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Dr Mayuzw's Letter of reproof, to Mr. WonN
 CLeavELAND of Ipfwich.

REverenp S IR,

' « QON after my Effay was pubf‘ﬁied
gﬂg%%% ‘a Piece was put into divers of the

ﬁf 39 \® BOSTON Neiws. Papers, - containing
g,\}g; <3 33352 -a large extra& from my Effay, and

XX divers heavy charges, &fc. and par-
ticularly, this afferiion, viz. That it is as much out of
chara¥er for a gentleman of the doftor’s reputaticn, to en-
ter into & controverfy with Mr. Cleaveland, as it would
for a general of an army, to accep of a Chalenge from
a fubaltern. As the author’s name was not to ity
people were left to conjefture as they pleafed wheo
it might be: fome faid it was Dr. Maybgw; others
{aid it could not be the doftor; it was too low, too

A ungentles




[ 2 ] k

thgentlesanlike and feurritous! A gentleman of
 the door's. reputation, would never fo a out of
Matadter, as to write in fuch a manner !---But when
your letter of reproof, direfted to me, came out,
with your n..ae to it, both in the title page, and at
the clofe, and they had feen the contents, the fiile
and the fpirit, their objcétions vanithed, and they
were lefc no longer at a lofs to conje€ture who
could write in fuch a manner, and might with high
probability be the author of that piece. And as
thefe two pieces refemble each other fo much, not
i'n%iizlk, but in flile, Jpirie, and the nature of their
contenss, you will have the honour of being the au-
thor of the former, notwithftanding it came into
publick view like a foundling; fecing you have fo
{aly, ommed the laster, except you fhall publickly dif-

QB if.

‘,51@ yaur letter, P. 4. You* cenfider me as a per-
2 fqn,;zhdl}y; unworthy, tobe reafoned with, ” And
i p. 20, fay, ¢ Indeed it wasmy determination from
“‘.the firft-not-ta enter cpon a.difpute, with fuch g,
6 appong-beaded.and worfe-heaited wreteh” 1 fuppole;
you thoyght it ous of charalier. for a gentleman of your:
ropusation, to do it. . But pray Sir what were Ifrael.
w9t wrong- beaded and aworfe. hearted wretches? They
v¢belled againft the Lowrp, did.nct confider, ah finful
rasion}- (faith,the Lorp) a people lader with iniqui-

| fy,
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8,3 Jeed of cvil doers,.--children that are vorvup.
ters,---they have forfaken tbe LORD.---they have
provoked the Eoly One of Ifrael to anger.---They are
gone away backward, they will revols more and more.
the whole head is fick, and she whole heart faint---
JSrom the fole of the feot even unto the bead, there is no
Joundnefsin it but wounds, and bruifes, and putrifying
Jores,---and are called Sodomm, and the people of
Gomorrab.---Their bands were full of bloed. In fhort,
they are reprefented to be almoft (if nct altogether)
as bad as you reprefent me to be in your letter;
ahd yet, be aftonithed O heavens! tremble O earth!
and thou O doétor! JEHOVAH, the high and lofty
enie, who inhabits ETERNITY, compared with whora,
the whole creation is nothing,---lefs than nothing,
and vanity,---faid, even to fuch wrong-beaded and
worfz- hearted awretches, COME NoW AND LET US REA-
80N TocrTIER! and bhe drew them with cords of 4
man, and wiih bands of love: not with fuch cords and
bands as beafts are drawn with; but fuch as were
fuited to the reatonable nature of man; fhewing by
cicar demonftrations, that his own ways were equal,
and calling upon his creaturcs to hear the Lorp’s
controveriy: thus hath the Lozp treated men! and
fhall a pcor no:hing worm of the duft fay to his
fellow worm, that he confiders him as wholly un-
worthy to be reafoned with? or fhall he, or any
worm for him fay, that it is out of charafter for

A2 | one
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one of his reputation, to enter into a difpute with
fuch a wrong-beaded and worfe-bearted wretch; when
an abfolute “:ing has not thought it out of charace
ter for him, to fay to fuch wretches, come now and.
let us reafon togesher?  Query, What muft Dr. May-
bew’s charafter and reputation be, if it is out of
charaéter for ane of his reputation, to treat fuch men
" as reafor - -'e creatures, waom the God of heaven
and ear.h, does not think it out of charatter for

. hirn, to treat asreafonable creatures ?

In p. 7, you fpeak of yourfelf as being, at leaft,

' by your ftation and proféflion, a minifter of tbe Gof-
pel. Andinp. 47, and 48, you, in effeét, acknow-
ledge me to be one, by ftation and profeflion, as ap-
pears from the nature of feveral of your articles of
advice: but what manner of fpirits ought fuch to be
of, to maintain their juft charaéter, thatthe miniftry
be not blamed? ought we not to be humble, meek,
and gentle, examples of the believers in word, in con-
verfation, in charity, in fpirit, in faith, in purity?
when there was a firife among Chrift’s difciples,
which of them {hould be accounted the greateft,
Chrift our Lord faid unto them, the king’s of the gen-
tiles cxercife lord(bip aver them, but ye fball not be fo;
If any man dcfire to be firf2, the fame [ball be laf? of all,
and fervant of all: what {hall we fay to this doétor ?
muft that minifter, that defires to be accounted as

much
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much above his fellow minifters, as a general of an
army isabove a fubalsern, be efteemed the lalt of all,
te be no more than a fubaltern? would you not con-
clude fo, from this text, as a proiefiant againft the
pupa fupremacy, and, as a diffenter, againfi the epif-
copalian prelacy? how then, is it as much out of cha-
ralter for Dr. Mayhew, a diflenting minifter of the
gofpel, to enter into a controverfy with Mr. Cleave-
land, who is allo a-diffenting miniftzr of the gofpel,
as for o general of an army, to accept of a chalenge
~ fron a fubsitern? In dignity of office, I am not a
whit behind the chiefeft of the diffenting minifters,
tho’ in knowledge and grace, I freely own, Iam
but a child. A lofty proud fpirit, does net belong
to the charatter of a gofpel minifter; therefore, if
we had more humility, we fhould aé more in the
charater of a gofpel minifter; let us then learn of
Chrift, who was meek and lowly in heart; yea, let
the fame mind be in us, which was in Chrift Jefus.
. And let me freely ask vou, whether, you thiuk it
probable, that you fhould have gone into fuch a
way and manner of writing, as in your letter, if
you had been under the prevailing influence of gof-
pel humility, and confidered yourfelf as a difciple
of the meek [efus, and a minifter of that gofpel,
‘which breathes fuch a {weet fpirit ?

You frequently call my efflay a kbel, and as fre-
quently charge me, in cffeft, with lying ; but what
| would
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would ;you have charged me with, if I had repres
fented you to the worldy as being almolt ignorant
of letrers, as you reprefent me in p. 4, ¢ one fo
¢ ynletter’d” fay you! and as not being capable of
~ @on{truing common L@ﬂim gny more than common
Englifa readers, as you fuggell in p. 8; for hav-
ing inferted a Latin paffage from Dr. Twiffe, you
fay, * which for the fake of ysu Mr. Cleaveland, and
« my other Englifb readers, 1 here tranflate.” Some,
pethaps, may fay, artthou not inexcafable, O Doc-
‘tor, that judgeft another, £5%.

- You, 2l in p. 3, fpeaking of whatI fay of our
gile divincs, their not attempting to vindicate the
truth againft you, firangely inferr their filence to
te a procf, that none of them ‘¢ thought there was
¢ gny cccafion for oppofition to you,” and hence
that 1 fec up my ‘¢ little felf in oppofition to their
¢ ominions, as well as to your ferhons.”  But how
* could you do fo, feeing you own that ¢* many wife
¢ and excellent men” have different conceptions
from you about divine jultice, and the atonement
of Chrit? fée fermon, p. G5, and letter, p. 34.
And alfo, feeing you allzrr, that ¢ thefe different
 conceptions of the matter, are refpeétively fol-
¢ Jowed by confequences of a very important na-
¢ tgre.” See fermon, p. 20. How could they fee
their conceptions of divine juftice, and the atone-

ment
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ment of Chrlt oppoled by you, which you aliow is
followed by confequences of & very imporsant nature;
and vet, .ot tuink, there was any occafion for op-
polition to you? To be fure, wife and exzcellent
tnen muft fee there is occafion for oppofition to
vou, when you openly fet yourflf up in eppofition
to fuch conceptions of theirs,, as are followed by
- confequences of a very importamt nature; and there-
fore 1 did not fet up my lictle felf, in oppofition to
their opinion inthat refpe€t: you muft conclude the
caufe of their filence to be fomething elfe. I did
not pretend to fay what. it was; but, perhaps, they
wight think, that bul-ragging feurility and throwing
of dirt, were more agrecable to you than rational
argumentaticn; and thercfore, the attempt to re-
chaim you would likcly prove fruitlefs: I can't fay
row it was, but now they have a fpecimen of your

rare talent; it beats all of the kind I ever faw of
beaid of before,

You do, indeed, intimate in p. 37, thatI have
endeavoured to reprefent you to the world, as an
impious fool and madman: to which I thall only fay
if that is the light, in which you mow ftand to
the very life, in the view of the world ; I will leave
1t to the world, to determine who has done the |
moft, to fet you in that light before their eyes, you,
er L.

In
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_ In your letter p. 7, and 8, fpeaking in reference
to Dr. Twifle’s opinion, of the uon-neccflity of a-
tonement, in order to forgivenefs of fin, you fay,
¢ and his opinion ought, perhaps, to haye almoft
¢ as much weight as that of Mr. Cleaveland of Ipfs
- & gich” But I fay, not only almoft; but altoge-
ther as much weight, provided the arguments for
the fupport of his, are jult as weighty, as the ar-
guments for the fupport of mine: I produced argu-
ments for the fupport of mine, from what I efteem-
‘ed foundation principles; had you atted in charac-
ter, inftead of doing what you have done, you
“would have confidered thofe fonndation-principles,
. and, the arguments from them as you was defired.
Now, if my opinion is .grounded on foundation-
pribciples, neither Dr. Twiffe’s, nor Dr. Maybew’s,
ner any other do€tor’s opinjons oppofite to it, can
have any weight with men of found reafon, untill
thefe foundation-principles, or the arguments from
them, for the fupport of my opinion, of the abfo-
lute neceflity of atonement in order to forgivenefr,
are removed: but as you bave not confidered thefe
principles, nor attempted to fthew my arguments
from them to be inconclufive, how can you fay that
D:. Twifle's opinion of the non-neceffity of atone-
ment. ought, perhaps, to have almoft as much
weight as that of Mr. Cleaveland of Ipfwich, efpeci-
alis, fecing you fay in p. 9, * that the manner in

| which
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¢ which you expreffed yourfelf (in your fermens)
¢ upon this point, rather implied a moral necaffity
“ thereof in order to forgivenefs.” ~ For if you
hold to a moral neceflity of atonément in order to
forgivenefs, that is,” a nercfficy arifing from the
moral perfection of God, his tnoral law’ and govet-
ment, you and I are.agreed in" our opinion of the
neceflity of atonement,~.and Dr, Twifle’s opinion
is jult as oppolite to Dr. Maybew's, as iz is to Mr.
Cleaveland's ; and therefore you might have faid,
¢ altho’,the manner fn which I pxpreffed myfelf ups
¢ on the point of atunement, implied a moral'necef-
¢ fity thereof, in order to forgivenéfs yet, Dr.
¢« Twifle's opinion of the non heceflity, ought, per-
“ haps, to have almoft as much ‘weight, as that
<¢ of Dr. Maybew of Boffon.”  But if the manner in
which you exprefled yourfelf, implied a moral nes
ceflity of atonement, you either exprefled your own
opinion, or you did not :---If you did not exprefs
your own opinion, then you Yaid one thing and
~meant the reverfe; or you'did not intend that

meaning, which you now fay your expreffions ime -

plied :---but if you exprefled your own opinion, and
vet think the oppofite opinion ought to have almoft
as much wcight; than it will follow, that wha:
“turns the feale (with you) in favour of a motai ne

ceiliry of atonement, is of but litile weight; 2 licele
wmbht turns the fcale, w‘*:en one end of it is almoft

B
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as weighty ss the other: this correfponds with a

paflage in my parsphrafe upon fome paffages in your
fermons, viz. * The eternal rule of right, and

. ¢ the honor and dignity of God’s moral law and

¢ government, are of fo fmall weight, that they
¢ did bue juft turn the feale in favour of an atone-
¢ tent to be made for fin, by the facrifice of

¢ Chrifl.” 8ee Effay, p. 76.

Bat if you intend to prefer Dr. Twiffs's opinion
to mine, by faving, * it ought, perhaps, to have
% as muoch weight, &c.” which, if you fpeak iro-.
pnically, (ignifies, that ic ought to have much more
weight; then it will follow, that tho’ the manner
in which you exprefled yourfelf, implied a moral .
necellity of atonement, yet, you think the opinion
of non-neceflity of ity ought to have much more
weight, or to be preferred greatly to the other:
and in this cafe, all your expreflions in your fer-
mons, implying a moral neceflity, muft be fet afide,
as having no weighe in them’ worthy of notice; or

~ whatever weight they have, is not for, but againft
" you, and will oaly ferve to ﬁnk you the deeper mco‘

the mire.

Your defign in introducing Dr. Twiff#’s opinion is
obvious. Your argument from it, is to this effiét,

viz. ¢ If Dr, Twift, sn eminent Calviniftic di-
. . B yine,
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¢ vine, prolocutor of, and in high repute with the
¢ Weftminfler aflembly of divines, for which you
¢ exprels fo great a veneration, was full and pofi-
“ tive in his opinion, that fin might be forgiven
‘ without any fatisfattion, and particularly, that
¢ the juftice of God did not indefpenfibly require
“ jt; it did not become you, even you Mr, Cleave-
“ land, to inveigh againft me, as an enemy to fome
‘“ of the moft important principles of the prote-
¢¢ ftant reformed fyftem of Chriftianity; more e- .
¢ fpecially, as an enemy to the do&rine of Chrift’s
¢ facrifice and atonement, as being abfolutely pe-
“ ceflary to the pardon of fin, confiftently with
¢ God's infinite and unchangeable reétitude, even
¢ upon fuppofition, that I had as expreflly affert-
‘“ ed the non-neceflity. of atonement; how much
¢ lefs did it become you, when 1 was fo far from
¢¢ afferting it, that the manner in which I exprefl-
¢¢ ed myfelf upon this point, rather implied a mo-
¢ ral neceflity thereof, in order to forgivenefs.”
This I take to be the purport of your arguing.
Befare I anfwer, 1 moft premife a few things, vz,
1, That the Weflminfler aflemblv, were an aflem.
bly of Calviniflic divines. 2, That the confeilion
of faith and catechifms, drawn up by thefe divires,
may propetly be termed the proteftant reforracd
fyftem of Chriftianity. g, That the moral necefliiy
of atoscment in order to forgivenefs, is an effenc:-

B2 T T
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“al and fundamental principle in that fyftem; there.
fore, 4, Thatif Dr. Twifle aflerted the non-necef-

~ fity of atonement, (as you fay he did) he denied
an cflential and fundamental principle in the prote-
ftant reformed fyftem of Chnfhamty Thefe things
cannot be denied, :
- No's, the firft part of your argument turns up-
on this-inquiry, wiz. Whether it would have be-

| come any one of that venerable affembly, or any
other Calviniflic divine, who held the ‘moral necef-

~ fity of Chrift's atonement in order to forgivenefs,
to demonftrate and vindicate the fame againft Dr.
Twiff, and to fhew how inconfiftent his opinion is, -
not only with the Calviaiftic fyflem, but alfo with
many of his own afferti ne; and how it neceflarily
alperfed the doirine of Chrift’s atoncment, as be-
ing abfolurely neceflaty to the pardon of fin, con-
fiftently with God’s it finite and unchangeable rec-
titude ? For if it would become any one to defend,
what he judged an cffential and moft important
principle of Chriftianity, againft Dr. Twiffe,
might, moft cercainly, againt Dr. Mayhew; but if
it would not become any one againft Dr. Twifle,
and for the fame reafon, it did not become me a-
gainft Dr. Maykew, it mufl be eithery 1, becaufe
Dr. Twifle was prolocutor or ¢hairman to the Weft-
piuficr aﬁﬁ-mb’} of Culviniftic divines, and in high

repute
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repute with them: but then the argument fails, ex
- cept iz be made to appear, that Dr. Maybew bas
been prolocutor or chairman to an affembly of Cal-
viniftic divines, and“in high repute with them.
Or, 2, Becaufe Dr. Twiffz was an e¢minent Calvi-
niftic divine; but here the argument fails, except
it appears, that Dr. Mayhew is an eminent’ Calvi-
niltic divine. Or, 3, becaufe Dr. Twiffe was doc-
tor of divinity: now, perhaps, 1 have hit the right
nail on the head; if fo, muft it not follow, that it
does not become any minifter, who is not a dottor
of divinity, to attempt a defence of any of the moft
important dotrines of Chriftianity, againft a dotor
of divinity? but why fo? is it becaufe it is as
much out of charaéter for a dotor of divinity, to
enter into a controver{y with 2 minifter that is not
a dofor of divinity, as it is for a general of an ar-
my, to accept of a challenge from a fubaltern?
But 4, if neither of the above-mentioned is the rea-
fon, what can it be, if it is not this, viz. becaufe
it is not becoming any minifter, to make an at-
tempt to defend, what are efteemed eflential and
moft important principles of Chriftianity, againft
any writer whatloever, let his affertions be never
fo oppofite, or repugnant to fuch eflential and moft
jmportant principles: and therefore, upon fuppofi-
tion, you had exprefily afferted the non-neceffity

of atonement, it did not become me (or any one
| elfe
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elfe) to attempt to demonftrace the contrary opinis
on agdinlt you. Some hints in your letter, give
grounds to fufpeét, that I have at laft hit on the
very thinggitfelfl.  In p. 48, you fay to me,
¢t preach your own fentiments honeftly; but you
¢ fhould not reprefent @l thofe who diflike them,
“¢ s enemies to the moft important dotrines of
¢¢ Chritianity, Chriftians thould exercife forbear-
- % ance and candor towards each other; and Chrifs
“ tian minifters (of whom it feems, you reckon
“ yourfelf one) ought to fet the example.” And
- in p. 39, you fay, * Had I not a right to fpeak
““ my fentiments upon thefe points? if you diflik-
“ ed them, could you not content yourfelf with
¢ preaching your own ? or, if you muft needs pub-
< lifa them, would it not have been more decens
| ¢ and expedient for you to do it, without engaging
¢ in a perfonal controverly with me, would not any
¢t end, which you could propofe to yourfelf, have
“ been anfwered as well, the' you had mever menti-
¢ omed my name!” I underftand you well dottor;
Gentlemen of loofe and unfound principles would
be glad, efpécia“_{, if they have wrote what they
are not capable of defending by clear reafoning, to

have i eftablithed, and fo eflteemed by all, as a ve-
vy indecent and unbecoming thing, for any perfon to de-

Send the trush againft them, and point out their incon-
Siflencies : and by fhewing a liking to fuch a thing,
they
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they bewray to the world, that they don’t efteet
any principles of Chriltianity to be of very graat
importance, and which ovght earneftly ts be contend-
#d for. But, Sit, I believe there are fome very eft
fential, and moit important deftrines in Chritiani.
ty: and as you advife me to préach my omwn Jenti-
ments houeftly, however contrary they are to yours,
you, in effett, advife me to presch what I efteem
moft important doétrines of Chriftianity ; bat I muft
not reprefent all thofe, who diflike them, as enemies
to the moft important doftrines of Chriftianity;
even altho’ 1 do myfelf efteem the doftrines they
diflike to be moft important. Query, Whether 2
perfon ought not to be efteemed an enemy to thofe
doftrines- he diflikes ? again, whether, if I muft
not reprefeat all thofz who diflike moft important
doftrines, as enemics to them, I may fome of them;
and if [ may fome of them, whether fuch in parti-
eular, as have publickly thewed their diflike to fome
fuch doftrines? but you Sir, fpeaking of the doce
trine of the imputation of Adam’s firft fin to infants,
a doftrine aflerted by the Weftminfter affembly,
fome of vhofe words on that head you have mark-
ed with double comma's, take the liberty, to call
fuch doétr.ae, the groffift of all abfurdities, and to fay,
““ they who are capable of believing fuch doétrine,
‘“ are te be pitied, as perfens of a fadly depraved
¢ judgment.” See fermon, p. 62, 63. It feems,
| it
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it is not at all indecent for you, to declaim againft
fome of the principles of that venerable aflembly,
and againft their perfons too, but it is very indecent
for me, to vindicate fome of thofe principles againf
you; except I do it in fuch a manner, that nobody
fhall know who the enemy.is, that I fight againft.*

But to come to the laft part of your argument,
iz. ¢ that you were fo far from afferting the non-
¢¢ neceflity of atonement, that the manner in
¢ which you exprefled yourfelf upon this point,
« rather implied a moral neceflity thereof, &e.
¢s and therefore it did not become me to inveigh
“ againft you, £9¢c.” To which I fhall fay, 1, that
I grant you do fometimes exprefs yourfelf in fuch
a manner, but it is only when yon are {peaking up-
~on principles, belonging to the Calviniftic fyftem
of Chriftianity : if you had fteered wholly clear of
all the principles of this fyftem, you never would
have exprefled yourfelf in fuch a manner, asio im-
ply a moral receflity of atonement, in order to for-
givenefs: but, 2, you exprefs yourfelf fometimes
in fuch-a manger, as neceflarily implies a non-ne-

| - eflity

| * Indians. while 1hey ly hid ih the buthes, will take aim, and

‘fhoot direftly at their enemy; but if they sre difcovered and ex-
poled to open view, thry are in the terrors of bt foadem of death ;

and I don’t know brt & is fo with fuch men, of & lefs dark coms
plexion, who wese born amongft, and brought up with them.
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ceflity of atonement; and then you are fpeaking
upon your own principles; at leaft, upon principles
fet up in oppofition to fome of the leading prin-
ciples of the Calviniftic fyftem; and are leading
and fundamental principles of a contrary fcheme:
hence, if this was the cafe, there was occafion for
oppofition to you, tho’ you did fometimes exprefs '
yourfelf, in fuch a manner as implied a moral ,necef-j
fity of atonement, "

If a writer fometimes advances principles belong«
ing to one [yftem, and anon, principles belonging to
another, and a quite contrary fcheme; and thefe
~contraty principles, are interfperfed and inter«
mingled in the fame difcourfe, he will neceflarily
run into a multiplicity of inconfiftencies: and in
fuch a cafe, we are to attend to the author’s prin- |
ciples, which he labours to eftablith ; and if thefe
neceflurily imply a non-neceffity of atonement, we
muil conclude, either, that he has never digefted
thefe principles; or elfe, that he is, an enemy to
the moral neceffity of atonement, in order to for-

- givenels; and if he is an enemy to it, what does i¢
avail, for him to fay, he exprefled himfelf in fuch
a manxzer, 2s rather implied fuch a neceffity ?

Now, you can’t deny, that you aflerted, ¢ there
¢ is no medium betwixc (God’s) being aétually kind
| C « and




[ 18 ] i

¢ and merciful to Ill, xnd hxs being pofitively cruél.
e and unmerciful to fome. " See fermony p. 85.
And that punitive jultice is only a branch or mode
. of goodnefs. ‘P.2o, That « by goodnefs is pri-
i marxly mtendcd, the kindnefs, benevolence, gnd
“ boumy of his nawre.” P, 10. That punitive
Jufhce is not really diftint from kindnefs :---that
6 there is no fuch quality as juftice, really d:jlinﬁ
% from goodnefls; not even in punifbing 5 for 't is
“¢ goodnefs itfelf that gives the blow.” P.21. ¢ So
¢ that even in this cafe of excifion, or capital pu-
« m(hment, the juftice of the fovereign is no real
“ quality in bim, diftin& from goodnefs.” P. 23,
e j’qﬁ:as eves in punifbing, is only another mame for
| “ goodnefe in one pamcular view, or under-a cer-
€ t-in modxﬁcauon,af it.” P.23. Andas to God's
end you fay, ¢ fuch a being muft know what i8
& i itfelf good, as an end, viz. happinefs ;" which
he ‘purfues in damg good. P, 45. And, it is quite
. pvuﬁent, in p. 77, that you prefer fuch -exprefli
f’ao?s concernmg the ﬁ'upreme Bemg, as reprefenc,
him to be fuch an mﬁm:e]y good one, who aims at
mafcmg his creatures happy, without any felfi [b end;
rather than to fay, *¢ That God's view is to pro-
mote his own glory by doing good, making the lauer
the means, and the former the end.” And to the
~ fame import, is fomething you fay in p. 25 and 26,

9iz, ¢ To fay that the mﬁmtely wile and gond
“ God

t VA
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¢t God pumﬂae: any of bis creamm mcrcz!y for bw
1 pwn glory, without any regard to the prcfcrva-
e hoh of order and happinefy, and evenfcbﬁtrar'y
« to the common’ good of thofe, to whom he" Was

¢ pleafed to give being, appears to me at beft ve-
3 ry irrational.” Here you intjmate, that' ‘fogné
may hold, that God punifhes (‘ome of his crcatures,
merely for bis cam glory, without, any regard to the -
prefervation of order, happinefs, &%¢. As. you ; are
fpezking of God’s end in pumﬁnng, you muﬁ ne-
tend his fupreme and ultimaté end, and this is ‘either
- merely bis own glory, or elfe, the prefervation of order,
bappinefs, and the common good of bis creatures, s we
allert that it is merely bis own\,glory, and that the
a prefervanon of order and happinefs, andv,common
good, is only a means to this end: but if this ap-
pears to you at beft very irrational, then you ‘muft
maintain, that the prefervation of order, happmefs, -
{3¢. is bis fupreme and ultimate end which he aims
ac,,mthouc any regard to his own glory; or that
he aims at making his creatures happy, mmly 'wztb-
out any [elfifb end. And from thefe and fuch hke

paif:ges in your fermons, I I tzke the follow;ng to
Le your principles, viz.
That thegood and happinefs of the creatures, is
the end, truly grear, noble and excellent, which the
infinitely good God has in view and aims at.

Ca That
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Thpt s there is no mediom betwixt aétual kind.
| nefa and ‘pofitive cruelty; and sy it is impious tg

the laﬁ degree to !‘uppofe any crudcy in God, God
muﬁ be all kindnefs in all his perfeétions, and muft
be qﬂu;lly kmd and mercnfui to all his creatures ;

othqarmfe he would be poﬁuvely cruel and nomes-
| eifnl :o fome df them.

‘Tbat punitive juﬁxce in God, is only a branch or
théde of his goodnefs, a quahry not really diftin& from
kmdm/: and bmwolmcc. ,

Thefe are  not principles in the ¢ common prote-
ﬂ’ant fyﬁcm, but.are leading and fundamental prin-
'c’nples of & fcheme direétly oppofite to it. And you
~ do, in effed acknowledye this, in fermon p. zo,
Where, fpeaking of .your conception of divine ju.
ftice, as only a brancb or mode of ‘goodnefs, and of
" the cbntrary coﬁccpnon of it, asan attribute dxﬁm&
from goodnefs, which is the concepnon that many
wife and excellent men have of ir, you fay, ¢ thefs
| ¢¢ Jgﬁ}rmt conteptions of the matter, tho' they may
“ at firft appear immaterial, are refpeltively follow- =\
€ ¢4 by coussqumcﬁs OF A VLRY IMPORTANT NA-
¥ JURE,” '

- Let us take a view of Jome of the very important
confequences, which foilow from your principles.

H
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1f God’s end and defign in the creation and 5ovem-
ment, which he aims at,’ is the good and happinefs
of the creatures, it will follow, if God’s end cin’e
be fruftrared or defeated; or if, he is amnipotent
and independant, and therefore can’t\mest with a-
ny difficalty to obftruét his purfuing his end, that
the creatures will all fina]ly beg happy. Alfo it will
follow, that God * has no right to command hig
‘creatures, but only fo far as he annexes rewards to
obedience, and makes it their intereft to obey.
That the only rule of right, or the ¢¢ fole critereon
of moral good and evil, truth and falthood, right
" and wrong, duty and fin,” is ¢ the natural ten-
dency which things have to promote our own hap-
pinefs,” or the happinefs of the creatures:, and ag
God being all knowing, muft know the natural ten.
dency, which things have to promote the happi-
nefs of his creatures, fo he muft know what means
and ways of deing it, are the bef?, the properef?, and
moft effefual; fo as to be fubject to no miftake or
error; (fermon, p. 45,) God muft view the natu-
ral tendency, which things have to promote the
happinefs of the creatures, in order to judge what
is right and what is wrong, what is good and what
is evil, what is the. creatures duty to purfue,
and whatis a fin for him to purfue; and what are
the bef?, the propereft, and the moft effetual means
of his promoting the happinefs of his credtures.
~ That
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That God anncxes penaliies only for the good of
the creatures; and the only end of punifiment i3
the good of thofe on whom it is inflited ; or at
Yeaft for the good of the fyftem of moral agents in
getierdl#-ce.-.. That to be perfet as God is perfeét,
atid to be followers of God as dear children, we
- fitdft hot do all (or any thing) fot the glory of God,
bt for our own and other creatures happines.
We muft live to ourfelves, and ferve the crea
lufe.- -----That as * {in is nothing elfe bat the crea-
fiifes not purfuing his own intéreft, (ot happinefs)
fo well as he might,” itis not a violation of infi-
fité obligations, to love, honor and “obey God;
&fid hence, it is not an infinite evil, that defervcs
Everlafling punifhment, or eternal death and dc-
Atation from the prefence of the lord; it is not
¥hit God infinitely bates, but he might have <well
- &nd wijely overlooked it, in his grand purfuit of the

happinefs of bis creatures; to be fure, there was
fio dtsfolute need, that an infinite perfon fhould be-
tofe mediatof, and fufter death for our offences,
it hiitan nature, to teconcile finners; not to God,
bilt to thelr own intereft and happinefs, to engage
thedi to pdrfue that beiter, ahd more fteadily for
the future. It is commoi fot men of this {cheme,
to dehy botli the cternal and cflential divinity of
_Ehiift; and his fatisFattion or atonement.

Again,
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". Again, If there is no medium, betwixt aftugj
kindnefs and pofitive cruelty in God, and, if punj-
tive juftice is only a branch or mode of goodnefs,
pot a quality really diftinét from kindnefs and bene-
volence; then thefe things will follow, viz. that if
Chrift fuffered the penalty for us, he fuffered an ac-
.tually kind and merciful punithment, and God was
aftaally kind and merciful to him, in- infliCting it
upon him; but what moral neceflity was there of
an atonement to be made, by fuffering an atually
kind and merciful punithment, in order that finners
might be forgiven, or difcharged from an obliga-
tion ro foffer fuch a punifhment ? if you deny juft
punifiment to be pofitive cruelty, you can’t deny
it to be aftual kindnefs, without denying your owg
principle or affertion: and if you will retain your
principle, and yet deny that Chrift fuffered an ae-
tually kind and merciful punifhment; then, in cop-
fcquence of yeur principle, you muft deny that
Chrift fuffered any punithment in the ftead of fin-
rers; and fo depy with the Socinians, the fatisfac-
tion or atonement of Chrift; except you will fay, he
fuffered a pofitively cruel and unmereiful punifh-
ment; but then, as fuch a punifhment is not a julk
punifhment, fuffering of it could make no fatisfae-
tion either to jnftice or kindnefs, bat only to cra-
elty. Aifo, it follows, that the wicked in the other
worid will either, etcrnally fuffer an aftually kind

and
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shd merciful punifment; or a pofitively cruel and
unmerciful punifhment, or elfe no punifhment at
all ¢ If you deny the firf} and fecond, you muft, in
- confequence of your principles affert and maintain
the laft: and indeed, from fome hints in your fer-
mons, more efpecially, from what you fay, from p.
89, to the end of your book, fome have concluded,
that you dor’t believe the punifhment of the wick-
ed in the other world will be endlefs in duration:
But paffing from that ; it is moft certain, that ac-
cording to thefe principles, there was ro moral ne-
ceifity of atonement in order to forgivenefs, to be
made by an infinite perfon’s fuffering in our nature,
the penalty of the law, for us, or in our room and
flead: For, according to thefe principles, what is
the law tranfgrefled, but the law of felf intereft
and commen goed? or the natural tendency that
whings have, to promote the happinefs of the crea-
ture ? what is fin, but a tranfgreffion of the law of
felf intereft and common good? it is not againft
God, as a tranfgreffion of a law of holinefs, and as
implying any malignity to, or enmity agaiaft the
perfeftions of God; it is only an error from the
path of happinefs. What is the penalty for fin,

but fome aftually kind and merciful chaftifement
for the good of the creatures; or to make them

more watchful to keep the path of bappinefs for

the future? and what is punitive juftice, but only
a
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4 branch' or fiode of goodnefs, not a quahty ré-
ally diftin® from kindnefs: it is only anmheé
name for goodnefs, and thcrefoi'é', as it is goodne

itfelf that gives thé Blos, we dre ft‘fr‘é‘, that it will be
an aétually kind and mercnful one’t the (‘uﬂ'erer wil
be able to bear it, it will dot deﬂrdy him foul and
body in hell for ever: for § a ftice' would*loofe us
effential natare and qualicy of a&dai kxndnefs, and
degenerate into poﬁuvc cruelty, 1?1 (hould dcﬁ'r?og’
the finner foul and body in hdl for cver 5 there-
fore, there was no moral necemcy of the atoné:

ment of Chrift in order to forngeneﬁ'

Thefe aie foiné of the very :mportant confequcn-
cés, which follow froth your prmcxpies or aﬂ'er- |
| txons, I don’t fuppofe, it is very agrecable to you;
to have them pointed otit'to thie world; for in your
letter, p. 9, 10, fpeaking of my mferrmg frbm
your notion of punitive jufticé in' God, that every
a& of it, muft be intended for thié good of the if-
dividval on whom it termmatns, yoa cry ‘out, * now,
¢ are you not a{hamed M. Cledveland, of fuch pre-
¢ varication as' this?” 1 might reply, that if yoi
are not afhained of the premifes, why fhould I'bea-"
fhamed to poiht out the juft confeqjbenice from them?
perhaps; you'll fay, the confequerice is not juft:
but how does it appear? why, fay you, * I-ex-
preflly guarded againft the fuppofition, that all afts "~
13 of
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of punitive juflice, whether in God or man, are
afts of kindnefs to the fuffering individuals.” But
this don’t help you: for, if there is no medium be-
twixt aftual kindnefs and pofitive cruelty, and pu-
nitive juftice is aCtual kindnefs, it muft follow, that
if every at of punitive jultice in God, is not an aét
of kindnefs to the fuffering individuals, there mult
be two kinds of punitive juftice in God; the one, 3
branch of kindnefs, every at of which, isan aét of
kindnefs to the fuffering individuals® the other, po-
fitive cruelty, every aét of which, is an act of pofi-
tive cruelty to the fuffering individuals.----1 know,
there is vindiftive juftice, that is neither attual kind-
nefs nor pofitive cruelty to the fuffering individu-
~als; this, in God, is a divine attribute, diftint
from the attribute of goodnefs; and this is the ju-
ftice, which, I underfltand, you would have, wholly
and for ever excluded.------Bat you'll fay, perhaps,
tho’ every aft of punitive juftice, is not an aét of
kindnefs to he fuffering individuals, yet as the in-
flicling of punifhment tends, by way of example and
serror to pofitive good ; at leaft, the publick or com-
mon punitive juftice, muft be a branch or mode of
" kindnefs, a quality not really diftin@ from kindnefs, on-
Jy another name for goodwefs : this feems to be the
purport of the feveral paffages in your letter, p.
10, 11, quoted from your fermons: but this can’t
help you, fo long as you maintain, that there is no

medipm
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mediam betwixt attual kindnefs and pofitive cruels
ty; for if punitive jultice, in every aét of ir, is not
aftual kindnefs to the fuffering individuals, as you
now fay, it muft be pofitive cruelty unto thém, ac-
¢cording to this your‘aﬁ'ertion.“-

But as to this argument, viz, that 'pun'iti.ve jue
fticc mult be a branch of kindnefs, or of the qua-
lity of kindnefs, becaufe the infli€ting punifhment
tends, by way of example and terror, to pofitive
good, at leaft the public or common; I would en-
quirs, whether the inflicting of punifhment, is an
at of punitive juftice, and an at of kindnefs, in one
and the fame particular view ? for if it is, then eve-
ry at of punitive juftice, muft be an aét of kind-
pefs to the fuffering individuals, and punitive ju-
ftice, is only another mame for kindnefs: but if every
all of punitive juflice, is not an att of kindnefs to
the fu{fering individuals, than the infli€ting of pu.
piliment may not be termed an att of punitive ju-
{tice, and an a€t of kinduefs, in one and the fame
parcicular view ; and if it may not, then it will
~ follow, that punitive juftice is not a branch of kind-
nefs, but may be a quality really diftinét from kind-
nefs :-----the infliting of punifhment on f{inners, is
an at of punitive jaltice in this particular view, viz.
ir is their juft due, the proper wages of fin; pumitive

Julicy pifbes for fin enly, and in due meafure only:
D2 as
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pp Chrift ftood in our law- place, he fuffered for

our fins, and was deuvercd for our offences; he

bm our fi m in bis own body on the tree: as Chrift
ftood in our law-place, the !nﬁxéhng of punifhment
on hxm, was an act of punitive jultice, but no aét
of kindnefs to him: but the infliting of punifhmens
is an aft of kindnefs in another and guite different
mew, m. on finners, as it gives warning to others,
| py way of \examnle and terror, to take head leaft

{hey fall; and as 1 afcertains what punithment thf”y_

mutt look for, it 3Hey’ﬂmuld (in in like manner

on Chrift, as th; rct'"‘ a floor of forgivenefs, re-
concxhaqon with {*od, aké eternsl falvation, is o-
pened to thc finfui, guilty, and perithing childcen
of men, you will fay, furely to give warning to
reafcr.able creatu'm., and to epen a door of falva-

| tion to m«nihmg r'c:r;, am aﬁs of kmdmfs I gran;‘
;he fame in bmh m{im'\s bm t? ] qudtmn ws, whu’:*v{‘».‘
the: they age aE‘» of punitive ;Ms '0 the r"g*

Whom they are adta of 141*3637&&, ,nd alf cc\arimu

gd as afls of kipanzfs? It y.\u affert \lﬂy are, then

you muft mamwm,, firl, t54: the g Bi7ing of this
warning, by way of example ¢ m:] LLitor, Was an afl
‘of kindnefs gufily due frot w 1 o Bis creatyres ;
for 1fGod was under 6o ﬂ’)hgatnurf in point of ju-
| iﬂu.c, to giva hig crearumu this warning, his doing

it is no aft of juflice to La my b at m is warning is

!

ﬁu.»;: ta the creatures | in w:m;,at why was it not al-

{5
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fo to fuch gs fell, before their f3ll? or was God pn:
der a neceflity to pcrmit fome to fall, thai by pa-.
nifhing them, he might give the reft of his crea-
pures that warning by way of egxample and terror,
which was their Juf¥ due from him? and fecondly,
you muft maintain, the opening of a.door of falva-
tion to finful perithing men, was an aét of kindnefs
juftly due from God to them; that Gaod was under
lzobligation‘ in point of juftice to the children of
men, to open a door of falvation for them ; other-
ways, his doing ir, as it is an aét of kindnefs, is na
aft of juftice to them and to fay they are alls of
pm:t(w]uﬁ:ce to thofe to whOm ihey are alts of
_‘kmdnz ﬁs, inplies, that they, are afts of juft punith-
e conﬁdercd as afts of kmdmefs even to thofe,
ts whom they are afte of kmdneh. but will you,
R Do‘h,r, affirm, that ie giving this warning to the
;n&-atur $ m gmeml a'}d ﬂn, opemng of a door of
mvan ;m» <hil i el of m:«m are atts of juft pu-
w’bmcm 13 7./em refpeéticely 9 bar if you deny thefe
t(ﬂg Wﬂﬁ of punitive m"hcem EuDﬂ?, to whom they
are m.t*: ol I.mdncfs, atd deny them to be alls of
Nt 2t purihiment, conlt tered as ats of L.mdnefs even
to *hoﬁ:, Lo wlwm tbgy are afts of kmﬂneﬁ,your ar-
- ‘xx ment m prove px mmc Juﬂ ic2 m be a branch of
uf«f'hmanef», Q“ a’ uali !y not !‘4":7]‘ ‘3 hf]q, from kmd
{‘}Sq it e gk‘lﬁ' s)

Bug

v
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But while you hold punitive juftice to be a branch
of goodnefs, and that there is no medium betwixt
aftual kindnefs and pofitive cruelty, it is neither dif-
borefty tiot impudence, to reprefent it to the world
us implied in your dolrine, that every aff of puni-
tive fuftice in God, is an aft of kindnefs to the indi-
vidual punifhed; (in cafe, it is not an a& of cruel-
ty;) as you fuggelt in p. 11: yod there call my do-
ing this difbonefly and impudence ; but how do you
tnake it to appeat ? why, fay you, ¢ you know,
et and have often acknowledged, particularly in p.
t i5, that I fpeak of the future punithment of
‘¢ wicked micn in the language of fcripture, as eter-
¢ nal, everlafting, &¢.” This indeed, might pofs
fibly demonftrate the thing, in cafe you were in-
fallible; and could by no means be guilty of an if-
eonfiftency. But you not only call it difbonefty and |
fmpudence, but alfo a thing very foolifb as well as inju-
rigs ¢ but how does this appear? your reafop ftands
thus, i3, ‘¢ for, do you think, you can make the
‘¢ world believe, that I either aferted, or fuppofed,
€ it was for the good of finners themfelves, to be
“ pternally punithed 2 upon which, you cry out,
“ for fhame, Mr. Cleaveland!” but if I take yout
s¥gument fight, it implies, that if I thought I could
thake the world believe, your dotrine implied, that
every a8 of punitive juftice in God, is an aét of

kindne(s to the individual punifhed, I was neithet
Foolifb
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foolifb nor infurious, in giving fuch a reprefentation of
it tothe world. Well,Sir, as I never thought it wonld
be a hard task to make the world believe, that taws
added to two makes four, ‘or that if equal quantisies
be taken from equal quantities, the quantities remaining
will be equal; fo I thought, they would as readily be-
lieve, that if punitive juflice isonly a branch of goods
nefs, and not a quality really diftiné} from kindnefs,
and if there is no medium betwixt atugl kindnefs
and pofitive cruelty,---shat every afl of punitive ju-
Jlice in God, is an at of kindnefs to the individual pu-
wifbed : this is what I verily thought, they would be."
lieve to be a juft and natural confequence 3 and
therefore, feeing you fometimes fpeak of the fu-
ture punifhment of wicked men, in the language of
fcripture, as eternal, everlafling, £fc. that they muft
believe, either, that you have never well weighed
“your principles; or, if you have, that you don’t
believe, the future punifhment of wicked men will
be eternal; and that you fpeak of it in feripture
language, as eternal, everlafiing, 4. only as a bling
to the people :----you know how this is.

. Towards the bottom of p. 11, you fay, I proe
ceed upon the fame known falfe fuppofition, when
1fo pertly demand, p. 10, £c. and after quoting
' the demand, ory out, p. 13, * fye! Mr. Cleaveland.”
.Whac you call she fame known falfe fuppofition, is,

that
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that God’s punitive juftice, is pufitive kindnefs, or, that
all bis alls of punifbing, are afks of kindne[s to the indi-
mdual: pum/bed now, to prove this to be a2 known
falfe fuppofition, from your principles; you fuggeft;
fhat according to your prindiples, there are two
kifids of juft punifhment, the one, is for the real
good' of fuch as are punifhed, and this you call
fifeiplinary corre&zon, or medicinal plnifbment; the o-
ther forr, is. when perfons are pum(hed by way of
mm, mzmp le, and warning to others, as malefac-
tors ate in the cafe of capital pumfhment,, in which
Eafe, the fuPr'ermg individuals are not benef: ted, nor de-
ﬁ{amd to be bcmf ted thereby, but to be cut off and
dc.(‘troyed And therefore, all as of punitive ju-
lhc;, are rot afls of kindnefs to the individuals
punithed: bur, if according to your principles,
there are two- kinds of jult punithment, muft there
not alfo be two kinds of punitive juftice! and if
thefe: two kinds of jult punifhment, are ditinguith-
éd'by ope’s being: for the real good of the fuffering
i'ndividualé ; and the-other being not- for their real
food, but their utter and everlafting deftruétion;
theh - actording td 'yo’xir ptiticiple, viz! that thefe is
(e thediim betwikt' altual Kindnefs  and pefitive
é’fht”:'\, thefe' two kind§ of pam'xvc juftice;, muft
i drfhngm{h“d thus, wviz. the obe is a' branth of
p'dodﬁrfr‘ andallial kindnefs 5 but the other, is a branch

#lpofiive cruelty and unmercifulnefs: And if thefe
| two
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fuppofed to be in God dces not thig umtc, m‘
¢ fome forr, the two xndependent gnd -oppofite
¢ principles of the Mamcbceam, the one good, and |
“ the qther evil, into one felf- contradn&ory being
“ whom,” £c. as you {peak in your fermons, P. 37

In the fame page, where you fp‘eak of thefe twa'
kinds of juft punifhment, you intimate, that, Chrift
in the room, place, or flead of finners,. fuﬁ'ered in

» qrder to prevent our fu&'ermg perfonally, by way; oE
example and warning, as malefators do jn the. cafc
of capital punifhment; that is, he fu‘fer¢d thae
kind of punifhment, which js pofitive cruelty,,
according to the above diftinélion;---but in the ve-
ry next page, (p 13.) you fpeak of : a divine ju-~
fiice IN GENERAL, that the fufferings of Chrift had re-
ference unto, as f[stisfallion or atiomement; this g;,
neral juftice, or jullice in general, does not comprize
the common idea of vindiftive juftice, which ac-
cording to the common fuppofition, is a divine atri-
bute entirély diftin& from goodnefs, as from truth,
or any other attribute; for this, you fay,.is ‘¢ s
¢ particular notion of jultice, for which you,fup:
¢ pofe, there is no foundation in reafon-or fcrip-
¢« tare.””  Compare letter, .p. 13, and fermon, p.
61 and 65. Therefore, this general juftice, muft

‘Gomprize thefc two kinds before mentioned, the
E - o one,
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one, a branch of aftual kindnefs; and the other, 3
branch of pofitive crnelty : and hence, as the fuffe-
rings of Chrift had reference to this juftice in general,
as fatisfaftion or atonement, we muft conclude,
that Chrift fuffered at once both an aftually kind,
and- a pofitively cruel punithment, to prevent ouy
perfonally fuffering the like for ever,

" 80 long as you retain your firange notions nder
punf deration, and rejet the common conception of
giviné fjuftice, nothing but darknefs and confufion
aré-in’ yonr paths, and attend all your {teps. And
tho” you 'frqguently {ay in your letter, that you
don’t'deny a moral neceflity of atonement ir order
go ‘forgivenefs; and that divers things in your fer-
mons imply fuch a neceflity of jt; it only ferves to
expefe your inconfiftency, while you retain fuch
principles, as neceflarily imply a non-neceflity of
atonement.-----] will fet before you an inftance of
this kind: -In yoyr fermons, p. 63, you fay, in an
pbjcﬂlon, ¢ if God be thus perfeftly good and mer-
5% cifol i his natore, (i. g. if his goodnefs compre-
- hends: his juftice, not as a diftinft attribute from,
but as ane mode or branch of goodnefs,) why did
'#° he not forgive the fing of men without any facrj-
#5 fice? what occafion was there for gpy atonement,
5% upon thefe principles ? 4. 4. what moral neceflity .
$¢ was there for any atonement upon thefe prin-
& ciples?”’ In your anfwer, you fay, “ we are
| | aflured
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¢ aﬂ‘ured in the holy feriptures, that Cod forgweé
* the {ins of men, thro’ this gteat facrifice (of
“ Chrift) mterveenmg, rashet than without any.”
Ifay, * but why did God chife to do it witk a fa-
¢ crifice, rather than withoit any #* Effay, p. II.
In your letter, p. 14, you reply, *¢ tobas impudence
 is this! did I not plainly inform you why, both
negatively and pofitively ?” Well; your negative
reafon is, «* not becaufe he is it his own nature de-
« ﬁmm in goodnefs, or not perfettly mercifui,” de-
Ficienit i gdodnefs, for what? why to forgive fin with-

out any facrifice ? he could have done it confiftent-
ly with his goodnefs without dny facrifice, there
was rio moral neceflity of dtdhement in order to
forngeneﬁ;, arifing from the goodnefs of God; tho'

it comptehends his juftice; as you often fay, and’
his moral perfetions; are all fummahly comprebended
i goodnefs, as you fay in your letter, p. 14, and
that goodnefs comprifes the whole inoral charaler of
God, even bis juftice, as in p. 16. God is in his own
nature fufficicic in gosdnefs, to do any thing that is
not inconfifteit with his goodnels, or with his
whole mioral charafter, and therefore, if it was not
inconfiftent with the goodnefs of God, as it com-
prifes his whole thoral charatter, to forgive fin
without any facrifice or atonement, what moral ne-
ceflity was there of atonement in order to forgi-

venefs? Your negative reafon is quite agreeable to
E o | your
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. Your ‘ﬁti’hciéles; but not fo your pofitive reafon
foi' this contains a principle of the common reform-
éd fyftem; and ftands thus, vz ¢ but becaufe he
« is infinitely wife as well as merciful ; taking futh
& 4 method hcrem, as is in its nature admirably a-
R{ dapted to magmﬁe tbe law ahd make it bonourable ;
“# 4, ¢ to beget and preferve in the minds of reafo-
- ¢ nable creatures, a juft fenfe of God’s authority,
¢ the dignity of his laws and government.” This
implies vindiftive juftice in God, and even fuch as
is no brahch of kindnefs, but fuch; as we fay, Chriit
died to fatisfie, that finners might be pardoned: for
according to this your pofitive reafon, if there had
 been no atonement made by the facrifice of Chrift,
there could have been no forgivenefs of fin, confi-
- ftently with the prefervaticn of God's authority, the
dignity of his laws and government : either fin muft
not be pardoned without an atonement; or God’s
authority, the dignity of his laws and government,
muft not be preferved and vindicated: but if the
latter muft be preferved and vindicated, by execut-
ing the penalty to the full fatisfattion of infinitely
' offended juftice, there was a moral neceffity of the
- atoriement of Chrift in order to forgivenefs, confi-
ftently with God's moral charaéter.

1ne Tum cof thefe two reafons amounts to thiss
2. 4. 7. % of the two, God chooft to forgive fin
‘ «“ with,
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& with, rather than without any facrific, not be-
- ¢ canfe there was any moral neceffity of atonement
« in order to forgivenefs, arifing from the effenti-
¢ 3l goodnefs, the whole moral charatter of God;
¢« for there was no occafion of any facrifice, upon
¢« my peculiar principles: but becaufe there wasa
¢¢ moral neceflity of atonement in order to forgi-

* venefs, according to the principles of the com-
¢ mon reformed fyftem of Chriftianity.”

But in your letter, p. 14, fpeaking in reference
to this expreffion, viz. ¢ of the two he chofe ra-
¢¢ ther to do it with, than without any,” vou fay,
¢t which evidently amounts to this, that of tic iwo
¢“ (God chofe to aét as becamé an.infinitely wife and
-« perfeCt being, rather than to alt as did not become
““ fich an one!” iwhich implies, that if Ged had
forgiven fin without any atonement, he would not
have afted as did become an infinitely wife and per-
fect being, hence there was a moral neceflity, aril-
ing from the infiuite pertetion of God, of atone-
ment in order to forgivenefs; and that fuch as plead
for the non-neceflity of atonement, do in effet
plead, that God might, withou: any inéonﬁl‘tency
with his infinite perfettion, have ated, as did not
become an infinitely wifz and perfect being ! Bat if
" 1tdid not become an infinitely wife and nerfe€t be-
ing to forgive fin, without the facrifice or atone-

ment
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fieat of Chrift, then forgiving of fin thro’ this
great facrifice i mtcrveemng, is the only methed be-
&orﬁmg a being of infinite wnfdox"\ and perfettion;
and hence the only 'wrfe and good, fis and congruous,
“behivolent and gracious method : to forgive fin with-
ollt thé atconement of Chrift, is a method of forgl-
ve:‘fefs, neither awife nor good, becaufe not becoming
a bemg mﬁmte!y wife and perfet; therefore, we
ar¢ fure; that it never came into his heart, to for-
ivé fin without this facrifice of Chrift, and the holy
ﬂnptures no where give the leaft hint that it did;
ma you fay, we are aflured in the holy fcnpmre:,
that God forgnves the fics of men, thro' this greac
facnﬁce interveening, rather than without any.’
Ind 4 lmle Jower, fay, ©¢ theie was 2 fitnefs and
Longrmtv in ir; as the wifeft and beft method for
fa*vmg finful men.” Scrm. p. 64. Taking 'he‘e
two paﬂ'ages togmﬁcr tbr;y evidently amourt to
this, thdt God having dete miacd to forgive the fins
6f mien; and there bemp luiﬁ qu ways in which Zﬁe |
fmghc do it; the one, Wnth’\ it my famfu.~, the o-
ther d)ro the gn&at facrifice of Chtift mtervcenmg,
.md tho’ the former, was a wife and good method,
y.et becanfe there was not fo great a fitnefs and con-
grmty in this, asthe wifeft and the beft of the two,
as there was in the latter, he chofe the lattcr rather

than the formcr, ind we a:c allured of this in the
R

. -

i
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In your letter, p. x7, you fay, my sllowing, (as
1 do in effay, p. 43,) that you aflert, there way g
neceflity of God's forgiving the {ins of men thyg'
Chrift's atonement, if he did ic at all, intirely oyer-
fhrows the gramd indiCment brougbt againft you: hyp
I fay no; and for this reafon, viz. when you afferg
the moral pece (ty of atongment, it is upon prige
ciples contained in oyr [yftem, which ﬁcgefhﬁfjjy
imply fuch djvine juftice jn Gt;’)d? as you pejeﬂ’ or
for which you fuppofe, there is no foundation ip
reafon or feripture: I refer to your pofitive reafen,
jult now confidered, I

O
Byr my comment on the harmlefs word rather, as
it ftands in the paffage before cited, feems to jrive
you great.uneafinefs. And in order (as I {uppofe)
to fhake off that uneafy.fenfatiqh? you take up the
greaiell part of three pages (p. 18---20) in ¢om-
fmeming, on the werd rather, in feveral paffages of
holy Jeripiure, in my own way, as you fay igig;_ing the
- sword RATHER in thefe pafjages, precifely the fame [igni-
 fication and force, as [ bave given it in your ferssons:
but it appears to me, you only thruft the thorn the !
dezper into yoyr own foot; for it muft be obferved,
1, that it is ro where intimated in holy fcripture,
concerning the two things in competition, in the
feveral pallages you comment on, that one, is wife |
and good, but the other, is rather wifer and betcer, |

oF
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ot of the two, is the wifeft and beft; but the one jg
pofitively wrong, and the other pofitively rigis 5 the
one evil, the other good; the one difagreable to
the moral perfeftions and will of God, but the o-
ther agreeable thereto: but do yoa fay any thing in
your fermons, (when fpeaking agreable to your
own principles) that implies to forgive fin without
atonement, is. wrong, difagreable to the moral
charaéter of God, and contrary to the eternal rule
of right? yea, do~’t fome of your expreflions evi-
dcncly imply the contrary ? you fay, * God for-
gives the f{ins of men thro’ this great facrifice inter-
veening, rather than without any, not becaufe be is
i bis own nature deﬁmm in goodnefs, or not perfeétly
mercxful ? ‘which if you fpeak fenfe, is to fay, mos
bzcauje it was difagreeable to, or inconfiffent with the
qg}nml goadmf: of God, to forgive fin withoui atome-
ment, which goodnefs, you fay, comprehends puni-
tive Ju(hce, and comprizes the whole moral charac- .
ter of God and if fo, the eternal rule of right too.
Alfo you fay, ““ there was a fitnefs and congruity
(in forgwmg fin thro” the facrifice of Chrift) as the
chjl and beft method.---You mention two methods,
but the method God chofe, has a fitnefs and congru-
iy, m 1t, not becaufe of the two, it is the only me-
thod that is wife and good, and agreeable to God’s
moral chara€ter ; but becaufe of the two, it is the
afeft and the beff ; the other method is wife and good,

Lt
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but this of the two, is rather the wifeft and Bef?; and
therefore, 1. is the fittefl and molt congrusus. And
2, Wih regard to all the cafes-you here mentior
and comment on, it is certain, that fome chofe the
wrong and refufed the right, or chofe the evil and re-
futed the good. ex.g. Some chofe rather to dwell in
the tents of wicknefs, than to be door keepers in
the houfe of God. Some chofe to fear thofe that
can only kil the body, rarber than to fear God. Some
chofe to ferve mammon as their mafter, rather
than ro ferve God; and fome chofe to have fellow-
fhip with the unfruitful works of darknefs, ratber than
to reprove them. But do fuch perfons aft well and
wifely in the loweft degree! or don’t it rather prove,
that they are alwgether corrapt and depraved, and,
that they chufe to att thus, rather than r:ghc, be-
ciu'e thisis wholly agreeable to their corrupt and de-
praved difpofitions, but the otheris not? Andhave
not the beft of men, while in the body, a temptation
which they muft watch againft, to chufe the evil
and refufe the good, by reafon of the remainder of
cérrupt nature in them! and will they have this
temptation, when they are freed from the being of
fin, and their day of trial is at an end ! 3, If youap-
ply thefe feveral cafes to the cafe in your fermons
as 2 parrllel, you muft fuppo{'e, to forgive fin with-
out atonement, would have been'difagreeable to
the moral nature of God ; and that God had a temp-
F tation
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Yation or trial, whether it was the wifeft and the befl
}5&& agreeably, or difagreeably to his moral nature,
but upon deliberation chofe rather to alt agreeably,
than.difagreeably'themto ;  becaufe he faw it to be
the wifeft and the beft, to at as did become a being
“iofinitely wife and perfcét! Bur dare you Sir, fay,
that God ever had a temptation to aét difagreeably
to his.moral patyre, or as did not become a being in- ‘

finitely wife and perfeft ! But though you allow,
{as Lobferved befure) that God would not have ac-
ted as did become abeing infinitely wife and perfet,

if b~ had furgiver {in, without the fucrifice of Chrift ;
vet your particular principles, (as I have had occafi-
on to obferve) plainly fuppofe, that there is no-
thing in the goodnefs of God, as it comprehends ju-
flice, and comprifes the wl ole moral charalter of
Gud, whick forbids the pardon of fin, without the
facrifice of Chrift ; and therefore God might have
. d_§n¢ it, without afling difagreeably to his moraj
‘n?,‘m*

In )our letter, p. 13, yor  aplain of my repre-
fﬂntmg your words, as if you had deny’d, in gene:
ral terms, 3any jultice in God, to which the fatisfac-
Kon (atanement) of Chrift had reference, in order
to forgivenefs; to which 1 {hall only fay, the com-
non idea of vindittive juﬁice, as an attribute di-
ihnét from the attributg of ‘goodnefs‘,“ you reject,

(if
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(if  cah underﬂand you) which is ;he only kmd of
divine juftice, that the atonement of Chrilt¥" haa
reference to as fatisfattion: dnd you fubftitute i m
the room of it, .a notion of divine Ju!’hce thac it ls
only a branch or mode of goodnefs or kindnefs; buc
to fay, the fatisfa&tion of Chrift, had reference to
fuch a kind of divine Jufhce, in order to forngencfs,
is contrary to common fenfe. .
In p. 22, you complain, that I flander you,‘ f‘ as
if you excluded divine Jufhce. "1 fhall only refer

you and my readers, to your fermons p. 64, 65,
and to what I have. already faid in this letter, - m re-
fe"ence te your npotion of dxvme Jufhce.

- In your letter, p. ¢4, Ipeaking of attribute anfl
quality as fynonimous, you ask, ‘¢ what would be
“ the material and precife difference, between one
v perfon’s faying of Mr. Cleaveland of Ipfwwb, that

¢ the attribute or property of felf comceir; 13- véry
*“ confpicuous in bim, and another’s faying the gua-
“ lity of felf conceit is fo?”’ Bat pray Sir; you
, know, or you cught, according to your /hle, thac

the term attribute in divinity, is appropriated as fa-
cred to God, to fignify an eflential perfection of his

nature, fuch as wifdum, power, holinels, €c. and is
not (in divinity) applied to creaturcs, to {ignifie a-
hy thing belonging to them, cither good or bad;
’ I’ 2 but
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bat the term guabty is applied to creatures, nnt i
expref what is effential to their being as creaw-cs,
but what is morally good or morally evil in theim,
and which. they may loofe, and yet rem.in crea-
tiues, as man loﬂ the good quality of Iooe . G -g‘ .

God; and in regeneration, the reignirg pov. : A
this evil quality is deftroyed, and yet the futj & i
thefe qualities, remains the fame individnal cr- 47t
but if God fhould lofe sbe assrivute of wifdon: <. ;-
Jlice or truh, or.any other, he would lcfc &1 #emg,
‘his ¢ffence, and ceafe to be. You mav fav, '« o
~oine qualities, fuch as bolinefs. juftice, goaneji and

sruth, are in every true faint; but not, that the di-
ving atsributes, fuch as bolinefs, {5c. are in any mere

creature: and therefore, for either of us, whils
fpeaking of the attributes of God, to turn about
and fay, the attribute of [elf-conceit is very confpi-
cuous in fuch a perfon, would be, at leaft, quite
profane,

In the laft meationed page, fpeaking in reference
to what I fay, of your cailing the éivine attributes
parts of God, parss of bis effence, you fav, *° now,
“ what foundation had you for this, befides a paf-
“ fage, in which I expreflly fpoke of the impro-
« priety of afcribing parts to God?” But Sir, I

referred you to p. 11, where you fay, ¢ and if
“ God
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¢« God can neither acquireany property or attribate,
« which did not originally and neceflirily belong
¢ to him. as part of his effence, &¢.” And tho’ in
in the nex' page you allow, there may be an im-
pr 'pricty in that manner of expreflion, concerning
the i~finite God, yet as you do exprefs yourfelf in
that manner more than once, you either thought it
a pr.per manner of fpeaking, or elfe allowed your-

fz)f .o fpeak in an improper manner, CONCErning
ke infiblte God.

In p. 25, 26, you attempt to vindicate yourfelf,
from the inconfiftency charged upon you, in calling
divine juftice a particular moral attribute diftinguith-
ed, and your afferting, as it werc,, in the very next

breath, that it was only a different branch or mode
of goodnefs: but in the beginning of p. 27, check
yourfelf for ¢ defcending (ﬁerha’ps you mean conde-
[cending) to reafon with a man, whom you was on-
ly to reprove and chaftife.” Bat pray, Sir, how
can yoa offer reafonable reproof, without offering
fome proper argumerts of convittion? I queftion
vthether a general of an army would at in charaéter,
if he fhould reprove and chaftife one of his fubalterns,
for a fuppofed crime, before he had been conviét-
ed by a fair trizl? If you had faid, your bufinefs
was only to rail, vilify, fcold and the like, you
might have check'd yourfelf for defcending to rea-

fon ;
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fon ; for a pcrfoxr void of rearon, being’ drunk with

éither pride or paffion, may bc the moft expert at
iﬂxs

4

But to come to your reafumng, it moft be obferv-
&d you grcund it on this, viz. thai tho’ ¢ jt is com-
¥ ménto fpeak oFJL (tice in man, as 2 moral virtue,
t diftiné from charity or lové, which is frequently
e fpokcn of as another inoral virtue ; yet, it is cer-
t iain, love or charity; confidered in the largeft
* and moft comprehenfive fenfe of it, includes
& ot onlv]uﬂ.w but all other moral and focial
‘5‘ \mues » But the queftion is, whether juftice
| ﬁ.s to be a partxcular moral virtue, diftin& from
m pamcumr moral virtve, called love or charity,
nen love in its Xargeﬂ fenfe, is confidered, as com-
prenenomv all part;cular morxl virtues, and juffice
Wwich the reft? orwhether it is fenfe, to fay, that
t,ho Ju[hce and love, are particular moral virtues di-
ﬂmgm{hed yet Juﬂlce is no diftin& moral virtue
from love, itis only a different branch or mode of

the moral virtue of love, fna(erz qf in ¢ general way?
for 1a this manner you {'pmk nf what you call par-
ticulat moral attributes diftinguifhed, in your fer-
fons p. 19, 20, and particularly of jultice; you
firft {1y, itis a paiticular moral atribute diftinguiths
ed, but as it weree in the next breatl, in effeét, fay,
it i¢ mo particular moral attribute, but only one
tranch
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branch or mode of goodnefs ; and this latier is the
opinion you labour to eftablifh, agqut the coms:
m -1 opinion or conccpuon, that 1t is a pamcular
oral aurxbute, diftinét ‘from goodnefs: you. may
rcmember what I fay, in my eflay, p. §5. in refe:
rence to this, to which I refer you and my reade,r‘s,_
But if you can prove, that tho’ juftice in mazn is 3
particular moral virtue, diltinét ‘from the parucular
moral virtuc called love or charity ; yet, when it i
{naken of as comprehended in love, it is no particu-
lar moral wirtue diftin@ from, but only ome-branch or
mode, of the particular moral virtue called love of
charity; I will allow you reafon to purpofe.

But tho’ you fay, the apoftle Paul cfien fpeaks of
‘charity in this comprehenfive feafe, but moft ex-
preflly, Rom. xiii. 8, 9; Owe no inan- any thing bus
t love one anotber, for be that loveth another bath ful-
filled the law.  Thou [bals love thy neighbour as thyfelf ;
and that Cbr(ﬂzcm magiflrates and parents, are bound
by this comp.chtnﬁvc cummaad, to punifh their fub-
jefts and children refpeflively; yet it may be 2
queftion, whetber the Apoftle intended the believ-
ing Romans, fhould underftand this precept, theu
fbalt love thy neighbour as thyfelf, or, owe 10 man any
thing bus to love one another, to include vinditive ju-
flice, and that they might hence warrantably, in
tiie exercile of this love, quenge themfelves? for in

chap.
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wbhap xii. 19, he exprefily fays, Dmrly beloved, 44
venge net yourfelves; but rather give place to wrath,
for it is . writrem, vengeance ir mine, I will repay, [aith
{be Lord: parents may chaftife their ciildren. ' ¢
not as parents, punifh with’ the fword of vir
jultice. Magiftrates, whether Cbriftian or -
this fword, as they are the minifiers of Gud, 1¢
exesute wrath upon bim that doth evil: paicrn | ca
meat proceeds from love of kindnefs to the chan
ed; but vengeance, or the execu ion of wrath, in Goe
proceeds from love of rightecufnefls, and hatred of
iniquity, but not from love of kindnefs to théfe, upon
whom wrath is executed. Thac love which is the
fu}ﬂlhng of this law, thou fbals love thy neighbour as
tbyje f, worketh w0 ill to his neighbour, which 1 fup-
pole, means, that it worketh only good; and there-
fore, this precept which is common to all, does not
inclade the executing of wrath, or the evil of punith-
ments, which is proper to the magiftrate, as the mi-
ﬂjﬂf\er of God, even as the minifler of him, who has
faid, véwgeance is mine, I wiil repay. Now your fay-
ing, as you do in p. 26, viz. * you may if you
¢ pleafe io the nexr place, try your critical skill
“c ugon the apoftle Paul, and endeavour to. fhew,
‘¢ that he did'not underftand himfelf, but wrote in-
@ aceurately and inconfiftently,” implies at leaft,
thus much, iz, that you would have it believed,

il}zg)cix thdérftend yo»urfclf as ful!y as the apoftle
Paul
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Pau! did himfelf, and wrote as accurately and cons
fitently as he, did under infpiration, and that whag
I call an inacuracy and inconfiftency in you, 1 mighg
for the fame reafon, in the apoltle Paul; but I can't

believe it as yet!

As to what you fay in your letter, p. 27, [ refes
you back to my ¢flay, p. 50-----52, and will appeal
to the judicious, whether you juftly infer from what
I fay there, that the divine goodnefs is finite, and
sbat I bave denyed in effef, that God-can be both infi-
nisely wife and infinitely good! 1 allow there, that when
you fpeak of the goodnefs of God, * which is itfelf
without meafure, without bounds,” if you mean the
abfolute goodnefs of the divine nature, you fpeak
truth, tho’ nothing to your purpofe; for this remains
the fame, without change, tho’ the finrer perithes
for ever: | added, but if you mean God's benefi-
cence, or his good and bountiful ats towards his
creatures under all circum{tances fuppofeable, to be |
without meafure, withous bounds, it is neither true
nor confiftent, with what you (ay ellfewhere. I then
quote what yay fay of the goodnefs of God, as it is
in all its operations controul'd, direled and regulased by
bis wifdom, according to rule, reafn and right. And
. after fome reafoning upon it, fay, ¢ moreover, it
« js impoffible to think God's goodnefs, in i¥’s alls

¢ and nperations, is wtbaut mealiare, without bounds, |
> when
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% when atthe fame time, it is controuled, regulaied and
.. % girefed by wifdom, according to ‘rule, reafon: and
. &5 right? what is controuled and regulated, I thought
6 was bounded and limited.”" But what is boundsd and
Jimited? Divine goodnefs, By what? The rule of

wifdem, reafon and right. In what refpeét ? Tuits’

_ pfts and operations.  'What follows from bencc?
. Why, you fay, that divine goodnefs is thercfere finite,
;,,axj,d that I will run myfelf into atheifm, or what is
. pext a-kin to it, by denying, in effeét, that God dan
. de:both infinitely wife, and infisitely good] Thefe are
~ your inférences! but what 1 inferred, was to this
. effe@t, viz, thatif divine goodnefs, in it's afts and
.. -pparations, is bounded and limited by the. rule of
L apifdam, reqfon and right, or by God’s moral refii-
-{ude, there was a moral neceflity of atonement in
_ arger to forgivenefs, that divine gnodaefs gould not
exercife itfelf in the aft of fergivenefs, confiftent-
1y with the role of right, without an atonement, but
- 4hrp' the ato“nement' of Chrift, it can. And was
- ot fuch a natwral i,nfcre,‘nc;:? |

- 1s your letter, p. 28, aftc. quoting out of my
ﬂ]qy thcff: Wnrds L ]et us fee how the doftor re-

-_*‘f azoxdabk and cternal mxfer;, with h:s bunv a&u-
-4 gily kind and mercifol to all,” You fay, *¢ but
& yenknow, 1did nos allow the truth of the faid

% fuppofiiion

4
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b fuppofiion, nor pretend to ﬂa'e'.iria’s-cﬁnﬁﬁenéy
¢¢ with- God's goodnefs to all.” 'Bu'f ptay, doétor,
how could you fay this? were you not fpeaking

under -thit head of difcourfe; whih was to take a
curfoty notice of fome of the principal objeétions

again(t the djvine goodnefs? the difficulties that oe- -

cur in. reference to-what is afl:tred in your text,
that God is good to al]? fermon, p. §4. And in

confidering the goodnefs of God, fpoken of in your -

text, did not you aflere, *¢ there is no medium be-

- wwixt (God's) being attually kind and merciful to

all, and his being pofitively cruel and unmerciful to
fome 2” p. 35. Arnd did not you mention feveral difhs

culties, which you, atleaft, pretended to remove er
reconcile,with your noticn of divine goodnefs? And”

did not you fay in p. 63, * how fhall we reconcile
the fuppolition, of God's leaving the whole heathen
world, to unavcidable and eternal mifery, with in-
fini'e gocdnefs?” that is, as we muft underftand
you, bow thall we rceorcile his Jeaving the whole,
or a part,. with thisy that there is no medium betwizs
Cod's Leing allually kind and merciful to all, and bis bes
ing pufirively cruel and unmerciful to fume, withou fup-
pofing God to be pcfitively cruel 2nd unmercifol, to
" thofe Le Ieaves to tnavoidakle and eternal mifery ?
for bere lies the difficulty. And tho’ you now fay,”
you did not allow the truth of the fuid fuppofition,

abouc the beathen worldy nor pretend to fhew its

confiltency
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éonfiftency with God’s goodnefs to all; yet you did
fay, * firft, that it is by no'means a clear and
¢ certain point, either from reafon or revela-
« tion, that all the heathen will be altually mife-
¢¢ rable in the world to come.” Had you faid, that
it is' by no means a clear and cer:ain point, that
" any of the heathen will be miferable in the world
to come, you might now fay, you difallcwed the
truth of the fuppofition, wherein the difficulty lay,
that was to be removed. But 23 your anfwer im-
plies, that fome of the heathen mzy be miferable in
the world to come, the difficulty refpeting them,
ftill remains to be removed. But you did fay, ‘¢ fe-
“ condly, That if they fhall be fo, (i. «. all a&ually mi-
“ ferable in the world to come) they will be pumih-
¢ ed only for their fins, and in due meafure only.’

What is this but a faying? ** granting the truth of
the fuppofition, that the whole heathen world will .
be miferatle in the world to come, yet they will
be pumfhed cnly fot theit fins, and in in due mea-
fure only?” But how does this remove the difficul-
ty? is God altually kind and merciful to them; of
1s he pofitively cruel and unmercifol, in punifhing
them ehly for their fins, and in due meafure only?
here Iy the point that labours, 1 wohder why you
mentioned this difficulty, and what you pretended to
do refpeting ft, if you did not pretend to remove
it, a3 you new intimate, | | :

C !
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in p. 28 and 29, you fpeak as if you was quite
weeh, in reference to what I fay, of your prefam-
wy, to tell, how God became infinitely, perfettly
good : but whatever your defign or intention was,
in the paflage referred to in your fermons, I will
leave it to others to judge, whether your pofitions
and explanation,dont’ neceffarily imply what I obferv-
ed upon them, without firaining the natural fenfe
of your words. V.u fay, ¢ the fitrefs and reafopable-
“ nefs of being fo, (i. e. irfinitely, perfeétly good)
“« would undoubtedly determine bim ¢o0 be Jo: by
¢ w.ich laft expreflion, (you fay) I am far from
defigning to fuggell, either that there was a time
‘““ waen God was not good, or that he might poffi-
“ bly be otherwife.” But, it feems, your were fen-
fible, your words might naturally be taken to fug:
geft, that there was a time waen God became pe}n
fetly good, or, that bis goodnefs is an eff:&: you pro-
ceed, * I mean the diret contrary in both refpeéts,
“ vig. that as this fitne[s was eternally feen, G’od
““ was eternally good, and as he faw it mcgﬂ?mly,
‘ he was as neceflurily good, and yet not contrary
““ t) his omn will or ¢choice, which were a contradic-
““ tion ; but in conformity thereto from eternity.”
Serm. p. 45 Now, if thefe laft cited words, don c
neceffarily jmply, that God s goadnef: i¢ a3 much the
eftet of his knowledge, toill and choice, as ahy thmg
ify [ muft confefs, I don’t knov( what words nata-
sally

[ &

¢
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Filly 'irﬁpiy, I foppofe, you will dllow, that Ged
Ezema”y fath the fiinefs of the wotlc’s exifling § and
thit as God's knowledge is inflnite, eiernal and e:
. §hdlly necefary, he neceflurily faw the fitnefs of
tHe world's exilting, and yet not contrary to his will
aHd ehoice, Lut in conformity thereto; yea, that it
dves aftually exift, in conformity to God’s will
bf thoice ! but you will not fay, the world muft have
éterna!ly exilted, becaule God etetnally faw the fit-
hefs of iis exiftibg; nor that it exilted neceflurily
Without ain+ efficlent caufe, becanfe God neceflarily
faw the fi:nefs of its exifting: you now fay, you was
fliewing, *¢ ah eternal; neceffiry connetlion, be-
tWeenh omnif¢ienee, independency; omnipotence;
and poodhels.” But will not this way of arguing
It the pallages quoted, as fully prove an eternal ne-
€+Tyry eonnelivn, between omnifcience and the
25tual exittence ¢f the world, that the world exift-
ed ternalls and neceflurily; ahd i3 po more the ef-
fest of God's efficient willy than kis goodnefs is?
Yoii; indéed; peak of the cxiftence of God, as a
thing ¢ittinét {rotm his goodneli s (p. 46) ¢ for (fay
% you) pothing was privry not even the exificnce
% of Gody to bis @will to be grod; or idioiber wards,
€ ¢4 biy govdnefs: for thele ars the fame thing in
“ the everglorious God.”  But tho” yeur words be«
ofe imp itd, thar God's wil was the vaufe, and his

wdngft the ¢ffect, yet bere you make bis will to b*

goud)
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geod, and bis goodnef-y to be cue and the fame ihing,
~tho’ his exiftence is another ghing, You mult ‘ag:
cknowledge, you ventured into witer too éeep foy
‘you ; and therefers, you can't help talking confyf:
edly, like a dvowning man, .. Howevery it muft bs
wwned, that you allow one thing, that Armeniang
don't care to allow, viz, that seceffiry and choice gy
ftand together; for fay you, ¢ God is z:ccg[]‘arily
s« good noi ccntrary fo kis will or chyice, but in goRs
' fermity thereto,.--1lis will to be good, and his
$¢ goodnefs, are cre and the fame thing.” Whence
it follows, that if God's geodnefs is nrprﬂbry, his wil
or chuice to be good Is nee gqry

In vour !ctrer, A32 yeu chargeme with grof’s pres
varication, and evcn prophanenefs; yka, fay you,
6 vou kncw in yeur owp foul, that vop pervert my
¢ words and meaiing.” In refercnce to what I oby
ferve, (effay, p. 79.) vpon whit you fay of the tere
rible punifimznt of the wicked in the other world §
{peaking of which, you fay, * That goodnefs, per-
‘ "'fc& goodnefs, NAY TENDER MERCY ITSELE

© requires this i God would net be perfedly good and meF
* cifal, if be did nit inflid fuch punifbmens, €. Ser.
““p. 67. Butfirft, ] obferye you now fay, you was
f)cah.ng “t concerning the goednefs of God to hxs
F oreatures in gereral, in punifhing wicked men bere
#ficry Dy way of e,s,m.zp.’_e and terror.””  Butit muft be |

remembered,
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iemembered that when you fpeak of God’s purith.
ing wicked men hereafier, you refer to that everlafi-
ing puifbment, which will be after the day of j ju g
' ment, for you fay, * and is it not declared, thac at
€ the great day, the wicked fball go away inte ever-
& lafting punifbment, in the plac. prepared for the devil
é and his angels.” p. 86. And rnis punifhment, it
feems, according to you, will be, by way of ex-
ample and terror, to God's creatures in general. [
fuppofe, ycu mean reafonable creatures: but you
wxll except all the fallen angels, that are in everlaft-
‘ibg chains under darknéfs : for thefe will neither be
dwed to cbedience, nor receive any benefic by the
pumﬂamqm of wicked men bereafter: you will ex-
cepe all the righteous or good men, for their time of
probatlon, at the great day, will be at an end. Tbefe
fhall go away into life eternal; and fball be [bus in, and
thérefere will ftand in ne nexd of examples of terror
1o keep them in awe: and if you will alfo excep- all
thé ilel? angels, as having pafled the time of their
(fial; and entred into a confirmed eftate of everlaft-
iiig felicity, and therefore, as ftanding in no need of
{Xamples of terror; you muft lock for fome other
foecies of reafonable creatcres, befides angels and
itieri, even fuch as the holy feriptures makes no menti-
on of' as God's creatures in general, for whofe good

bé man pumﬂl wicked men bemfzcr, by way of ex-
porite vt iddnd, .
There
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’Ihcxe are thrce thmgs, one e of wbu:h it is nacef-
i’arv for you to p"ove, in order to fupport vour b;y
}oz:bc/' 15, 0iz. en'her, , that rcafonable creaxures, afe
ter their umc of probanon is over, and rhey are eu;
teted into a fixed eftate of eternal felicity, . will
Rand in eternal need nf exanmles of terror to kcep
them loyal: or, 2, that C.a's reafonable crearures
in general, will be in an eternal (a2 of probauon,‘j
as needing exam,)!cs of terror and warning: or elig,
3, that the pum(hmenc of wxckcd e beregfrer,
| will laft no longe 7 than the pmoaunn rime o & ige
mble creatures in general: and in caife, you thall
chufe to affere the laft, (as s moﬁ hikely) then I
muft ask,, fetcing the cafc, that all rm.on able crea-
turcs, were obﬂmatdy wicked and xmpemrenr, whe-
ther it woald be juft with Gud, as lord and judge of
all, to punith all for their fis in due meafure ¥ or
with, that meafure of numﬂxmem as to wmght and
aurauon as it wou]d the wxcked, that were but a
part a mxnor part of God’s creatures? if 5ou ﬁmall‘
fay yes, then it would be juft with God to pumﬂl
wicked men hereafter for their fins in due meafure; |
whc:bef he did it by way of example and terror, oF
not, hns pumfhmg by way of cx.zmple and terror,
ls only a circumftance, that neicher al'ers the na-

ture of the punithment, nor adds any thmg to the
degrec and duration of it; and if fo, punitive juftice
is not a branch of goodnefs in itfelf, not even tb

o I : . GOd"
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God's creatures in general ; nor.can it be faid that
tender mercy itfelf requires fuch pum]bmm 1=eesbut if
\you (hall fay no to my queftion ; than the good 3nd
_happiniefs of the creatires in general, is the fupream
rile of juftice, and the obftinately wicked and im-.
pemtent muft be punithed no more, nor longer than
will be for the’ good and happinefs of God’s crea-

tares in general: this is quite agreeable to your
 principlés, which I have before taken notice of.----
- Secondly, 1 obferve you fay, that I wickedly wreft
your wors asif you bad fuid, that God would
therein be good and mercitul even to thofc, whom
he will deftroy ‘fouI and body it hell.---But how can
you fay this is' a wickedly wrefting your words?
dqnt you fay, ¢ theré is no medium brthxc
€« (God’s) bemg atually kind and merciful to all,
"3 and his Bemg pofitively cruel and anmercifal to

“ fome?"---That % punitive juftice is only a branch
o or mode of geodnofs 7" that it is “ not a quality

""‘ teally diftin& from kindnefs ?” And, fpeaking of
ghe ternbre pum{hment of wicked men hereafter,
|’80n t you fay, ¢ goodnefs, perfe& goodnefs ; nay
¢ tender mercy itfelf requires this; God would not
o Be perfectly god and memful if he did not inflick
« fuch punifhment, .?” Now, puting all thefe
“together, don’t they naturally import, that God is
,a&ually kind. and merciful 1o the wicked in the other
‘world, in punifbing them with fuch a terrible punifbment,

both
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doth as tc mature and duration, as tender'mercy it "1}' If re- |
. fuires 3---But if the objeds of bendér mercy itfelf are
the miferable, according to the common fenfe of“
mankind; how is it confiltent with common fenfe,'
to fay, tender mercy itfolf requires fuch punifbmens,
as will defiroy them foul and body in hell? or, as will
make the obje&s of tender meicy, as mxferalble 13
they can be? But if by the objeéts of tender mercy"
'jtfelf, you don’t intend fuch as are in a perifbing con-.
dition, but fuch as are in 4 flate of i innocence and bap-
pine/s; and that your meaning isy” that tender mercy
ztﬂelf to the innecent and bappy, to tSrevent their fip-
ing and becoming miferable, requires fuch pumlhment |
as will deftroy the miferable foul and body in hell, and’

that God would not be perfettly good and merciful

to the innocent and happy, if he did not inflict fuch
punifhment on the miferable; then, if there.is no

medium betwixt atual kindnefs and poﬁuve cruel-
ty, it will follow; that God would ot be perfeétly
good and merciful to the innocent and happy, if he
were not pofitively cruel and unmercifal to the wick-
ed and miferable; nay, that tender mercy itfelf to-
wards the innocent snd happy,” requires that he.
fhould be pofitively csuel and unmerciful to the
wicked and miferable. But if your meaning is, that
the good and happinefs of the creatures in general,
is the great end that God aims dt;---and that God
would not be perfeftly good and merciful, if he did
I 2 | not
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rot prevent the creatures in genetal from falling and
bccommg miferable; and tendn mercy itfslf, requir-
ed that fome of the creatures fhculd be permicted
to fall into fin and mifery, that tcmble punithment
might pe infli€led upon thefe, in ordet to prevent
_the creatures, in general from fallmg into Gn and mi-
fery: (nf this is not your meaning, I don’t know
what it is ;but if it is) how is it confiftent with com-
~ qon frnﬁ:? ye3, bow is it confiftent with what you
fay L) fcrmon, P: 34, 85, mz ‘¢ that God is like-
“‘wxfp good and kind, to all the individuals of which
¢ thefe j}mm conﬁft .- It is not very eafy. for com-
“ mon fm/a to conceive, how an whole or a [pecw:
“ can be lmd!y provided for by the God of ali;---
“ and yct ‘the parts, the individuals be difregarded
¢ and negle&cd by him.---A providential care of
¢¢ the fpecies, evidently involves the like care of the
¢ igdividuals thereof; at leaft, of fome of them, and
4 if God takes care of fome, why not all?’ o Here
let me add, that if God would not be perfetly good
and merciful, in cafe he fhould not preventthe fy/lm
of moral aggms ingeneral f'o'n falling into fin and mi-
{ery,w hiy was not he obhged from hxs perfe& goodnefs
to take the like care Qf all the parts, the individuals
of this wholeuthxs fyftcm of moral agems? if he muft
prevent "the ruin of his creatures in gcneral other.
‘wife he would not be perfeflly good and merciful,

T e why
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why. not---vf all the individuals in. particular? If
the wholr conGifts of mdlvxduala, why “have not all
thefe individuals an equal right, one as much as a-
nother, to the preventing goodncf; and mercy of
God? but if every individual has an equal nght,
and vet God might, without any mconﬁﬁency with’
his perfeét goodnefs and mercy, permit one indivi-
dual to fall, he might two, he might a million, yea
he might every one: and hence if you can’c deny,
that God bas. not prevented fome from falling, you
can’t maintain that he is under obligation from his
‘ perfe& goodnefs and mercy, to prevent his crea-
tures in general from falling; nor that the great end
of his permicting fome 10 fall, and hw ioflitting e-
verlat}png punifhment upon them, is the good and
happmefs of his creatures in general, or that he
mlght be perfe&l y good and mercqul to them ?

Your letter is very full of charges of very high
crimes, even of fuch moral evils asmy very foul ab-
hors, for inftance, bying, difbonefly, wilful falfkood,
villany, forgery, &'. &%. &e. and in fome places you
fpeak of them as proved upon me,---that you have
~ proved me guilty of them, fee p. 37, and 4¢. Your
proof is whatl fhall now take notice of

The firft inftance I obferve is in p. 6, where you
charge me with villany, for reprefenting you to the
world,
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world, a3 an enemy to the mof? important principles
of the proteftant religion, particularly the do&ring
of Chrift's facrifice and atonement, &¢. and for fay-
ing you caft injatious afperfions on it ; you refer to
the title page of my ¢ffsy. But my words are, ¢ to
defend fome of the moft important principles, &fe.”
Now if there is a difference in the fenfe, between
¢ the moft important,” as you quote, and ¢ fome
« of the moft important,” as I wrote it, you ought
vo remember it. And tho’ I did not ufe the term
enemy there, yet that you are an gn‘emy to fome
of the moft important principles in the proteftant re-
formed fyftem, you have yourfelf fufficiently evi-
denced in your writings®, and in effet own in your

' | letter,

* The dofor knya. “ it is manifeft, that lsw not tempered and
relaxed by grace, muft condemn all thole that fall fhort of the per-
fe&tion required by it.” See his book of fermons, printed 1755,
p. 194. If he intends, that the morl law is fo relaxed by the
g:acs of God in the golpel, that God will now accept of sn impers
{e& righteoufnefs for juftifi:atiom, inthe #oom of a perfe& one, he
is an enemy ta & mof impertsnt principle of the proteftant religion.

He alfo Tays, * that the feripture tesches no fuch dof¥rine as that
of Goi's impyting the perfed rightas/me/s of Chrifd, te Luners for
juft-fieation” 10id. p. 147, dargin. Whopver reads thefe fer-
mons, can’s but fee that the doftor mikes, ebedience to the gofpel,
the matter of ine fianer’s scceptance with, and judtification belore
Gad,

Ik
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letter, p, 87. And that you have caft injurious af-
perfions on the moral neceflity of Chnﬁ’s atode-
ment, ,appears by your advancmg prmmplea, that
not only imply a non-neceffity of atonement in or-
der to forgivenefs, but in * their jmportant confe-
quences,” make the atonement of Chrift the true
God, a ridiculous thing! this fufficiently appoears
from what has aheady been faid. l‘wow, if it is not
villanous for a perfon to publith to the world his own
fentiments, tho’ contrary to the common orthodox

{yftem,

It is quite evident, thst the doftor does dot allow, the Joges,
the word, (john, i. 1.) the fecond perion in the godhesd, (1 Johm,
v: 7.) to ‘be troly Ged cqudlly with the father, to ke an ctersal
petion, ond that he ¢ took into perfonsl tmion with himfelf, s hwq
man foul.” Nor, thet there are three eternal perfons in :he god:
hud : {ee the ufperf' ions, which e cafls, efpécislly, upon the lat, ‘
fo- hlrmrgmul note, p. 417, 418, ibid. In that note he fays, * It
would be no grest furprile to mve to hiesr that the Pope end s gese-
rel council, had declared the B. Zirgin to be the fodrih, ot mhcr.
the firff ptr/n in the godhead, under the title of God, or gedde/s the
MoTEx j—that the mother is eternal, the father eternal, the fon e-
ternsl, and the holy ghoft eternal; but yet, £9¢.” The proteftant

do@trine of the facred trimity, is not too facred to be ridiculed by
him as wonfenss and a contradiGtion,

He denies that men sre appointed to die the /icond death, in con?
fr quence of Adem’s firft tranfgreflion ; and afferts, that only men’s

own perfonsl fins {ubjedt them to mifery in the world to come:
Ibid. p. 410,

He
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f‘yﬁem, atid acknowled ged by. hxmt’elf to be comra~
r}a to the conceptions of many wife and excellent
mei; how is It willanous for another to examine thefe

ﬁntimems, and to vindicate and defend the ortho-
89! ptmcnples againft them?

What ynu produce to prove your charge, in p,
9, To, qri have been fufficiently ¢ corfidered. But

in] p ‘t2 dnd'13, after quoting 3 paﬁ’age from'my ef-
fay yoh add, % the laft elaufes here with double“
st ‘comamas, you cite as mine; tho' they are altered
¢ fo, as not to give your readers a tiue idea of my
mepning.” This vou bring te prove, that I have

expofed the waughtinefs of my heatt; now, the wordy
T marked with double commas are thele, viz. * Such

« iJca qf divine ;uﬂ ice muft be wbolly and for ever es-
% Gluded

| He al(o fays, ¢ it mny, perh:ps, be difficult to eflizn & better
ren(on why the /org sather than the w!/dom of Seleman is udmmed
inio tke camom, toan this, 9i%. that pesple generaly loos nnd relifb

Sonas, betief than they do Wispom. Ibid. p. 453, merg. which
: xmphca, that the canon oPholy fcripture was compoled, or filled up

Eithier, by the peoplc in general, accordin; tc. their uﬁc or clfc,
by men, that were inflaenced by no better maiive, than the grati-
i:tog the tufte of the multitude, or the people io gemml

Aod fpukmg ot the fuppoﬁ fon of wicked inen s being anllnlm’
¢d, or atterly blotted out of being, after fufferng unutterable tor-

niente, fafs, it muft be confeficd, that fome expreflions.of {cripture,
feem at fi:f view, to coumenance this fuppofition.” Ibid, p. 475
475, marg.
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‘.’a.’.’. 4" But yous very worsh, whnch Jou fayl have.
altered l'o, as not to give my readersz true 1de¢ og
your meamng, dre. thefe viZ. “« m ﬁtcb @ jcujc

« wboily and for ever to exclude any jpm'cb zdca of dzutqq

ju[tzce, as is o?mz gmen us'. ? Setm. P 65 | Now I
c‘oncludqd that 1fall fuch dnvmeJuﬁxce, « a,r if 0), )

TR S

ten ﬁaken ¢y‘, d;flm& m nature from#oodnq'.c ) tg; fat.tj
fy wbzcb it is fa:d Cbnﬁ d:ed, were 'wbnlly aqd for
eocr c:xcludcd 5 there would regwam gn davmc* Jufhc:ew
in (:od thac forbnds the pardoq of ,(m wuhuut 3
tonement or that xmph,es a}rnqrai nf;?c(;f y of acoqs.
! ment in order to forglvenefs and if you ‘-wotdg na-
turally fuggelt fuch an idea, then I d:d not alter
tbem, fo-as not fo. giye my readess)a tme idea-of
your meamng, and cﬁnﬂqpem&v havg nor e;ipo 4,

thp mughtmeﬁ ,fi my, heart th‘efebg H! T cavn trulf

l‘

( ) ) A b
fav, ! encjeavnured lum((l £0 repre fent to my rea
i !

what [ took to1 be the cr‘ue im o'}'g qnd meaggng
LN Lt ' .

Iot ibofc pzﬁ'ages in yp'ur fermons rgferred to. s
In p 13. u,. ané 15, you chargé' mé w:th per-
verﬁmjs and Ji]bohe]ly, if 1 hot with félony, becaql'é‘
when [ qdoted !hns aifcmon, vrz."“ wg are aﬂ‘ured
ot in" the holy fcnptures thtt God forgnvea the
“ {ins of men tlu'é‘v this great facnkce (of (;hr[R)
3 {nterveening, rather than withont any.” I?hé
a p'diod at the word~ ady, ‘whereas you put a comm,
and alfo, becaufe | did ok deote with the aﬂ'ehimt."
SRS g t kN e
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:ﬁé‘ébéﬁmz W?nch follb% nega?wefy abd‘ }of n’btl) ;
this Ys the’ evxdence ou brmg’ te prove me gmlty
‘o?pmfneﬁ dzﬂaneﬂ'y, ,‘f not f'lavny I appea] ta
the jlialbigﬁ!, w}iét’ber it is not very abuﬁve, to
c'ﬁar ¢ me Mﬂf fuch high cnmes biefore thl‘ wcrld
wt‘nch fap the hfewofJ my moral chara@ler,” xfuppon-
edt By fuch kind of evndence as this! As tothe Tea.
f(ﬂh\ tiad they be¢n quoted with thie affertion, they'
would have Yeeli Bt advantigé to you, 4s appears
from what ha afready b%‘m Faid opdn them.  What
yot fay in the lift part of Y5, and in p. 15, have
B!'éxi cdnﬁdbred | e
CTRP. 1Y, YU, dn effelt, éharg& frie wiﬂ& ing,
a'h&‘ Wit 333(311 %rmg for the proof’ of h, is this paf
‘é"o{{;’ of rhf ﬂft}i viz. “ and yet 1rhm%dxately
«c ‘é%ds; ﬂme 'u'agfr a cceﬁ; £y m}: «?omg it t)m wa‘y,r

‘“‘.’ﬁ LEolii 0 YRS g e
orbérmifz be con not mamtam is_oton amborgty, Hor

€ the 3:gmty o}' bis Tiwi and - govermrent ‘hus
proves me guilty of l)mg, but how ? why becaufe,
fa.y You, «°I aexther xmmedxately, wor at all, added_
¢ tf) wor&s whxch you f'ay Idaa they are .nope of
‘? "me tho you have formally quoxed tbem as
ch." But-l did pot fay shay, were_your wery.
Qordg, [ Had _]Uﬂ‘ quo;ed Before (m P 42) your ve-
% !rmtds, aud w,rq;g dou;n yvba{ltook to be their
nawfal mpon;t,;,ggdhynm 0o, where fay I took you
w;apg; then (in p. 43) I mention the paﬂ'age that
went



?
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Y

went before, and to.fay your incapfilftency in thefe
paflagsy, | fet dawn, yhat Ltook 1o bg . the n.vtu.r;l
import of your words.ip bosh : it is true, 1.don't ufe
3ll yomrr pery wwds, and who would er could in:a
comment or parphrafe 2 It is alfo $zpg, that this paf
{age is marked with. gjoyble commag ar the begine
ing, but is pads wish gone: and the' it js common
ta makk a.commegs or-a-poraphrafe with double com-
mas, yey as this only beging with shem, a candid
{pirit wauld have fuppafed, that thele were {kpt in,
gither thro’ inadvertepep of the fribe, or as an erser
of thepre/t: 1 could poipt.ayt as great an errqr in
yawr fermons, which. I fuppofed to be an - error gf
the . prafs.only; I mulk copfefs that it looks worfe
than cbilgifb te repsefgnt me to the waorld, as a pep-
fon ot a4 very.infameys charader ; becaufe the fenfe
af yous -wprds (which you don’t deny to bg their
natweal impory) is reprefented by other words, and
happeos 19 he masked with double commas gt the
beginping, o | -
N . L . .
In p..28, vau produce three or fopr jnftipces to
prove me falfe and keagifb: firft, that I mif quote
your words, p. 57,:%iz. ¢ that the truly grey,
“ ngble aod excellent end, which'a good God bath
< ig view, {Fc.” thefe you fay age nome of yoyr
wards, the' I quote and comma thewy as~5f they were.
Buz I-did not deliver that. paflage, as beinig yorr ve-
| K2 1y
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ry words, but L \'onmmng the very prmc:}k* you ar-

gue from, as any one may fee, and you don’t deny
it 10 be your principle, s | perceive: and you may

find this principle expreffed, almoft in thofe very
words, ferov. p. 45 and 77. “Secondly, you intimate,
ihat [ mxl’-quote you, p. 58, where fpeakma ofyou,
1 fay,  he argues thus, to prove punitive juftice to
be a branch of'goodnefs, viz.” God’s end muft be
“ either pofitively goad or .pofitively bad, if it be
¢ (he creatures happinefs, it is poﬁnvely good ; if
“ it be the creatures mifery, it is poﬁuvclv bad
¢ and cruel, &%c.” This isto provel fibor lie! but
how? why, you fay, ¢ now the’ ycu mark thefe
* words as a quotation from me, I aflert they are
“ mone of mine, and in that paﬂ'age in my fermon

« which comes the neareft to them, (rotvery near)
“ p. 30, I was not fpeaking concermng punitive jas

“ fiice,but, £5c.” But, Sir, I was not quonng your ve-
ry words, but reprefenting the manner of your ar-
guing, a: any one may fee, that has but halt an éye'"'
and do you deny this to be the manner cf your ar-
gumg? and a8 to this way or manner of arguing, I
¢an pomt you to fome pages in your fermons,
‘where you ‘are ‘fpeaking’ of punitive juftice, in
words neater "a-kia to wha I men!ion than p. g0,
which you refer to, viz. in p. 24., fpcakmg of the
end ni pumfhmg tramqreﬁors, you fay, “ and this
‘“end muft be El!hﬂ’ poﬁtxvd v .md or pofitively
. I g«md
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« good:” and that you mean by the pafirively good
end, the happinefs of the creatures; and by the po-
fitively bad and cruel one their mifery, may be feen
in p. 32, under obfervation 3d and p. 25, obferva-
tion gth. The other inftances to prove me falfe
and knavifb, in your letter p. 28, and begmmng of
p 29, have been cOnﬁdered before.

In p. 33, you produce two inftancgs mors, to
prove me guilty of lying and falfbeod:: the firft is, for
faying that you fay, (in reference to Mr. CALVIN)
¢ that a certain decree of reprobation, was the
 known opinion of that learned man,” and for
marking thefe words with double comnmas, asif they
were yours: byt tho’ thefe words might be marked
with double commas thro’ inadvertance, when I was
tranfcribing the copy for the prefs, you can’t denv,
that your very words neceflarily imply, that a cer-
tain decree of reprobation, was the known opinion of thas
learned man. Your words are, ¢ that there are many
“ perfons who, by a fuppofed eternai decree of reprobation,
« arefabfolutely excluded ® from the benefit of pardon,

€ ----this was the known opinion of that learned mas :”
Now [ take an ¢ternal decres of reprobation to be a
sertain decree or an abfolute decree; but you fay
! mifreprefent you, as denymg any certain decree
of reprobauon buc er, it is an eternal decree of re-

probation

. v your own words, (letter, p. 33) you puat



/C o9 ];

probation, you dre fpeaking of there, and if (hero
is no geregin, divine decree of reprobatign, byt what i
eternal, how did ] mzjrcprefmt you as denying any,

rtam decrec' of regrobauon therg? but yoy know,
1 al{ow itto be the anavoidable comec*uence of your
pnﬁ ions, that ¢ ng from eternj: 'y devated all

«¢ that fhsll pen‘h in the other world, in his abfq-
«¢ Jute decree and purpofe, in which he could be
¢ fubje€t to no miftake or grror, to eternal tor-
4 mtms, as what he faw to be the beft, the pro-

‘ yernﬁ and moft- effeftual means requifite to his
¢ -great erd, viz. the good and’ happinefs of his
“ hoofhold or kindom.” Effay, p. 94. You have
not deriyed this to be the unavoidable cenfequence
of your pofitions :----bat now you fay, ** you do not
“ think God bas decreed to damn mcn., but for their
¢ ynrepented fins.” ‘P. 37. But do you interd here-
by, that God decreed from eternity to damn men for
their unrepented {ins ? -if fo, you hold to an sternal
decres of reprobation; and if you hold thefe men,
by this eternal decree, are exciuded from the benefi
of parden far their unrepemred Jfins, wherein does your
{fentiment dxffer from that of Mr. Cal'um, which you
ceclare to be, «“ at once unfupported by reafon or
¢ f{cripture, nay contrary to both?” or, do you
mean, that God has not decreed to damn a certain
definite number of men for their unrepented fins,
but has Jecreed to damn men indefinitely, for their

unrcpented fins, th.n is, to damn every man that
fhall




[
Mull Lappeh 18 &ié altn mwépéﬁ*ed fine? thef it
thay fulluw, tirar God Hhs’ d*crééd to ‘damy eV’efy
mete v chae dids: Yor, “as it §s i, ‘*flwho éah
o golerfand his errors ¥ R'is poﬁ”fﬂe, that ¢ every
fitnc mAy havé fomé parmu?ar unrepentedfri:, whén
lie dies:---or, do you mean, taa it a finner r‘épénu
of fome of his fihs, God Kas iid: decreed to d¥nh
hith for fuch, but far Yhole he d0°s not repent of?
as for inftance, Yudat repen?ed tbat be had Iaetrayel? the
finocelit hloed, yet he it to bis own place': noW db
you mean that God did not decree to damn .?'m?a:

for thefin of betraymg Chrift, but for his othcr un-
re‘peh‘ze& fins, and Hedice that ke fuffers hozhxng

hell foF chat fin! 3&our ﬁccnd mﬁance in p 3%, tb
pf‘ova e faffe, 18 mv favmg, “' buf in p 65 the
& doftor ftates th dofirxbe m an bb]\.&iOB, but
@ dx&dvers lumrelf B‘Gngbnlmus ané abufive in the
¢ tiarinér .of his {tating if, .and then vénts, his in-
¢ dxgnanon agam& the do&rme, &c.\" upon which
s6u fay,  now it 1sfajp tba‘t 1 tated euher the
“ feriptire, or the Calvzm ftic dodrine of reproba-
““ tion, in the place 16 which you'xefer, Hete it
muft be fored, that the printers left out fomé wotds
ih the matiufeript copy they had n ftands t’h‘hs in
that ¢opy, ¢ the doflor ftates the éo&rme as be
dees in an objettien, £ I had.not ‘the opportuni-
ty of Jeeing every ?m/f /}vecz as it came out of the prefs,
to,make the neceffiry correfions : but it is cértain
you ftated the doCirine of reprobation as you did,

! ..
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but you fay.icis fcl/c that you ftated either the fcnp-
tnre, or Calvxm&xc doélrme of reprobation, by
wbwh difj qnﬂwn you, ift effe@, demy the Calvinittic
do&rine of repr obatnon, to be the fame as the ferip-
ture do&rine of it. But howcver that be, were
yon not dxfcourﬁng under the head of anfwermg ob-
)e&xons, or removmg dxﬁiculues, whxch occur m:
reference to what i u afferted in your text, God is good'
s all ? and does not tbe Calvxmﬂxc, or the fcnpnure'

doé'trme of reprobanon caft fome dxﬁiculty in yous
way that ought to deferve 3 your notice, l:ather than
““ the abfurd 1mpxcms notions which fome pcrfons
“ have of reprobuuon ?” but while fpeakmg of re-
probauon, you mention no perfon by name but Mr.
Calvin, and his fentiment you declare to be, at
“ onge, unfupported by reafon cr fcnpture, nay
¢ coatiar.y to both,’ hap’;ly derogatory to the good-
“ nefs and glfac’é of UOJ an of dangerous tenden~
“ C!: | and you fpeai of it to the fame cﬁ‘c& as .m-
ed by yod in the objeéhon, in your anfwer, tho in
a more Jutragmus manner! And tho’ you mumate
now, ‘that you was fpeakmg of the abfurd impious
wm;ums‘, which fome perfons have of reprobation,
'yec [ don t believe you can produce one author, in
whxch that doétrine iz afferted as you have ﬂatcd ltq
in your objeion ; nor bring one perfon hvmg, that
will fay, yon have therein truly exprefled his fenti-
ment of the doétrine of reprobation: and I muft

thmk
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'trﬁnk.rill fomething of this kind is producéd that
the Calviniftic fcripture dorine of reprobation,
was aimed at in that obj-&ion; and that it was,
probably, exprefled in that inanner, either from
cowardice, that you might feulk if attacked By the
Calvinifts, and fay veu did not aim atthem, or from
enmity againtt the dotrine, that people might ab-
hor it fot its cloathing: you know how the heathen
petfecuters were wont to drefs up Chriftians.

In p. 34, you charge me with mif-quon:ng ‘a‘md‘v
leafing, for the fupport of which, you produce this
paflige out of my ¢[fay, viz. ¢ and as the do€tor
¢ fays ¢ God’s knowledge (whlch formed his
¢ plan’’)---¢ this, (fay you,) is none of mv expref-
“ finn” T foppofe vou mean what is Crwnramed
in the parentkefis, whica in the mahufcnpt Cnpy is
not marked with double commas, as in the printed
ohes: Is n’tit hard to be *harged with Ieafng or lying
for every little error of the prefs? And in this
fime page, you fay, I am at if agam in tbe next page,
and add, ¢¢ vou there reprefent me, as fpeakmg of
¢ the doftrine of original {in, as the groflett of all
“ abfurdiies, &¢. Now you know (fay you) I faid
“¢ not this of the dofrine of original fin, but only of
¢ that unfcriptural opinion, that infants, infants qf
¢ g fpan long, are juftly liable to eternal torments.”
It is true, that I know you fpeak of infants of a fpan

L long
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iong, and {uppofe vou refer to Lam. ii. 30, where it
is faid, fbali the women eat their fruit, c)ildren of @&
Jpan long? and woatever idea vou intend to fuggeft,
by repeating with fuch emphafis, infants, infants of
| a]pan long! I know you were fpeaking of children
that were born alive, and have immortal fouls, for
fay you, ¢ are not their fouls immortal ?” And al-
fo I know you fay, & to fuppofe, that the fin of
“ Adam and Euveis or can be fo imputed to them, as to
¢ render them juftly liable to eternal mifery, with-
“ out any offence of their own, isone of the grofaf?
 of all abfurdities.”” Serm. p. G2, 63. And yon
know. according to the fyftem of the \Veflminfter
affembly of divipes, and of a!l found Calinifts, thae
children bern, having immortal fouls, who defcend-
ed from Adam by ordinary generation, finned in kim
end fell with i in bis firf tranfgre{fion, and are, by
the fall, under the wrath and curfe of Gad, and liable
to the pains of hell for ever: but I don’t know, that
any meafare is fixed by the holy feriptures, of what
lergth the bodies of children fhall be, before, by
the nffence of cne, judgment [(ball come upon them to con-
demnaticn! whether, they fhall be one, two, or three
fpans long? Now, fuch wen as are c:pable of be-
jieving the imputation of 4dam’s firt fin to his po-
fterity, whercby they are rendered juyily liable to
etcrna) mifery, before they have in their cwn per-
fons committed any cffence, you fay, ¢ are to be

« pitiedt
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s¢ pitied as perfons of 'a fadly depraved judgment.”
In the margin of my efjay, p. 103, 104, I mention
who have been capable of believing this doftrine,
which you call the groffeft of all abfurdities: and as
you feem to deny the imputation of Adam’s firft fin to
his pofterity, to be included in the doflrine of original
fin, 1 thall infert a paflage here, with which the late
learned and judicious Mr. EDWARDS, begins his
treatife (n oviginal fin, wiz. ¢ By original fin, as the
« phrafe has been moft commonly ufed by divines,
“ is meant the innate finful depravity of hbeart: but
¢ yet when the DocTrINE of eriginal fin i fpoken
¢ of, it is vulgarly underflood in that latitude, as

- ¢ to include not oniy the depravity of nature, bt the
¢ imputation of Adam’s firft fin: or, in other words,
< the liablenefs or expofedncfs of Adam’s pofterity m
¢ the divine judgment, to partake of the punifbmens
¢ of that fin.,” Seep. 1, 2. |

[ o3

-

Towards the clofe of p. 34, you fuy, * you triffle
¢ and prevaricate (hamcfully again.” And in the be-
ginning of next page fay, ¢ you captioufly and falfe-
«¢ Jyreprefent, whatIfay upon thefe ifferent points
s thus, * he has a high vensration for many of us
¢¢ 23 wife and excellent men, that are to be pitied
““ as perfons of a fadly depraved judgment.” But
Sir, Ifeel almoft athamed for you, torepeat the e-

. vidence you bring for the fupport of thefe high
L2 charges!
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charges! you knnw that thefe different points (as
you call them) belong to ene and the fame fvftem,
Qnd that fuci as beheve the doétrine of the imputa-
tion of Adam’s firft {in co his p-fterity, do alfo bold
divine juttice to pe an attribute of God, intirely di-
ftin¢t from the attribute of divine goodnels, and as
implying a moral necefliry of atonement in order to
forgivenefs: therefire it is neither a triffling, nor
3 prcva‘ri‘cating fbamefully, to apply both to the fame
perfons: and if you fay fuch as hold the latter are
fnar)y of them wife and excellent men, bur fuch as be-
lieve the former, are to be pitied as perfons of a a fadly
depraved judgn ent; and yet thofe that believe the
farm..r, can't be denyed to be the fame perfons as
hold the latzer, how can you fay, that [ *¢ capriou/-
““ ky and falfely reprefent vou,” whenl fay, * he
¢ has a high vencration for many of us as wife and
¢ excellent men, that are to be pitied as perfons of
“ 3 fadly depravcd judgment?”  If you can't deny
;hac there were many wxfc and excellent men a-
a mong thofe 1 referred to in my margin, who were
capable of behevmg the dottrine of the imputation
of ddam's firft fin to bis poﬂerlty, nor that thefe
two points belrmg to nne and the fame (yftem, you
muft mﬁlc jbamefully yourfelf in what you fay here !

In p. 35, you fay, ¢ vou muft rebuke me for
‘ my irrevercuce and profamity, in fpeaking of the
“ great
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¢ great God, p. 101.” My words you refer to are,
viz. ¢ why mayn’t the judgment of God, which by
¢ the offence of ddam came upon all mea to con-
« demnation, be a jult and righteous judgment?
¢ the dottor will not fay it was the effett of a fad-
¢ ly depraved judgment in the Almighty.” For
this you fay to me, ¢ you are véry culpable for your
“ impiety, in {peaking of the Almighty in this ligés,
€< fleering, flouring mamner.” Now you aét in cha-
raftzr! for you can’t deny, that you ftiled the doc-
trine of the imputa'ion of Adam’s firfl fio to his po-
fterity, the greflcft of ali abfurdities; and faid they,
that were capuble of believing fuch dollrine, are
to be pitied as perfons of a fadly depraved judgment:
hence, if the infpired apoftie Paul believed this doc-
trine, he was to be pitied in like manner : yea, if
it was found to be a doftrine of God, in which the
divine judgment is exprefled in the alt of imputa-
tion, what muft the confequence be according to
your fentence! Now as you had allowed what ne-
ceflarily implied the imputation of the righteouf-
nefs of Chrift to believing finners, asthe ground of
their pardon and receiving the gift of eternal life;
(p. 83) and as you had allowed the parallel, which
1s inftituted (as you fay) and carried on by the a-
poftle betwixt the firff and fecond Adam, in his e-
pitle to the Romans: (p. 89.) You could not deny,
that by the offence of ane, judgment came upon all men

‘e
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to condemnation ; nor that what they were condem-
ed to, was to fuffer that eternal death, which he
there ca'is the wages of fin, and places in oppofition
to that esernal life, which is thro’ Jefus Chrifé tha
fecond {dam: Now, if youcould seither deny thefe,
nor that the judgment which came upon all men to
condemnation, was the judgment of God, you muft
mnaintain, while you affert the dutrine of the im-
putation of Adam’s firft fin,---to be one of the grof.
jeft of all abfurdities, that the judgment of God
herein was not a jult and righteous judgment: and
alfo, while vou aflert, that fuch as are capable of
beliving that doftrine, are to be pitied, as perfons
of a fadly depraved judgment, that the imputation
ot Adams firlt fin, was the cffett of a fidly deprav-

, edjudgment in the Almighty @ or at leaft, you moft

maintain, that it is the cfrect of a fadly depraved
jidgment to be capable of believing a doétrine, tho’
afferted by an infpired apoflle, which cur deprav-
ed hearts rife ag:inft as a bard [aying! 1 will leave

it to nthers to fay, whether it does not argue want

of due reverence to the Almighty, to declare fuch
a dofltrine to be one of the grofleft of all abfurdi-
ties, which you can't deny, (but in ffe& have al-
lowed) to be cfl:rted by an infpired apoftle? and
to fay fuch men asare capable of believing it, are to
be pitied as perfuns of a fadly depraved judgment,
when vou can't deny that the in fpxred apoftle was
crpeble
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capable of believing ir, nor that Jxfus Chrift the
fon of (rod was capable of believing ir, who came

into the waild to {eek and fave that which ‘was loft,
and which mult bave perithed uinder eternal con-
demnation, if he had not come into the world,
to give his life for the life of the world.

In the fame page, you f2y, ¢ you are guilty of 6~
<« pother falfhood, at lealt an implicit one, when
‘ fpeaking of original fin, vou Ny, p. ro1, * herce
¢¢ the doctor does not flate the doftrine right, when
¢ he fays, without any offence of their own.” Upon
which you fay, ¢ you know I neci her ftated, nor
¢ arrempted to ftate that doétrine;” but youdftated
it as you did, or atlealt put into a form of words,
fymething you call a delrine, and is included in'
the doftrine of original fin: and if you intended the
imputation of Adam’s fuft fin to his pofterity, you
did not ftate it right, when you fay without any of.
fence of therr owny for in this affiir, Adam, wtih gll
his poftericy are confidered, as one conflituted whole,
or as but one moral perfon, and rhey with bim are y-
nited in the fame covenant, and are tranfgrelfors of the
fame law; therefore, ¢ they are alfo to be locked
upon, as having, in a moral eftimation, committed
the fame tranfgreflion of the law.” See Mr. Ed-
wards on original fis, p. 328---333, with the mar-
g,

But
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But what you lay the greareft firefs upon, for
the proof of your high and manifold charges of falfboud,
forgery, willany, knavery, lying, and w'.at ot that
is bad, is a long paflage, which you have been at
the experce of quoting from my effay, and ftands
in your letter, p. 29---31; in reference to which
you fay, ¢¢ you have pretended 1o cite from me in
¢ a moil formal manner, a long pafluge---and palm-
‘¢ ed the whole vpon the world as mine --as my very
¢¢ words-----nor is there the leaft room to doubt,
¢ but you intended your readers, who were unac-
¢¢ quainted with my fermons, fhould believe you
¢ had extrated this psflage from them word for
¢ word.” From thefe premifes, I fuppofe; you in-
tend the following conclufion, viz, That when a
writer pretends to cite a paffage from an author, but does
mot do it in the very words of she author, or word for
word as expreled by the autbor, be deferves to be;
branded, as guilty of falthood, and the very worf? for
of lying: This is the rule by which you have judg-
ed me guilty of lying and wilful falfbood, in divers
. of the inftances that I have confidered: fay you,
¢ thele are none of my words, though vou have
‘ quoted them as mine,” therefore, ¢ you fib,”
&¢c. And if a writer ufes words in his pretended
gaotations, of the fame import and meaning, yet
" (according to this rule) it is a mij-quotation and a
falfboed, becaufe it is not werd for word as it ftands
in the author.
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Let usin the firlt place, try by this rule, fome paf-
fages, which, I fuppofe, vou pretend ir a formal
manner to quote from the holy feriptures, vig. {erm.
p. 22, ‘¢ pnnilhes other evil doers,” this you mark
with double commas, but where do you find it word

for word in the baly foriptures ? Again, p. 49, * offer
¢« himfelf up to God, as a lamb wi'hout blemifth «nd

¢ without fpor,” but in what one verfe or page of
the bible, du you find this ftanding jult fo, word for
word? Again, “ infants of a fpan long” p. 63, but
can you find this juft fo, word for word? Likewife, p.
21, even from ¢hildren known the holy fcripturés,
'« which are able to make us wife unto falvation.”
And p. 72, * becaufe the Lorp loved us, therefore
‘“ made he him king over us, to do Jufhce and
T judgment.” Alfo, p. 81, ‘¢ what hatt thou O man
¢¢ that thou didft not receive 2 Again, p. 82, ‘¢ to
¢ arife and go o their father.,” And p 83, eter-
¢ nal life as bis gift thro’ Jefus Chrift our I.ord.”
Now, if in thefe pafl.ges, which ftand in your fer-
mons marked with duuble commas, there is fome
word (or words) of vour own; or fome of the terms
are fo varied or altered b_-, vou, that they sre not
word for word as they ftand in the holy feripinres,
mult you not according to veur rule, be branded as
guilty of wi'ful falfbood, villany, knavery, forgery, €96 2
If a writer smay put ene wcrd of his own into a pre-
tesded quatation, or may alter one term without bes
M ing
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ing guilty of falfbood or forgery, 1 den’t know but he
may two or three or more.

But let us in the next place try by this rule, fome
pallages in the New Teftamcnt, which the infpired
writers introduce as quotations from the o/d, in &
moft formal manner, viz. James iv. §, * do ye think
¢ that the fcripture faith in vain, ¢ the fpirit that
¢ dwelleth in us lufteth to envy?” Now where fhall
we find this entire fentence, word for word 1o the
Old Teftament ? It is not enougl{, aceording to this
rule, to find the fame rruth or dofirine expreifed i
other words; but if we can’t find it in thefe wvery
awords, or word for word, the facred writer muft be
branded with falfbood! Again, Gal. iii. 10, ¢ a5
it is awritten, < curfed is every one that continueth
not in allthings written in the book of the lawtodo
them:” But where is this found thus written word for
word in the Old Teftament? it is true you may find
the fame thing exprcfled in divers places, as Deut,
xxviil. 26, Jerem. xi. 3, but not in the fame words,
or word for word. © Likewife, in Matth. iv. 4, Chrift
fays, ¢ It is written, * man fball not live by bread a-
lone, but by every word that proceedeth out of the
mouth of Gad.” Luke has it thus, € It is written,
¢ man /ball not live by bread alone, but by every word
« of God.” Dat in Deut. vill. 3, it ftands thus,
¢ that man doth not 'ive by bread only, but by eve-

vy
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¢¢ ry word that ptoceedeth.out of the mouth of the
“ Lorp doth man live.” This quotation is neither
word for word, nor tenfe for tenfe, as it ftands in the
Old Teftament. What a deal of help would your
rule of falthood forgery &c. have afforded the de-
vil againft Chrift, had he a thought of it, for it
feems he did not think of this device! and what
would the infpired writers of the New Teftament
have done, if they had been charged with 'Iying,
forzery, falfbood, &'c. becaufe in their quotations,
they have not wrote every paflage word for word as
it ftands in the Old Teftament. '

OLj. But they made ufe of the feptuagint or Greck
tranfiation: Afw. Bat are all their quotations werd
for word, as they ftand in the Greek tranflation ? if
fo, how comes it to pafe, that the fame text qaot-
ed at different times, or by d fferent perfons, is not
exaltly alike word for word? I fhall give but one
inftance out of feveral, wiz. Matth. xiii. 14, 15,
John, xii. 40, Afls, xxviil. 26, 27, all thefe are a
quotation from [faiab, vi. 9, 10, but they are not
slike word for word.®* In Marshew, the words ftand

M thus;

* Thele words of the prophet, are not lels than five times fouad
in the New Tefement, (befides by Matthear in thele verfes) app-
plicd to the Fews, they are taken out of Jfeiah, chap vi. g 10,
where they are found thus : and be [aid, go and tell 1bis pespls, bear

you
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thus, ¢ by hearing ye thall hear and fhall not unde:-
ftand ; and feeing ye fhall fee and thall not perceiy e
for this people’s heart is waxed grofs, and their ears
are dull of hearing, and their eyes shey have clofed;
left at any time, they fhould fee with their eyes, and
hear with their cars, and underftand with their heare,
and thould be corverted, and I thould heal them.”
gut in Jobn thas, ¢ He bath blinded their eyes, and
hardened their beart; that they fhould not fee with
their eyes, nor underftand with their heart, anc be
converted, and I thould heal them.” Here you fee
the fame text inferted as a quotation by thefe two
writers, is not word for word alike®*. However the
objettion implies, that the fepiuagint tranflation, is
ot word for word like the ongmal yet Chrift, the e-

| vange hﬁs

yom indecd, {Jc. It is gqavted Mark iv. 12, Luke viii. 10, where the
Jeujo o1 the words enly 1w gueted wmore therly ; Jorn xii. 40 Alls
'xx'viii 26, Rom xi 3, more largely ye:, wiih fome more difierence
‘of pbrafe trom thaiot she prophet.

PooL's AnwoT. on Matth. 13, 14, 15,

® Chrift’s parable of the fower with his explanstion of it, is re-
Isted by three coange/ifis, viz, by Matsbew, in chap xiii. by Maré,
chap. iv. aud by Lute, chap. viii. but not inthe vary fime words:
they o!l fay the parable sud'explanation were {poken by Chrilt; yet
their 2clations arz mot juft ¢l k¢ word for word : now, muft lucn of
thern be guilty of fa/fhood, whofe relation is not in the/e wiry words,
which Chrift uled ? it fo, the do&lor will do wcll 10 teli whicn of

them is 10 be cleared, as having releted this maiter in le very
words of Chiif,
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vangelilts and apoftles quoted from it, not as a libel,
but as the written word of God. |

Again, fpeaking in reference to this lang paffage
extratted out of my effay, and which you term,
s¢ one of the moft impudent, barcfaced and execrable
pieces of forgery,” you fay, ¢ not a {ingle compleat
‘¢ fentence is mine ; you have indeed, taken twe or
¢ three fcraps of fentences bere and there, at many
¢ pages diftance, &c. and yet you know in your
“ own confcience, if you have any, that this is 3
¢¢ piece of right down forgery; that not one entire
¢ fentence of all this galimafrey or hotch-potch js
“ mine.”” From which, I fuppofe, we are to draw
this conclufion, viz. thas if a writer [ball colle& divers
fentences out of an autbor, here and there at manmy pages
aiftance, and put them together in form; yet if not one
eutire or compleas fentence is in the vkry words of the auther,
or word for word 5 fuch a thing muft be decmed a piece
of the moft impudent, barefaced, execrable and right
down forgery; efpecially, if the writer roprefents the
author, (from whom he colleéts). as the fpeaker, thro’
the whole pafJage put togeiher in form.

. = »

Let us try by this rule, a paflage in Fob, xxxiii,
8---11, Elihuis {peaking of Fob, fays he, ¢ Surely
¢ thou haft fpoken in my hearing, and I have heard
“ the voice of thy words, faying, ¢“1 am clean with-

| “ out
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“ out tranfgreffion; neither istheir iniquity in me:
“ behold he findeth occafiuns againft me; he coun

¢ teth me for his enemy: he puueth my feet in
«¢ the ftocks: he marketh all my paths.” Now,
Sir, if you can’t find all this ftanding together in
form in any of Fob's fpeeches, but muft look into di-
vers of them, fpoken at differeat times, it mav be
at many days diftance, to find the bones and finews
of it; and yet cannot find {carcely one entire or
compleat fentence word for word as reprefented by
Elibu, who introduces this paflage in the moft for-
mal manner as {poken by b ; will you call it a right
down impudent, barefoced, and execrable piece of forge-
7y ? if your rule be good, you muft!----and if you
pleafe, you may try by the fame rule, what the a-
peftle has collefled, in Rom. iii. 10---18, faying, ¢ as
¢ it is written, “there is none righteous, no not one;
¢¢ there 15 none that underftandeth, there is none
¢ that feeketh after God ; they are zil gone eut of
“« the way; they are together become unprofitable §
¢ there is nona that doth good, no not one: their
¢ throat is an open fepulchre, £5c. £F¢c. {5c.” Now,
Sir, will you fay, that the apoftle has pretended to
cite from the Old Teftament, in a moft formal man-
ner, a long paflage containing eight or nine verfes,
fcarce afingle compleat verfe of which is to be found
verbatim in the Old Teftament; that be has indeed,
taken feveral feraps of verfes here and there at ma-

ny
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ny pages diftunce, put all in fuch an order as beft
fuited his defign, and palmed the whole upon the
world as a quotation, aword for word from the Oid
Teftament 2 will you cali this of the apoftle a piece
of right down forgery ?

Buz I can aflure you doftor, Idid not pretend to
cite that long paffage from you;; nor did I intend my
readers fhould believe I had extraéted it from your
fermons word for word ; meither can you prove what
you have aflerted with fuch an air of aflurance, tho'
you aflert, proof is not wanting in the prefent cafe:
the truth is this, 1bad quoted divers paflages from
your fermons, word for word, as they ftand in your
fermons ; and had fpoken to them feverally, as I
quoted them: but here I brought them together in 3
paraphirafe to thew your confiftency, or ratherinconfj-
ftency, as I piainly intimate in the introduétion of
this long paffage ; and common readers, with proper
attention, muft take it in this light, and thus I un.
derftand they do take it, fo far as I have heard.

But vou fay, €€ do not your knees [mite one againft the
“* other, when you refl ot on your oun falfbood and villany,

“ particularly in the pretended long citation from me I”
but what is the evidence that demonftrates it to be

a pretended citation from you? this muft be confidered.

And’
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And firlt, ¢ it ltands marked with double com-
mas.” 3uc if this demonftratesit, it muft be in fome
fuch way as this, viz. whatfoever is marked in any
aurhor with double commas,is a pretended ciration word
for word irorn fome other author; and if it 1s not an
exalt quotation, when it is thus marked, the author
is guilty of faifbood and villany ; but this long paflage
is fo marked (in my effay) therefore it is a preteuded
citation word for word: but as it can no where be
found werd for word in the fermons referred to, I
muft therefore be judged guilty of falfheed and villa-
ny. Negatur major---1 deny the major or firft propo-
fition thus, viz. whaifoever is marked with double
cominas is not a pretended citation or quotation word
for word ficm another, if a paraphrafe or comment
on any word or paflage is frequently marked with
double commas ; but the latzer is true, ergo---juft fo,
you Sir, mark what vou call a paraphrafe in your {er-
mons, p. 38, 29. You paraphrafe for another on
your text thus, viz. * the Lord is good to three
¢« quarters of his creatures, and his tender mercies

« are cver three quarters of his works : but to the
“ othermquarter he is not good, kind or wmerciful ;

“ butlleaves them to unavoidable mifery and deftruc-
“ tion.”” This you call a paraphrafe, and it {tands
exaftlythes marked in your fermcans; and the other
paraphrale in the next page is, alfo jult fo marked by

)no I perceive it is common for you to mark a quo-
14tion
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tation and a paraghrafs juft alike : in your {fermong
Srou mark both with double commas, but in your
leuer, parmulan,’ p. I8, 19, 20, you mark bath with
a fingle comma. . The refult muft be this, vz, thac
what is common both to a quotation and a paraphrafe,
can be no diftinguifhing charaéteriftic of a quotation
from a paraphrale ; and.(herefure can afford no e-
vidence to demou{rratc a pallage to be a petended
quotamn what then is become of your undoubted
procf, that the paflage you fwell fo at, is a pretend-
cd citation from you ?

 But feconddy, you fay, ¢“ it is introduced in 2 moft
¢ forraal manner as a quotation from me, with thefe
« words preceding, SAYS HE.” To which I fay,
that if this pallage thus marked, is fully demonftrae-
ed to be a pretended quotation, becaufe it is introduced
with thefe words preceding, fays be, then whene-
ver we find a p.flage fo marked, and another pes fon
is introduced as {peaking the fame, we muft wake it
as full demonftration, that fuch a paflage is a pretend-
ed quotation in the very words of bim, that is repre-
fented as the fpeaker :-----well, i your lermons, p.
37, 38, you repreient another perfon as fpeaking,.--
aud mark the words with douhle commas : the paf-
fages I refer to are thefe, viz. * half indeed is too
¢ many, and fhocks the mind at onc..”---1 under-
fland you well, fay yQu: again, “no, it founds

M ¢ harfhly
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<t harfhly, and feems too much to limit the diving
‘% goodnefs.” Now, as you mark thefe pafages
with double commas, and anather perfon is repre-
fented as fpeaking them, will you allow it to be full
demonftration, that they are pretended quotations ? or
that vou intended, vour readers fhould believe, you
had extrafted them word for word out of fome au-
thor? when a paflage is reprefented as fpoken by
t another perfon, I humbly conceive it makes no odds
. whether it is introduced with thefe words preceding,
fays be, q.d.* or not: However Dr. Waiis, as may
be feen in his fermons in a variety of places, intro-
duces pailages marked with double commas, with
thefe words preceeding. fays be, or be fays; atl yes
it is certain he does not intend fuch pafliges as quo-
tations word for word fromt any author. See hisbook
of 44 fermons, two volumes bound together, in p.
31, a Chriftian isintroduced as ipeaking thus, I have
“ (fays he) in my underftanding, many arguments
““ and evidences of the truth of the gofpel, and my
‘ reafon is convinced that it is a divine religion:
¢¢ but there 1s a miracle wrooght in my hcart, that
“ is of more efficacy than this, and is to me a mors
“ convincing proof of the gofpel of Chrift; eterna!
*¢ life is begun in me, £9¢.” In p. 44, 45, he repte-
{entg

® Tho’, it is true, i did intend (¢. d ) inflead of (fays Fe) ard
tha't #t was an error of the prelr, when I fitfR read the printed

capy.
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fents what faints fay in heaven. ¢ Ifeel now (fays
“every faint there) that this was a true gofpel I
¢ rufted im, in the days of my flefh; and this reli-
¢¢ gion was divine,, for it hath raifed me to thefe
¢ manficns of bleflednefs, {5¢.” See alfo p. 78, 79,
8o, 82, 83, 91, and in divers other plices. Now,
as I had two doftors of divinity before me, (and
more I can produce) fetting me an exampie how to
mar< 8 parapbrafe or areprefentation, wherein another
perfon is fet furth as the fpeaker, why mayn’tl fafely

(hrowd myfcif under thele, from the heavy charge of
 righs down, impudent, barefaced and execrable forgery,
Jalfbood and villany 2 and if my knees muft fmite one a-
gain{t the other, for marking a paraphrafe with double
commas, &c. why muftn’t yeurs for fetting me an
example ! But however this be, if you can refleét on
the many and fuperabundent charges of falfbeod, 5.
grounded con no better evidence than you have ex-
hibited, without having vour knees {mite one a-
gainft the other, it may be doubted whethier there
is any confcience, or even fenfe of honor remain-
ing with you! Tho’ your deflign might be to black-
en my moral charafler,ye: it is certain,in the efteem
of fome of the beft judges, you hage,dif’covered,
neithcr the {cholar, the gentleman, nor the Chriftian
divine!

It {cems. you fet out with ar intention not to
reafon ; but would it not have been much more for

M2 vour
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your reputation, to have made fome ufe of reaflon,
inftead of fpending fo much of your time and la-
‘bour, in re’porting the. fuppofitions and opinisns, the
 bear-fays and title tatile, that you could pick up a-
" bout me, my book, . which fill up feveral pages
of your letter ? tho’ chaff may lead filly birds intc 4
fnare, and children may be diverted with a wrattle ;
yet men of fenfe, of confcience and found judg-
ment, muft have fomething elfc to fway their minds,
ina matter of fuch folemn importance,asthe abfolute
neceflity of rhe aronement of Chrift in order to for-
given-fs of fin, confiftently with the moral reéi-
tude of God ? for if all thefe fuppofitions and hear-fays
§5c. were true, they don’t in the leaft invalidate the
argument produced, which you thould have confi-
dered ; nor fhew that you were not inacurate and ig-
confiftent, as you were reprefented.  But as to thofe
fuppofitions, opinions, hear fays, &c. tho’ I could eafily
fhew, as to divers of them, that they have not the
Jealt foundation in truth; I fhall not fpend time to
do it, nor fo much as to repeat thiem over.

And what vou fay (p. 44, 45) of the reverend
gentleman in Boflon, who correfted the prefs for me,
inftead of difcovering the Chriftian gentleman in you,
preclaims to the world what a {pleen you have a-
gainft fuch Calviniftic divines, as have fignalized their
atal (to ufe your words,) again{t Armigiani/m: ‘and
‘ | | | the'
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tho’ you fay, ¢ but that even this warm gentleman
¢ js now no advocate for your libel, or the moft di-
¢ flinguifbing principles of it, I can aflure yon upon
‘¢ good grounds,” yet the manner in which you treat

this reverend gentleman, gives grounds to {cruple
the truth of your affertion: for if he had been fo

fhocked at my unfairnefs, by perceiving how grofily
I had mifreprefented and falfified your fermons, (as you
intimate) as to turn againft the mof diftingui/bing
principles of my e[lay, (as your words imply) which
are the moft diftinguithing principles of the prote-
ftant reformed fyftem of Chriftianity; you would
likely have faid nothing of him, but what would
have difcovered refpect; for the fame day Pilate and
Herod were made iriends together, in which they
were united againft Chrift ! but yeur after faying of
him, ¢ who has fueh athirft for orthodox bleod! (I don’t
¢« mean literally,”’) f{trongly intimates, that you and
he are not yet united in the objett of your thirft;
I mean principles of religion : that he has yet a thirlt
for orthodox blcod@from which you have an aver-
{ion: but Ican aﬂ". you,do€lor,upon good grounds,
that he is ftill an advocate for the moft diftinguithing

principles of my efay.

I can truly fay, it was not any difaffeétion to your
perfon, that moved me to undertake a defence of
fome of the moft important principles of Chriftiani-

ty,
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ty, againft your fermons; but love to the truth and
the fouls of men, and a defire of your good ; and [
hoped, if vou had not Chriftian humility enough to
receivo the truth by me, that you had of the reafo-
nable genleman, not to rejett it, becaule it was wrote
by me: and if you have any regard to your own re-
putation as 3 minifter of the gofpel, I can’t think,
~when you come {erioufly to refle€t on the viclent
thrufts made at my moral charaéter, in fuch a poblic
manner, that you will need to be ealled upon tg make
me public and Chriltian fatisfallion.

And now, as in the clofing of your letter, ycu took
on you the part of afriend 'n giving me vour advice;
iet me entreat you to be fo good, as to take a word
of advice from me: We both profefs to be minifters
of the gofpel, and have the charge of fouls, and muft
watch for them, as they that muft give an account,
Now 1 advife you, whenin your clofet before the eye
of him that fees in fccret, to eximine, whether you
hava not 1n a manter pot becoming a gofpel minifter,
jadged and fet at nought thy brother ? alfo, that you
would compare the fpirit of your letter and the fpi-
riv of the gofpel togerher; for if you doa’t like and
favour the moft diftinguifhing and foul humbling doc-
trines of the gofpel, youcan't diflike the meek, bumble,
and gentle fpirit of the gofpel, while you are in the
exercife of human reafon: and pray put the cafe,

that
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tha: if 1 heathen or an infidel were to read both the
gofpel and yeur letter, whetker he could in reafon
¢onclade yours to be wrote under the inflaence of the
fpirit of the gofpel? 1 advife you to pray much for
a humble fpirit, for better is the humble in fpirit than
the proud in fpirit. The more truly humble you are,
the better you will fee!, when you meet with what
croffes corrupt nature: and beflides, God dwelleth
with the humble, to revive thcir fpirit, while the
proud he beholds afar cff: and the more you are
clothed with the fpirit of true humility, the more
you will aét in charafter as a gefpel minifter : more-
over, there is this advantage, Goc giveth more grace,
he giveth grace to the humble, the meek he will
guide in judgment, the meek he will teach bis way :
but as to your letter, Iden’t think you can fay, it is
the language of the humble fpirit of the gofpel.

Now, if any defire to know why this reply was
not exhibited to public view fooner ? they mult take
this for an anfwer, wig. that there has been fuch a
marvellous work of God’s grace agoing on amongf®

us, in the convition and hopeful converfion of fin-
ners, that for many months I had not time to turn

my thoughts towards forming areply ; for we had
work enough to employ many minifters, and indeed
many were {0 kind as (o come to our affiftance : we
dad two publick leftures a-week thro’ the winter

& feafon



