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A

R E P L Y

T O

Dr. PRIESTLET;’S
REMARKS, .

DR. Prieftley having publifhed, in a
very angry Pamphlet, his Remarks

on fome Paragraphs in the fourth Volume of
my Commentaries, 1 find myfelf called up-
on to take fome Notice of a Performance,
to which an Author, of Reputation in the
literary World, has very fairly fubfcribed
his Name.
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The Method, which I have hitherto
obferved, with regard to the numerous
Striftures which my Commentaries have
excited, has been to negle& them intirely,
if I thought them miftaken or trifling:
But, if founded in Juftice, from whatever
Quarter they came, I bave availed myfelf
of the Truths they imparted, and have
endeavoured to corre& my own Miftakes
in fome fubfequent Impreflion of the
Book : So true is Dr. Prigftley’s Obferva-
tion?, that I have ¢ no Objeltion to
<« making Alterations in the new Editions
“ of my Works.” For I have always
thought it more honourable to retract,
than to perfevere i1n an Error; and have
neither Leifure, Inclination, nor Ability,
to dip myfelf in Controverfy of any Kind,
much lefs Theological Controverfy. But
I have departed this once from my ufual

Rule,

2 Page 11.
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Rule, not with an Intention to enter in=~
to perfonal Altercation with Dr. Priefley,
(in which I am by no means a Match for
him) but principally to explain my own
Sentiments with ref{peCt to religious Liber-
¢y, which that Gentleman hath taken an
Handle very greatly to mif-reprefent.

Before I defcend to Particulars, I muit
firft of al] corre&t a Miftake, which Dr.
Priefiley {feems to have fallen into®, by
fancying that the offenfive Paffages in
my Book were perfonally levelled at Hum.
Let me affure him, that they were writ-

ten above fifteen Years ago, before (I
believe) he had ever appeared as an Au-

thor : And let me add, that, till his pre~
fent Remarks, I never read any of his
Produ&tions, excepting his Hiftory of
Ele&ricity ; from whence I conceived a
very favourable Impreffion of his Talents, -

as

b Page 9, 10, 56, &Je.
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as 4 candid and ingenious Writer; How
oreatly my Opinion, with refpet to the
firft of thofe Qualities, has been altered

by his late Publication, I leave to himfelf
to imagine.

He fuppofes me, throughout his Per-
formance, to be a bigotted High-dhurch-
Man, and of a perfecuting Spirit in
Matters of religious Differences : and,
to fupport the Opinion, which he has thus
unaccountably taken up, he obferves ¢,
that 1 quote wizh Approbation the Sta-
tute of King Wiliam againtt Arians, and
ftrongly intimates, that I with for a Re-

vival of the penal Laws againit the Dif-
fcnters.

To the firft Charge I anf{wer, that I

have barely recited that Statute, without
either approving or difapproving it. To
refute

¢ Pacge 48.



[ 7 1

refute the fecond, I need only refer to
the very Pages ¢ from whence this Author
has cited the Paragraph, with which he
is principally difpleafed. The Reader
will there find it laid down, < that our
¢« Anceftors were certainly miftaken in
‘¢ their Plans of Compulfion and Into-
¢¢ lerance :—that the Sin of Schifim, as
¢¢ fuch, is by no Means the Obje&t of .
¢¢ temporal Coercion and Punifhment :

<« —that if Men quarrel with the ecclefi-
¢¢ aftical Eftablithment, the civil Ma-

¢¢ giftrate has nothing to do with it, un-
¢ lefs their Tenets and Practice are fuch
¢ a5 threaten Ruin or Difturbance to the
¢¢ State :—that all Perfecution for Diver-
¢ fity of Opinions is contrary to every

¢ Principle of found Policy and civil

‘“ Freedom ; — that, in particular, the
«“ Laws of Queen Elizabeth and King

‘¢ Charles II, againft the Diflenters, were
¢ fuch

¢ Comm. p. 52, §3.
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<« fuch as I (hould not undertake to juf-
¢¢ tify :—and that the fubfequent Indul-
<« gence thewn by the Toleration-act

«¢ arofe from a Spirit of true Magnanimity
<< 311 the Legiﬂature.”

I have indeed, illuftrated this Do&rine
with a few hiftorical Remarks, to fhew
the Motives of originally enaing thofe
penal Laws, which are now {ufpended by
the Toleration-A&, and in which I have
declared that our Anceftors were certainly
miftaken. I have deduced them from the
turbulent Difpofition which the Diffenters
had thewn zn former Times; and which I

believe no moderate Diffenter will deny to
have formerly exifted among many of the

Separation, though perhaps he may think
it was excited by the Haughtinefs and Ri-
gour of the Churchmen. I have faid, that

both Papifts and Proteftant Diffenters were
efteemed by the Laws enacted fince the Re-

formation (not that [ ez prefent effeem them )
to
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to offend through a miftaken or perverfe )
Zeal ; that they were fuppsfed (not that
Jfuppofe them) to be equally Schifmatics,
&c. as in the Paflage cited by Dr. Prizft-
{ey *. And then follow thefe Words, ¢ Yet
¢¢ certainly our Anceftors were miftaken
““ in their Plans of Compulfion and Into-
¢ lerance ;” together with the reft of the
Sentiments, which I have juft now quoted,
and which alone were intended to be de-
livered as my own Opinion. But Dr.

Prieftley hath attributed to me the Adop-
tion of thofe Principles, which I only
meant to mention hiftorically, as the Caufes

of the Laws which 1 condemn.

I thall own very frankly, that {on re-
viewing this Paffage) I am convinced,
that it is fomewhat incorreét and con-
fufed ;' and might lead a willing Critic to
conclude, that a gencral Refle@tion was

B intended

¢ Page 23.
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intended on the Spirit, the Do&rines,
and the Pracice of the Body of our modern
Diflenters. A Reflection which I totally
difapprove : being perfuaded, that by far
the greater Part of thofe, who have now
the Misfortune to differ from us in their
Notions of ecclefiaftical Government and
public Wotfhip, have notwithftanding a
proper and decent Refpec for the Church
eftablithed by Law ; deteft all outrageous
Attacks on its Miniftets; Liturgy,and Doc-
trines ; and are zealous in {upporting thofe
two great Objects of every good Citizen's
Care, and which are not fo incompatible
as fome Perfons feem to imagine, the ci-
w1l Liberties and the Peace of their Coun-
try. And {o far am I from withing to

perpetuate or widen our unhappy Diffe-
rences, that I fhall make it my Care, in

every {ubfequent Edition of this Volume,

fo to rectify the Claufe in queftion, as to
render it more expreflive of that Meaning
which I here avow; and which, if read

with
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with a due Degree of Candour, might be-
fore have been eafily difcerned.

But, after having made this Sacrifice
to the Spirit of Truth and Moderation, 1
I muft beg Leave to inform Dr, Priefiley,
fince 1t {eems he is yet to learn itf, that
Nonconformaty is {till a Crime by the Laws
of England, and has heavy Penalties an-
nexed to it, notwithftanding the Act of
‘Toleration, (nay, exprefsly referved by that
A& ®) in all fuch as do not comply with
the Conditions thereby enjoined. In cafe
the Legiflature. had intended to abolith
both the Crime and the Penalty, 1t would
at once have repealed all the penal Laws
enaéted againft. Nonconformifts. But it
keeps them exprefsly in Force againft all
Papifts, Oppugners of the Trinity, and
Perfons of no Religion at all: and only
exempts from their Rigour fuch ferious,

B 2 {fober-~

f Page 49. ¢ Seft. 16, 17,
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fober_-minded Diffenters, as fhall have taken
the Oaths, and fubfcribed the Declara-

tion at the Seffions, and fhall rcgular]y re-
pair to fome licenfed Place of religious

Worfhip. But, though thefe Statutes ob-
lige me to confider Nonconformity as a
Breach of the Law, yet (notwuhﬁandmg
Dr. Priefiley’s Strictures) I fhall ftill con-
tinue to think, that Revi/ing the Ordinances
of the Church is a Crime of a much groffer
Nature than the other of mere Noncon-

Jormity.

Far be it from me to wifth any Reftraint
to be laid on rational and difpaffionate
Enquiries into the Rectitude and Propriety
of our national Mode of Worthip. What
I have cenfured (and indeed not I, but
the Law) is not, as Dr. Prieffley moft un-
warrantably fuppolfes ®, the tbinking diffe-
rerzt{y fram the Courch of England ;—but

the

* Page ¢4
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the #reating it with Contempt and Rudenefs,
the nveighing with Bitterne/s againft tbe
Englyh Liturgy, and the wvirulent Decla-

mations of peevifb or opinionated Men, - in
Oppofition to the ecclefiaftical Eftablith-

ment. If Dr. Priflley is guilty of thefe
Pradtices (though, whether he is {o or not,

I profefs myfelf intirely ignorant, unlefs
from his prefent Publication) he falls with-
in the Danger of the Laws ; if otherwife,
he is totally unconcerned in the Cenfure.

But why, let me afk, does Dr. Pricfiley
-apply thele Charallers to the Body of our
prefent. Diffenters ¢ I have not. applied
them to any, but a few of their Anceftors
in the Infancy of our prefent Efiablifoment,
and to fuch modern Writers of all Deno-
minations (not confining them to ‘Protef-
tant Diflfenters) as have trodden too clofe-
ly in their Steps. 1f I were weak snough
to apply them in general to the Diffenters
of the prefent Times, and if he were har-

dy
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dy enough to deny the indecent Behaviour
of fome antient polemical Puritans, we
thould both of us oftend againft the Truth.
He will not, I am perfuaded, maintain,
that all Proteftant Diflenters are virulent
Declaimers againft the Liturgy; or that
none will fall under that Defcription but
Proteftant Diflenters only. I have men-
tioned the Papifts as guilty of the very
fame Pratice : I may alfo add the Infidels
and Deifts. The mentioning thefe Op-
pofites together, and involving them in
one and the fame Cenfure, for one and the
fame Offence, has greatly offended Dr.
Prieftley.  But, if Men of better Prin-
ciples will be found in bad Company up-
on fuch an Occafion, the I.aw makes no
Diftinction of Perfons. It indulges them
with full Liberty of Confcience in every

other Inftance, but that of railing at the
national Eftablithment. And I fhould

think

! Page 24.
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think the fame Practice would be equally
unjuftifiable, if directed againft the Pref-
byterian Church of Scotland, by any Epif-
copalian there : both Churches, fince the

Union, deriving from the Law of the
Land an equal Claim to Protetion and
perpetual Security.

~ Dr. Prieftley {eems aftonifhed *, that I
can poflibly confider (as I certainly have
done) any Alterationin the Conftitution of

the Churches of England or Scotland, or in
the Liturgy of the former, as an Infringe-
ment of the fundamental and effential Con-
ditions of the Br##ifb Union. If this Doc-
trine be new to the Reader as well as to

Dr. Prieftley, let me only recommend to
his Perufal the Statute 5 Anz. c. 5. which,

in order ¢ that the Doctrine, Worthip,
« Difcipline, and Government of the
¢ Church of England may be effeCtually

¢t and

. :

X Page 13.
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e« and wnalterably fecured,” confirms and
perpetuates all Alts then in force for its
Eftablithment ; particularly the A&s of
Uniformity, of which the Book of Com-
mon-prayer is a Part;—enjoins an Oath
to be taken by every Sovereign at his Co-

ronation, for preferving inviclably the faid
Doérine, Worfhip, Dilcipline, and Go-
vernment ;—and declares that the faid A&
fhall for ever be holden and adjudged a
fundamental and effential Part of any Trea«
ty of Union with Scot/and, thall be infert-
ed at length in any A& of Parliament, that
fhall ratify fuch Treaty of Union, and be
therein declared an effential and funda-
mental Part thereof. Let him confult
a fimilar A& of the Scozcs Parliament,
whereby the like Precautions are taken
¢« for fecuring the Prefbyterian Church-
<« Government and Difcipline in that
¢« Kingdom, with the Form and Purity
¢« of Worfhip prefently in Ule within the
¢ fame.” Let him then perufe the Statute

5 Ann.
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& Ann. c. 8. which ratifies the Articles of
Union, and declares thofe two A&s to be
Sundamental and effential Conditions thereof.
And, when he has done this, let him judge
for himfelf, whether any Alterations in the
Conftitution or Liturgy of the Church of
England, would or would not be Infringe-
ments of thofe fundamental Conditions:
or whether, according to Dr. Prieftley’, the
Articles of Union only ¢ féern to confirm
¢ the different Eftablithments of England
¢« and Scotland as they then ftood, with
¢« Liberty to make any Improvements in
¢ their refpe&ive Conftitutions, if they
¢« themfelves, feparately taken, thould think
¢« proper.” Indeed, without diflolving the
Union, Ido not {ee, how the Senfe of ei-

ther Nation could now be feparasely taken;
how the Scots Peers or Commoners could

be prevented from voting either for or

againfl the Repeal of the Alts of Unifor-
C mity,

| — iy —

1 Page 16.
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mity; in cafe it were moved in either
Houfe; or how, without fufpending the
Parliament of Great Britain, Dr. Pricftley
would now procure ¢ an A& of the Eng-

Iifb Parliament, for reforming the Church
of England®.”

And, however new or furprifing my
Conftruction of this national Treaty may
appear to Dr. Priefiley, it 1s certainly con-
fonant to theldeas entertained by both Na-
tions at the Time of the Union ; who 1ma-
gined that they had obtained the moft fo-
lemn and facred Security that human Po-
lity could poflibly give, that the Govern-
ment and Mode of Worfhip of their re-
{pective Churches fthould for ever remain
inviolable. For which I may appeal to the
Teftimony not only of Bithop Burnet, the
Hiftorian of thofle Times, and a very ac-
tive Inftrument in promoting the Progrefs

of

= Page 17.
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of the Union, but alfo of the late Duke of

Argylg_and Lord ChHancellor CGowper, two

of the Commiflioners who negotiated that
important Treaty.

The Bifhop gives the following Account
of the Oppofition that was raifed in Scoz-
land, by thofe who withed 1ll to that Meae
fure . ¢ They-infifted moft vehemently
¢« on the Danger that the Conftitution of
¢« the Church would be in, when all thould
‘“ be under the Power of a Bru#fh Parlia-
¢ ment,—To allay this Heat, an A& was
<« prepared for fecuring the Prefbyterian
¢ Government ; by which it was declared
¢« to. be the only Government of that
¢« Church, unalzerable in all fucceeding Times;
¢ and the maintaining of it was declared
¢¢ to be 2 fundamental and effential Arti-
¢¢ cle and Condition of the Union: And
¢« this A& was to be made a Part of the

C 2 ¢« Act

n Hift, of his own Times, 1i. 461.
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«« A& for the Union, &e. By this

¢« Means the A&t was carried as far as any
¢« heman Law could go for their Security,
¢ For by this they had not only all the Se-
¢¢ curity that their own Parliament could
¢ give them, but they were to have the
< Faith and Authority of the Parliament
“ of England; 1t being, 1nthe Stipulation,
<« made an effential Condition of the U-
¢ nion.’

He afterwards gives the Hiftory of the
Rife and Progrefs of the Engli/h A&t of Par-

liament; and concludes with exactly the
{fame Sentiments (with refpect to the Power
of Alteration, which muft neverthelefs {till
refide in the fupreme Legiflature of the u-

nited Kingdoms) as I have borrowed and
adopted from the Bithop of Glocefler ; and
for which his Lordfhipispronounced by Dr.

Priefiley © to be as weak a Quibbler as my-
{elf.

¢ Page 15, 18,
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felf. < The Archithop of Canterbury” (fays
Dr. Burnet?) << moved that a Bill might
<« be brought in for fecuring the Church of
<« England. By it all Alts pafled in favour
¢« of our Church were declared to be in
¢« full Force for ever: and this was made
¢¢ 9 fundamental and effential Part of the

¢« Union. Same Exceptions were taken
¢« to the Words of the Bill, as not {o ftrong

¢« as the A& paffed in Scotland {eemed to
¢« be, fince the Government of it was not
¢« declared wnaltcrable. But they were
¢¢ judged more proper ; fince, where a
« fupreme Legiflature is once acknow-
¢ lJeged, nothing can be unalterable.”

The Opinions of the other two noble
Lords were publickly declared in the De-

bates on the Statute 5 Geo. 1. c. 4. as they
may be found in the periodical Pamphlets

of the Times, and as they are {ince col-
le&ed

P Burnet, i6id. 463,
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le@ed in Volumes?. As that Bill was
originally conftructed, it contained not
only a Repeal of the A&s againft occa-
fronal Conformity and Schifm, which had
been enalted fince the Union, but alfo of
fome Claufes in the Te¢ff and Corporation
A&s, which were confirmed and perpe-
tuated by that Treaty. In the Debates

during the Progrefs of that Bill, the late
Duke of Argyle (at that Time Earl of l/ay)

faid : <¢ that every Body knew he was edu-
¢« cated in a different Way from the Church

<« of England: but nevertheiefs he could
¢¢ not but be againft this Bill ; becaufe, in

<« his Opinion, it bruxe the Paéfa Conven-
<< tg of the Treaty of Union, by which the
<« Bounds both of the Church of England
<¢ and of the Church of Scetland were fixed
<« and fettled: And his Lordfhip was ap-
<« prehenfive, that if the Articles of the
¢« Union were broke with refpect to one

¢« Church,

1 Hiftorical Regifter, 4. D. 1714. pag. 57, 8. Tim-
berland’s Debates of the Houfe of Lords, 111. gg. 101. 110.
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¢¢ Church, it might afterwards be a Pre-
¢« cedent to break them with refpect to
¢¢ the other.”

Lord Cowper had faid juft before, that
¢¢ though he had alwaysha tender Regard
«¢ for the Difienters, yet he could not hut
¢¢ oppofe that Part of the Bill then before

¢ the Houfe, whereby Part of the T¢# and-
«¢ Corporation Alts were effeCtually repeal -
¢« ed with relation to Diffenters ; becaufe
¢¢ he looked upon thofe Acts as the main
<« Bulwarks of our excellent Conftitution
¢¢ in Church and State, and therefore to
“ be inviolably preferved.” And, upon
the Reafons thus offered in this Debate, it
was agreed to leave out all the Claufes that
affected the Laws ratified by the Union;
and to pafs the A& as it now ftands, con-
taining merely a Repeal of the two Sta-
tutes of Queen Anne againft Schifin and
occafional Conformity, and a Provifion that

no
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no Magiftrate thould appear with the En-
ﬁgns of his Office at a Meeting-houfe.

After this hiftorical Deduion, and con-
temporary Expofition of thefe Laws, I
think it is not altogether certain, thatei-
ther Nation would fully acquiefce in Dr.
Priefiley’s Conftruction of the Treaty of
Union : And, if they fhould not, the re-
foinding of any Part of its fundamental
and eflential Conditions would be very z7-
edvifable and dangerous. Indeed I have al-
lowed that the Power of new-modelling
the Churches both of England and Scot-
land (however dangerous its Exertion might
be) ftill refides in the Parliament of Great
Britain ; and have conceded that, 1n cafe
the Service of the Church of England be
manifeftly impicus or fhockingly abfurd, all
Dangers fhould be encountered to reform
it. Dr. Prieflley very roundly aflerts®, that

1t

« Page 7, 20.
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it is manifeflly impious, is fhockingly abfurd,
nay, that it is even fdolatrous. Here then
we meet upon fair Ground. Let its Idb/a~
try, Impiety, or fhocking Abfurdity be proved
to the Satisfaction of the Legiflature ; and
my political ObjeCtions are at an End. But,
till that can be done, I fhall continue to
think it too hazardous, to move fo mo-
mentous a Queftion as the Stability of the
Brztg/fb Union, for the Sake of fome fan-
cied Improvements in. Matters either tri-
vial or indifferent. And, confidering the
Subje& in- this Light, any bitter Inveciive,
or virulent Declamation agalnﬂ: the Mode
of our national Worthip, is at leaft. una-
vallmg, and can anfwer no laudablc End |
Perhaps it was going too far to, fé.y lt
could be calculated Jor. none. I am WJ]IID g
to hope, that whenever {uch Thmgs Bave
appearcd they have arlfen from Mlﬁake,'
or Ignorince, or from the Overﬂowmgs
of a well-meant Zeal, but not regulated

according to Knowlege. -
| D- - ‘With
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'~ With Regard to the Want of logical and
hiftorical Knowlege which Dr.' Prigfiley
has difcovered in ¢he Conmentaries, and his
];Seri‘ohal Reflections on the Author’s fatﬂi:-
tical Cofinettions*, T fhall leave: him in
full Pofleffion of them : remarking only,
that this is not an Age in- which a Man
who thinks for himfelf, and whao endea-
vours tq think with Mederation, can ex-
pect to meet with Quarter from any Side,
amid the Rage of contending Parties. °If,
in a Matter of mere Hiﬁory‘_ and Specula-
tion, he candemns the Conductof the elder
Charles, but difaPproqus of the tragical Ex-
tremes to which his Opponents proceeded,
heisa Friend to PoPcry and arbltrary Pow-
er ; whatever Proofs to the contrary may a-
bognd in the reft of his Writings. If, after
a Concurrence of many Years together in
rnoﬂ: of thclr Polmgal Mcaﬁ:res, he- dif-
fers

s Page 2 and Qo.
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fers from his Friends in one great con-
ftitutional Point; in confequence of the
moft-diligent Enquiry and mature Reflec-
tion, : ‘he-.becomes immediately conneed
with, -and :poffe/les the Confidence of a Mi-
niftry, to which he has fcarce the Honour
to' be known, " and - from . which -he -holds
himfelf totally detached. If he argues for
Toleration and Indulgence to Diffenters of
every Denomination, but cenfures with
fome Warmth all indecent Attacks upon
the Eftablithment, he commences a Bigot
and a Perfecutor, In this Temper of the
Times, I'am fenfible that all Apologies are
idle, and all Vindications ufelefs, Yet [
thought. it a Duty to myfelf thus publick-
ly to declare,. that my Notions, inrefpe&
to religious Indulgence, are: not quite fo
intolerant as Dr. Prsefiley has endeavoured
to reprefent them ; ¢fpecially as fome Ex-
preflions of my. own (nat {ufficiently at-
tended to, when the Work was revifed for
the Prels) may have countenanced {uch an

Opi-
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Opinion in a fuperficial or'captious Reader?
But, when thus fet to nghts and explain=
ed, I truft they will give no Offence to any
moderate and confcientious Diflénter ; and
that Dr. Prieffley himfelf, when he cqmes
to re-confider his Remarks, will wifh they
had been written lefs hdftily, and had; of
courfe been more ag'reeable to Juﬁic_e ag
Well as to common Cw:lltty o

Faﬂmgfard Sept z, l;r69.



