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NATURE and IMPORTANCE

OF THE <

Trinitarian Doctrine.

o T was the defign of the former
NPley Difcourfe to confider the nature of

Li L

& [pecrlative dollrines; and to {hew

—

‘ \HQ:‘ that the belief of fuch Truths may

- ““" be required of us by God. We
are next to enquire into the nature of the Do-
Grine relating to the Zwinitarian Controverly,
whether it de {o purely /(peculative, or notional,
as -our Adverfaries reprefent it. "'We fhall indu-

ftrioufly avoid repeating what has been already
offered, any farther than our prefent fubject
makes it. neceffary.. Thus much I muft defire
the Reader to remember, that by Noziens, or

o G % Spet‘:%"
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Speculations, they underftand fuch Zrzths as have
no connection with praétice, fuch as are confined
o the mind 3 of which kind they imagin the
Trinity, and other #myflerions points of Chriflia-
nity, to be; thence inferring the Junocency of
Frror, or fgnovance concerning them. This s
the Scheme upon which fo great a ftrefs has
been laid 5 and yet, were it capable of being
{fupported by the cleareft and ftrongeft argu-
ments, after all it will not ferve the caufe for
the fake of which 1t was mvented. For, tho’

we fhould grant, that Nozzons or Speculations,
for the reafons alledged by them, are not capa-
ble of being made zerms of Salvation, they have
not confidered diftinctly, or fo much as at-
tempted to confider, the . principal queftion ;
which is, whether the Doctrine relating to the
Trinity, be {fuch a point of meer Specrlation ?
Wherefore, it might be thought f{ufficient, in
anfwer to what they have faid upon the {fubjeét
of [peculative dotrines, to deny that the Z#i-
nitarian doétrine 1s mtirely [pecuiative, or con-
fined to the mind, becaule it has a weceffary cop-
acblion with praclice, to which Speculation is ai-;
re¢tly oppofed. A point {o abfolutely neceflary
to the 'purpofes of thewr Scheme we might
reafonably require them to prove, before they
can be thought juftly to deferve any anfwer
from.us 5 they go upon this fuppofition, that,
the Zyiaizy and other myfferions dotrines of
Clriffianity arc purely SPECULATIVE; If we

| | deny
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deny their poftulatume (and we have as much
right to deny, as they have to affers, without:
proof) their whole fabrick falls to the ground.
But, tho’ the labour of the proof lies properly
upon thiem, 1 fhall offer a few things to their
confideration, sconcerning the mnature of the
Trinitavian doCtrine, to fhew, that it is a mat-
ter of prattice, as well as Speculation 3 a point
which greatly affets the Scheme of Chriftia-

nity, and confequently our eternal Salvation.
Twaart Chriffian worfhip is a praétical mar-
ter, will hardly be denied by thele /fpecuiative
writers 3 neitlier need I here diftinguifh between
mentaly and bodily worthip, between the iizernal
addreffes of our minds, and fuch as are accom-
panied with external altions: becaule bozb kinds,
if either of them, will be allowed to have a
conneltion with the doétrine of the Z7iniiy.
T'hat Chriflian worfbip is connelted with the
belief of the doflrine of the Z7/niy, may eafily
be demonftrated from principles agreed on by
both fides. I think, I may venture to call it
an allowed principle, T hat God 13 to be wor-
Shipped 5 from whence it muft necefiarily fol-
low, that if there be three co-equal J7/Fuét per-
fous in the Godbead, and it be {ufiiciently re-
vealed that there gre, they have, cach of them,
an equal claim to our worfhip. Were there no
particular command in the Go/pel for the wor-
thip of the Soz and Holy Ghoft, yet, whoever
belicves them to be #7uly and properly God, ‘the’
' one
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one God with the Father, he muft think himfelf
obliged to worfhip them egqzally with God the’
Fatber. This would be a deduction, tho’ huwnan,
yet neceflary and obvious. ‘The Argument is
thort and ealy.

Our Godis to be worfhipped by us.

Tue Son and Holy Ghoft, with the Fa-
ther, are our God:

TuererorRE the Son and Holy Ghoft,
with the Father, are to be worfhipped by us.

Ir the premifes be revealed, viz. That God
1s to be worfhipped, and that the Soz and Holy
Ghoft are God, the conclzfion 1s undenably clear,
that the Son and Holy Ghoft are egzally inttled
to worfhip: which fhews, that a doltrine, or
practice, may be #eceffary to Salvation, tho’ it
be not contained in exprefs words in Scripture.
For, a deduttion from exprefs words, where i1t is
clear and obvious, may as properly be {aid to be
revealed, as the exprefs Truth from whence the
dedz.»:ﬁzwz 1s {o clearly and eafily drawn. W hat-
ever God has given us a fufficient capacity of
knowing, {uch a Truth, in refpect to all the pur-
poles of a Revelation, and to our obligation to
the belief of ity he has fzfficicntly revealed, and
may require the belief of 1it, as a neceflary term
of his favour and acceptance. I fhall not here
enlarge upon this obfervation, but' my Argu-

ment gave me a fair opportunity of hmnting it

and our Adverfaries have made it very {eafon-
able.

Nor
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N o T that the point of worfhip, efpecially in
refpect to the Sow, refts altogether upon the
authority of any human deduttions, but is fup-
ported both by example and precept. 1 do not
intend to enter into the particulars of this mat-
ter (which have been fo fully examined by more
able hands) tho’ 1 am obliged to mention them.
1 fhall refer the Reader to the 7th of the 4és
and the yoth Verle 5 the 3d of the 1t Epifle
to the Theff. and the 11th mee, and the 1oth
of Rom. and the 13th Verfe ; where he will
fina the Znvocation of Chriff both praétifed and
vecomimended. At the gth of the Revelations and
the 1oth Verfe: The Lamb of God is-declared
to be worthy to veceive powery and iichesy and.
‘“wifdoiny, and firength, and bowoury, and glovy.
At Heb. 11t and the 6th there is an exprefs com-
mand to worthip him : Awd again, when be
bringeth in the firft begotten into the world, be
faithy And let all the dngels of God worfbip iamz
From the Authorities now cited, we might
prove, that the fame forz or degree of' divine wor-
fbip 1s due to the Soz which we pay to the
Father: but my defign obliges me only to
prove, what has.been generally allowed, that
the Son is to be worfbipped. WNow, if Chriftian
worfbip be thus. connetied with the doftrine of
the Z#insty, and if Worfhlp be a matter of pra-
&icey then the doétrine of the Z7inity is not a
point of sere Speculation, confined to the minds

Conléquently their Scheme about fpeculative do-
Ctrines
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Ctrines .can be of mo fervice in a cdntroirérf'y
concerning the duty and importance of belie-
ving the dotrine of " the Tiinizy. ‘
Bur it {feems, 1t 1s pretended by {ome, that
it is Jewful, but not wecefary,.to worfthip the
Son and the Holy Ghoft 5 a thing perfeitly ii-
diffeient, whether it be done, or oinitted by us.
"This is a notion entirely novel, unicriptural,
and abfurd. ‘The rians have the credit of
the .difcovery, they being the firft who ever
taught, that .cimme worfhip is an zfzdz;ﬁferem‘
aiion.
- Tue Heathens were direCted, - either by the
licht of Nazure, or by ﬂ?am’zz‘zwf, to pay divine
: "'w?ﬂ:zp ; and, tho’ they were many times mi~
ftaken in the piroper objeét of their Worﬂup, and
paid it where it was not drze, yet they always
confidered it as a mattér of Dury, a Tribute dze
to then* God, or Gods, and not as: a ¢ivil com-=
p!z ackty that mwht be ormtted Wlthout any s
Feiryor o_ﬁmc‘e L | -
Tue Fewifh Law d1d not: make any altem.-
ti8n in refpet to ‘the  general daity,” but only in-
{tructed the people in the right mannel of per-
forming it, and direCted them to the: - proper ob-
Geft of t‘hcu' wor thip.- The world before. pald
divine worfbips and whether they pafd it to owe
or ‘tO #207°¢ Bf:i'mgs:l they paid it always as a deb¥
duc’ to them. The Law of AMofes’ inftructed
the Feaws to whont this debr of Fomnpe was dus,
a‘nd after what manner it was 6 be: pald not
i o
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€6 hean j, bUt to one Géd the Lord of Eleavén
and’ Eafth, They wére achIutely commianded

to Worfhfp the zrue God, and as abfolutely fazf-
bidden to WOlfhlp any a{ber Bemg bgdaufe di-
vine worthiip is God’s rightful élaimy arifin, ng from

| B

thé relation we ftand in towards him and there-
fore, if we negle€ to gite him That ‘homage
to which’ he has a watural Right 5 of if ‘we

give I*us Rngz‘ to ﬂﬂoz‘be;f, to whom it is not

due, we injyre him, and -are gmlty of a Z:rem?y
of duty. . '

THE. C’brzﬂzmz Rewlﬂzm malkes {HI] farz‘».’aer
difcoveries ¢ cohcm ning the objet of worthip.
The Fews. were 111ﬁru&ed, tlnt one God “only
was the. z‘me God, to whom alone they ‘were to
direét their WOTﬂllp the. Gq[pel confirms That
111&111&10_11 and informs’ ‘us, that the three Per~
Jfons in'thé facied and ever—b efled Z#iuity aré the
one true God, ~The Fews Wmfhlpped one. God,
and C'/ﬂfzﬂmm worlhip #hree ‘perfons 'in ose Gad—-
bead.  Thin fhalt worfbip the Lord thy God, and
Dim only jkazh‘ thou Jerve This'is the: phm Law
of porh. Covenants 5 biit oz Liord God is Father,
Sozz, and Hbly Gfaajz‘ threé c‘h_{hn& ‘perjous united
N0 oze zz:fzc{gwc?ed naruyre. Thus every dif] Peni‘atwn
conﬁdered devitie wmj//azp gs"éiji mdzﬁ:mﬁzé[e dmy,
and only dirééted manlund to'pay it to'a pmper'
75;9&,"'ii6t lewmg them at Z}éeﬂy e1the1 to give,
or with-hold it at plezfﬁzm T‘I‘nt the' 1rue God
has a Rngz‘ Eo be“}vmﬂnpﬂpca that it is our
dmy to give unto him 7. }a Rzg?yt 5 and that“we

v ""H'

injure and-'ofeﬂd him by | gwmg to any o#be7 be-
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ing what he claims as due o#zly to bzmﬁz{f 5 thefe
are.truths, one would think, too obvmus to be
.d1{'puted If the Sor and Holy Gboﬂ, with the
Father, be the true God, whom Chriftians are
to worfhip, then they have a Right to our wor-
thip; if they be not the true God, then they
have no Right : again, if they have 2 Right to
our wo1fh1p, we ought in point of duzy to give
it; if they have mz‘ a Rwht we ouﬁ‘ht not to
give it them, becaufc, we theleby injure the truc
God who is juftly intitled to our worfhip, and
has declmed that he will not give bis glory zo
another. Upon Tlns fiate of the cale, the drians
muit cither give up . the lewfalnefs of worfhip-

ping the SM 'md HoZy Ghoffy or allow the #e-
ceffity of doing it.’. From hence alfo, 1 mlght
thew the 1bﬁud1ty of ‘theii diftinction between
Sz’é’ordmmfe, and Ulz‘zﬁﬁm‘e ‘wordhip, - becaufe the
object of Chriftian \&01ﬂup being” only the oxe
tvue Gody the Jaie kind, and cZegree of divine
worthi ip mu{’c be due to. em/a perfor in the God-
bead. An unity of mztezre in the afaje&‘ muft have
zmzz‘y of nature in the three perfons.; if either
Son, ox_Floly qu/{, ‘be not, with the Father,
the owe true God, they ought not to. be wor ﬂ]lp-
ped at all, becau{'e all divine worﬂnp 1s appro-
priated to the one tme '‘God. ' But at ‘prefent T
am only to prove.in geizeml that wmfhlp 1S
due to the Soz and. Holy Gkoft, which is the
neceﬂ'ary confequence of their conceflions con-

cerning the Zmeﬁdﬂeﬁ of W01ﬂ11pp1ng them.
1 - a FRGM
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F'r o M what has been offered I think it ap-
pears undeniably true, that the do&riné of the
Tiinity is¥not a matter of smere [peculation, be-
caufe it has a neceﬁhry ‘connetion with CZ#‘E-*
frian worfbip; that 1t is not a point of an. a8
different nature, but of great momen? and -
portance to the honour of God, and the {alva-
tion of Chriftians. For, howevm difficult it
- may be thought to ftate the notion of efféntial
or fundamental doCtrines, {o as to determine po-
fitively upon every particular inftance that may
come under debate among Chriftians ; yet there
can be no doubt whether it be a point of very
confiderable confequence fo to regulate the uni-
ty of the Chriflian worfbip, as that there may be
no excefs on one fide, nor defe& on the other.
WuenN I firft entered upon this {ubject, I
had thoughts of confidering how much more
effe&ually the purpofes of Chriftianity feem to
be anfwered tipon the o7#hodox, than upon the
Sociniany or Arian Scheme; imrthat it heightens
the love of God in the Redemption of Man- .
kind, and beft agrees with the {everal paffages .
of Scnptule 1clatmg to it 3 in that it is more
fatisfaCtory to our guilty feals of pumﬂlment
for aur fins, lays a furer and more certain foun=,
dation of hope of pardon and , eternal hfe, and

raifés a greater abhouence ‘of 'the gullt of Sin,

Fa .1.-...--*-— L L]

which could not be remitted without the pay-..

'r..r-.-n‘II L

ment of {uch an me{hmable pucc by way of {3-
txsfa&mn' I fﬂ.y all thefe purpofes are tho‘i.w‘h.

by many great ‘and good men, t¢ be moré ef-

________H—L—————-{‘E&”ﬂ]hr
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Fe&ually anfwered, ,tby (uppofing. the . divine na-
ture. it {elf to be perfonally united to the /JZ'/}ZJZ??
nature, for the work of our Redemption, than i
our 4leffed Redeemer were only a mere Creature,
however excellent and exalted. . But, as I was,
’Wﬂhng to advance. nothing, if poflible, that
may be liable to be d1fputed I chofe. rather to
put the caufe upon’ the fingle point of wwor/bip,.
againft which, 1 think, thele cannot, lie any.
reafonable objeé’clon. .

I pip not intend to have detained the Rea-
der any longer, but I find my felf oblw‘ed to
take notice of a defence of the Imzacmcy of
Error afferted, wherein the Author would be
thought to difown the Scheme which he ad-
vanced in that difcourfc. He fays in This de-
fence (which indeed 1 never faw till after I had
prmted oftf my obfervations uPon his Difcour{e)
p- 7. That it was not bis defign or thought, that
all ﬁw‘s of Ermr, except thofe which immediately
relate to practice, are unblamable 5 and he intro-
duces the prefent Bithop of Sarim challenging
the learncd and excellent Bithop of Oxford, to
name g#e ferious Author who  has laid down
any fuch. pofition: a challenge not to be accep-
ted “without manifeft d1ff1dvamage to the perfon
who: accepts it !’ for, had Zabenty writers inftead
of one beeri namad, not o#e” of them, perhflps,'
deld have been allowed the chdr a&el of a fe-
vious writer.  And a5’ to the above cited decla-
ration, of hi§ Lordfhlp s Friend, by the help of
ong“fingle Wmd, pro_pvrl_y Placed (I Wlh not fay

RS S A I _ Wlth
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with defign) the defender may,, {till maintain thg
opinion, ‘with .which he is charged, tho’ - he
feems here to have gwen_;m up. ‘T,h,@*.: ﬁl?.?i.fg@_
again{t this. writer 1s, that he afferts the inno-
cency of merely [peculative Eivors, {fuch Errors
as have #o conneétion with prallice. In anlwer to
it, he fays, it was not his thou'trht, that all [oits
of Error, eXcept z‘/aqﬁ? whicth IMMEDIATELY
veJate to praftice ave unblamable. 'Thus by chang-
ing the ftate of the queftion he may, as faras I
can tell, quly.h@vc concealed his opinion, inftead
of declaving it. An influcice, and an immediate
influence, are not cquivalent expreflions. A
Doétrine may relate to prattice, tho’ not imme-
diately 3 it may bave connellion with pm&zce, tho’

a more diffant and remote one ; confeqqf;nﬂy
This. writer may be of the opinion, that a/Z
Errors are inmocent, except thofle which {ome
way or other have a relation to praétice, tho’ he
does not maintain the innocency of #// fueh Er~
rors as do .not zmmﬂdmz‘dy relate to 1t. The ge-
neral oplmon therefore, with which he is charg—
ed, he is fill at full liber ty to hold without any
COhtladléhon to the declaration, which he has
{ince made.in his defence. But let his 7c4/ mean-
ing be what it will, the publick 1s no -farther
ceéncerned W1t11 a man’s opinions, than to take
them from the common and ufual acceptation
of hlS exPrefTions If a writer ewprqﬁs ong thing,
and means another, the world is not in fault for
mifunder i’fandmg him, but 4¢ for writing before
he is Capable of conveying his meaning 11‘1tclhstr1-

. blz ;
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bly; and thie Errars, into which he may be the
occafion of leading ignorant or carélefs readers,
are no lefs dangerous than if they were his ows
real fentiments. "I'his writer, in the above-men-
tioned difcourfe, has frequently afferted, in the
molt exprels terms imaginable, that Ervors mere-
Ty [peculative, or confined to the mind, which elle-
where he calls #orions, in oppofition to {fuch as
have dn influence upon prattice, are, and mufl be
szmocent. 'This general pofition he has over and
over-again laid down,and afligned reafons in fup-
portofit. Truths [pecxiative and practical, he {fets
in oppofition to one another 5 but this diffinttion
15 wholly deftroyed, in refpeCt to the Zunocency
or guilt of fuch Errors, if the iunocency, or guilt
of them be owing whol/ly to fomething elfe,
without any regard at all to their fpecu/itive,
or praflical nature. And after an opinion {o
plainly exprefled, thall it be a {fufficient vindica-
tion of him/felf, or {atistaCtion to the world, that
he has'in the {ame difcourfe ‘laid down contrary
pofitions? I am {enfible, he bas advanced con+
traditory opinions; whether igrorantly or defigi-
edly, 1t 1s 1impofiible for me to determine; how-
ever, I'his zxconfiffericy does not hinder the pro-
pagation ot a beloved Schemne, but -only {erves for
an evafive defeisce; whenever it'is attacked. Th#,
I fay, has been thie condut of fomie writers, when-
they wanted to guaid'a #ovel, Or dangerois opi-
nion‘againit publick cenfure. * As'to Zhis Wri-
ter, if- he pleafes, he fhall beallowed to plead.
zgnovanze, but then he muift be contented to take

L the
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the di/grace. that ufually attends it; and not. at-
tempt to throw it .upon | thofe “who underftand
his writings qccordmg to the known and fet-
tled acceptation and confiruétion of words. He
has plainly exprefled an opinion, which he does
not believe, or does not care to own: the. pub-
Zm{, not excepting fome of his Pparticular, .ads
mirers, did, and do f#// underftand him .in the
fame fellfe, thch I apprehended to be his mean-
ing, after the moft careful and 1mp11tnl perufal
of his book: the notions contamed in it ap-
peared to me to be of a very deftruétive ten-
dency: I have ferioufly examined, and I hope
fully confuted them: if after '111, the publick

has miftaken h1s meaning, I can only fay, elther
be could not eXpleﬁ% hlmfelf mtelhmbly, or #jey
want commpon '1pp16henﬁon L

Bur if thefe writers do #eally mean no mmq,
than that. 47/ involuntary Eirrors are unblamable,
that 2 man ‘canhot be punifbed for what he can-
not belp, any mo1e than a_ffoné is accountable
for not hwmg '1. power of /.«}{f motion, is there
any difcovery ] in' all This ? s it for This only that
they are celebrated, extolléd, reivarded? that!
their perforinances are {o mduﬁ:rlouﬂy recoms-
mended and’ c1rcu1ated by the party? Is it for
the dcmal of zmy thlng Zzée T'kis that they are f'o‘
anbry with thofe’ who are called the Or‘z‘bndax;
Clergy, tha‘t"fsQ,' the Body of the Cl<~31gy of the
Church of England? In our turns we.have a
fight to call upon them to name the Authors of

any credit and 1eputat10n among us, who have
L R _ R P a aﬁ'erted
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affertéd, that Herveticks, or Schifinaticks;tho’ they
have u{'ed ell poffible means of information, may
juftly be punifbed. In refpeCt to-their fzzmre
condition, we only fay, they have not a 7ight
to 7 hat pm‘tzcz::lm degree of happinefs which is
promifed in the Go/pel, becaufe they do not per-
form the conditions wpon which it is promifed;
and ‘becaufe, they cin claim.a Title to it only

romi an e .veﬁ promife. Not to confer a favour,
does- not come “iinder the proper notion: of
punifliment, unlefs there be a claim of right to
that fa.vom:, and ‘then it ceafes to’ be a favour
if, for reafons of Wlfdom atid gover ninent, God
thmks it fit to inflict any E‘wl upon his Crca.-
tures, which lie'had a 7ight to infli€t; or if he
deprives them of any Good, or W1th holds it
from them, when they Could not 'claim any
rzgfaz to it, he does not punifh them, but only
fefufes to grant them certain benefits, which are
1&8 oF Bounty. So likewife, }mth regard to the
Ins of the Jand, they are not panifhed for difs
bd;cvmg any. o{' the ¢ffablifved dorines, “or fpr
[eparating themielves from the eﬂ@élgﬂﬂed wWo7 /Z’;z_p,
but only excluded from certain privileges, which
thé Civil ﬂdagzﬂmz‘e has the difcrezionary dif pofal

of: for we apprehend, the Legiflature does no
injuiry to any Subjécts by depuwncr them of pri~

vileges, which. it has.a right to give,or to W1th-
hold, according to dlfmeuon and which it is 111
duty obliged to give, or W1th hold, accor dmg
as the énds. of Govel nmemt ﬂmll feem to require. -

Zopicpn o W, WEBSTERg




