- 
fus. We are told, indeed, all thefe were 
given him of the Father: and how could 
they be in him bodily otherwife. He had 
not our flefti and blood before his birth of 
the virgin ; nor does it appear that the divine 
Logos was fully united to the manhood be- 
fore his refurredtion from the dead, when 
only he became Lord both of the dead and 
of the living, and fills all in all. Hence 
it is eafy to fee, that this fulnefs muft have 
been given him, or imparted to him in the 
body of our fieffi, elfe it could not have been 
in him bodily.—What ignorance or what in- 
folence, then, could fay, “ Elijah, Peter and 
Paul raifed the dead, and fo are Gods too ?’* 
They never claimed any fuch power. Did 
they ever fay they had life in themfelves, 
and a power to quicken whom they would ? 
No : the words they uttered, on thefe occa- 
fions, were uttered by the divine command, 
and the power that produced the eftedf was 
not in them—it was the power of God. 

On thefe divine perfections and powers 
he had in him/elf, our Lord founds his claim 
to divine honours. The Son raifes the dead, 
has life in himfelf and has all judgment com- 
mitted to him, “ That all men fliould ho- 
nour the Son, even as th jy honour ih * Fa- 
ther.” John xv. 23. And to caution his 
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difciples in all ages againft Socinian ideas, 
who imagine that they can worlhip the Fa- 
ther abftractly conhdered, while they wor- 
fliip not the Son, he adds “ He that honour- 
eth not the Son, honoureth not the Father.” 
This law is not only given to men ; but Paul 
tells us “ When he bringeth in his firft-be- 
gotten into the world, he faith, Let all the 
angels of God worlhip him.” Such is the 
law of worlhip promulgated by heaven to 
angels and to men—a law founded on the 
higheft reafon, as no creature can fee or 
know God, but as he is manifefted in the 
perfon of Jefus Chrift. What, then, lhall 
we think of thefe heaven-daring mortals, 
who attempt to reverfe the edict of heaven ? 
Who, when they fpeak of the only-begotten 
Son of God, fay—Let neither men nor an- 
gels worlhip him ? 

Such is the law—and correfponding there- 
to is the practice of all the. true worlhippers. 
lit. As to Invocation—calling on the Lord 
Jefus, or on his name, is the very charac- 
teriftic of the faints, x Cor. i. 2. “ Unto 
the church of God at Corinth—with all that 
in every place call upon the name of Jefus Chrift 
our Lord” Again, “ The fame Lord over 
all, is rich unto all that call upon him. For 
whofoever lhall call upon the name of the Lord, 
lhall be faved.” Rom. x. 12, 13. See alfo 
Ads ix. 14, 21.—Such is the general cha- 
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racier—nor are examples wanting. When 
Paul prays for heavenly bleffings to defcend 
upon the churches, he connects the Father 
and the bon in his invocation, or addrefs to 
heaven for them. “ Grace, mercy and peace 
be to you from God the Father and the Lord 
Jefus Chrift.” Rom. i. 7. 1 Cor. i. 3. 2 Cor. 
i. 2. Gal. i. 3. Eph. i. 2. Philip, i. 2, &c. 
Sometimes he invokes the Son only—“ The 
grace of our Lord Jefus Chrift be with you 
allat other times the invocation is addref- 
fed to Father, Son and Holy Spirit. “ The 
grace of our Lord Jefus Chrift, the love of 
the Father, and the communion of the Holy 
Ghoft be with you all.” 

The above are examples of invocation 
more indirect; the following are dired or 
immediate addrefles to both Father and Son. 
“ Now God himfelf, even our Father, and 
our Lord Jefus Chrift direct our way unto 
you.” 1 Their, iii. 11. And in the follow- 
ing verfes he directly invocates Jefus the Lord 
—“ And the Lord make you to increafe and 
abound in love towards one another—-To 
the end he may eftablifh your hearts um- 
blameable in holinefs before God even our 
Father.” Again, “ Now our Lord Jefus 
Chrift himfelf, and God even our Father— 
comfort your hearts and ftablifh you in every 
good word and work.” 2 Theft, ii. 16, 17. 
From thefe inftances., it is evident, That not 
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a fingle blefimg defcends from the Father, 
but it at the fame time comes from the Son ; 
and therefore our eyes in prayer muft be di- 
redted to both. Nor does this divide our at- 
tention in worfhip at all—as the Father is in 
the Son, and the Son in the Father ; nor can 
we know or fee any thing of God but as in 
Chrift, who alone is' “ God with us.” 

The example of the dying Stephen is alfo 
full to ourpurpofe. A6ts vii. 59, 60. “ They 
ftoned Stephen, calling or invocating and 
faying—Lord Jefus, receive my fpirit. And 
he kneeled down and cried with a loud voice. 
Lord, lay not this fin to their charge.” The 
words upon God in our verfion are fupple- 
mentary. The Lord Jefus, then, is the ob- 
jcdt of this invocation ; as alfo in the lafl: of 
the holy volume—“ Amen ; even fo come. 
Lord Jefus.” This is calling on the name 
of the Lord Jefus—invoking him not as a 
creature, but as him, whofe are the fpirits 
of all flefla, who can receive our fpirits. And 
can a mere man do fo ? 

What fliall we then think of the effrontery 
of that affertion in p. 246 of the Chriftian 
Mifcellany for June, 1792.—Wherever the 
phrafe “ calling on the name of the Lord is 
ufed, no more is meant by it, but profefling 
to believe in Chrift!” The falfehood of this 
affertion is obvious even to a babe in Chrift. 
—It is added, indeed, “ Nothing can be 

more 
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more forced than to fay, that when Ananias 
faid to Saul, ‘ Arife and be baptized, and 
walh away thy fins, calling upon the name 
of the Lord,’ he intended to direct him to 
olfer up prayer to Chrift. What connection 
has the praying to Chrift, with Saul’s being 
baptized, and walhing away his fins ?” I an- 
fwer, a very ftrong connection—The blood 
of Jefus Chrift the Son cleanfes us from aft 
fin ; and Chrift has a pow er to forgive fin. 
How, then, could Saul get his fins wafhed 
away in baptifm but by this blood ; and who 
fhould blefs this ordinance of baptifm for this 
end, but the Lord, who inftituted it ? Who 
appointed it, not as Mofes, a fervant; but 
“ as a Son over his own houfe ?” It was cer- 
tainly as proper for Saul to pray to Chrift 
on this occafton for walhing from his fins, 
as it was for Stephen, when dying, to call 

• upon him to receive his fpirit. 
Thefe blind zealots draw their chief argu- 

ment, againft any religious addrefs to our 
Saviour, from John xvi. 23. “ In that day 
ye {hall aflc me nothing: Verily, verily, I 
fay to you, Whatfoever ye fiiall afk the Fa- 
ther in my name, he will give it you.” 
Here, fay they, our Lord exprefsly forbids 
prayers to be offered up to him, charging Ifts 
dilciples to pray only to the Father in his 
name.—As the whole ftrefs of the Socinian 
argument lie§ here, permit me, my brethren, 
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to call your particular attention to the fol- 
lowing obfervations; 

ift. When our Lord fays ‘ In that day ye 
Ihall afk me nothing,’ he mult mean, that 
they had alked him formerly, during his a- 
bode among them ; as thus the future time 
is to be diftinguifhed from the paft. If they 
had never alked him any thing, it would be 
abfurd or at leaft idle to fay, after this ye 
Ihall alk me nothing. If, then, qfking in this 
text means praying, as the Socinians will have 
it, the confequence is obvious—our Lord 
permitted the difciples to pray to him, in 
the days of his fiefh, and fo encouraged ido- 
latry : or if it was no idolatry to pray to 
him in the days of his humiliation, thefe 
Magi muft Ihew us, How it becomes idola- 
trous to pray to him in glory. 

adly. The verb rendered q/ky in the firft 
claufe is very different from the wrord fo ren- 
dered in the laft claufe of this verfe. Erqotaoo 
generally fignifies to make an enquiry, and aiteoo 
to prefent a petition or requeji. While he wras 
•with them, the difciples enquired at him the 
fenfe of many parables and dark difpenfations, 
fome of which he had been explaining to 
them in this difcourfe. But now, fays he, 
I afcend to heaven, fo that ye fhall not have 
me with you to inftruct you, yet this fhall 
be no difadvantage to you, as I will fend you 
the fpirit of truth, w^ho will teach you all 
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things, and among the reft How to pray. 
This does not fay that they ftiould not pray 
to him. 

3dly. He is here teaching them his media- 
tory character, or that they fhould afk the 
Father in his name. In this view they had. 
not feen him before. In the light they had 
regarded him, or while in his humiliation, 
it would not have become him to have re- 
quired worfhip to be offered to himfelf, al- 
though he never refufed it when offered. 

4thly, Even in this very difcourfe he tells 
them, that he had fpoken to them in para- 
bles or darkly—‘ Thefe things have I fpoken 
to you in parables.’ ver. 25. Corftquently 
here he only tells them part of the truth, 
not the whole. Something was left in the 
dark even on the fubje<ft of prayer, (for this 
is the fubject he is fpeaking on) which would 
not be explained till the fpirit came. The 
Spirit alone taught them the Divinity of his 
character, in which refpect alone he is the 
objeft of divine worfhip. When this inward 
teacher had fhewen them the divinity of 
their Lord, he fhewed them alfo the refpeft 
due to him. This is the myftery which he 
tells them he would reveal after his afcen- 
fion, when he would no more fpeak to 
them in parables, but plainly. Accordingly, 
we have feen in a variety of inftances, and 
in other§ not quoted, that after the fpirk 
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came, the difciples although they generally 
addrefs the Father, as the ultimate objeft 
of worfhip, yet they fometimes addreffed the 
Son alone, as having all the Godhead in 
him, and at other times, the Father and 
the Son conjunctly. 

5thly, If we explain this claufe ' In that 
day ye fhall afk me nothing,’ as forbidding 
us to pray to Chri/i, we mu ft, by the fame 
rule, explain verfes 27, and 29, as telling us 
that Chrift will not pray for us. He who 
faid, ‘ In that day ye fhall afk me nothing,’ 
faid at the fame time, ‘ I fay not to you, 
that I will pray the Father for you and 
thus we mult deny the interceflion of Chrift 
alfo. But let us explain verfe 23, as even 
Socinians explain verfes 26, and 27, and all 
is clear. It is allowed, that the meaning 
of thefe two laft verfes is, I fay not that I 
will pray the Father for you, as if he was 
not of himfelf difpofed to give you what 
you need—“ For the Father himfelf loves 
you.” I will, indeed, pray the Father, not 
as if this was neceffary to difpofe him to blefs 
you ; but becaufe this is the conftituted me- 
dium for conveying bleflings to you. In 
the fame manner, when he fays, c In that 
day ye fhall afk me nothing,’ he means— 
Ye will have no need to afk any thing of 
me, as if I loved you better or would be 
more ready to beiiow bleftings upon you, 

than 
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than the Father; for I tell you, 4 The Fa- 
ther loves you, and whatfoever ye {hall afk 
the Father in my name, he will give it you.* 
—Thus as he does not reftrict himfelf from 
praying for us in the one pallhge, neither 
does he prohibit us from praying to him in 
the other. 

6thly, If the Socinian interpretation of 
this palfage be admitted, we mull deny That 
the Holy Spirit guided the Apoftles into all 
truth, in the exercifes of divine worfhip. In 
Ihort, we mud fay, That Paul lived, and 
Stephen died in an unwarrantable, yea in 
an idolatrous pradice! 

II. Thankfgiving^ exprelfedin pfalms, hymns 
and fpiritual fongs, conflitutes another effen- 
tial part of divine worfhip. That this is of- 
fered to Chrift, as well as to the Father, in 
the facred volume, is fo obvious, that, it de- 
mands effrontery indeed to deny it. The 
victories and triumphs of our Lord are ce- 
lebrated in many of David’s and other Old 
Teftament Pfalms. In the 47th Pfalm, we 
are called to fmg praifes to our king—and 
who is he ? “ God is gone up with a fhout; 
Jehovah with the found of the trumpet 
and in this triumph all lands are concerned, 
ver. 1. And had all people any concern in 
any exaltation of David r But in that of Je- 
fus all had. The Apollle Paul frequently 
views his Lord funply in the character of a 

mediator 
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mediator between God and man ; in which 
view he offers up thanks to the Father 
through him, and charges us “ By him to 
offer up the facrifice of praife to God conti- 
nually F1 yet at other times his thankfgivings 
are, immediately addreffed to Jefus Chriff, 
Thus in i Tim. i. 12. “I thank Jelus Chriff 
our Lord, who hath enabled me, for that 
he counted me faithful, &c.” But the moft 
ftriking and full exemplification of this fact 
is to be found in the Revelation of John. 
In the beginning of that moft important of 
all prophecies, John prays for grace and 
peace not from the Father only, and the 
Spirit'in his feven-fold energy, but alfo from 
Jefus Chrift, c. i. 4, 5, To him he fings a 
hymn of praife—“ Unto him that loved us, 
and wrafhed us from our fins in his own 
blood, &c.” Here Jefus is addreffed both 
as the object of -prayer and praife. In the 
5th chapter we have a moft ftriking repre- 

Xentation of heavenly worfhip. When the 
Laipb appears in the midlt of the throne, 
the redeemed hofts fall dozun projirate before 
him, and this is the higheft external fign of 
worftiip, whereby we are called to “ glorify 
God in our bodies.” Then in chorus they 
fing a new fong “ Thou art worthy to 
take the book, and to open the feals there- 
of : for thou waft flain, and haft redeemed 
us to God by thy blood, &c.” Inftantly 
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the angels, with a loud voice, ling their 
part of the anthem—“ Worthy is the Lamb, 
that was flain, to receive power, and riches, 
and wifdom, and ftrength, and honour, and 
glory, and bleiling.” Alas ! alas! lays a 
Socinian, Has idolatry got into heavenly 
places alfo ! A dreadful affair indeed! Pity 
it is that our pamphlets cannot afcend there 
—they would foon reform religion even in 
heaven, as they have already done in earth, 
and conlign thefe hymns to eternal oblivion. 
 Child of Lucifer ! Read on, and feel a 
keener hell within thee. Thy pride would 
rather chufe annihilation, than to ling hymns 
to the Lamb. Yet if thy exiftence be con- 
tinued, thou mull: join in the following part 
of this facred fong: for, fays John, “ every 
creature which is in heaven, and on the 
earth, and under the earth, and fuch as are 
in the fea, and all that are in them, heard 
I faying, bleffmg, and honour, and glory, 
and praife, be unto him that litteth upon 
the throne, and unto the Lamb for ever 
and ever.” 

Here we find every perfection, every ho- 
nour, that is afcribed to the Father, afcri- 
bed equally to the Son; as alfo in chapter 
7, ver. 10. where the great multitude of the 
redeemed cry with aloud voice, “ Salvation 
be afcribed to our God, who fitteth upon the 
throne, and unto the Lamb.”—Thefe in- 

ftances 
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ftances indifputably afcertain the fenfe of 
John v. 23. “ All men fhould honour the 
Son even as they honour the Father.” If 
power over univerfal Nature, and a right to 
difpofe of all the riches or blejfmgs it con- 
tains ; if unerring wifdom and invincible 
Jirength; if all honour and glory belong to 
the Father, the fame are afcribed to the Son. 
Yea, if life itfelf and a power to quicken 
whom he wills, comprehending all eflential 
powers and perfections, be the property of 
the one, it is alfo the claim of the other. 
Equal perfe&ions juftly claim equal honour. 
To tell us, then, that the honour the Son 
claims is ellentially different from that which 
is the unalienable prerogative of the Supreme 
Being, is to explain away the mofl obvious 
fenfe of language, and to blafpheme the 
Holts of Worfhippers who dwell in heaven. 

But fays the Chrijlian Mifcellany, p. 242. 
you do ‘ not advert to the peculiar circum- 
itances, under which thefe afcriptions of | 
praife were made, viz. in a fcenical repre- 
fen tation ; nor reflect, that what was tram 
failed in a vilion, where Chrift was fuppo- 
fed to be prefent, can be no precedent for 
chriflians, his followers, to addrefs prayer or 
praife to him, or to fuppofe him every 
where prefent to hear them.’ To this I re- 
ply—Is this a reprefentation of a faft or of 
a lie ? Certainly of a fad, otherwife the 

Scriptures 
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Scriptures are calculated to miflead us in 
our moft important concerns. In a vifioil 
John muft have beheld it, as he could fee it 
no other way—but it was a divine vifion. 
Again, this allows the propriety of addref- 
ling prayer and praife to Chrill when he is 
prefent to hear them. But you lay that to 
offer prayers or praifes to Ghrift is as abomi- 
nable and damnable Idolatry as to worlhip 
Baal or any other idol! yet when he is pre- 
fent it is lawful to worlhip him! Strange 
ideas thefe! To worlhip Chrifl: in heaven is 
lawful and juft—to worlhip him on earth 
idolatry! When he appears again, it feems 
Socinians themfelves will worlhip him ?— 
Will become good Trinitarians !—Men wri- 
ting in this manner are vilionaries indeed ; 
but they have not “ feen the vilions of the 
Almighty.” 

It may be added. We are taught to pray 
That the divine Will may be done on earth 
as it is in heaven. But it is admitted that 
in heaven the adoring hofts worlhip the 
Lamb as well as his Father; confequently 
this muft alio be done on fearth by all true 
worlhippers. It is very honeft in the Soci- 
nians to tell us, That they, like witches in 
ftory, invert the Lord’s prayer, faying Let 
not thy will be done in earth, as it is in 
heaven! 

I Befides, 
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Befides, Paul fays, ‘ We fee Jefus—Faith 

is the fubftance of things unfeen—Mofes en- 
dured, as feeing him who is invifible,’ or un- 
feen by mortal eyes. What, then, although 
Chrift be unfeen by the eye of flelh; we fee 
him by faith, which fuhftantiates the unfeen 
world to us. Thus we fee Jefus, and confe- 
quently, even on the Socinian plan, it is 
lawful to worihip him. 

But, fay they, ‘ he is not prefent to hear 
you.’ How then can he offer up our pray- 
ers to,, or intercede for us with the Father ? 
or how can he judge the fecrets of all men 
at the laft day ? Why does he fay to the 
churches in Afia ‘ I know thy works—I am 
he who fearcheth the reins and hearts ; and 
I will give unto every one of you according 
to your works ?’ Why faid he to his difci- 
ples ‘ Lo, I am with you always even to the 
end of the world ? While we believe thefe 
words, it is impoffible we can doubt whe- 
ther Chrift be prefent to hear us or not. 
Yes, my brethren, the Socinians imagine 
he hears them not; and in one refpeft I dare 
fay this is true : but “ this is the confidence 
W'e have in him, that if wre afk any thing 
according to his will he heareth us. And if 
we know he heareth us, whatfoever we alk, 
w'e know that we have the petitions which 
we defired of him.” John’s r Ep. v. 14. 15. 

Thus 
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Tlius I think it plain, beyond a rational 

difput'e, that prayers and praifes are to be 
offered up to Chrift and to the Father by or 
through him. The Son is the immediate 
object of attention in worfhip, as through 
him alone our fervices can afcend to the Fa- 
ther, who is only glorified in the Son. 

But we are required to offer ftill more 
coflly facrifices to Jefus, or for his fake— 
Houfes, lands, wife, children—every worldly 
intereft, yea life itfelf.—Since Socinians will 
not join Paul in faying “ I thank Jefus Chrift,, 
for benefits received; how will they offer 
thefe much more expenfive facrifices for his 
name’s fake ? yet thefe muff be offered at his 
command, elfe he affures us we are none of 
his. 

We faw alfo, that declaring the name of 
God, making Iris deeds known, is a part of 
worfhip equally required of us as prayer and 
praife. But this is as ffrongly enjoined by Je- 
fus Chriff, with refpeft to himfelf. Hence to 
preach Chrift crucified, to preach the gofpel 
of Chrift, to declare his doings among the 
nations for the obedience of faith, was the 
conftant employ of his difciples : and as the 
name of the Father is in him, he that con- 
feffes the Son, that abideth in the do&rine 
of Chrift, ‘ he hath both the Father and the 
Son.’ 

I 2 Ifhall 
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I fliall only add on this point. That there 

is one a<5fc of chriftian worftiip, in wliich 
Chrift nauft be the object of our principal 
regards. ‘ Do this,’ laid he, ‘ in remem- 
brance of me; for this is my body broken 
for you, and this my blood, flied for the 
remiffion of the fins of many.’ Here all we 
fee, all we partake of, is Chrift; why then 
fhould it not be done in memory of him ? 
Did Mofes fay—Eat the pafchal lamb in re- 
membrance of me ? No : Mofes did not give 
Ifrael his flefti to eat, nor was his blood fired 
for the remiflion.of their fins; and fo had 
no claim to be remembered in the fervice of 
the paffover. But in the Lord’s fupper, the 
atonement, the reconciliation, the putting 
away of fin by the facrifice of himfelf, ot 
him, who ‘ loved trs and gave himfelf for 
us, ain offering and a facrifioe to God of a 
fwe«t fmelling favour”—-thefe are the chief 
objetfts of chriftian attention.—Thus we eat 
and worfhip him, who is the governour 
among the nations. He is our Lord, and 
let us worfhip him, regardlefs of all the cur- 
fes, of all the thunders of the fee of Socinus. 

We are upbraided, alfo by thefe zealous 
reformers, for regarding a Trinity in our 
religious fervices.—I have no intention at 
prefent to enter upon a metaphfiycal difeuf- 
fion of this fubjeft,—not becaufe I confider 
the idea repugnant to found philofophy, but becaufc 
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fcecaufe I mean to treat of it at large in ano- 
ther work. A mercy it is, that fuch a dif- 
quifition is not necefiary to the generality of 
chriftians ; to whom a ‘ Thus faith the Lord* 
is a fudicient foundation for faith. Divine 
faith mutt refpect the divine teftimony : and 
he mutt either be an ignorant or biafled read- 
er of the fatred records indeed, if he does 
not find there, that it is iinpoflible to offer 
any acceptable worfliip to heaven, without 
reipecting a trinity. We are initiated into 
the church of God, and profefs fubjedtion 
to the gofpel, by being baptized “ into the 
name of the Father, Son and Holy Spirit;’* 
and that by the authority of the Lord of all. 
Here is a Trinity undoubtedly, which we 
mutt regard in baptifm. In all our after- 
addreffes to the heavenly throne the fame 
Trinity mutt be regarded: for Paul affures 
us “ Through Chrifl we have an accefs by 
one Spirit unto the Father." Eph ii. 18. If 
every good and perfect gift comes down 
from the father of lights; Chrift attended 
on high that he might ‘ give gifts to men,* 
and “ out of his fulnefs we all have received, 
even grace for grace.” The fame blellings 
are communicated by the Holy Spirit—4 all 
thefe worketh that one and the felf fame 
fpirit, dividing to every man feverally as 
he wills.’ Hence we are bleffed in the name 
of the fame Trinity--Paul prays that ‘ the 

I 3 grace 
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grace of our Lord Jefus Chrift, the love of 
God, and the fellowfhip or communion of 
the Holy Spirit may be with us all.’ 

Metaphyficians, then, may difpute about 
the abftraift eflence, confubftantiality, per- 
fonality, identity and diftinction of thefe 
Three, till they are loft in a labyrinth of 
mazy errors. But whatever become of thefe 
intricate fubtelties, while the above texts are 
found in our bible, chriftians are at no lofs 
to find That our falvation, all that can make 
us happy here and hereafter, is of the Father, 
through the Son and by the Holy Spirit. To 
this idea of a Trinity every true chriftian 
muft fay Amen. 

CONCLUSION. 
I Shall now offer a few Refledfions on what 

has been faid in the foregoing pages. 
It is impoftible that the Socinian worfliip 

can be acceptable to God. We know who 
has faid ‘ In vain do ye worfliip me, teach- 
ing for doctrine the commandments of men.* 
We know alfo, that the eftablifhed law of 
heaven, with refpedt to worfliip, is ‘.That 
all men ftiould honour the S<?flv even as they 
honour the Father.’ This is the law given 
to men: the fame too is tfffeft&l to angels—* c Let 
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‘ Let all the angels of God worlhip him., 
Accordingly we have foun<f the practice of 
the redeemed from the earth, and of adoring 
angels exactly conformed to this heavenly 
edict. But this edift the Socinians attempt 
to reverfe, faying, Let neither man nor an- 
gel honour the Son as they honour the Fa- 
ther. This is furely a commandment of 
men, although iffued from the Racovian See. 
The confequence is obvious—‘ In vain’ do 
the Socinians worfhip the Father; for c he 
that honoureth not the Son, honoureth not 
the Father.’ 

I remember, about 30 years ago, I heard a 
venerable old clergyman # lay in his fermon— 
Would you know, you wicked folk, how high 
your prayen go ? They never go higher than that 
—pointing with his finger to the crown of 
his head. 1 dare aver, Even Dr Prieflly’s 
famous printed prayer never will afcend the 
nineteenth part of an inch higher. 

II. 
What ftrange ideas muft the Socinians en- 

tertain concerning Jefus Chrift. They view 
him as a mere inan—riot only fo, but they 
muft view him as a very bad man. By a 
variety of perfons, and on a variety of occa- 
fions, “was he worfhipped on earth : nor do 
we once read of.his rejecting thefe honours. 
He received them without a fingle mark of 

difapprobalion. 
y -The late Mr Cleveland of Buchlyvie. 
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difapprobatidn. On the contrary, when 
worfhip was offered to Peter, Paul and Bar- 
nabas, they rejected it in the moil pointed 
terms of abhorrence. Nor would an angel 
fuffer John the Divine to fall down at his 
feet to worftnp him—“ See thou do it not; 
for I am thy fellow-fervant and of thy bre- 
thren the prophets—Worfhip God.” If our 
Lord, then, was only a mere man, a fellow- 
fervant of the Prophets and Apoftles, how 
far was he their inferior in piety! He coun- 
tenanced idolatry ; and therefore, although 
to ferve the low defigns of an infidious party, 
the Socinians ftill continue to call him “ our 
blefied Lord,” it is probable they will foon 
throw off the mafk, fo thin that it is not 
worth the wearing, and join openly with 
their brethren the Jews, faying, “ Nay; but 
he deceiveth the people.” 

Again, If, as Socinians fay, our Saviour 
was only a prophet or teacher, who does not 
fee that mankind are more indebted to his 
Apoftles, in that charafter, than to him ? 
He confined his miniftrations to Judea ; not4 

did he commit his Inftru&ions to writing, 
for the behoof of other nations and other 
ages. His fuccefs, too, was very trifling: 
few believed his report, or admitted his cre- 
dentials as of divine authority. But his 
Apoftles not only preached, but wrote the 
important truths for generations yet unborn 

Burfting 
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—Burfting overllte narrow confines-of Judea, 
they imparted the inftrucliws of wlTdont to 
the furrounding nations, and called all men 
to behold the falvation of God. The fucce'fc 
of their labours, alfo, was very great: mul- 
titudes believed their-doctrines, and turned 
from dead idols to for ye. the living God. 
Nor did they, limply repeat the Jeflons of 
their mailer: to thefe they added many 
truths he had not taught them while on 
earth at all. Now as the Socinians do hot 
believe, that Chrift after, he afcended fent 
his Spirit to hi$ Apofcles to teacli them or 
lead them into all truth .-(for what fpirit has 
a mere man to fend) they mull conlider the 
Apoftles as far fuperior to their Lord in every 
refped;. Dr Prieftly denies the infpiration 
of the Apoftles as Writers ; confequently all 
they taught w;as the effort of natural abilities; 
which exalts their character high indeed. 
But had they taught Socinianifm, the Dr 
would have allowed them a plenary infpira- 
tion, and admitted their writings as “ deci- 
five in religious controverfy.,, 

in. 
What a weak, capricious, abfurd being is 

the Socinian God : Dwelling in the gloomy 
folitude of his own elfence, he governed 
the univerfe alone, without any aflbciate, till 
about 1800 years ago. Then, as if fuperan- 
nuated, he took a fancy for a Jewifh boy. 
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the Ton of a carpenter, whom, after he had 
fubjecled him to ignominy, torments and 
death in the moft hideous form, for no ra- 
tional purpofe, he exalted to the heavenly 
throne, and entrufted in his hands the reins 
of the univerfe with all the fulnefs thereof. 
Yet fo ill-qualified is this Vice-roy for his 
talk, that as he fits always on his throne, 
and fo has his perfonal knowledge confined 
to a very narrow limit, he knows neither 
his fubjects nor their affairs in any diftant 
province but by report. So far is he from 
fearching the heart, or trying the reins of 
men, that he has no perfonal knowledge 6f 
a fingle action done on earth for 1700 years 
paft. Yet he is appointed to judge the world 
in righteoufnefs on a future day !—Befides, 
although Socinus’ God has lodged all fulnefs 
in this favourite’s hand, yet if any creature 
prefume to afk a fingle favour of him, or to 
offer a fong to his honour, he is inftantly 
fentenced to the lake of fire, which burns 
for ever and ever! Is this the God and 
the Chrifl of the univerfe ? Is this the reli- 
gion of Rationals ? Forbid it heaven ! For- 
bid it, common fenfe! 

When Pharaoh of Egypt chufed a fubfti- 
tute in his government, he fixed on a man 
equal to himfelf in every talent of head and 
heart, neceffary to fill fo important a ftation, 
with honour to himfelf and advantage to 

the 
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the fubjed. And having entrufted all the 
treafures of Egypt in his hand, fo far was he 
from prohibiting his fubjeds from alking a 
fupply for their wants from his "Vice-roy, 
that when the people afked any thing of 
himfelf, “ Pharaoh faid to all the Egyptians, 
Go unto Jofeph; what he faith to you, do.” 
 If Mofes was made a God to Pharaoh, 
Pharaoh, in point of wifdom and propriety 
of condud, might be a God to the God of 
Socinus. 

IV. 
In what light muft we view this Sedary ? 

T.’F. Palmer tells us, they are brethren of 
the Jews, who are infidels with refped to 
chriftianity, and of whom our Lord fays 
“ Ye are of your father the devil.” The de- 
vil was a liar from the beginning, queftion- 
ing the language of God, rejeding its moft 
obvious meaning, and wrefting it into one 
which common fenfe proclaims could never 
be intended by fuch language from fuch a 
Being: and is not this the great bufinefs of 
Socinians ? They have changed the whole 
truth of God into a lie.—Again, DrPrieftly 
tells us, That he has frequently declared 
himfelf “ not to be a believer in the infpira^ 
tion of the Evangelifts and Apoftles as wri- 
ters yea he denies the plenary infpiration 
of our Lord himfelf. What can a Deift do 

more ? 
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mbrd? Mahomet went not half fo far. How 
bafe, then, to call himfelf a Ghriftian ! 

Thus, in the words of a great Writer, 
the Dr “ appears before us at this moment, 
a ftriking and folemn evidence himfelf, that 
to deny the divinity of our Saviour, does', 
by the neceffary impulie of endeavouring to 
vindicate the denial, by the judicial curfe of 
God upon the redoubled impiety, and by a 
precipitate gradation of ablurdity from both, 
draw the mind at laft, to deny the very in-* 
fpiration of all our fafiptural Writers; to 
deny even the very infpiration of our grand 
and oral Teacher himfelf, and confequently 
to charge both, with Folly and with Faljhood 
in their inilriufuons; fo to 11; el ter finally 
from reputation, m the blafphemies of Juda- 
ifm, of Heatheniiin, and of Hell.” 

FINIS. 


