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TO THE PUBLIOK.

I AM very sorry that circumstances should
have compelled me to take the ground I have,,

and to come into controversy with popular
opinions, supported too by so much talent and
influence as I must contend with. Certainly

nothing but the imperious necessity of pro-

tecting myself from the mischief arising from
false and malicious reports, and a conviction

that I was doing my duty to God, and man,
could have induced me to take the step I
have taken in making my opinions public :

since if wrong, I had reason to expect to be
crushed without mercy ; and if right, I had
to overcome prejudice as well as error, and
that too without the hope of conquering mal-

ice. But so it is. I have done what I thought

right, and must face the consequences ; and
I think I have no reason to doubt, or to fear

the issue if I am but allowed a hearing. I

do not ask, because it is in vain to expect

an unprejudiced audience in such a case as

the one un4er discussion, all I require is, that

I may be heard, and understood, before I am
judged.

No one knows better than the gentleman to

whose Review I am about to reply the pro-



gress of my mind till I came to the conclu-

sions I have published. He knows that I

believed Christianity from sincere conviction

after what I supposed to be a sufficient exam-

ination of its evidences. He has seen proofs

from me of research with regard to it, which
though defective in point of judgment per-

haps, were at least demonstrations of good in-

tentions.and a perfect willingness to believe not

only with all my heart, but with all my might.

Such as I then was I should probably have

continued, had I not been curious to examine
a subject, the investigation of which step by
step compelled me by reasons which invinci-

bly obliged me, and which will I apprehend
invincibly oblige any one else who examines
them as thoroughly as I did, finally to feel al-

most convinced that I had been deceived, by
apocryphal evidence, to believe two Books to

be Revelations from God, which directly,

and irreconcileably contradict each other, in

fundamental points. In this state of perplexi-

I did not however immediately decide. T

hoped that a further examination of Books
upon the subject would relieve every difficul-

ty, and I read all I could obtain, which I

thought might have the least tendency to ef-

fect the re-establishment of my opinions. In
these books I found little argument that was
satisfactory to my mind but many attempts to

evade and escape the gripe of the difficulties

which embarrassed me, and which it seemed
to me perplexed their authors almost as much



as myself. Still I thought that something
might be done by conversing with some cler-

ical gentleman whose talents and information

I respected, in order to invalidate the argu-
ments which had caused me to think it my
duty to cease from performing the duties pe-

culiar to my profession. At their invitation,

I laid before them (Mr. Carey was one of &ie

number) the MS in which I had collected,

and arranged the arguments, and the reasons

that had induced me to believe, that I had
been mistaken in my religious opinions.

—

They received the MS and promised to con-
sider its contents, and to do what they appear-
ed to think an easy task—give me in writing

reasons which should invalidate the difficul-

ties on which I laid so much stress. When
I called to receive these promised remarks,
they had none which they were willing to let

me see ; but stated in a summary manner
some arguments in reply, which to me ap-

peared insufficient, and also irrelevant to the

main difficulties ; which I felt satisfied must
be completely done away before any man who
was acquainted with them could be a ration-

al Christian.

Startled at finding no solution in this last

resort, my first suspicions were confirmed,

and a little further reflection caused me to

feel thoroughly persuaded, that in their con-

troversy with the Christians the Jews were
certainly in the right, and that they could be
answered by nothing but by concealing or

1*
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disguising the true state of the question, by
declamation, and by arguments ad verecun-

diam.

By the persuasion, and at the request of the

Rev. Mr. Channing, who was one of the gen-

tlemen to whom the MS was submitted, I was
induced to give up a design I had formed of

publishing the 8 first chapters of the MS
anonymously, for the purpose, and in the hope
that it might draw forth an answer which
might satisfy me. The reasons he gave to

induce me to abandon this design were these,

that the publication of those chapters might
do mischief by putting into the hands of evil

disposed persons the objections contained m
those chapters ; and 2dly, that it was not

probable that any one could give me more
satisfactory solutions ofthem than those I had
already read, and which I considered as in-

sufficient. I promised him I would not pub-

lish them, at least for the present, and I left

him after our last conversation upon the sub-

ject, with the intention of keeping the MS to

myself, and with a resolved determination to

withdraw silently from a profession whose
duties obliged me to teach what I conceived

to be untrue.

This design I was quietly endeavouring to

effect, when to my great surprise, and alarm,

I was informed by my friends, that somebody
had circulated reports which were both de-

famatory and injurious to me. I neglected

noticing them, except by requesting my



friends to contradict thein, hoping that the

absurdity of these reports would prove their

own refutation. Still I found that these ri-

diculous and mischievous stories gained cred-

it, till it was affirmed in the hearing of some
of my dearest friends as received from the

best authority, that I had become an Atheist,

and had written a book against the being of

a God, and the reality of moral obligation

and of moral distinctions.

By tracing these reports as far as I couldr

I thought I had sufficient reason to believe,

that they had originated and grown out of

some improper representations of ihose to

whom I had unbosomed myself.

The natural consequence was that I felt

exasperated, and determined to exonerate

myself from such imputations by making the

real truth known, by publishing the reasons

which had induced me to renounce my opin-

ions and my profession. Worse than I was
represented to be I could not be thought, and
I had hopes of proving that T was not quite

so bad. I felt assured that I could give

good reasons to support what I should de-

clare, and I was persuaded that I could de-

clare enough to acquit me in the eyes of the

intelligent of the fault of disbelieving without
sufficient grounds. Besides, and especially.

I hoped to be of service to a singularly un-
fortunate portion of mankind, and at any rate

I determined not tamely to suffer myself to

be crushed by inhuman slander, with arms
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in iny hands both strong and sharp enough,

to defend myself, and the ground I should

occupy.

From these motives, and for these purpos-

es, I published '• The Grounds of Christian-

ity Examined, by comparing the New Tes-
tament with the Old 9 "—Containing the rea-

sons which had compelled me to quit a pro-

fession I had sincerely chosen. These rea-

sons, be they srood, or bad. I have fairlv. and
honestly, laid before the Publick. Honest-

It, because every individual in this country

has a legal and a rational right to avow his

sentiments, and to bring when he can every

thing asserted to be true, and important, no-

lens, volens. to the test of examination. And
fairly too. because I did not say what I have
said, in a place where I could not be contra-

dicted, but have laid it before all. in a tans;i-

ble form. It is before the Publick, and is

open to a refutation, and if refutable, will no
doubt be overturned, and carried headlong
by the immense mass of talents, and erudi-

tion, interested in showing its errors.

It cannot be supposed, that a solitary and
unsupported individual can successfully op-

pose popular opinions, deemed too of the last

importance, and supported, and defended by
men whose learning, talents, and influence

are amply able to put down evey thing but

truth, unless he is evidently on the right side

of the question. No fair man therefore, and no
sincere Christian, who is confident of the



9

strength of the arguments in favour of his

opinions, ought to shrink or to repine at see-

ing descend into the arena an antagonist,

friendless, and alone, and whom he must too

consider as the advocate of a weak cause :

on the contrary he will naturally rather re-

joice at it as affording an opportunity of gain-

ing another victory, and a new triumph,

which must necessarily tend to establish the

victorious cause firmer than ever.

I ask then why is the conduct of some of

the gentlemen I have the misfortune of be-

ing obliged to offend, so different from what
ought to be the case, if I am the advocate of

a weak cause ? Why am I stabbed in the

back from the Pulpit where I cannot defend
myself, nor stay the hand that wields the

weapon. Why is it whispered to one " the

young man is deranged," to another " all

this is what has appeared before, and has

been often refuted,*' as if it would not be
therefore easier to refute it again ! To an-

other—"You ought not to mind what he
says, he is a young man, and we are old,

and mature/ 9 as if a young man could not

possibly distinguish sophistry from sound
reasoning as well as an old one ; and as if

prejudice and policy were not rather the at-

tributes of old heads, than of young ones
;

and as if he who resigns an advantageous
profession from conviction, was not as wor-
thy of being heard, as they who not only
cling to it from conviction, but from other

motives besides.
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I desire no favour. I am not obliged to ap-

peal to the feelings for the protection of my
system. I ask nothing but justice, and that

it may be examined with fairness, and with
rigour. I wish to excite no interest in favour

of the cause I defend, except on account of

its importance, and its ability to bear a scru-

tiny. It is an inquiry, concerning a ques-

tion, perhaps as important, if not more so

than any that can be submitted to the human
understanding. It is whether a system of

Religion is true, or otherwise, and whether a

whole nation have suffered persecution for

one thousand years justly or unjustly. Sure-

ly therefore it merits to be heard cooly, and
patiently ; and that not on one side only

of the question, but on both sides ; for no
man ought to be convinced on one side or the

other till he has heard what both parties

have to say. And it ought to be remember-
ed that there can be no danger in giving me
fair play, and a fair hearing ; since, if I am
in the wrong, it cannot be doubted, that the

numerous and learned Clergy of this coun-

try, assisted too by the literary labours of

learned Christians of past ages, and counte-

nanced and encouraged by the support they

will receive from their numerous and respec-

table friends—I say it cannot be doubted,

that they can, ifI am wrong, prove me to be

so, calmly, coelly, and completely.

These gentlemen themselves too ought to

consider that any thing but a fair, and thor*
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ough refutation may ultimately do more mis-

chief than good to their cause. Since to put
a man down is one thins, and to confute him
is another, and every reflecting Layman who
may observe any disposition to crush, and
bear down by influence, instead of argument,
would certainly conclude, that they who did

so were conscious of some secret weakuess
in their means of defence : since it cannot be
supposed that the respectable Clergymen of

New England who are, and ought to be more
moral than the laity, would have recourse to

such unfair and immoral means of defence,

except through necessity.

I repeat it, I am very sorry that it should
be my fate to be under the necessity of op-
posing opinions supported by so many amia-
ble and estimable men. I cannot help it

:

it is my duty ; it has been forced upon me by
cruel misrepresentations ; I assure the Pub-
lick that I have not rushed into this business
without reflection. I have well weighed the

consequences of my undertaking, and have
not been so rash as to take the ground I have
without a deliberate conviction, that I had
arguments sufficient to defend it against all

fair opposers. I act upon the conviction that

I am endeavouring to serve God, and an op-
pressed part of his creatures ; and that if

Christianity be from God, it can suffer no
harm from me, for I am firmly persuaded,
that if that Religion be of divine origin, it

will abide the test of fair examination, and
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come off victorious in every encounter. It is

the characteristick of Truth to be able to do
this. Nothing but Error ought to shrink

from battle, and revile its adversaries. The
gentlemen who oppose me profess in their

Pulpits, no doubt sincerely, to believe, and
to adopt this principle, and they challenge

examination for their opinions, and they look
round upon their audience with the confi-

dence of conviction, and ask "who can de-

ny these things ?" where nobody will deny,

because it would be unusual and indecorous

to contradict.

They cannot, therefore, without deserting

their own principles, decline to descend from
their elevated stations, and meet their antag-

onist on ground where he can meet them.

This has been done by the Rev. Mr. Ga-
ry ; he has come out boldly, and openly a-

gainst me, and has given me all the advan-
tage 1 could require. I heartily wish how-
ever that it had been some other gentleman
of the learned and respectable body of which
he is a member ; for of all the members of

his profession he is the last man I should
wrish to dispute with. There are many rea-

sons which have rendered his violent attack

a subject of regret to me ; and I would have
avoided a reply had he not driven me to the

wall so furiously that I must defend myself
at the peril of what is dearer to me than life.

He has suffered himself in the heat of his

zeal to be betrayed into forgetfulness that one
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of his profession should be " patient, not a

brawler," " not a novice, lest being lifted up
with pride he fall into the condemnation of

the Devil." " And the servant of the Lord
must not strive : but be gentle unto all men,

apt to teach, patient. In meekness instruct-

ing those that oppose themselves." 1 Tim.
iii. and 2 Tim. ii. 24, 25. He has pelted

me with many unhandsome epithets, which I

should reply to with more asperity than I

have, if I were not aware, and did not think,

that in justice to him I am bound to confess,

that I have, by the vehemence of my language

in some parts of the book he reviews, unin-

tentionally given him some reason to repre-

hend me sharply, though by no means with

the extreme violence and rancour which he
has used towards me. It was my intention

to soften, or to strike out before I sent the

Manuscript of that work to the Press, every

expression which I conceived might give just

offence ; and there are who know that I took

considerable pains to clear it of improprieties

of thought and expression which fell from me
in writing it, and were the natural effects of

soreness of mind, and bitter reflection. I
thought that every vestige of this was extir-

pated ; but I am free to acknowledge, that a
cooler review of its contents since it has been
printed has made me sensible that there are

yet remaining some expressions which ought
not, and shall not appear in a second Edi-
tion. It was, and is my wish, and my object

e
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not to offend, but to convince ; and I pledge
myself to expunge every expression which
may be candidly pointed out to me hereafter,

as objectionable, provided it be not essential

to the reasoning of the sentence in which it

may appear. More than this I presume will

not be required, and with all this I will

cheerfully comply.

Mr. Gary has confined his Review to the

seven first chapters, which he pronounces to

be the only part of the volume worthy of atten-

tion. With regard to the rest, he expresses

himself as follows, page 127: "The subsequent

part of the volume I leave to be answered by
those who think itworth their while to repel the

misrepresentations and abuse with which al-

most every page is disgraced : and who can
restrain their indignation more effectually than

J can do." Without making any observations

upon the violence of this language, I will

merely state the contents of the chapters so

—

I was going to say, unaccountably let alone.

The 8 th chapter and the note at the end of

it are of more importance to the subject of the

Messiahship than the whole seven preceding

it. It contains a summary of the Jewish ob-

jections to the messiahship of Jesus and some-

thing besides of no small weight, I think in

corroboration of those objections. I think

Mr. Gary was in the right to let it alone. It

contains objections which, with the contents

of the 3d and 4th chapters, I consider as in-

vincible and irrefutable. The 9th chapter
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contains some observations on the character

of Jesus of Nazareth ; and the weight to be

allowed to the argument of martyrdom as

a test of truth. In the 10th—the Old and
New Testaments are, I think, irreconcila-

bly entangled in desperate "oppugnation."
The 11th chapter, is a discussion whether ^
the Mosaic Law be represented in the Old/?// J&4m*mt
Testament, as a temporary, or a perpetual 6t«/v#virv $1
dispensation ; in this chapter it is shown that, k€Ym9j^ / J

according to the Old Testament, the dicta of*

Jesus, and the doctrine of the twelve apostles,

it was meant as a perpetual institution ; and
that Paul taught a doctrine upon the subject

in opposition to them all. I will venture that

chapter against all attempts at refutation. It

will stand, and if so the consequence naturally

is,that Paul's system and that of the catechisms Situd a\%& /A
must fall . The 12th chapter is on the character _ , .

.

ofPaul and his manner of reasoning. The 13th,* **"»«

is an examination of some doctrines in the New
Testament, derived from the Cabala, the Ori-

ental Philosophy, and the tenets of Zoroaster.

Chapter 14, is a consideration of the "gift of

tongues" and other miraculous powers ascrib-

ed to the Primitive Christians ; and whether
recorded miracles are infallible proofs of the

Divine authority of Doctrines said to have
been comflrmed by them. In this chapter it

is shown that the Corinthians in speaking in

unknown tongues, literally did so ; since neith-

er themselves, nor any body else understood

the meaning of what they said. Chapter 15,
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is an application of the two tests,, said in

Deuteronomy, to have been given by God as

discriminating a true prophet from a false one,

to the character and actions of Jesus. This
chapter alone, I consider unless refuted, as

reasonably subverting the claims of the New
Testament, since in my apprehension it con-

tains fundamental difficulties which set confu-

tation at defiance, and which if left untouched
take away the basis of the Christian Religion.

Chapter 16 contains an examination of the

evidence external, and internal, in favor of

the credibility of the Gospel History, in which
it is attempted to be shown that the Gospel
according to Matthew is spurious, and that

the authenticity of the rest of the books of the

New Testament, rests upon a very insufficient

foundation. Chapter 17 and 18, contains an

examination of the peculiar morality of the

New Testament, as it affects nations and in-

dividuals. The opinions advanced in those

two chapters I understand, are considered as

insufficiently supported. I have endeavored,

in my letter to Mr. Cary, to support them
more sufficiently. Chapter 19, is a consider-

ation of some supposed advantages attributed

to the New over the Old Testament ; and
wiiether the doctrine of a resurrection, and a

life to come, is not taught in the Old Testa-

ment, in contradiction to the assertion, that

"life and immortality were brought to light

by the gospel." The Conclusion, Appendix,
and Addenda, contain also some things worth
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attention. I now leave it to the public to de-

cide, whether discussions upon all these very
important subjects could have been passed
over by Mr. Gary without any other notice

than the very supercilious one already quoted,

if he had not been extremely desirous to write,

and print a book in four weeks, in order, that

his answer should appear before the ladies

should begin to curl their hair with the pages
of my unfortunate book.

Subjoined to the letter to the Rev. Mr.
Gary, I have addressed a few observations to

the Reverend and respectable Mr. Cbanning,
upon the two eloquent and able Sermons of
his lately published. I think there is some
apology due to him from me for putting re-

marks upon discourses so able, and so feeling,

as his, under the same cover with observations

upon a book of so very different a character.

I hope that it will not be difficult for him to

conceive the reasons which made it necessary
for me to do so.

S*



LETTER
TO

THE REVEREND MR. CARY, &c ,

REVEREND SIR,

IN my preface to " The Grounds of

Christianity Examined, by comparing the

New Testament with the Old"—I expressed
my hopes "that such a discussion as the one
now laid before the public would be fairly

met and fairly answered, if answered at all
;

and that recourse would not be had to dis-

honest and ungentlemanly reflections, and
calling names, in order to prevent people from
examining things they have a right to know,
and in order to blind, and frighten the publick,

the jury to which I appealed."

In the conclusion, I expressed myself as

follows: "The Author hopes and thinks that

he has a right to expect that whoever may at-

tempt to answer his book, will do it fairly, like

a man of candour ; without trying to evade

MifjL&i. j/" the main question—that of the Messiahship of
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Jesus. He fears that he shall see an answer
precisely resembling the many others that he
has seen upon that subject ; except two

—

those of Sykes and Jeffries, (who acknow-
ledge that miracles have nothing to do with
the question of the Messiahship which can be
decided by the Old Testament only,) all that

he has ever met with evade this question and
slide over to the ground of miracles. Such con-

duct in an answer to this book would be very
unfair, and also very absurd :" and I illus-

strate, and I think manifest this absurdity by
a supposed example.
In all this, sir, what I have expected has

come to pass : my hopes have been disappoint-

ed, and my anticipations precisely fulfilled by
your answer.

You have, it appears to me, evaded the

main question, that of the Messiahship of Je-

sus, and have not merely slid over to the

ground of miracles, but you have abso-

lutely broken out of the lists to take refuge on
that ground of error. You have followed a

bad example, and have set me a worse one in

the style in which you have written your Re-
view. You have descended to many person-

alities, and have bestowed upon me many
rough appellations which are equally indecor-

ous in you, and unjust towards me. You must
excuse me, sir, for taking some pains to point

out these things to the publick, and when, in

your cooler moments, you review your own
observations, and my observations upon them

;

-



*/•

20

if you feel any mortification on that account,

you may console yourself with the reflection

that it is no more than what you ought to feel

for such conduct.

You set out in page 1, with declaring that

"the Christian Religion, as it is well known to

* believers, rests upon a rock of adamant, and
ylaAtoanl cannot be subverted by man. For this, under

the care of Divine Providence, it is principal-

ly indebted to infidelity—to the severe scru-

tiny which it has been compelled to receive,

and to an open and thorough discussion of its

pretentions. There is nothing to excite alarm

therefore in the publication of infidel opin-

ions, if there is a reasonable presumption that

the object is to discover truth ; and if the

author contents himself with relating what
appears to him to be valid objections to Chris-

tianity, without descending to frivolous cavils,

or to slander. We ought rather to encourage
these investigations. I speak in reference to

their ultimate effects upon the cause of truth,

because we know that the Gospel is capable

of being most completely defended."
This paragraph appears to me to be incon-

sistent with itself. For 1 . If it is true that the

Christian Religion is known to rest upon a

rock of adamant by all believers, and cannot

be subverted by man—then, sir, you ought

not to be so passionate when it is examined :

for all attempts to subvert it will be impotent,

and may be looked upon by you with calmness.

2. You say that "for this stability; under the
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care of Divine Providence, it is principally

indebted to infidelity." Then you ought to

be much obliged to unbelievers for attacking

it, since their efforts only tend you say, to

make it firmer than ever ; you ought not to re-

vile, and abuse them. You add also, "to the

severe scrutiny it has been compelled to re-

ceive, and to an open and thorough discussion

of its pretentions." Ought not such a very

important thing as the Christian Religion, to

be subjected to the severest scrutiny ; and do

you not challenge it from your pulpit ? and
does not every thing really andplainly true, as

you assert Christianity is, become more clear

and stronger based than ever by every new
scrutiny, and become the more evident, the

more it is examined ? If you believe that

Christianity can stand such scrutiny, you
should court instead of avoiding it.

With regard to what you say about "an
open and thorough discussion of its preten-

tions"—1 imagine it is too largely expressed.

For certainly, sir, you know, that except in

this country the laws of all christian nations

make the discussion, and scrutiny of the evi-

dence, and claims of the Christian Religion
highly penal—except on one side of the ques-

tion.

You add, "there is nothing to excite alarm,

therefore in the publication of infidel opinions,

if there is a reasonable presumption that the

object is to discover truth." With regard to

the first clause I would observe that, if "there
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is nothing to excite alarm in the publication

of infidel opinions/' then there ds no cause
for you to betray so much fright and exas-
peration, as you do in your Review. The
last clause is irrelevant, and invidious ; for

every man who brings forward his opinions in

this matter, may resonably be supposed, un-
less the contrary evidently appears, to do it to

discover the truth. And you have no more
right, it appears to me, to accuse him of at-

tacking Christianity from sinister motives,

than he has to accuse you of defending it for

a livelihood.

You say finally, that "we ought rather to

encourage these investigations. 1 speak in re-

ference to their ultimate effects upon the cause

of truth, because we knc/r/ that the gospel is

capable of being most completely defended.

"

If you are sincere in this, why do you dis-

courage these investigations with all your
might, if you are confident that the gospel is

capable of being most completely defended ?

Sir, does the garrison of Gibraltar deprecate

a siege ?

You proceed to say, that "there certainly

can be no presumption in saying what is very
well known to every well informed theologian,

that*a/Z these arguments were distinctly met
and refuted*" You must pardon me for say-

ing, that I think there is some presumption in

saying this, since, according to you, my book if

not entirely made up of, at least rcntains some
of these refuted arguments, and yet you must
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permitme to tell you, thatyou have not distinct-

ly met and refuted any one of them, notwith-

standing your having had the liberty of aiding

yourself by all the assistance you could ob-

tain from these famous refutations.

The distinction you make between liberty

of inquiry in discussing questions about the

Christian Religion, and questions against it,

though a very curious, yet appears to me to

be an unfortunate one ; for you cannot but

know, that one side of almost all Theological

Questions in considered by some Christian

sect or other as against, and subversive of the

Christian Religion, and 2. The same argu-

ments you adduce to support you might be

adduced it appears to me with equal force and
advantage by a Mahometan, for instance, who
takes for granted (as you do) that the whole
fabric of morals and religion depends upon
leaving unshaken the divine mission of his

Prophet, But sir, it is superfluous, and dis-

respectful to my countrymen to contend for

the liberty of opinion, and speech in this coun-

try. The right to both is so dictinctly under-
stood, and so sufficiently acknowledged by
common sense, and the laws of this republic,

that the man that breathes a wish to restrain

this peculiar and glorious priviledge of this

free nation, is an intentional usurper upon the

legal rights of his fellow citizens, and a men-
tal traitor to the constitution of his country.

You state the case sir, as you ought to have
stated it, if I considered Christianity as not
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enly producing good effects, but nothing but
good ; in which you forget, or keep out of
sight, that I accuse the peculiar morality of

. the N. T. as being mischievous, and charge
the whole system as not only founded on a
mistake, but as butressed up on one side by
apocryphal documents in the name of the

apostles, and supported on the^other by cal-

umniating, misrepresenting, and degrading a
whole nation. If it was a harmless system,

a useful error merely, producing nothing but

moral good, I should certainly have never ut-

tered a syllable against it. But considering

it as a mistake, it is, i. e. the system not its

authors, in my apprehension loaded with
guilt. Nothing in the world I conceive but
the truth and divine origin of this religion

can at all keep out of sight the consequences

tiau Ik ** *ias Pr°duced to the Jewish Nation. I re-

peat it, if it be in fact a mistake, I cannot help

5w> * *** thinking, that it would be immoral and wick-

hutJtustej I**?*! to support it for a

Jkm i/L*Mj$™A to be so -

*You say in the 15 p. that Mr. E. was ap-

probated by the Boston Association, about

eighteen months ago. You should have said

two years ago. Why did you lessen this

term ? Was it from a desire to hint a false

impression ?

You say p. 16, that while in the College

Library at Cambrige, I met with some rare

tracts relating to the Jewish Controversy,

. which in my opinion were " totally unknown

moment after it is ascer-
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in this country and in Europe except to some
few men ofuncommon learning." I did not

say of " uncommon learning," I said " curi-

ous and inquisitive men." It is my opinion

however, that they are as unknown as I have
stated, and I am morally certain from your
Review, that you for instance, have never
vead them. You add, " The effect of this

discovery upon his own mind was a firm con-

viction that the Christian system was uot on-

ly without foundation, but was a mean and
despicable system, hostile to the best inter-

ests of individuals, and of society, and load-

ed with the monstrous guilt of oppressing and
destroying millions of innocent people who
could not in justice to themselves become its

converts. The indignation which he imme-
diately felt that so vile a delusion should
have been suffered so long to exist, and to ex-

ercise such detestable tyranny ; together with
a desire of vindicating himself for some parts

of his past conduct which it seems were con-

sidered suspicious, and the intrinsick import-

ance of the subject, were the motives which
determined him to lay the result of his inquir-

ies before the public." Well sir, were not

these motives sufficiently strong ? It is for yoi

to show that they were unfounded.
In the 17th p. it is said, " The idea which

is pretty distinctly conveyed in this work, is

that the author had actually made important
discoveries, and was able to produce argu-

ments that had never been properly made
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known and considered." I do not claim to

have " made important discoveries/' but I
do claim to have produced arguments u that

had never been properly made known and
considered."

You say p. 18, " It is well known, that

notwithstanding the terrors of the Inquisition

in some countries, and the hostility of narrow
minded men in others, the Jews have found
means to make their objections known to the

world." If the Jews have found means to

make known their objections to the world, it

is certainly not owing to the liberality of their

adversaries, who have, as appears from the

history of this people, and from the laws of

christian nations, taken every paifira to pre-

vent it. But you add, " The fact is, that the

question between them and the christians has

been openly, and thoroughly discussed."

You should not have said this out of your

Pulpit, sir, where this assertion would have

been smiled at, but not contradicted. As
you have however hazarded it in print, re-

gard for truth obliges me to tell you, that your
assertion is altogether contrary to fact. For
in my apprehension if this question had been

openly, and thoroughly discussed a century

ago, we should not be now disputing it.*

* The only works upon both sides of the Jewish Controversy that

arc much known are J The Controversy between Limborch and Oro-

bio, and 2 '1 he letters between Priestly unci Levi and ethers. The
first mentioned work is in Latin and therefore accessible only to the

learned. U is a very interesting-, but not a thorough controversy as it

does not go very deep'v i«t-. Liic subject. The second—the letters ot

Priestly and Levi are in English. Bfct &* Js\v wrote with the lash
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I now come to the only thing in your Book
which gave me any concern. You say p. 19,
u It was no great disappointment therefore to

persons tolerably versed in this subject, to

find upon examining these arguments, that

there were none of them which had any just

claim to originality." You certainly must
have thrown out this observation at random

;

it is the usual cant phraseology upon all such

occasions as the present. It is also untrue.

This accusation was the only thing in your
Review which gave me any uneasiness ; be-

cause I feared that this might be believed for

some days. The rest of the contents of your
Review, I might have cooly left untouched,
since every one who understands the subject

must*see, I think, that in abandoning, as you
virtually do, the ground of Prophecy, you
give up to me all that I demanded.
You say p. 20, u The first seven chapters

of this work which comprehend the argumen-
tative part of it, and are in fact the only part

which is entitled to any serious consideration,

are a little more than a statement of the sys-

tem of Collins, and the reasoning by which
he defended it." This sentence, Sir, is a
bundle of misrepresentation, affected contempt
for what you are unable to refute, and most
shameful ignorance of the subject about which

of the law suspended over his b^ck, amidst, the dissuasions oF his co-
religionists and the threats of some of his opponents His work also

is by no means thorough, as it only touches upon the great points of
the controversy. I therefore conceive that there has been as yet no
Qpcn and thorough discussion of the Jewish side of the question.
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you make so many dogmatical assertions.

For 1. The eighth chapter and the note at

the end of it have a stronger hearing upon
the subject in dispute, and are of more im-

portance than the whole seven chapters pre-

ceding. 2. The remaining chapters of the

volume I cannot help considering as consisting

of too stubborn matter to be set aside by the

affected contempt of sucli an antagonist as

you are. And they contain objections par-

ticularly the 10, 11, 12, 14, 45, and 16,

chapters, which, if they cannot fairly be re-

futed, in my humble opinion overturn the

whole Christian scheme abimo. 3. But what
exposes you Sir, irretrievably in the opinions

of all those who understand the subject upoa
which you have written, is your melancholy

blunder in the latter clause of the sentence

quoted, "The seven first chapters are little

more than a statement of the system of Col-

lins, and the reasoning by which he defended

it." You are really to be pitied, Sir ; and
what will the pub lick think of you when they

shall learn that the system of Collins, and the

system supported in those seven first chap-

ters, are as diametrically opposed to each

other as the poles of the earth. For what is

the system supported in those chapters? Why
that there was a Messiah promised in the Old
Testament, and that Jesus ofNazareth was not

he : and what was the system of Collins upon
that subject? Why that there was no Mes-
siah promised at all in the Old Testament I
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But that the expectation of one originated

among the Jews, first from the oppression of

their conquerors, and from their believing that

God would not forever desert his chosen people
in their distress, but would assuredly send them
a deliverer. And Sdly, from allegorical ex-

positions of their sacred books, not from the

literal, but from a sense supposed to be mys-
tically contained in them. See Appendix A.

It is perfectly clear to me, from this mis-

take, and from several others in your Review,
that, notwithstanding the solemn complacen-
cy with which you pronounce your ludicrous

decisions upon the merit of the works of that

man, that you have never readthem, and know
nothing about them, except from Leiand : and
it appears to me, that the reader of this letter

will be apt to suspect as much upon this sub-

ject as I do by the time that he has read it to

the end. It is indeed Sir, a most unfortu-

nate thing for a man to undertake to write
about a subject which he does not understand

;

and still more so, when by his own mistakes,
he lets the publick into "the fatal secret."

I believe, sir, that the cause ofyour adopting
this notion, was your believing too readily the

silly story which I understand has been in-

dustriously circulated, that one half of my
book was taken from Collins. Now the truth

is, that I have taken arguments from several

authors, as might be expected with regard
to a book which the author represents to

contain objections met with in a course of read-
3*
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ing, and as I have avowed in the last para-

graph but one of the Preface to " The Grounds
of Christianity Examined ;" and from Collins

especially frequently, almost verbatim ; and
the whole truth is, that out of over two hun-
dred pages, of which my book consists, if all

for which I am indebted to Collins was col-

lected in one mass, it would not occupy more
than seventeen pages. And if the "very con-

siderable proportion" of the arguments in the

book mentioned in the Preface as directly de-

rived from others were to be collected into a

mass and added to this, the ivhole would amount
to not exceeding forty two pages. The state-

ment of the question at the beginning of the

book is with little alteration. Collins, and Mr.
Locke too in his "Reasonableness of Chris-

tianity" adopts the same principle and lays it

down as the basis of his book, that the Mes-
siahship of Jesus is the fundamental article of

the Christian Religion, on which the whole
depends. So far Mr. Locke, as well as myself,

agree with Collins ; but beginning at the 3d
chapter we part, ajid pursue roads diametri-

cally opposite each other.

But, sir, I cannot lose my time, and patience

in discussing all the little things you have said

upoji this subject. For the sake of frustrating

your design in prefacing your book with these

cavils, I will not stand upon your petty pleas

in abatement, but insist upon having the

cause argued upon the merits of the case. In
order to compel you to join issue, I will, if
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you desire it, and if it will afford you any
comfort in your melancholly condition, al-

low for a while, that every syllable in the

book is copied verbatim from any body you
please, and then I will tell you, that there

stand the arguments you must refute, smiling

at your puny efforts at confutation. Yet
you must refute then, sir, fairly and completely,

or you must never be so ridiculous as to call

yourself a rational christian again. It will

be of no use to you in the world to try to de-

fend yourself by disputing about their origi-

nality. The business, sir, is not to quarrel

with me about the arsenal from whence some
of my weapons are taken, but to parry their

blows, and to take heed to their direction.

And besides, I doubt after all that a wound's
being given with a borrowed weapon is a cir-

cumstance that can have the least influence

upon the consequences.

You ask me sir, how I could ever lay

stress upon the arguments of Collins after I

had once satisfied myself that the arguments
of Deists were not insurmountable? I will

tell you. The books of that man were the

only works of Deists that I had read which I

thought betrayed much knowledge of the real

difficulties of Christanity. His book on the
" Grounds and Reasons of Christanity" you
do not seem to know related almost entirely

to the quotations in the N. T. from the Old.

The difficulties he alledged I got over as well
as I could, partly by the accommodation
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scheme and partly by trying to believe that

the O. T. had been intentionally corrupted

out of opposition to the New.* It was not

till I had been compelled to give up that

ground as untenable by Carpzovius and oth-

ers, and was moreover startled with the array

of Prophecies concerning the Messiah, which
I had never met with till I had looked into

books connected with the Jewish controversy,

that I began to feel suspicious that Collins

deserved to be read again, and carefully, and
compared with Jewish writings, from which
comparison it appears plain to me that he
learned to puzzle his adversaries from those

writings, and if you examine the subject care-

fully, you will probably be of the same opin-

ion, in short most of his objections might per-

* This was the opinion of the Rev. Mr. Whiston. He was so

struck with the absurdity of the prophetic proofs drawn from the

Old Testament into the New by its authors, that he says that " tak-

ing the present text of the Old Testament for genuine, it is impossi-

ble to expound, or apologize for the apostles' application of the pro-

phecies they cite from the Old Testament upon any other foundation

than the allegorical or typical scheme" which he however calls weak
and enthusiastical, and "one of the most ill grounded and pernicious

things that ever was admitted by Christians. A most desperate reme-
dy. And though it may pass (he archly says,) upon many good'

Christians, yet as to unbelievers, for whose sake chiefly this matter
ought to be cleared, he must be very weak indeed, that can once sup-

pose it will alali tend to their satisfaction." His mode of getting rid

of the difficulty of Collins' arguments, shows how formidable he
thought them, since it was nothing less than maintaining that the Jews
had corrupted, at almost the commencement of Christianity, first the
copies of Septuagint Version, which were about the world, and then
their own Hebrew Bibles, for the express purpose ofmaking the quota-
tion from the Old in the New Testament appear absurd and ridicu-

lous; and, that that was the cause of the present irreconcilability of the
Old and New Testaments, as they bvth stand. This scheme of Mr.
Whiston's was shown in a manner I believe satisfactory to all parties,

by Carpzovius, and others, to be entirely contradicted by the history,

and the criticism of the Old Testament.
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haps be more properly styled Jewish than

Deistical.

You ask p. 23—"But who are these oth-

er authors ? (i. e. besides Collins) Can they

be deists whose arguments are so far from be-

ing insurmountable ?" No, sir, all except

one, were Christians, whose arguments are

indeed insurmountable in my apprehension in

relation to the subjects where their reasoning

has been used by me. They are Dr. Priestly

and Mr. Evanson. To a tract of the first I
am indebted for a part of the arguments in the

11 chapter relative to the intended perpetuity

of the Mosaic Law. And to Mr. Evanson, I
owe many of the arguments in the 16 chapter,

relative to the authenticity of the books of the

New Testament. Did you ever read his "Dis-
sonance of the Evangelists/' sir, if you had,

and if the public had, I hardly think you
would have laid so much stress upon miracles

recorded in such books as the four Evangelists.

You represent me in page 29, as stating as

an essential article of Christianity that "Grod
the great and holy, went through all the in-

firmities of infancy, that he lived a mendicant
in a corner of the earth, and was finally scourg-

ed, and hanged on a gibbet by his own crea-

tures." And you insinuate that herein I
charge upon Christianity what I do not be-

lieve belongs to it. Now, sir, when a man
argues about the Christian System as I do in

the Preface from whence you quoted, it is com-
monly, and I believe necessarily, supposed that
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he means the System established ami agreed
on by Christians in general. And I ask, is

there a Christian Church in the world ac-

knowledged to be such by christians in general

whose Catechism does not begin with the doc-

trines of the Trinity and Incarnation ? In
that passage, I ask, merely, whether God can
be pleased in having his creatures made to be-

lieve such things of him as are there men-
tioned ? And are not God's creatures through-

out Christendom made to believe such things

of him ? This is certainly true, and my opinions,

nor your opinions cannot invalidate this fact.

You tell the Publick Sir, in the 30th p.

that I have spoken in a contemptuous man-
ner of Jesus, and that I drawlingly repre-

sent him as " a very well meaning man." Is

this all the representation that I have given

of his character ? Have I not said, what was
no doubt the truth, that he was " meek, com-
passionate, benevolent, and amiable ?" Have
I not considered his moral character as unex-
ceptionable ? Did I not deprecate the idea of

my wilfully intending to expose him to re-

proach ? Did I not in the beginning of the

16th chapter, and also at the beginning of the

17th, studiously keep in view a distinction

between him and the twelve Apostles, and
the writings of the New Testament ? Have I
not directed my observations to the books and
doctrines in them, and not to these men as

much as possible ; and touched upon the

words and actions of Jesus, aud the twelve
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Apostles in the manner I have been obliged

to do. only upon the supposition (through the

necessity of taking the New Testament as I

found it,) that he, and they really did say, and
do so and so ? And have I not expressly and
repeatedly declared that I do not consider it

as certain that they were guilty of such er-

rors as are charged upon them by the writings

of the New Testament ? And after all this

care to preserve as much as I could a dis-

tinction between what he is represented to

have been in the New Testament and what
I believe him to be, I think it a very ungen-

erous piece of conduct in you Sir, thus to

misrepresent me. But you add—** a weak
and insane enthusiast/' I answer that if he

did really reason and assert as in the passa-

ges quoted in the 9th chapter, say what you
can he was not always rational. But proba-

bly the fact was otherwise. I think there is

some reason to believe that he never did say

such absurdities as the Evangelists repre-

sent ; and there is no absolute certainty that

he did, for it cannot be sufficiently proved that

the Gospels are authentick.

It appears not improbable to me that the

Evangelists have done him injustice too, in

some other respects ; for instance, I think

there is reason to doubt that he ever pretend-

ed to be the Messiah of the Old Testament,

(which appears to me to be a notion got up
by the enthusiasm of his followers.) for such

a claim cannot be easily reconciled with the
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rest of his conduct and character as repre-

sented in the New Testament itself. For in

that book he i* represented as refusing to

acknowledge himself as the Messiah to the

people : and evading their pressing questions,

aud requests to avow himself, and yet as re-

.. and threatening them for not ac-

knowledging him as the Messiah I which
eondiic Id be to say the least most incon-

- nt. unreasonable, and unjust: and there-

I do nod believe that Jesus was guilty of

it. The truth possibly was. that he was
ftious reformer, who taught a£ram>t the

Pharisees for corrupting the law: and that

through the hatred of the latter he was put

to death, and that his followers nii°:ht have
. and tried to prove it from

the Old Testament, that he was their expected
h. The effects of enthusiasm within

our own memorv mi2;ht teach us to think this

-luce -onie of the Methodists, if I

mistak: . have thought Whitfield and
Westley clearly marked out in the •'• two
heavenlv witnesses" in the Revelations.

In page 31. you charge me with abusing

the character of Paul. Here. Sir. I make
a distinction. I have said, and I believe it,

that Jesus, and the twelve Apostles were not

deceivers but only mistaken, and I have ex-

pre -sly declared my conviction that they were
test, and -incere. But with regard to Paul

my opinions are widely different, and notwith-

standing you call him one of the most mag-
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are given in the 11th and 12rh chapters good

>w tha \i a doctrine

contradictory to that of Jesus his m § and

the twelve apostles : and that he differed

different places : that he v -

of duplicity, and mai :ient, and co»-

od and inserted words • gps he

quotes from the Old Testament, foi ^ter

purp g g I think I have proved all tl

and until you can confute those chanters

Lst permit me to differ from you about

character of Paul.

In page 32, you again represent me as de-

, the excellence of the character of Je*

I never said a word against the moral charac-

ter of Jesus. You calumnia in say
5

that I do. You call me. page 32. •• 1 -Ian-

." and talk of %
- scourging*5 me. Alas !

sir. I am really afraid at the rate we go 011

that your back will be sore sooner than mine.

In p. 35, you say " He has even challc: .

ed this answer in atone oi confidence, which
both astonishing and melancholy." If

u this answer" mean^ yo I did not

challenge it. I despise it as unworthy

you and the subject. I challenge the answer
of more capable men than you : of more fair,

ingenuous, and cooler men. who do uot sup-

ply the deficiency of argument with calling

names. You say that my •• tone of confi-

dence is both astonishing, and melancholy.

"

It ought not to be astouishing to any one who
4
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knows the subject. You say it is "melan-
choly" too, sir, I believe it, and I assure you*
it will be a much more melancholy affair with

yon before I have done, than you are aware of.

Yon say, in p. 36, that having disposed of

the pretensions of Jesus to my own satisfac-

tion, " lie proceeds in the following chapters

upon the idea that Jesns was an impostor/ 7

Are you not ashamed Mr. Gary ? Do you not

blush ? Did not your heart reproach you when
you wrote the words in italicks ? Were you
not conscious that you were telling a naked,

desperate, and unsupported falsehood, when
you penned this undoubtedly with a design

of exasperating the publick against me ? Are
you not a deceiver yourself, sir, in saying that

I represent Jesus as one ? From the begin-

ning to the end of my book, I have carefully

inculcated that he was not an impostor. I

distinctly declared, in p. 17 of the Preface,

that " there is not, nor ought there to be, a

a word of reproacli in it against the moral
character ofJesus Christ, or the twelve Apos-
tles ; that " the utmost the author attempts to

prove is that their system was founded not

upon fraud, and imposture, but upon a mis-

take." And that " its first founders, the au-

thor believes were guilty of no other crime

than that of being mistaken" Do you think

your readers have overlooked these passages

in the Preface ; and also the commencement,
and the note at the commencement of the 9th

chapter ; also the beginning of the 16th and
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17th chapters ? Be assured, sir, that they will

ascribe this misrepresentation of your's to its

proper motive.

I have now waded through the mass of non-

sense and misrepresentation which you have
thought fit to premise to the consideration of

the real question between you and me. These
preliminary, and fair, and gentlemanly obser-

vations I have been considering, were no
doubt prefixed by you in order that your read-

ers might come cool, and unprejudiced, and
imexasperated to the consideration of the

main question that of the Messiahship of Je-

sus. Was it not so, sir, and is not your fair-

ness and candour, and/mman ity fully manifest

in all this ?

"I am persuaded, that whatever is afraid to

trust itself alone abroad, is not able to stand
alone at home. A good cause dares hear
the worse that can be said against it, it hav-
ing no distrust of its own worth. I dare ven-
ture my belief with any man. If it is right,

he may come into it, if wrong he may convince
me, and if he will do neither he is at his lib-

erty." Toland.

You state the question between you and me
in the following words, page 39, "The prin-

ciple which lies at the foundation of Mr. Eng-
lish's arguments relating to this question he
has stated in the words of Collins. Christiahi-
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ty is founded on Judaism ; and the New Test-
ament upon the Old ; and Jesus of Nazareth
is the person said in the New Testament to

be promised in the Old under the character
tnd name of the Messiah of the Jews, and
who as such only claims the obedience and
submission of the world." This, sir, is in-

deed the principle that lays at the foundation

of my arguments. And I again affirm, that

the whole of Christianity is built upon the

foundation of the Messiahship of Jesus : and
that the truth and divine authority of the

Christian Religion entirely depends upon the

decision of this question, "is Jesus of Naza-
reth, or is he not the Messiah of the Old
Testament ?" What I pray is the meaning
of the words "Jesus Christ"—is it not "Jesus
the Messiah ?" And does not every Christian

who uses the appellation do so, because he ac-

knowledges his being the Messiah? And is

he not denominated " a Christian," because

he asserts his Messiahship?* What there-

*Chria in Greek signifies / anoint, Christos, is one anointed, or

the anointed. "Christians" therefore are the followers or subjects

ofthe "anointed king." In other words they are i(ihe JMeeriah's'men:
99

and take their name from the great characteristic of their master-

See Acts xi. £6, and Jo. i .41. The English translators of the Bible have
given a wrong impression by not translating the word Messiah (which
merely signifies anointed in the Old Testament) throughout in the

name way : For by leaving it JMessiah in one or two places, where
they supposed it meant JesusOhrist, and translating it by anointed in

every other place, they wave in effect deceived vulgar readers into a

supposition that the word Messiah has something in it peculiar, and
particular, whereas the fact is, that Prophets, Friests and Kings, are

throughout the Hebrew Bible, called messiahs or anointed. It is

incredible what a different aspect would be given to this affair* if the

word -Messiah was left translated anointed wherever it occurs in the

Old Testament, a.-.d if for the words "Jesus Chris?
7 were substitute

"Jesus the Messiah ' iii the New,
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fore must be the astonishment of every gen-

uine Christian, at hearing you, who call

yourself "a Christian IP assert that this is not

the fundamental article of Christanity, but
that " Jesus of Nazareth claims the obed-
ience and submission of the world [not be-

cause he was the Messiah, or -Christ, but]

because he was what he declared himself to

be, a teacher sent from God !"

You introduce your attempt to establish

this notion by hinting sometimes, and plainly

asserting at others, a great deal about the

"obscure language," of the Hebrew prophets,

of "insuperable difficulties attending their

language, their allusions, their want of meth-
od," &c. &c. It is not difficult to see the

reason of your raising all this dust. It is in

order if possible to prevent people from see-

ing what you are about, which is to conceal
your retreat over to that " refuge of lies" the

ground of miracles. But all this I appre-
hend will not deceive the clear sighted read-

er who is watching your movements. He
will I think be disposed to believe that you
have greatly exaggerated in this representa-

tion of the Prophets, and will think, I fear

that, the meaning of the prophecies collected

in the 3d chapter of the book you review, are

by no means so obscure as you so pathetically

entreat him to believe. And besides, he will

see, that you have exposed yourself to a dan-
gerous retort. Because the prophecies con-

cerning the Messiah undoubtedly were given
4*
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as descriptions of that person by which he
might be distinguished from other men on his

appearance, of course these descriptions must
be intelligible, in order to answer that purpose,

i. e. they must be plain enough to point out

the person meant by them, otherwise they

could never answer the proper end of giving

them. Now, sir, if these prophecies of the

Messiah collected in that 3d chapter, do not

plainly and intelligibly point out Jesus of

Nazareth as the person meant by them, one
of two things it appears to me must be true :

Either Jesus was not the person meant by
them ; or these prophecies are no prophecies

at all. They never came from God. For to

suppose that the Supreme and upright God
who is without deceit, or shadow of deceit,

should mean to describe, and point out such a

person as Jesus of Nazareth by such descrip-

tions of the Messiah as are there collected is

certainly, I conceive, "substantially to accuse

him of the most unjustifiable prevarication

and mockery of his creatures," who cannot
suppose him to mean otherwise than he ap-

pears to mean.
For, 1st. The Messiah according to those

prophecies was to be a descendant of David.
Yet according to the first chapters of Matthew
and Luke, Jesus was not a descendant of Da-
vid's ; he was the son of no man, but of God
and of a woman contracted to a man who was
a descendant of David. The family ofMary
is not known, but it possibly was *>f Levi,
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since Elizabeth is called her cousin ; if so she
was not of Judah, and consequently not of

David ; and if she was, Jesus would not for

that have been a descendant of David, since

among the Jews descents were reckoned from
the males only, and on the father's side ; the

female was only the seed bed. And here, sir,

you see that a most important circumstance re-

lating to the Messiah, and one indispensably

necessary to be proved, cannot be proved of

Jesus, but rather the contrary is evident.*

* Mr. Cary will probably attempt to evade the gripe of this argu-
ment, by renouncing the story of the miraculous conception, and af-

firming that Jesus was the son of Joseph and Mary. To this I might
cooly reply, that he has no right to deny the express account of the
Evangelists, and to cut and carve their history as may best suit his

own purposes. This I might do, as 1 think with justice. Neverthe-
less, if he is desirous of making Jesus the descendant of David through
Joseph as his natural father, I have no objection ; as the Hebrew
historians and prophets appear to have counteracted this get off in a
manner which 1 confess almost makes me superstitious, when I con-
sider how carefully they seem beforehand to have cut down every
accidental prop and hook which might be used to support the claims
of Jesus of Nazareth. 1 request the readers careful attention to what
I am about to state. In the 11 verse of the first chapter of Matthew,
Joseph's descent from David is deduced through Jechoniah, who ac-
cording to 1 Chronicles iii. 15, Mas the son of Jehoiakim who was the
son ofJosiuh. Now of this Jechoniah (by abbreviation Coniah) Jere-
miah the prophet, says, Jer. xxii. 24, at the command of Cod. As I

live says the Lord, though (Coniah the son of Jeheiakim king of Judah
were the signet on my right hand, yet would 1 pluck thee thence :

And I will give thee into the hand of them that seek thy life, and into
the hand of them whose face thou fearest, even into the hand of Nebu-
chadnezzar, king of Babvlon, and into the hand of the Chaldeans. And
1 will cast thee out, and thy mother that bare thee into another coun-
try where ye were not born, and there shall ye die. But to the land
w hereunto they desire to return, thither shall they not return." Is

this man Coniah a despised broken idol ? Is he a vessel wherein is no
pleasure ? Wherefore are they cast out he and his seed, and are cast

into a land which they know not? O, earth, earth, earth, hear the
word of the Lord. Thussaith Jehovah, [Is not this solemn invocation
of the -whole ivorld to attend to this prophecy concerning one man and
his seed pregnant with meaning ? Is it not most singular ?1 Write ye
this man LConiah] childless, a man that shall not prosper in his days

;

for no man of his seed shall prosper, sitting upon the
THRONE OF DAVJD, AND RULING AKY MORE IN JUDAH.
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2. It should seem pretty certain too from
the same prophecies, that the name of the

Messiah was to be "David ;" is the name
"Jesus" the same with "David ?"

3. According to the quotations from Micah,
Jeremiah and Ezekiel, the restoration of the

Israelites was to be coteinporaneous with the

appearance of the Messiah, and from Jermiah
xxxiii. 15, and perhaps from Micah v. 7? it

appears he was not to be born till the time of

that restoration should be nearly arrived.

Now Jesus was born 1813 years ago, and the

Israelites are still dispersed. And to con-

clude, a very great many things beside were
to take place on the coming of the Messiah,
as is shown in the 3d and the 8th chapters,

which were not fulfilled in the time of Jesus,

and have not been fulfilled since, though he
appeared almost two thousand years ago.

—

No wonder Sir, since all these things are a-

gainst you, that you make so many desperate

pushes to get off the untenable ground of
prophecy to that of miracles.

(And in chapter 29, verse 2, Jechoniah is carried to Babylon.) Here
in these uords, the whole male posterity ofConiah, or Jechoniah, are
put under an anathema in the most solemn manner by Jehovah.
And his posterity forever disabled, and etit off from M sitting1 upon the
throne of David, and ruling any more in Judah." Now the true Mes-
siah -was to sit upon the throne of David, and to rule over the Israelites

forever. Of course, no man of the posterity of this aecursed Jecho-
niah could be the Messiah, since God cuts oft' the descendants of that
man from sitting upon the throne of David and ruling any more in Ju-
dah. Now Joseph was a descendant of this man. Jesus if he was his
son, was his descendant too, and therefore could not have been the
Messiah of the Hebrew prophets. Thrs prophecy ofJeremiah, and the
reasoning arising consequently and directly from it, I do consider as
prostrating at once every attempt to support Mr. Cary's side of the
Question. I acknowledge myself indebted to a correspondent of the
Hebrew nation for this argument,
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You endeavor to maintain what to me ap-

pear singular ideas upon this subject. At
page 47 you commence an argument which is

carried on through a number of pages to shew
that the Messiahship may be proved by mir-

acles ; that these are a sufficient attestation

of the fact. The essence of the argument is

presented in the 48 page, and in a manner so

simple and elementary, that its sense cannot

be mistaken. You say, that "miracles do not,

it is conceded, prove directly that Jesus was
the Jewish Messiah, but they prove a first step

in a process which terminates in this conclu-

sion ; that is, they prove that Christ was di-

vinely authorised to teach mankind, and if so,

whatever he without doubt did teach was
true ;" and because he taught that he was
the Messiah of the prophets, therefore you
conclude he was the Messiah.

This argument with singular modesty is

dignified with the epithet " irrefragable."

To me it appears quite the reverse of all this.

Never surely to my apprehension did a weak
advocate press forward to his conclusion with
more unfortunate precipitancy : to complete
your confusion you have not, that I can dis-

cern, left even a convenient ambiguity through
which to effect a retreat. To set this argument
in a fair light I will apply it to an imaginary
case. Suppose that the prophecies, which
foretel, or describe a Messiah, had affirmed,

that he should be born at Athens, and should

be learned in all the philosophy of Greece,
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A man born at Bethlehem in Judea, and en-

tirely ignorant of Grecian philosophy and let-

ters, arises and proclaims himself the prom-
ised Messiah. But he not only calls himself

this Messiah foretold by the Prophets, he
performs miracles to prove the truth of what
he teaches. Now according to our " irrefra-

gable argument" his miracles prove his doc-

trine true. And what is the doctrine taught ?

Why unquestionably this, that the Prophets
had foretold a Messiah, that this Messiah
should be born at Athens, &c. and that

this prophecy is true. But his miracles prove
too the truth of his assertion viz. that he who
was born at Bethlehem, &c. is the Messiah
promised ! That is, the miracles prove the

prophecy to b$ false, which is affirmed to be

true ! ! I can Lot see how you are to escape

from this dilemma, and e that the

reader will be satisfied i refragable

argument" is pretty fairly broken to pieces.

You must repair again to your theological ar-

senal before you can venture anew to vaunt

your prowess in this part of the field of con-

troversy.

It will be said, that I have put a strong

case, but it must he shewn that I have not put
a fair one. To me it seems self evident, that

no miracles, nor any number of miracles could

prove that if this prophecy was truly what
it was said to be, it either was or could be
fulfilled in a person born at Bethlehem.
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Allowing the argument to be clear so far,

and this point to be settled, I may proceed a

step farther. Suppose the prophecy to be

hyperbolical, and obscure, abounding in enig-

mas, and metaphors, full of abruptness, and
incoherency ; can miracles make it simple,

and plain? Can miracles free it from its enig-

mas and tropes, its abruptness, and incohe-

rency? I apprehend not.—After the most
stupendous miracles it must still retain its

original characters. It remains what it was
when it fell from the lips of the prophet. The
fulfilment of a prediction may perhaps fix a

definitive sense to a phrase that before appeared
somewhat vague and uncertain. But if the

Hebrew prophets describe their Messiah as a
temporal deliverer, as a conquering pacifica-

tor, as the restorer of political independence
to the Jews, and the architect of their national

glory ; should he bring them nothing but a
personal redemption from their private sins

;

a deliverance from the power of satan, instead

of the Roman Emperor, a salvation from spir-

itual death to a spiritual life, and not from na-

tional servitude to national freedom, he is still,

notwithstanding any number of miracles, but
a mystical, and allegorical Messiah. The
metaphor may be explained, and the enigma
solved, but they remain after all only meta-
phors and enigmas. The hyperboles, the in-

coherences, and the enigmas, before the most
formidable array of miracles obstinately re-

tain the precise places which the prophet has
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assigned them. Xo obscurities are cleared

from the prophetic page, and no ambig lities

simplified by the help of miracles. Of what
avail are they then in this case ? If there is

any certainty in reasoning not the least. The
Jewish Messiah is a person promised and
described by their prophets. The true Mes-
siah must be the person described and no other.

If the prophecy which contains the promise

^ives also the marks bv which he may be
known, by what other test ought those to

whom the promise is made to try the preten-

sions of any one, than by those very marks
which are given for this express purpose ? If,

0:1 the credit of miracles, they receive a pre-

tender who does not answer to the descrip-

tion of the prophet, they virtually say that he

has not described him truly, that the prophe-

ia false, and of course no prophecy. It

will then follow, that no Messiah is foretold,

and the Messiahship fails another Avay. The
onlv argument from miracles that can be of

any force in this controversy must result from
the fact, that it is part of the predicted cha-

racter of the Messiah, that he should perform

miracles. Then we have a prophecy fulfilled.

But that this is one of the characteristics of

this mysterious personage, you will recollect

is to be proved from the prophets themselves.

There must be no ekeing out a reluctant con-

clusion, and no bolstering up a feeble argu-

ment by any after help of "signs and won-
ders.*'
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And how much will the discomfiture of

your "irrefragable argument" be aggravated,

when it will be shown by and by, that you
have no sufficient proof that these mira-

cles, on which you rely so much, were ever

wrought at all.

Your case is to be sure, unfortunate. But
after all Sir, there is no help for it. You
must contend with me on the ground of pro-

phecy
;
you must clearly prove from prophe-

cy, that Jesus was the Messiah, you must
stand to, and make good that post, or you
must surrender at discretion. For thus

stands the case.

1. One of the pretensions of Jesus ofNaza-
reth was that he was the Messiah of the Old
Testament i. e. a person promised in the

Old Testament, to come of such a family,

under such a name, at such a time, and who
should do such and such things.

2. Whether Jesus of Nazareth be the Mes-
siah thus promised, described, and pointed

out in the Old Testament, can only be tried,

ascertained, and proved from the Old Testa-

ment, which Book alone contains any account

of such a person.

3. As Jesus, and his apostles continually

appealed to the Old Testament, (see the first

chapter of The Grounds of Christanity ex-

amined,) it is but justiee to him and to our-

selves, when called upon to believe his pre-

tensions, to examine him by the criterion ap-

pealed to by himself, and by his followers.
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4. The Meaning of Books is to be settled

by the common, and allowed rules of inter-

preting Books, and not by miracles, which
are not, in the nature of things, mediums, or

rules to mark out the meaning of Books.

—

And when the apostles in preaching the Mes-
siahship of Jesus appealed to the Old Testa-

ment, they never were so absurd as to appeal

to their own miracles as proof of the correct-

ness of their own interpretations of the Book
appealed to. The Bereans are commended
for searching the Old Testament, to see

whether the things the apostles declared up-

on this subject were so, or no. It was for

endeavouring to try the apostles' interpreta-

tion by the common rules of interpreting

Books, and not by a miracle confirmed sense

given to those Books by those whose preten-

sions were to be tried by the Books them-
selves. If the miracles of the apostles had been
sufficient to softie the correctness of their in-

terpretations, the thing was done with, and
the Bereans had no business with any further

enquiry.

So that if it does not appear from the Old
Testament itself interpreted as all other

Books are, that Jesus, as characterised in the

New Testament, is the Messiah promised,
described, and pointed out in the Old, there

is I conceive no pretence to proceed one step

farther towards the maintenance or support

of Christianity. For the term Messiah sig-

nifies a person there described, and foretold,
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and to talk of, and to pretend to believe in

Jesus as the person promised in a Book, when
the Book itselfis not to be our sole guide, and
rule, to know whether he be promised in

that Book or no, is, it appears to me, the

greatest contradiction to common sense, and
the greatest satire upon the gospel^ and upon
Jesus, and his apostles for appealing to the

Old Testament, that is possible. It implies,

that there is one Book which is to be inter-

preted differently from all other Books. It

implies that the matter, for which an appeal
is made is not to be found in the Book appeal-

ed to. It is flying in the face of Jesus and
his apostles, and declining an appeal which
they make. In a word, it is a virtual aban-
donment of the cause you profess to defend.

Yes, sir, you must stand to this post, or

fly the field. This affair of the Messiahship
of Jesus must be necessarily, and absolutely,

and completely made out in a demonstration
of the truth of Christianity, (the first and fun-

damental question being whether Jesus of

Nazareth be the person foretold in the Old
Testament as the Messiah, or not,) or it is

all over with the cause you defend : for if this

cannot be made out, then, though every other

of the numerous objections brought against it

were solved and done away, Christianity fails

in its most essential point. And any attempt

to prove, notwithstanding, Jesus to be at least

a prophet sent from God, is perfectly abor-

tive and irrelevant; because every attempt of

i
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that kind will be met full in the face at even
turn with these fatal objections. 1. Persons

really sent from God, do not pretend to be

what they are not. Jesus falsely pretended

to be the Messiah foretold in the Old Testa-

ment, therefore he was not a prophet sent from

God. 2. Prophets really sent from God, do

not deliver false predictions. Jesus predicted

that he would come in the clouds of heaven,

with power, and great glory, accompanied
with hosts of Angels, before that generation

in which he was born passed away. That
generation did pass away, and many others

since, and he did not come ; therefore he was
not a true prophet.

Therefore all consistent defenders of Chris-

tianity must defend both, or give up both, i.

e. that he was both the Messiah and a pro-

phet.

This was also the opinion of men who un-

derstood the subject better than you do.

Dr. Sherlock (Use and Intent of Prophe-
cies, p. 49,) says " One of the characters

which our Saviour constantly assumes in the

Gospel, is this, that he is the person spoken
of by Moses and the prophets. Whether he
be this person or no, must be tried by the

words of prophecy ; and this makes the argu-

ment from prophecy so far necessary to estab-

lish the claim of the Gospel—the proof of this

point must rest entirely on the evidence

of prophecy. Miracles, in this case, afford

no hel/p. If the prophets have not spoken of
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Christ all the miracles in the world will not

prove that they have spoken of him." " And
as truth is consistent with itself, so this claim
must be true, or it destroys all others."

Dr. Allix asserts, (Reflections on the Books
of the New Testament, p. 176, 177,) that
u the design of the four Evangelists is to

prove, that Jesus, the son of Mary, is the
promised Messiah ; and that in his birth, his

life, his doctrine, his death, his resurrection,

Ave meet with all the characters which the
prophets attributed to the Messiah." And he
says (Judgment against the Unitarians, p.

28,) " Miracles were to dispose, and to move
men to the receiving the truth ; but proofs,

and arguments from the Old Testament, were
the proper means to convince their hearers
of the truth of it."

Dr. Clarke says, (Disc, of the Connect, p.
28, " The marks or characters of the pro-
mised Messiah given by the prophets, were
so many tests by which his claim was to be
tried; and miracles can only give a man an
undeniable claim to be received as the Mes-
siah, if the prophetic characters of the Mes-
siah be applicable to Mm."
Mr, Stanhope in Boyl. Leci 1701. Ser.

viii. page 29, proposing to consider the pro-
per force of arguments drawn from the to-

pick of prophecies, and how far the proof of
the Christian Religion doth depend on them,
says "that which renders the setting this

matter in a true light the more necessary is a
5*
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notion advanced by some that miracles are

the adequate and sole foundation of a chris-

tian's faith, exclusive of the prophecies of the

Old Testament, as applied to Jesus in the

New." And in order to confute this opinion

greatly injurious to the authority of the ancient

Scriptures, and the methods of propagating

the Christian Religion, he observer these

tiling. ••1. That prophecy is itself one v
cies of miracles, and that in this sense there-

fore it may be said that the Christian Religion

stands on the ground of miracles. 2. Thai
taking miracles and prophecies apart, mira-

cles alone had been evidence sufficient of the

Christian Faith, supposing no prophecies had
ever been given. 3. That arguments of the

latter kind, i. e. prophetical, were indispen*a-

blv neeessarv to the Jews, and were a stron-

ger proof to them than miracles apart. n And
he argues "If this be the case, shall one who
calls himself a christian so far betray the

of his religion as to say the predictions ©? the

Old Testament as fulfilled in Jet

ferred to him in the New. are not prop

not in truth the most powerful arg - to

create a belief of his beiai: M
Mu*{ we believe that he was [the M si

before these can be of anv u*e to i> ? And
can they then do us no further service than
merely to sati- mewhat more fully in

matters the belief whereof was
without them ? By what we are able to judge
of our Lord and hi- Apostle*;
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have been quite of a different mind : Else
why did he refer the Jews so often to their

own Scriptures as testifying of him ? Why
(Luke iv. 18, 21,) set about persuading the

men of Nazareth with a remarkable passage
in Isaiah, and declaring it was that day ful-

filled in their ears? Why (Matt. xxvi. 53, 51,
did he ground the necessity of his sufferings

upon that of the Scriptures being fulfilled in

him ? When the disciples at Emmaus, and
the Apostles at Jerusalem were to be eased
of their melancholy distrusts, and settled in

the belief of bis being the Messiah, notwith-

standing his ignominious death and sufferings,

(Luke xxiv. 45, 4?6,) was not thus done by
"beginning at Moses and all the prophets"

and so expounding " the things concerning

himself ?" Was it not by opening their under-

standings that they might understand the

Scriptures, and making it plain, that because
" thus it is written, therefore thus it behoved
the Christ, i. e. the Messiah to suffer, and to

rise again the third day ?" [Quere, where-
abouts is it written that the Messiah was to

suffer, and rise again the third day ?] "Do
not St. Peter and St. Paul perpetually attack

both Jews, and Proselytes this way, and draw
their reasoning up to this main point of Jesus'

being the person to whom "all the prophets

gave witness ?" And what can we desire

more to prove prophecies and their accom-
plishments a motive of conversion, and of faith
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in the very* strictest sense, than the employing
these perpetually to make men believers ?"

Lastly, the great Mr. Locke, a host in him-
self, in the popular work denominated " Rea-
sonableness of Christianity" makes the great

and fundamental article of Christianity to be,

that Jesus of Nazareth, was the Messiah.
See p. 23, Am. Ed. In p. 24, he says that

" believing on the Son, is believing that Je-

sus was the Messiah
;
giving credit to the

miracles he did, and the profession he made
of himself." Page 25, " This was the great
proposition that was then controverted con-

cerning Jesus of Nazareth : namely, whether
he was the Messiah, or no ; and the assent to

that was that which distinguished believers

from unbelievers." " And it was upon the

same proposition (that Jesus was the Messiah,
the son of the living God) owned by St.

Peter, that our Saviour said he would build his

church." In p. 26, he says, " It is plain

that the gospel was writ to induce men into a
belief of this proposition "that Jesus of Naz-
areth was the Messiah ! which if they be-

lieved they should have life*" Page 29 :

" Accordingly, the great question amongst the

Jews was, whether Jesus were the Messiah,
or no ; and the great point insisted on and
promulgated in the gospiel was, that he teas

the Messiah."
Besides the strong considerations mention-

ed by these candid Christians, it is very re-

markable that Jesus is represented as laying
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great stress upon prophecy immediately after

the great miracle of his resurrection, when,
according to your principles sir, there was
the least need of such testimony. For even
then he opened the understandings of his dis-

ciples, that they might understand the Scrip,

tures concerning himself foretelling his rising

from the dead. He did not so much insist

upon the miracle of the fact itself, as appeal
to the prophecies of it.

In fact, the miracles themselves of the New
Testament appear to be offered as proofs

more on account of their being supposed to

be foretold in the Old Testament than on ac-

count of themselves. For are not the mira-

cles, and particularly that of the resurrection

of Jesus, supposed to be no less marks of the

Messiah, and no less prophecied of in the

Old Testament Jo. vii, 31. Luke xxiv, 46,

than the time, and place of his nativity : his

birth of a pure virgin ; his descent from Da-
vid

;
[which cannot be proved.] His going

into Egypt ; his dwelling at Nazareth in the

borders of Zebulon and Naphtali ; his preach-
ing to the poor ; his sufferings and death, or

any other of the supposed marks, or eharac-

teristicks of the Messiah ? In a word, his

miracles are supposed to be comprehended in,

and exactly consonant to the prophecies con-

cerning the Messiah. And to conclude, it is

a singular and striking fact, that those apolo-

gists for Christianity, who lived nearest the

times when the miracles of Jesus are said to
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have been wrought, appear to have thought

most slightly of them as proofs in favor of his

mission : they too, took their stand upon the

ground of prophecy. Origen pronounces

prophecy " the greatest of the arguments in

favour of Christ/** " the strongest demonstra-

ation," to the establishment of his claims^ See

Hue this* Demonstrat. Evang. p. 333 : andTer-
tullian, who lived so early as the latter part

of the second century, attacks the Marcio-

nites for asserting that, " the Mission of Je-

sus Christ was only to be proved by miracles.'*

[Lib. iii. chapt. 3, cont. marc] and asserts

against them that " prophecy proves his mis-

sion more than miracles ; and that miracles

without prophecy ought to pass for delusions!"

You see, Mr. Cary, how completely you
are overthrown, and tied hand and foot by
this adamantine chain of argument, and fact,

and authorities. How great therefore must
be your mortification, and how will you ap-

pear in the eyes of the publick when they are

informed by me, that the latter part of this

reasoning upon miracles and prophecy, by
which you are so hampered into helpless-

ness, is [substanially] the reasoning of a

man whom you taffect in your Review to

treat with so much contempt ; and whose
works (notwithstanding your self complacent

decision on their merits.) I believe on my
conscience you have never read; even of that

Collins, whose system you pronounce, upon
the word of your master Leland, p. 20, " was
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completely exploded more than eighty years

ago, by some of the most able writers at that

time in England"— '< to the confusion of the

author ;" and " who put the whole subject at

rest/" Why do you not call out to those re-

doubtable refuters to extricate you from the

net in which you are entangled ? Alas ! sir,

they cannot help you.

But this is not the whole ofyour misfortune.

You appear to me to have broken your " ir-

refragable argument," with your own hands.

For in p. 48 of your Review, you say " that

since Jesus performed miracles, whatever he
without doubt, did teach, was trufc." Be it

so ; then did not Jesus teach, for instance,

that there was a certain kind of daemons which
could not be made to come out of a man ex-

cept by prayer and fasting? See Mat. xvii.

19, 20. Mark, ix. 29. And yet do you be-

lieve this ? Do you believe that there were
real daemons at all inside of the men out of

whom Jesus is said to have cast them ? Do
you believe that there was a whole legion, i.

e. about six thousand daemons inside of the

man who is said to have been so strangely

inhabited ! and who afterwards came oat of

him, and went into, and drowned a herd of

swine ? A story so singular, that even the

credulity of some of the Fathers (who you
know swallowed, without difficulty, some
pretty sizeable camels,) was so startled by
it in a literal sense, that they insisted that it

was not a fact, but only a parable ! And yet
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you must believe, or at least maintain the

truth of these things, since Jesus and his

Apostles taught this doctrine ; and you say
whatever he and they did teach was true,

because they worked miracles : or else your
" irrefragable argument" is broken to pieces

by yourself.

But this is not all, unhappy man, even in

this " lowest depth" of inconsistency " there

is a lower yet,"
*' Which threal'ning to devour you, opens wide."

In p. 70, you say, " we are not, in my
opinion, obliged to prove that all the passages

taken out of the Old Testament, and applied

to Christ by the writers of the New, are gen-

uine predictions of him ; or that they are the

strongest predictions of him which could have
been supplied by the Scriptures." And you
say, p. 75$ "It is by no means probable,

however, that the few citations from the Old
Testament which are found in the New, were
considered by those who used them, as the

most prominent, and convincing proofs of

their religion." What, sir, could men who
work miracles mistakenly apply prophecies

to prove what they have no relation to ? And
can it be possible that such miracle-support-

ed applications of the prophecies are not after

all, " genuine predictions" of the things to

which they are applied as proofs of what
they teach, by those who perform miracles, to

prove what they teach to be true?" And is it to

be supposed that the Apostles would write.
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and leave books behind them, to convert the

world, and to prove the truth, the all impor-

tant truth of their doctrines ; and yet be so

cruel, or so thoughtless, as to set down for

this purpose only the weakest of their pro-

phetic proofs of these most interesting things,

which '• he that believeth is to be saved, and
he that believeth not is to be damned?"

After all this I might here sir, dismiss your
book forever from my thoughts, for the whole
of the ridiculous and disjointed fabric which
you have reared with so much bustle in four

weeks, is now, I conceive fairly overthrown,
and prostrated. But come sir, I will let you
loose again, and as it is ray determination to

do your business thoroughly, I will freely set

you where you have tried so hard to get per
fas, aid nefas.—even on the ground of mir-

acles. There you stand sir, and admitting

for a moment the absurdity, that miracles are

proper authority to enable one to interpret

books any how he pleases, I ask you—how
do you know that these miracles on which
you rely were ever wrought ? did you see

them performed ?—No. How do you know
then that they were really performed ?—Be-
cause the cotemporaries of Jesus saw him per-

form them.—How do you know that ?—Up-
on the authority of books even of the four

Evangelists.—Who wrote those books ?— +*

four of Jesus' followers of whom two, Mat- JUCuhcTK
thew and John, were apostles, and eye wit-

nesses of the miracles of Jesus.—Will you
6
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allow that if we have not the testimony of

these two eye witnesses of these miracles of

Jesus, that we have no adequate, and suffi-

cient testimony in their favour?—Undoubt-

edly, since hearsay—evidence is by no means
to be received as sufficient to prove as true

events contrary to the coarse of nature, such

as are miracles.

Then sir, you cannot I think rationally

believe these miracles for it is I conceive

more than probable, that we have not the

testimony of Matthew, and John in the Gos-

pels under their names, but only the figments

of Gentile impostors writing in the names of

lionester men than themselves. I think there

are given in the 16 chapter of the Book you
review good reasons to show, that Matthew
could not have been the author of the gospel

now extant as his, as it is there sufficiently

shown, I think, that the genuine gospel ofMat-
thew was written not in Greek,but in Hebrew

;

that ours could not have been a translation

from that Hebrew gospel, not only on account

of its style opposing that notion, but because

of blunders, mistakes and marks of Gentilism

contained in it, intimating plainly enough in

my opinion that the author of it was no Jew,
and consequently not Matthew. In addition

to what was there adduced to this purpose, I

will beg leave to bring forward two more
marks of imposture contained as appears to

me in that gospel. In the 1st verse of the

19th chapter, are these words, u And it came
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to pass, that when Jesus had finished these
sayings, he departed from Galilee, and came
into the coasts of Judea, beyond Jordan/*
" Coasts of Judea beyond Jordan/ 9

/ Judea
was bounded and limited on the east by the

Jordan and so was Galilee ; it appears to me
therefore that to suppose that a Jew, an in-

habitant of Palestine too, could have written

this, is as absurd as to think, that he could
be an Englishman who should write about i\\4t
England beyond the British channel, or he

an inhabitant of Connecticut who should write

of going from Vermont into the coasts of Con-
necticut beyond the Hudson ! ! Again, the

Author of. the gospel according to Matthew
says ch. xxvii. 9. " Then was fulfilled that

which was spoken by Jeremy the Prophet
saying, u And they took the thirty pieces of

silver, the price of him that was valued, whom
they of the children of Israel did value, and
gave them for the potter's field, as the Lord
appointed me." ]S

T ow this quotation is not in

"Jeremy the prophet," but is thought by many
to be in Zcchariah xi. 3, 12, where the words
will by no means bear the meaning given by
the Evangelist. But the fact is, that this

quotation was taken by the author of the gos-

pel according to Matthew from an Apocry- .

phal book ascribed to Jeremiah, as Jevomjw*****
asserts, who saw and read that apocryphal
book. [Grabes spieeleguim sect. 1 p. 135.]
Whiston collected several other passages

from apocryphal books quoted in the New
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Testament as prophecies ! among which I

recollect one quoted in Paul's Epistles " eye

hath not seen, nor ear heard", &c. taken from

d* • I a forged book ascribed to Isaiah. Also the

storyof the quarrel between the Devil and

Michael quoted from a fabulous Jewish book

in the epistle ascribed to Jude, also in the

same epistle there is a passage quoted from

the apocryphal book ofEnoch as ^prophecy !

Origen, Tertullian, and several others, who
saw and read many of these forged books, do

assert (Grabes spicileg, 129, 140) that the

apostles took several quotations from such

books, and Origen in particular makes the

following apology for the apostles citing

these forged books as prophetic proofs. He
says (Proleg. duar. Horn, in Cantic. Canti-

cor.) " The Apostles and the Evangelists,

who were filled with the Holy Ghost might

know what is fit to be cited out of these books,

and what to be rejected ; but that others can-

not without danger do the same who have not

so great an abundance of the spirit." But in

my humble opinion sir, these quotations from
apocryphal books in books of the N. Testa-

ment, prove rather that the books where they

occur were not written by the twelve apos-

tles, whom I would not wrong so much as to

think them such knaves as to attempt to sup-

port their doctrines by such fraudulent testi-

mony. And I dare say sir, that you will

rather give up the gospel ascribed to Mat-
thew as a forgery, than dishonour his memo.
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ry by maintaining that an honest man. and a
man too, who, according to you, was inspir-

ed by God's own spirit, could have cited as

a prophecy a passage frfcm a book that was
forged,^BlAndreds of others were, upon th6

principl^^B^pious frauds.'*

Of cou^m you must I think give up the

gospel according to Matthew as written by
an eye witness of the facts he records.

What has been said of the spuriousuess of

the gospel according to Matthew, can also I
conceive be safely affirmed of the gospel ac- .

cording to John. It could not have been writ- Jthn
ten by John, if it be true, which appears plain

to mg,_that he tells a very different story from
the tlflPbther Evangelists, and lias marks of

Gentilism in i^too. That it does contradict

the others, and has marks of Gentilism I shall

now endeavour to make evident.

It declares ch. i. 33, that John the Bap-
tist asserted, that he did not know Jesus to

be the Messiah till lie saw the descent of the

Holy Spirit upon him ; while the gospel ac-

cording to Matthew, ch. iii. 14, informs us

that he knew Jesus as soon as he came to

him, and refused to baptise him.

Luke in his account represents that Jesus
performed many miracles before he chose his

disciples, while the author of the gospel ac-

cording to John represents ch. i. 35, &c. that

before he had worked atiy miracles two of

the Baptist's diciples, being told by him that

Jesus was the Lamb of God, followed him
6*
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the marriage in Cana, where Jesus perform-
>i^j

ra
ed the first of his .miracles " his disciples al-

so were invited.** '^^
According to Luke Jesus dic^^Bo out of

Galilee from the comnienceme^BJmis min-*

istry till the feast of the pas sover^tt*which
he was crucified ; and that on his coming to

Jerusalem at that time, he cast out the buyers
and sellers. The gospel of the pretended John
however, says, that soon after the miracle at

Cana, Jesus went up to Jerusalem, and there,

in what would appear a sudden paroxysm of

frantic zeal he whipt out of the temple the

buyers and sellers, and sheep and ojyyjf and
upset the tables of the moneyxhan^P^ and
scattered their money about, wnich, as it can-

not be reasonably supposed to have happen-
ed twice, puts John and Luke in a state of

contradiction ; as John affirms that to have
happened in the beginning, which Luke repre-

sents to have happened at about the end of

Jesus' publick ministry.

In ch. iii. 22—the author of the gospel
according to John says, that Jesus dwelt with
his disciples in the land of Judea, and that

by his disciples ch. iv. 2, he baptised there

greater numbers than John, at the same time
that John was baptising at iEnon " for that

John was not yet cast into prison," wherein
he flatly contradicts both Matthew and Mark,
who both assert, that Jesus did not begin to

teach, nor was followed by one single disci-

ple till after John was cast into prison.
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In the fourth chapter the Historian relates

Jesus' journey from Judea into Galilee, and
a conversation of his on his route with a libid-

inous woman of Samaria. This woman is

represented as expressing surprise that Jesus

who was a Jew, should ask drink of her who
was a Samaritan, " because the Jews have no
dealings with the Samaritans/' while at the

same time h& most inconsistently relates, that

the disciples of Jesus had gone into the Sa-

maritan city " to buy meat."
In the fourth chapter Jesus is represented

as speaking as if it then wanted four months
of harvest time ; and in the fifth chapter the

author tells us, that after the cure of the

nobleman's son at Capernaum, which he
says, was the second of Jesus's miracles in

Galilee, he wrent again to Jerusalem to a
feast of the Jews, but does not say what feast.

According to what he says in the fourth chap-
ter of its wanting four months to harvest, it

ought to be another feast of the passover be-

sides the one mentioned in the 2d ch. 13th v.

unless we suppose Jesus to have transgressed

the Mosaic law, commanding attendance at

Jerusalem at the passover. If this writer

therefore were a Jew, or well versed in the

customs of the Jews, he must mean, that this

was a second passover, at which Jesus at-

tended after the commencement of his preach-
ing

;
yet after his return again into Galilee

from this feast, in the very next chapter we
are told that he crossed the sea of Galilee,
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and that '-the passover, a feast of the Jews
was. nigh" ! ! !

In the 7th chapter he says, that Jesus went
up again to Jerusalem, to the feast of Taber-
nacles. From this feast till after the feast of

Dedication, this writer tells us, that Jesus

continued in Jerusalem, or its environs ; then,

in order to avoid the attempts of the Jews to

apprehend him, he retired to the country be-

yond Jordan, where John first baptised ; and
from thence, eh. 11, upon the death of Laz-
arus he came again into Judea to Bethany

;

that to escape the malice of the chief Priests

he withdrew with his Disciples to the city of

Ephraim, and continued there till he went
again to Bethany six days before the passo-

ver at which he suffered ; and from thence

he wrent finally to Jerusalem.

We see then, that according to the Gospel
ascribed to John, Jesus began to teach while
the ministry ofJohn the Baptist yet subsisted

;

and that the passover at which he was cruci-

fied was thefourth from the commencement of

Ms preaching. Luke on the contrary who
wrote all things "in order," in his account

intimates that John was east into prison be-

fore Jesus commenced his design, and that

he was crucified on the passover immediately
following ! The Gospel according to John
tells us, that Jesus resided chiefly, and per-

formed most of his miracles in Judea, and
the environs of Jerusalem, that lie was but

very little in Galilee, and that he made, and
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had great numbers of Disciples in Judea.
Yet from the Acts ch. i. 11, and ch. ii. 7> we
find that all his Disciples were one hundred
and twenty Galileans, and that according to

Luke's Gospel almost all his miracles were
performed in Galilee ; and that he did not set

out from thence till he went with his Disci-

ples through Samaria to Jerusalem in order
to keep the passover at which he suffered

;

that he did not sojourn at the city of Eph-
raim, but kept the direct road from Jericho

;

and that when he came near to Bethany, in-

stead of going to visit the family of Lazarus,
he only sent two of his Disciples to fetch the

ass' colt on which he proposed to enter Jeru-

salem ! ! It is hardly possible it appears to

me for two histories to be more repugnant, and
contradictory to each other than that suppos-

ed of John and that of Luke.
According to the three first Evangelists,

the last supper that Jesus eat with his Dis-

ples was the Paschal supper. The Gospel
according to John however tells us on the

contrary, that the last supper that he eat with

his Disciples was before the feast of the

passover. From hence to his being led to

Pilate's judgment hall this author's narration

differs greatly from that of the other Evan-
gelists, and there it flatly contradicts them.
For persisting to say, that it was the prepar-

ation for the passover, i. e. the day before it,

though Luke asserts that the day preceding

was the day on which it was necessary to
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kill the Paschal lamb : and that accordingly

Jesus then eat it with his Apostles ; the au-

thor tells us, that the Rulers of the Jews
themselves did not go into the judgment Hall
for fear they should be defiled so as to be
prevented from eating the passover ; and
that the Roman Governor, on that account,

with great condescension went out and in,

and in and out, to and from his judgment
seat, several times.

Luke asserts, that in the evening after the

resurrection of Jesus, i. e. in the beginning
of the second day of the week according to

the Jewish mode of computing time, whose
day commenced with the evening, he appear-

ed to all the eleven apostles, and other dis-

ciples assembled together with them ; and
that from that time to his ascension, he was
frequently seen by them at Jerusalem ; that

he then explained to them the prophecies con-

cerning himself, and instructed them in his

doctrines ; and bid them tarry at Jerusalem,
till the day of Pentecost, when they were to

receive the Holy Spirit ; that they did do so,

and did not return into Gallilee.

The pretended John, in contradiction to

all this, tells us, that the evening on which
the disciples saw Jesus after his resurrection,

was "the first day of the week," Jo. xx, 19.

by which he betrays that he was no Jew, and
consequently not John, but one who reckon-

ed time like the Greeks and Romans ;—that

all the eleven apostles were not present, for
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that Thomas was not with them, and did not

see him till eight days after ; and that after-

wards, instead of continuing at Jerusalem,

they all went back to Galilee ; that Jesus

there appeared to them for the third time af-

ter his resurrection, at the sea of Tiberias,

and reclaimed them from their old occupation

by a second wonderful draught of fishes, and
that after telling Peter to feed his lambs, and
his sheep, he left them all in Galilee ! ! ! See
Evanson " on the dissonance of the Evangel- liWniC*
ists,

v for a more thorough discussion of this

subject.

Were such contradictory evidence as this

is to be adduced to support any cause what-

ever, even the most trifling, in our courts of

justice, I appeal to any man of common un-

derstanding among my countrymen, and ask
them, if they were on the jury, what they

would think of it

!

I presume Mr. Cary, that you will hardly
think your note from Wakefield,p. 60, a match
for all this ; and you must allow, I think, that
u the vipers of infidelity," may take hold of

the gospels of Matthew and John, without
breaking " their teeth against a file :" and I
hope you will not after all this, be so cruel

as to insist upon my " gnawing (in addition

to them) the mighty works of Jones and Lard-
ner," which as they consist of about I believe,

30 volumes would really overload my stom-

ach.

No, sir, you have not the testimony of eye
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witnesses, of the miracles of Jesus, for I think

I am guilty of no presumption in saying, after

what has been adduced, that the authenticity

of the gospels, according to Matthew and
John, cannot be defended. You must, there-

fore I think acknowledge, that the miracles

of Jesus have not sufficient proof.

I do not think it worth while to discuss the

UlA authenticity of the gospels according to Mark,

J^
jl and Luke, because it is not pretended that

H 4 i$xC'4
:

4 they were eye witnesses of the events they

record. Their story is merely hearsay evi-

dences, and consequently of no sufficient val-

ue to influence the decision of a question re-

lating to supernatural events. It is indeed,

a stupendous thing to me how these books
have kept their ground so long, for 1. The
authors of these histories besides their mutu-

al contradictions, report things which could

not possibly have been true ; for instance, the

date of the birth of Jesus, said by the author

of the gospel of Matthew, to have taken place

in the time of Herod the Great, in which he
is contradicted by Luke, the chronology of

Josephus, and of the Roman Historians ; al-

so the story of the miraculous pool of Bethes-

da in the gospel of John ; also the geograph-

ical mistakes of the author of Matthew's gos-

pel, who places countries and cities where
they could not have been. Their evidence

is weakened too by the palpable credulity of

the authors, who were evidently very credu-

lous, and superstitious. Their stories of mir-
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acles too, are unsupported by any body's tes-

timony but their own ; and lastly, the books
which relate them, are not only without suffi-

cient proofs of authenticity, but have also been
fraudulently, and scandalously garbled, and
interpolated by the notorious rogues who have
handed them down to us, even the fathers of

the church, whose age was the golden age of

pious frauds, and whose innumerable forge-

ries, had I an iron tongue, and a hundred
mouths, and brazen lungs, I should perhaps,

attempt to catalogue.

And now sir, what can you say to all this ?

after all your vapouring, you must at length

acknowledge, I believe, that since the spiritual

applications of the prophecies of the O. T.
by the writers of the New, cannot be suffi-

ciently proved to have been supported by
miracles, you must fain submit to the obvious
meaning of those passages relating to the

Messiah, and to the " carnal" interpretations

of your mortal foes the Habbies after all,

I suppose you will hardly now persist in

clinging to the three prophecies you quote in

the latter part of your book in favor of the

Messiahship of Jesus* With regard to the
first of them, the Prophet that was to be rais-

ed up like unto Moses, I do not consider it

necessary to add one word against the inter-

pretation you adopt to what has been said in

the 35th p. and following, of " The Grounds
of Christianity Examined." I should be wil-

ling to leave the question between you and
7
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me on that head to the consideration of any
intelligent, and candid scholar. Neverthe-

less, I will take notice of two tilings. 1. The
Prophet mentioned in the chapter of Deuter-

onomy as to be raised up, wras to be known
to be a true Prophet, v. 22, from the fulfill-

ment of his predictions. Now the prediction

of Jesus that he would come in the clouds of

heaven before that generation should have
passed away was not fulfilled ; of course he

could not be that prophet like unto Moses
;

and we are told v. 22, " Thou shalt not be

afraid of him." It is observable too that

Jesus did not appeal to his own prophecies

as proofs of his mission, but appealed to, and
rested upon prophecies of others concerning

himself. 2. You have fortified the stress you
lay upon the words u like unto Moses" in

what appears to me a singular way. p. 85,
a His character (i. e. that of Jesus) was un-

blemished ; it was a perfect model of moral

beauty ; the immagination can conceive of

nothing more faultless associated with human
nature. The character of Moses was mark-

ed with dark shades, he was sometimes diso-

bedient, he incurred the divine displeasure,

and met his punishment. Jesus delivered a

moral system not imperfect like that of the

Jewish Lawgiver, not armed with temporal

sanctions, nor intended to restrain merely the

external conduct, not confined to a particular

nation, but adapted to all the conditions, and

wants of man, addressed to the heart a* well
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as the manners, sanctioned by the strongest

motives that can be offered to human beings,and

intended to improve, and bless all the nations

of the earth. Moses sunk into the grave and
saw corruption ; Jesus ascended the conqueror

of death in triumph to Heaven." And this,

sir, is your prophet " like unto Moses V9

What a striking likeness ! the traits of re-

semblance are truly wonderful ! and certain-

ly must cause your readers to stare with ad-

miration.

You accuse me, p. 86, of misapprehension
in rejecting Jesus as a prophet, because you
say, that I wrongly conceive him to have
taught the worship of other beings besides

God, and because his instructions were con-

trary to the Law of Moses, which you say I
maintain in the 11th chapter of my work.
Your, readers, sir, by referring to that 11th

chapter, will be greatly surprised to find, that

in that chapter! maintain that Jesus did not

oppose the doctrine of Moses with regard to

the perpetuity of the law. The opposition,

sir, in this respect is between you and your
master, not between him and Moses, as you
will find by looking over carefully that elev-

enth chapter so unaccountably mistaken by
you.

As to the other, I did indeed say, that he
taught the worship of other beings besides Je~

hovah, and consequently that in my opinion

the test of a true prophet given in Deutero-

nomy xiiio decides against him. He certain-
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ly is represented as saving u all men should

honour the Son even as they honour the

Father." And in the 13ist page ofmy book, a

number of passages are brought from the New
Testament, where passages from the Old ex-

pressing the attributes, and the peculiar at-

tributes too, of Jehovah are applied to Jesus,

You say. however, in p. S7, that he came into

the world to put an end to every species of

idolatry. If he did, sir. it appears to me that

he did not effect that purpose, so well as Ma-
li / i hornet did : and to prove that I speak the
yWMtfma

truth. I refer you to the dogmas and worship
of every church, except a very small, but

very respectable body of Unitarians, in the

Christian World : and though I consider the

doctrine of the Trinity as idolatrous, yet I

will not so much rest upon that as appeal to

the worship of angels, and dead men, univer-

sal throughout three quarters of Christendom.
With regard to what you have said upon

my exposition of ttie 53d chapter of Isaiah,

I have a s:reat deal to observe, as vou sav p.

101. " The whole question relating to the

Messiahship of Jesus may be very safely rested

upon these two chapters—the 52 and 53.**

You call it p. 103, with laughable compla-
cency, " Carnificina Rabbinorum,'' aud you
think p. 101 that if a man will only read,

—

barely read that prophecy, it is sufficient, he

cannot help believing that Jesus was the

Messiah. You say, p. 102, "the modern
Jews have explained it as referring to the
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Jewish Xation, to Josiah, to Jeremiah, to

Rabbi Juda, to Rabbi Simeon, but all to no
purpose," &c. &c. Was the Great Grotius ixtlius

a modern Jew5 Sir ? for he has applied it to

Jeremiah, and says that Jesus Christ has

nothing to do with it except in a secondary

sense, but that the whole of it from beginning

to end refers to Jeremiah. Grotius, sir, was
I believe confessedly the most able christian

commentator upon the bible ; and do you
rank him writh the modern Jews ? Priestly, (Pri^itm*

too, applies it to the Jewish Nation : and was
he a modern Jew too, as well as Grotius ?

And poor Wagenseil by you transformed into

a Rabbi ?

In your observations upon my interpreta-

tion, you have passed over my reasons why I
considered that prophecy inapplicable to Je-

sus ; and you have committed yourself most
heinously inmy opinion by the means you have
used to support it as in your favour. I said

in the 44th page of my wrork, that " since it

has been heretofore abundantly made evident,

that the Messiah of the Old Testament, was
not to suffer, and die, but to live and reign,

it is according to the rules of sound criticism,

and I think of sound theology too, to inter-

pret this solitary passage so that it may not

contradict very many others of a directly con-

trary import," and T go on to say, that this be-

ing the case, it is proper not to apply this

prophecy to the Messiah, unless it is render-

ed absolutely necessary to do so on accouat
7*
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of its rejecting every other application. This,
as it appears to me, reasonable sentiment you
have altered into the following : " But why
cannot this be a prophecy of the Messiah ?"
" Because the Messiah of the Old Testament
was not to suffer, but to live and reign." Now
in the place from whence you quote, I did

not say that this prophecy could not apply to

the Messiah on that account, but I gave it as

a reason why we should not be forward to

admit the Christian interpretation, because
the other prophecies of the Old Testament,
acknowledged to relate to the Messiah give

an opposite representation. %. Why did

you leave out the words " and die ?"

—

What were your motives for suppressing them ?

Almost the whole gist of my argument de-

pends upon the word " die," and you -have

left it out ! You ask, p. 104, in your obserr

vation^ upon the Jewish Interpretation of

those chapters of Isaiah

—

" For whose trans-

gressions where they wounded ? Whose sins

did they bear ? Who are to be healed by their

stripes ?" And in page 105, you say, " To
explain such passages as he was wounded for

our transgressions," the preposition by must
be substituted instead oifor—he was wound-
ed by our transgressions." You pronounce
" all this is entirely fanciful, as it does not

appear to be countenanced even by the sha-

dow of an argument." And you sarcastically

advise me to add to the Rabbinical Rules

mentioned in p. 29, the following Canons,
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"first, take care to have recourse to conven-

ient personifications, and other figures of
speech when your purpose requires it. Sdly.

if an unmanageable preposition comes in your
way, you must be sure to put another in its

place : Then indeed the prophecies or any
other writings may be made to signify any
thing. The reader would hardly have sus-

pected, that a person who so pointedly con-

demns this dishonest made of interpreting

scripture, when he believes the Apostles con-

cerned in it, should condescend to employ it

for his own purposes."
I can hardly determine whether there be

most malice, ignorance, or duplicity in this

representation of yours Mr. Cary, for 1st, in

substituting by instead offor I have merely
restored " an unmanageable preposition" to

its place, of which it had been deprived by
the careful cunning of the Christian Transla-

tors of King James' Bible. For if you will

turn to the original Hebrew, you will find,

that the prefix translated in our version for is

mem. Now a great man like you Sir, capa-

ble of giving such pompous decisions with re-

gard to matters relating to the Jewish Con-
troversy, ought surely to know a little He-
brew. The prefix is mem. And what does

that letter signify ? according to my Lexicon,

which is one of the best, the common and
usual significations of mem, are a, ex, de.

And do not these Latin words signify by,from,
through, and the like ? You are a learned
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man Sir, and will be pleased to correct

a poor sinner like me, if I am wrong.
Whose cause does the "unmanageable prepo-

sition" affect now Sir, the Jewish, or the

Christian ? Did you know about this unfor-

tunate prefix ? if you did not, are you not

guilty of presumption in undertaking to write

about this controversy ? and if you did, are

you a fair and honest opponent? A word more
upon this subject ; what did you mean by
asking " whose sins did they [the Jews]
bear ? Who are healed by their stripes ? and"
u he was wounded for our transgressions."

These words when applied by Christians to

Jesus are always I believe referred to signi-

fy the Doctrine of the Atonement. Did the

Uiv m* 4"tJnitarian, Antisatisfactionist, Mr. Gary,
mean to intimate, by his manner of arguing
upon these passages, a hint in favour of such
a shocking Doctrine ? God forbid ! Mr. Ga-
ry is the last man in the world I personally
know* to countenance such a Doctrine of Anti-

christ. You talk of my taking " care to have
recourse to convenient personifications, and
other figures of speech when your purpose
requires it." Are you really so ignorant of

your Bible as not to know, that the phrase
" my servant" is frequently used in the Old
Testament, and by Isaiah too repeatedly, to

signify "Israel," i. e. the Jewish nation; and
is it a very violent figure to make " him" re-

fer to "my servant Israel?" After all these

things, what do you suppose will be the
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feelings of every honest man who reads your

Book, on reperusiug the passage in which
you have made a stupid attempt to insult me.
" The reader would hardly have suspected

that a person who so pointedly condemns
this dishonest mode of interpreting Scripture,

when he helieves the Apostles concerned^in

it should condescend to employ it for his own
purposes."

Before I conclude this subject I would re~

mind you, that though I conceive the expli-

cation I have given to be the true one, yet

whether the application of this prophecy to

the Jew ish nation can be supported or not, is

of no consequence to the subject we are dis-

cussing, if it can be shown that it cannot ap-

ply to Jesus of Nazareth. I think it cannot

on these accounts, 1. Because the context and
connexion of the 52d ch. of Isaiah with the

51st, makes it evident, it appears to me, that

" my servant," in the 52d chapter must mean
Israel, or the Hebrew nation, who are the

subjects of the words in the 51st chapter, and
the first part of the flSd, 2. Jesus was not
" oppressed with pecuniary exactions," as it

is said of the subject of this prophecy. 8;

He
#
was not " taken from prison to die," for

he wras never in one. 4. His grave wras not

with the wicked, and his death with the rich^n**

as is said of the subject of this prophecy by
Isaiah ; but exactly the contrary, his death

was with the wicked, and his grave with the

rich, 5. He did not " see his seed/* nor u pro^
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I again say, we a\ ill not suffer the word
'•seed" to be spiritualised on this occasion;
for u a man's seed" in such connexion as the
words are in Isaiah means in the Old Testa-
ment nothing but children, which it is not pre-

tended he ever had : Observe, in the Old
Testament which is the book in question
here the word occurs. As for the Rabbi

you quote I know nothing about him, and I
care not for his interpretation. In the Old
Testament, the word seed never means disci-

ples, (I wonder Mr. Gary how you could
quote a Rabbi with a safe conscience, since
you know, p. 19. •• They have been for ages
notorious for their perversions, and extrava-
gant applications of their own scriptures."")

And how could he " prolong his days" since

he was cut off in his thirty third year ? You
say he was restored to life again. I am not
ignorant that both the Roman Historians and
the Evangelists agree that this unfortunate

man was put to death, but it is the latter only
that mention his rising again. And even his

crucifiction. and death was denied in theirs*
century by the Basilideans, Corinthians, and
Carpocratians. who were christian sects : and

. the gospel ascribed to Barnabas, ends thus :

J?>^ ri ^(,ai*'Jesus being gone (i.e. snatched away into hea-

Ven) the disciples scattered themselves into

many parts of Israel, and of the rest of the

world : and the truth being hated of satan, was
persecuted by falsehood, as it ever happei
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For certain wicked men under pretence of be-

ing disciples preached that Jesus was dead,

and not risen again : others preached that Je-

sus was truly dead, and risen again : others

preached, and still continue to preach, that

Jesus is the Son of God, among which per-

sons, Paul has been deceived." [See To-
land's Nazarenus, p. 23,] You see, sir, there

seems to have been some doubt in this affair.

You commence your observations upon the >

prophecy of the seventy weeks with a mis- "70 Ivtch)
take, as usual—You say, p. 1 1 1, •• It is agreed

on all sides that the weeks here spoken of are

weeks of years, and not of days i - This is

not the case ; several interpret the prophecy
as meaning weeks of days, of whom is Wlnth
who is, I believe, the latest Christian Com-
mentator on Daniel, he applies it to the pur^

pose you do only in a secondary sense.

With regard to your interpretation of this

prophecy I have considerable to say, as I
look upon it as one of the weakest of the weak
arguments you have adduced. After a great

deal of chronological dust thrown into the eves
of your readers, and a great deal of laborious

lengthening and shortening, and jamming ir

together, in order to make it do. You then

take breath, and break out as follows :
u It

is wonderful !—And now is this great pro-

phecy [you have made it an extraordinary

one, I must confess] thus exactly fulfilled by
our Saviour, to be overturned by the despica-

ble carpings, and possible meanings, and
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false criticisms of Jewish Rabbins, who are

struggling and writhing under its weight."

—

" Jewish Rabbins, who are struggling and
writhing under its weight! !" How happy
is ignorance ! how contented is he who lack-

eth knowledge ! Do you want to know Mr.
Cary, how the Jewish Rabbins struggled, and
writhed under the arguments of Christians in

early times? Consider this passage from Je-

rom which I quote from memory. " Ut non
, f
magnopere pertimescamus superbiam Judeo-

* rum inflatis buccis, occulis nictantibus, obtor-

tis Unguis, stridente saliva, et rase fauce,
gaudentes." You see, sir, how it was—these

humbled Rabbins had nothing to say, but

used to answer the invincible and exulting

arguments of Christians in Jerom's time, but

puffing up their cheeks, winking writh their

wicked eyes, thrusting the tongue into the

cheek, and by profanely clearing their throats,

and spitting on the ground. Unfortunate

Rabbins ! who had no better arguments to

offer than such marks of confusion and de-

feat. Alas ! sir, I am afraid that the descen-

dants of this " obstinate race" are as incor-

rigible as their fathers ; and if there is a Jew-
ish Rabbi now reading your book, I dare say

the wretched man is " struggling and writh-

ing" too under convulsions of laughter. Why
sir, the fact is, that the Jews have been laugh-

ing at us in their sleeves for more than a thou-

sand years ; and I am afraid the only way to

make these merry gentlemen laugh the other
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side of their niouths, is the good old way of

the mother church—making them " struggle

and writhe" at the stake, or on the rack

—

nothing but this will lengthen their faces, sir,

I am sure.

However, I must confess that you have
by your ingenious explication of this passage
of Daniel, done yourself great honor, and de-

serve an elevated seat among the manglers
of prophecy. You have really Sir, surpass-

ed your predecessors, and have absolutely
u out Heroded Herod" himself in the pitiless

massacre you have made of this prophetic Inno-

cent, who has been continually screaming in

vain for mercy in the hands of its Theological

executioners for I do not know how many
ages.

You have however, in your zeal to confute

me, overlooked some things, and left out oth-

ers, which I humbly beg leave to remind
you of. For instance, you have, no doubt
through a pardonable zeal, usual on this oc-

casion, joined together the words " seven
weeks," and " three score and two weeks,"
Which the original Hebrew is averse from,
as it has a semicolon point between " seven
weeks ; and (in) threescore and two w7eeks."
In the next place, though the Messiah men-
tioned in Daniel was to be cut off after the
threescore and two weeks, i. e. I say, some
time in the last week of the seventy which
terminates with the destruction of the city

and temple
; yet you have, through your de-

8
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sire to prove the contrary I suppose, by some
unaccountable accident said that which brings

you and me nearer to an agreement than I
am convinced you intended. For you say,

p. 118, " If it were true, that the prophecy
seemed to require the death of the Messiah
to take place at, or within seven years of the

destruction of Jerusalem, and the Historians

had fixed his death within forty years of {hat

period ; it would be absurd (you think) to

consider this mere difference of time as af-

fecting the general application of the prophe-

cy. If the great facts are all applicable, the

precise date can be of no importance." Af-
ter this attempt at conciliating me by grant-

ing me so much, it is perhaps ungenerous to

repay you by pointing out some errors. But
since you know Sir, that you love nothing so

much as truth, and hate nothing so much as

misrepresentation, I think you ought to take

it kindly rather than otherwise that I point

out a few into which the aforesaid zeal has

unluckily tumbled you. You say p. 115,

that the Messiah of Daniel " was to confirm

the covenant with many for one week, and to

be cut off in the midst of that week ;" where-

in you appear to have made some mistakes,

for the words of Daniel are " And after three-

score and two weeks the anointed (one) or

(the Messiah) shall be cut off, and have no

successor
;
[Heb. " and not, or none to him."]

And the city, and the sanctuary shall be de-

stroyed by the jpeople of the Prince that shall
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come ; and the end thereof shall be with a

flood, and until the end of the war desola-

tions are determined. And He shall confirm
[or strengthen] the covenant with many for

one week ; and in the midst of the week he
shall cause the sacrifice, and the oblation to

cease," &c. from which it appears to me that
" He" who was to confirm the covenant with
many for one week, and to " cause the sacri-

fice, and the oblation to cease," means, not
the Messiah who was to be cut off, but " the

Prince that should come," who appears
to be the antecedant to the word " He." 2.

Jesus did not "confirm a covenant with many
for one wreek" or seven years. Since the

greatest length of the term he is supposed to

have preached is I believe but three years
;

and most confine it to one year. Besides, he
did not confirm the covenant with many, as

he left only one hundred and twenty disci-

ples which can hardly, it appears to me, be
called " many."
But what is confusion worse confounded,

a you say, p. 115, that he was to be cut off

in the midst of the last, or the seventieth

week; and you say, p. 119, the destruction

of the city was to take place after the expi-
ration of the whole seventy weeks, " and was
to terminate the series of events :" and yet

Daniel tells us, that in the midst of that sev-

entieth week the sacrifice and oblation were
to cease, and consequently,^ that happened,
and is said to happen when the city and tern-
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pie were to be destroyed, and that too not

only after the sixty two weeks, but in the

last, or seventieth week, I do not see but

that this annointed one, or Messiah, must af-

ter all be allowed to be spoken of as to be
cut off in the week which terminated with the

destruction of the city. Notwithstanding,
therefore, that you " have had occasion to

remark (p. 118) the surprising confidence with

which many of this author's round assertions

are delivered." I am prone to believe that

some people will think, notwithstanding your
solemn assurances that " there is a rashness

about this which is wholly unpardonable ;"

I say, sir, I am really afraid, that notwith-

standing vour extremelv lucid, and consistent

reasoning to enlighten them, they will not

think, at least as yet, that " the exultation of

this writer is a little premature."

Before I conclude the consideration of what
you have said regarding the prophecy of the

seventy weeks I would subjoin a few obser-

vations which I recommend to vour cool and
serious attention.

1 . Is it not rather unreasonable to lay so much
stress upon a prophecy which is so far from
being clear, as you represent it, that judging
from the number of different explications that

have been given of it, it is undoubtedly the

most obscure prophecy in the Hebrew Bible.

In the days of Jerom there were so many dif-

ferent explications of it that Jerom selected

different ones from no less than eight sources,
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as you will find in Grotius' Annotations. Since

the time of Jerom the number of contradictory

explanations given of this prophecy by chris-

tians are for the subject really immense ; and
certainly those can be no slight difficulties in

the way of its application to J^sus which
eould have produced so many attempts to that

purpose, each one pronounced, forced, abor-

tive, and irrelevant by those who come after

others in the consideration of this " crux

Christianorum."

2. But what I apprehend authorises a Scep-
tic to turn a deaf ear to every attempt to set-

tle the time of the Messiah's appearance

by this prophecy is the overwhelming fact,

that though part of this very prophecy of Dan-
iel was quoted by Jesus in referrence to the

destruction of Jerusalem, yet no idea seems
to have been entertained by him or the wri-

ters of the New Testament, that it expressed

or pointed out so very an important thing as

the time of the coming of the Messiah. It must
therefore in their times have had a different

meaning from that given it by you, sir. For
as the settling of this point in favour of Jesus,

would have at once established the doctrine

of the New Testament against the Jews, it is

to me utterly incredible, that Jesus and the

Apostles (supposed to be inspired too) would
have so entirely overlooked this overwhelm-
ing passage, if it had in their time, the mean-
ing christians have since endeavored to im-

pose upon it.

8*
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I thank you for guessing, p. 133. that tt

Jews ••will be established in their country

ander a prince of the lineage of David. '

It is a concession, I conceive, that draws
alon^ with it more important consequences

than you appear to be aware of. Follow it

apj sir. and see where it will bring you. The
celebrated Dr. Priestly took that road, and I

believe came out not far from where I have.

In p. 99. you ascribe apparently the ruin

and dispersion of the Jewish nation, to their

having crucified Jesus. And in a quotation

from the eloquent Bossuet, accompanied with

many exclamations and notes of admiration,

you ask what the Jews had done to merit

fcuch a punishment as they have undergone,

except that deed? I answer, that if you will

read carefully Josephus' History of the Jew-
ish war. you will. I think, see reason enough
for the punishment they underwent, without

having recourse to the cause you assign.

If I understand the scheme by which yon
endeavour to account for the non-fulfillment

of all the prophecies with regard to the Mes-
siah, and the things he was to bring to pass,

at the appearance of Jesus, it is that there are

to be two comings of the Messiah, the first as

a humble teacher, and the second, some thou-

sands of years afterwards as a glorious king.

I ask you where abouts in the prophets do
you find any mention, or even hint of such a

double comins: of the Messiah ? and bv what
authority, and upon what reason? except that
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of the exigency of the case, do you presume
to put an interval of so many ages between
the beginning, and completion of events which
the prophets describe apparently as to ensue
forthwith, and in an unbroken series upon
the appearance of their Messiah ? and how
is the unreasonableness of vour conduct in

this respect aggravated by the consideration

that those prophecies, which you do acknowl-
edge are as yet unfulfilled, contain the pre-

cise marks and proofs by which the Messiah
was to be known ! Lastly, in p. 69, you say
the Messiah's kingdom is the same thing as

his doctrines ! Now sir, by what authority

do you assert this ? can you find in the O. T\
a single passage where the word " Kingdom"
signifies " Doctrines" ? It appears to me that

you might as justly, and as reasonably have
said that {' the Messiah's kingdom" meant his

turban, his robe, or his sandals !

I have now gone through every thing that

to me looks like reasoning in your Review.
I will now attend to what are merely mis-
takes, and nothing else.

And here I beg leave to premise your ex-

cellent rules, which you say ought to guide
a controversial writer who has nothing in

view but Truth, p. 9, "If he really has
nothing in view but truth, it must appear by
a generous, and candid statement of the rea-

soning of his antagonists as well as his own
;

by meeting what is unfavourable to bim in all

itsforce. There must be nothing studiously
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concealed, or evaded, no polemical finesse, na
arguing for the sake of victory, no magnifying
of unimportant circumstances, no wilful mis-

representations. If he can produce any new
facts he must disclose without reserve the

sources from which they are drawn, and their

evidence. If his arguments, or conclusions

only are new, and his mind is thus brought
into competition with a host of other powerful
minds, there ought at least to be an ap-

pearance of distrust, and deference in deliv-

ering them ; there should be nothing offen-

sively dogmatical, and peremptory, because
this never fails to indicate an ignorant and a
vain man. If what he delivers is not new, it

ought to be frankly acknowledged ; and if

the reasons which he thus thinks worthy of

being repeatedly brought into view have been
refuted, or attempted to be refuted, he must
point out distinctly the particular parts of the

reasoning of his opponents which to his mind
are unsatisfactory. And above all, we have
a right to demand, that he should never for-

get the respect which he owes to that great

body of men who are firm believers in Christi-

anity, who have adopted it after the most de-

liberate and satisfactory investigation, to whom
it is a source of unspeakable happiness, and
whose love of truth, and the Supreme Being
is to say the least as ardent as his own. His
book must therefore be free from mere idle

declamation, from malignant insinuations?

from low abuse."
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u How blest are they, and only they,

W ho always keep the perfect way ;

Who know what's right, nor only so,

liui always practice what they know."

Now, sir, let us see how close you have

kept yourself to your own rules.

In p. 33 you call my representations of the

peculiar morality of the New Testament with

the mast sickening self sufficiency " disgust-

ins: scurrility.'
5 Now sir, listen to me. The

fact is, notwithstanding the many epithets

you have bestowed upon me relative to that

subject, exactly as I have stated it. In pro-

testant countries people are not so much
struck with the absurdity of these peculiar

maxims or counsels of the Ne\V Testament,
because Protestant divines have modified their

extravagance by the dictates of good sense,

and have diluted them with an interpretation

which prevents their giving offence, though
at the expence of depriving these precepts of

any meaning at all. They say that they are

figurative, and must be understood cum grano
salis. If they are figurative, they will un-

doubtedly appear to be so by their diction, ox

their connexion with the context ; and there-

fore if they are indeed figurative it will be

evident from those circumstances. I will

therefore set some of them down in their con-

nexion. Luke vi, 37- " But I say unto you
which hear, Love your enemies, do good to

them which hate you. Bless them that curse

you, and pray for them which despitefully

use you, and unto him that smiteth thee on
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the one cheek, offer also the other; and him
that taketh away thy cloke, forbid not to take

thy coat also. Give to every man that asketh

of the : and of him that taketh away thy goods
ask them not again. And as ye would that

men should do unto you, do ye also to them
likewise." I appeal to the sober judgment of

any man, whether all this is not as literal lan-

guage as ever was written, and whether a

figure is obvious in the whole of it ? And I
would ask every honest and candid Protest-

ant Clergyman why he explains the four

first, and the last of these precepts literally,

and as literally to be complied with, and yet

explains those in the middle as figurative ?

except it be, because he thinks the first and
the last are practicable, and good to be liter-

ally complied with ; and that the others are ex-

travagant, impracticable, and mischievous in

a literal sense ? I do not conceive that he
could give any other reason, as the language
of one precept, for all that appears, is just as

literal as that of the rest. 2d. That these

passages were meant to be understood in a

literal sense is proveable, it appears to me,
from the exordium with which Jesus intro-

duces them in Matthew, and from the con-

clusion he puts to them in Luke. In Mat-
thew he introduces them by saying, Matthew
v. 20, "I say unto you, that except your right-

eousness shall exceed the righteousness of the

Scribes and Pharisees, ye shall in no case enter

into the kingdom of Heaven." Now what
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was the righteousness of the Scribes and
Pharisees meant by Jesus ? It is evident

from the verses following the 20th. He there

tells them, that the Pharisees taught the ful-

filment of what Moses commanded ; as, not

to commit murder, not to commit adultery,

not to commit perjury, and about divorce
;

and he goes on to add to these commands,
prohibitions of being angry with one's brother,

of desiring another man's wife mentally, all

swearing whatever, and any putting away of

wives except for adultery. Then he tells his

disciples verse 38—" Ye have heard that it

hath been said (i. e. in the Law of Moses,)
an eye for an eye, and a tooth for a tooth.

" But I say unto you that ye resist not evil,

(or the injurious person) but whosoever shall

smite thee on thy right cheek, turn to him the

other also." If this passage does not com-
mand non-resistance to injury, what does it

mean ? does it mean any thing ? Protestant
Divines, however, have reduced by their in-

terpretations of these passages the righteous-

ness of Christians down to the level of that of
the Scribes and Pharisees, (while it was the
object of these precepts to raise the righte-

ousness of Christians above that of the Scribes
and Pharisees.) For instance, they say, that

the command not to resist the injurious per-

son, but to turn to him the other cheek when
one is smitten, means not that people should
take slaps on the face, but only w be not prone
to quarrel." And the precept " I say unto you
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swear not at all," means, according to them
" swear only sometimes." Now the righte-

ousness of the Scribes and Pharisees com-
manded all this too. The conclusion which
Jesus attaches to the precepts in Luke shows
bv the reasoning which he uses, that he meant
to be understood literally ; verse 32, " For
if ye love them which love you, what thank
have ye ? for sinners also love those that love

them. And if ve do s:ood to them which do
good to you, what thank have ye ? for sin-

ners also do the same, and if ye lend to them
of whom ye hope to receive, what thank have
ye ? for sinners also lend to sinners to receive

as much again. But love ye your enemies
and do good, and lend, hoping for nothing

again." I do conceive that the meaning of

all these precepts is too evident to be mis-

taken. I have said, that Christianity com-
mands to sacrifice even duty to follow Christ,

Luke ix. 57, " and Jesus said unto another,

follow me. But he said, Lord, suffer me first

to go and bury my father. Jesus said unto

him, let the dead bury their dead ; but go
thou and preach the kingdom of God." If

this was not a command to abandon the corpse

of his parent, and go and preach Jesus the

Messiah ; What is it ? what does it mean ?

Again verse 61, " And another also said

Lord, I will follow thee ; but let me first go
bid them farewell, syhieh are at home at my
house, and Jesus said unto him, no man hav-
ing put his hand to the plough, and looking
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back is, fit for the kingdom of God." So al-

so, Mark xix. 16, " Behold one came and
said unto him, good master, what good thing

shall I do, that I may have eternal life ? And
he said unto him—if thou will enter into life

keep the commandments.—And the young
man said, all these things have I kept from
my youth up : what lack I yet ? Jesus said

unto him, if thou wilt he perfect, go, and sell

that thou hast, and give to the poor, and thou

shalt have treasure in heaven, and come fol-

low me." Here we see that to be perfect, it

is not sufficient to keep the commandments,
but it is necessary to strip ourselves of our

property and give it to the poor. No wonder
then •'• it is easier for a camel to go through
the eye of a needle than for a rich man to

enter into the kingdon of God."
I have said that the New Testament dis-

courages marriage, and prefers celibacy. I
will now adduce a saying of Jesus which ap-
pears to favour something more. Mat. xix. 12,
"There are some eunuchs which were so born
from their mother's womb ; and there are some
eunuchs which were made eunuchs of men :

and there be eunuchs which have made them-
selves eunuchs for the kingdom of heaven's

saJce. He that is able to receive it let him re-

ceive it." The obvious meaning of this pas-
sage appears to be, that he who has resolu-

tion enough to undergo such an operation for

the sake of preserving chastity, let him do it.

u He that is able to receive it let him receive

9
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it." Dr. Priestly tries to get clear of this,

by saying, that to make oneself a eunuch for
the kingdom of heaven's sake, means to cause
oneself to lead a single life for the kingdom
of heaven's sake/' the absurdity of which in-

terpretation Mr. Evanson shows by substi-

tuting " leaders of a single life" for the word
u eunuchs ;" so that the verse will read
thus—" There are some leaders of a single

life who were born leaders of a single life

from their mother's womb ; and there are some
leaders of a single life which were made
leaders of a single life of men : and there be
leaders of a single life which have made
themselves leaders of a single life for the

kingdom of heaven's sake. He that is able

to receive it let him receive it ! !" Making
themselves eunuchs however it is certain was
not an unusual practice with the primitive

Christians.*

Paul says plainly 1 Cor. ch. vii. 1, "It is

good for a man not to touch a woman." He
permits them however to m&rry, but solely
" in order to avoid fornication/' v. 2. But
he says v. 6, " But I speak this by permis-

sion, and not of commandment. For I would
that all men were even as I myself," i. e. un-

married, as appears from v. 8, " I say there-

fore to the unmarried, and to the widows, it

is good for them if they abide even as I." In

•Mr. Evanson however,looks upon this passage in th* gospel ascribed

to Matthew, as a proof ofits spunousness : because "making themselves
eunuchs for the Kingdom of Heaven's sake," was not usuM in the time
of Jesus, and that therefore he could not have uttered these words.
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v. 32, he gives the reason why he prefers

chastity to marriage. " I would have you
without carefulness. He that is unmarried
careth for the things that belong to the I ord.

But he that is married careth for the things

that are of the world, how he may please his

wife," &c. &c. see the verses following.

In 1 Tim. ch. v. 9, a widow to be main-
tained by the Church must have been the wife

of one husband, i. e. never married but once.

Christian Clergymen in primitive times were
allowed to marry but once ; and second mar-
riages were discouraged among the Laity as

indecent, and third marriages scouted as le-

galised prostitution. The primitive Chris-

tians thought that marrying at all from any
other motive than to obtain posterity, sinful,

and unchaste. Lastly, the great pre emin-
ence given to chastity above marriage, is no
where in the New Testament, more strongly

intimated than in the 14th ch. of Revelations,

in the 4 verse, where we find, that the 144
thousand which follow the lamb wheresoever
he goeth, having God's own name written in

their foreheads, and who alone of all men could
learn the new song that was sung before the

throne " were they who were not defiled with
women for they are virgins."—" They are

without fault before the throne of God."
More than this I presume will not be requir-

ed to show that the peculiar morality of the

New Testament is ascetic. There is no
want of passages to that effect, and all Chris-
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tians throughout the world except Protestants

agree that it is so.

3. But what appears to me to be decisive

in favour of the opinions I have maintained

on this subject is the very weighty fact, that

though the primitive Christians disputed and
differed bitterly about points of faith, yet

with regard to these maxims and principles

they agreed perfectly; they understood them
in a literal sense, and acted accordingly

;

there was no striving upon the subject ex-

cept who shall go beyond the other in under-

standing them most rigorously. I again refer

you, Sir, to Lami's work. Look over also,

/ I pray you, Barbeyrac on the Morality of

jl<Xxbv Ya^^e Fathers, who shows, and proves abun-

dantly, that the earliest of the Christian

Fathers whose writings have come down to

us, and who touch upon morals, all honoured
celibacy above marriage ; forbade to swear at

all : forbade a Christian to defend himself

from any injury, or even mortal assault : or

his goods from spoliation : forbade all war,

fighting, and lawsuits, without distinction, or

reservation ; forbade a Christian to be a ma-
gistrate, and having any thing to do, with

bringing criminals to punishment. All these

things and many others like them they pro-

nounced to be incompatible with the Chris-

tian Profession, and character ; and contra-

ry to, and irreconileable with the precepts of
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their Religion.* Again, I ask, whether
such a system of morality is not incompatible

with the welfare of a well ordered state ; and
whether it does not contain " commands the

fulfilment of which is impossible by any man
who is a husband, a father, or a citizen ?"

I say again, " It does /" And you see, Sir,

that notwithstanding your supercilious—"dis-

gusting scurrility," and remark about the
u impiety," and " absurdity" of my repre-

sentation of tl|£ New Testament morality in

the 130th page of your Review, I can say,
H it does" with some prospect of proving it,

without being u six feet high with a voice

like an Emperor." On this subject I would
respectfully lay my gage at the feet of any
other opponent, but Sir,—I throw it in your
face.

In p. 42, you have quoted a passage from
my book, which your blind and indiscreet

malice has hurried you to ascribe to Mr. Col-
lins. The truth is, that Mr. Collins had no
more to do with that sentiment than you have.

You have swallowed the calumny of my hav-
ing taken every thing from Collins too heed-
lessly. You should have recollected, that

• II est difficile de ne pas senter la (a passage from Athenagoras)
nne grande «onformite avec l'opinion de plusieurs Peres, qui comme
nous verrons en son lieu, ont condemnenettement la juste defense de
soi-meme et de biens: la guerre, les proccs, sans distinction ; ies
magistratures, et toute participation au supplicedes criminels : comrue
autant des choses absolument incompatibles avec la sanctite du
Christianisrae : On peut assurer, qu'il n'y presque rein sur quoi It?
Peres et l'Eglise soient plus d'accord ensemble que sur des erreurs
palpables, ou des maximes outrees."

Barbeyrac Traite de la Morale des Peres, p. 43, 44

9*
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when people have an interest to mislead, they
are sometimes apt to say more than they can
prove ; no douht through a pardonable zeal

to support the truth. It is a pity* sir, that

you are resolved to expose not only your
malice, but your ignorance about what you
decide upon with so much confidence.

In p. 44, you •< say without the smallest

fear of contradiction/' that I have falsely

said, that the Apostles used the prophecies

about the Messiah as arguments to Gentiles,

and that they considered them as better proofs

tfian miracles : and you give proofs of this

which inclines me to believe that you did in-

deed write vour book, " without the smallest

fear of contradiction," perhaps with the hope
of crushiug me at once. For I can with dif-

ficulty conceive that you would have written

such a book as you have if you had expected

that your antagonist would dare to reply to

it. You have said, p. 44, "In proof of this

we are referred to the sermons of Peter and
others ; and the speeches of Paul before

Felix, and Agrippa, (p. 31.) The sermons
alluded to were delivered after the resurrec-

tion of Christ, to a Jewish assembly, address-

ed to believers in the Jewish religion only,

as any one may perceive in a moment"—and
you quote the 2d chapter of Acts. Now who
told you that " the sermons alluded to" were
these ? I did not say so. I merely said " the

sermons of Peter, and others*"—did he never

deliver any but those in the 3d chapter of
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Acts? Pray, sir, read your Bible a little

more, especially the Book of Acts, and the

2 Ep. of Peter, i. 19, where he prefers pro-

phecy as an argument for the truth of Chris-

tianity, to the miraculous attestation of God
himself to the mission of Jesus, of which Pe-
ter is said in the History of the Transfigura-

tion to have been a witness ! In p. 45, you
say, u The further proofs I cite to this effect

" are the speeches of Paul before Felix, the

Roman Governor, and Herod Agrippa, the

Jewish Tetrarch."' Well, sir, and what
then ? Was " Felix, the Roman Governor,"
a •'• Jewish Tetrarch" too ? If you had only
italicised "Felix, the Roman Governor," as

well as kC Herod Agrippa, the Jewish Te-
trarch," people would have been at a loss to

perceive the force of your argument. And
besides, sir, was not Festus the Roman sit-

ting with Agrippa, when Paul made the

speech you mention ?

Yes, sir, you must certainly have written

and printed your book in four weeks.
You observe p. 54, •• The eflect of the mir-

acles of Jesus, I must be allowed to repeat
was the conversion of the considerate, and
unprejudiced part of the people." And who
were these converts ? One hundred and twen-
ty simple and honest Galilean rustics.—And
who were the Jewish Christians ? This is

answered by construing the wTord Ebioxim.*

Bbioxim paupers, beggars. The Jewish Christians are fre-
quently denominated in the New Testament "The poer Sainta at
Jerusalem." They are allowed to hare been simple, and illiterate

without dispute.
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Do you really believe sir, that these honest

people were the most considerate, unpreju-

diced, and intelligent part of the Jewish na-

tion ? !

You say p. 56, that the religion of Moses
himself, rested entirely upon his miracles. I

deny it : and could give what I conceive to

be good reasons to show the contrary. ' But
I do not think it necessary, nor can I afford

the time I must spend in doing it. It is suf-

ficient for my purpose that in Deuteronomy,
fulfilment of prophecy is given as the crite-

rion of a true Prophet, and that the Jews
were instructed to give no credit to a man
who should by the aid of " signs and won-
ders" attempt innovations in their religion.

You say p. 57, " There is some dexterity in

thus confounding signs and wonders which
are merely artificial tricks, entirely within

the power of man, and real miracles which
no man can perform except God be with

him."—My dear sir, what is the matter with

your head ? something must be wrong there

I am sure, for I cannot suppose a man who
has been a preacher so long as you have been
not to know that the words u signs and won-
ders" are used throughout the Bible to sig-

nify the real miracles of the Old and New
Testament. Take vour concordance sir, and
look over the subject from Exodus to Revela-
tions, before you write again on this subject.

Alas sir,Iam afraid that Iam the unlucky cause

of all this, unhappy man that you are ! why
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did you read my Book? Did you not know,
that " the young man was deranged ?" and
are you not infected with his unfortunate mal-

ady by reading its accursed pages ? perhaps
it is time for your friends to look Co you, for

I really think sir, that there are not a few
marks in your Review of your being at your
wits end.

You say, p. 58, There is no idea which is

so instantly repelled by the mind, none which
is more appalling thaathat God should permit
the laws of nature to be violated in defence of

a falsehood." I agree with you, and think
it a good argument in favour of the opinions

I have attempted to support with regard to

the Messiah-ship of Jesus of Nazareth.
In p. 59, you talk very vehemently with

regard to the authenticity of the books of the

New Testament. I think that in the 16 ch.

of " The Grounds of Christianity Examin-
ed," and in the extract from Dodwell you
had laid before you some observations which
might reasonably stagger your confidence in

this respect. Should I however publish a
second Edition of that work, I will endeav-
our to give you more satisfaction upon that

head, and upon some others. Howbeit, at

present it seems your confidence is unabated,
for you swear in your wrath " that if the

books of the New Testament are not genuine,
or at least if the facts recorded there are
not true there is no credit to be given to his-

tory." Well said, sir, out with it, and now
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take breath, and please to turn to the note iit

120th page of niy book, and you will see

what a close resemblance there is between
the credulous of different faiths. " If (say

the Mahometans, in behalf of the truth of

Mahomet's miracles) the authority of so

many great and learned doctors be denied

then for their parts they cannot see, but that

an universal scepticism as to all other accounts

of miracles must obtain among people of all

persuasions. For authority being the only
proof of facts alone out of our time, or out of

our sight, if that be denied there is no way
to come to the certainty of any such without

immediate inspiration ; and all accounts of

matters recorded in history must be doubtful

and precarious." You see, Mr. Cary, how
it is, all history will be overturned ab imo,

unless it be allowed that Mahomet wrought
miracles.

In p. 76, you either mistake or misrepre-

sent what I have said with regard to Dr.
Marsh (p. 32.) You quote the doubtful o-

pinion of that learned man, with regard to

the accommodation scheme to show that I have
misrepresented him ; when my observation

related entirely to another subject, namely
his opinion regarding the phrase " this was
done that it might be fulfilled," and I again

affirm, that he considers the idea of its being

used only by way of allusion, or accommoda-
tion, as untenable.

You say that Michaelis and others think
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the principle of accommodation is tenable. 1
conclude that you learn this from the first vol-

ume of his introduction 21% and 215 pages.

After stating that no one has advocated this

principle with so much ability as Sykes, he
observes, that he quotes in support of it from
Jerom, whose authority cannot have much
weight as " he allows himself all sorts of lat-

itude in allegorical explanations/' and from
Olympiodorus and } piphanius, who are en-

titled to more consideration ; but the citations

from them are very far from being equally

strong as the expression—" that it might be

fulfilled which was spoken by the prophet."
" However willing, (says Michaelis) I am
yet unable to persuade myself, that Matthew
i. 22, and ii. 15, 17, were intended by the wri-

ter as mere accommodation. Yet in certain

cases it seems almost necessary to have re-

course to this convenient mode of explana-

tion. For instance, Jo. xiii. 18, " that the

Scripture may be fulfilled, <he that eateth

bread with me hath lifted up his heel against

me.' For this quotation is taken from the

4lst Psalm, which can have no reference

either to Christ or JudasJ 9 You are welcome
to the authority of Michaelis ; but I hope
when you quote him again you will quote him
fairly, and state not that he u thinks it tena-

ble," but that " it seems to him almost neces-

sary to have recourse to this convenient mode
of explanation." There are it appears to me
many schemes of interpretation adopted for



108

the same reason of conveniency. For in-

stance, that of the Protestants relating to the

peculiar morality of the New Testa nent.

It is a note of Dr. Marsh's on the words
cited above from which your citation is made ;

and you endeavour to make your reader infer

from it that I have misrepresented the opinion

of my author. Notwithstanding the signifi-

intcrrogation, •'•' Could Mr. English have
read this passage ?" T repeat it, " Dr. Marsh
does consider the accommodation interpreta-

tion of the phrase** this was done that it

might be fulfilled by the Prophet "as untena-

ble." If you will go on from where you left

off and thought proper to stop, and read the

whole note, vou will vourself be obliged to

acknowledge that there has been no misrepre-

sentation on my part, but a great deal on
yours. He begins by observing that there

are eminent names on both sides of the con-

troversy ; that it is therefore difficult to de-

termine which side to take. But that it is at

least a matter of doubt whether the principle

can be admitted w hen the quotation is intro-

duced with such strong expressions as " this

was done that it might be fulfilled which was
spoken by the Prophet.'* That this formula
is never used in quoting a classic author : and
then he says that " an impartial reader of the

New Testament must surely be persuaded,

that when the Apostles and Evangelists intro-

duce passages from the Old Testament w ith

the above mentioned formula, they were them-
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selves persuaded that those parages had ia

some sense a reference to the events which
they uleil. and that the application is not

grounded on parity of circumstances alone." ?

And now let me in my turn ask. could Mr.
C. have read this passage ? and it is only ten

lines below the words lie quoted ! Profe—
i

Marsh then quotes Sykes. who says that the

'•Evangelists were Hebrews, and wrote as

other Hebrews did."—that passages were
applied by the masters of the Synagogue from
the Old Testament in a sense very rem
from the original authors : that the wordfml-
/ d only meant the happening of a similar

event." To this Marsh replies, that he has
quoted no example from the Talmud, or any
Jewish Commentator in proof of his asser-

tion, " and no assertion can be admitted with-

out authority." He then quotes the opinion of
Surenhusius. that the accomodation scheme
cannot be admitted when this formula. •• this

was done. &c." i* used. To this opinion it

is evident from the whole tenor of his note.

that he gives his assent.

You mention that Eckerman adopted the

principle of accommodation. This you leai

ed from the note of which an abstract has
just been given. But you was particularly

careful not to communicate to your readers all

that you learnt relative to this Theologian,
from Dr. Marsh. He told you as follows
'• Dr. Eckerman, professor of divinity, of the

University of Kiel, extends the doctrine of

40
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accommodation to every quotation in the New
Testament, icithoiit exception ; proceeding
on the hypothesis that the Old Testament
contains no prophecy which literally and im-

mediately relates to the person of Jesus
Christ/7" Well, sir, and what do you think

of the scheme of Professor Eckerman now ?

This is very nearly the scheme of Collins.

Whether the publick will be able to conceive

that all this misrepresentation and dexterity

of yours could have been the result of " the

fortuitous concourse" of blunders merely, I

leave to them ; for my own part " I hope
that Mr. Oary will be able to justify his con-

duct in this business better than I can doit

for him."
You say, p. 77> referring to what is said in

p. 32, of the Grounds of Christianity Exam-
ined, that I think it " unsuitable in John to

say that his master uttered words by which
he only gave occasion for the remark that a^

passage of Scripture was thus verified/ 9

You must forgive me for thinking " there is

some dexterity" in the turning of this sen-

tence. The words were " And is it not un-
suitable in John, in describing his Master
dying upon the cross, to represent him as say-

ing things whereby he only gave occasion to

observe, that he fulfilled, i. e. accommodated
a phrase 1 not a prophecy ! ?" The Publick
will I believe see through this "dexterity"
of yours, and perhaps from the instances al-

ready adduced they may be reminded of your

*
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excellent rule. a There must be nothing

studiously concealed, or evaded, no polemi-

cal finesse, no wilful misrepresentation."

You say u the Apostle does not say that the

words were uttered in order to accomplish a

prophecy." He says what I conceive to be
equivalent to it. " Jesus knowing that all

things were now accomplished, that the Scrip-

ture might be fulfilled, saith I thirst." Be-
sides, what do you mean should be under-

stood by your words " a passage of Scripture

was thus verified." This " verified" looks

like a convenient word Sir, but still it ap-

pears to me, that it must mean that that pas-

sage of Scripture was shown to be true in

some sense or other, and how a Scripture can
be verified in the mode that John applies it,

except by its fulfillment as a prophecy, I do
not apprehend. But sir, I maintain upon the

best authority that whenever this phrase "this

was done that the Scriptures might be fulfil-

led" occurs in the New Testament, it means
the fulfillment of a supposed prophecy.

You say, p. 76, " It is a little curious that

amons; ' the European criticks' who with Mr.
E. reject the principle of accommodation, is

'the venerable Surenhusius' himself, whose
name makes so conspicuous a figure in the

book. He it seems is of opinion, that when
this form of quotation, that it might be fulfil-

led, is used in the New Testament, some-
thing more is invariably intended than allu-

sion or accommodation." And in the note to
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this passage you add, " Whatever suspicion

therefore, they [the ten traditionary rules of

Surenhusius] may throw upon Jewish writ-

ings, and Jewish traditions, they can have
nothing to do with Christ and his apostles,

whose quotations from Scripture may be sat-

isfactorily explained in another way, and who
declared the whole system of Jewish Tradi-
tions to be utterly false.n It appears to me
sir, from the studied ambiguity of these pas-

sages that you here wished to insinuate some-
thing you were afraid to speak out. I do not

exactly understand your meaning. If you
suppose, that I ever considered Surenhusius
as a partizan of the accommodation scheme
it is a blunder which is your concern. I nev-

er supposed so, or said so, and if you mean
that Surenhusius' rules have nothing to do
with the New Testament, you are grossly

mistaken. Surenhusius brought forward his

rules to show, that the apostles in quoting as

they did, quoted not according to caprice, but

according to principle, according to acknowl-
edged rules, and that in doing so they did

what was usual in their day, and also was
considered as a cogent way of reasoning

from the Scriptures. Whether Surenhusius*

scheme is the true key to enable us to under-

stand the citations in the New Testament,

I do not know. I am only certain that Suren-

husius was a sincere Christian, and searched

nfter, and brought forward these rules, and
lais system as the best, and, I believe the only
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means of clearing up the difficulties of that

most perplexing thing the quotations in the

New Testament from the Old. A specimen
of his application of his rules is given in Ap-
pendix B.

In p. 104 of your Review you say of my
paraphrase of the 53d of Isaiah '•' their para-

phrase of these chapters—he has copied,from
Vitringa," this is a rash assertion, as well

as a malicious one, becai^ it is totally un-

true.

There is uo end to your misrepresentations

Mr. Gary ; to be criticise d, by such a man as

you is enough to exhaust the patience of the

coolest contempt. In p. 1&8, you bitterly ac-

cuse me of repeating "that despicable Jewish
slander [concerning the motives of Paul's
conversion] that all this wras the consequence
of mortified pride—that he abandoned the

religion of his fathers,, because the High
Priest refused him his daughter in marriage."

Despicable Jewish slander ! Pray sir, is it

possible, that in the passage of mine you refer

to, you could have overlooked the words itali-

cised in my Book " but by the Jews and the

JSTazarene Christians he is represented as

having been converted to Christianity"—
from that cause. The public may judge of

your motives for concealing this. Your mis-

representations are insufferable, and I will

now go more thoroughly into this business,

and will bring forward some things which
are as little honourable to your favorite Paul,

10*
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as your conduct is to his patron. Epiphani-
us who was a Christian, says that the Jew-
ish Christians (mark that sir, the disciples

of the twelve apostles, and of whose Unitarian

Faith you pride yourself in being a follower.)

The Jewish Christians asserted, that Paul
became a Christian from that cause. More-
over, that Paul was an unauthorised intruder

into the offlbe of an apostle ; moreover that

he was an apostatfl^rom the law. Moreover,
that he was an impostor, who falsely pretend-

ed to revelations ; that all this was written in

their Acts of the Apostles, and that the book
of Acts in our cauon was written by a parti-

zan of Paul's and told a story different from

the account given by the genuine Acts of

the Apostles. And I really think Mr. Cary,

that it appears from Paul's reasonings from
the Old Testament, and from his conduct

stated in the Act« themselves, set down in

the 11 and IS chapters of the book you re-

view, that all this is not impossible. As for

the book of Acts, it was not only rejected by
the Jewish Christians, but also by the En-
cratites, and the Severians, and Chrysostom so

late as about the end of the 4th century, in his

Homily upon that book says, "that in his time

not only the author and collector, but even the

book itself was unknown to many." See all

these things proved in Toland's Nazarenus, a

most learned, complete and interesting history

of the Jewish Christians. And from it, sir, you

may learn how little ground there is for your
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extravagant encomiums upon the character

of Paul, and also, how very doubtful the mi-

racles recorded in the Acts are, on bv which
yon lay so much stress.

And now Sir, I will attend to what fol-

lows ; and I hope that every one, who may
think me cruel in continuing to wound a pros-

trate foe, will read it carefully. You say p.

128, " Let me put this home to Mr. English.
Suppose some person who thinks as unfa-

vourably of him, as he does of St. Paul,
should say, ' 1 know this young man ; his

ruling foible is vanity. He came forward as

a preacher expecting to be received with the

most enthusiastic admiration. His expecta-

tions failed, and in a fit of disgust and morti-

fication he threw up his profession, and pub-
lished this foolish book.' Certainly it would
be very wrong to say this, for I have no doubt
it would be unjust." You were right to add
this, for you personally know, that it would
be an imputation utterly false. It appears to

me, however, that you have herein endeav-
oured to insinuate what you dared not open-
ly express. You call the Book you review,

a u foolish Book." The more shame for you
then, Mr. Cary, since your mightiest efforts

have been unable to shake a single paragraph
of only seven chapters of it. And verily I
believe, that it will resist victoriously the

efforts of much abler men than you, merely
and solely because it is backed and supported

throughout by the Old Testament, whose au-
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thority they dare not deny, and whose express

dicta in my favour they know not how to

evade.

And now Sir, after a due consideration of
all these blunders, mistakes, and artful mis-

representations of yours, gone over and ex-

posed, what do you suppose the public will

think of your excellent rules ? Really I am
afraid, that they will be disposed to think,

that you do not always practise what you
preach; and that you have given but an in-

different specimen of tire effects of Christiani-

ty upon the heart, about which you say so

much, and so well. But what must be the

astonishment of readers who know any thing

about the subject, and what will be the feel-

ings of those who do not, but have confided

in your assertions, when a blunder of yours
is exposed, which incontrovertibly manifests,

that, after all your flippant assertions about the

exploded, and settled Jewish controversy, and
the complete, to you satisfactory decision of

that question, you palpably discover that you
have never properly examined the subject at

all, that you have never read a book in which
is collected what every man must read, before

he justly has the least pretensions to talk or

write about the Jewish controversy. I mean
WagenseiPs " Tela Ignea." And yet, after

discussing the prophecy of the seventy weeks
in a manner that appears to have given most
complete satisfaction to yourself, though it

will I believe give it to nobody else ; after
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accusing me of ignorance, presumption, folly,

dishonesty, and downright knavery, and in-

sulting me in the grossest manner, you break
out as follows : « But because Mr. David
Levi, and Mr. Wagenseil, and other keen
sighted Robbies think they can explain all

this very well of the High Priest, or else the

Jewish Priesthood, or else of Titus, or else

of some other great man—the Christian inter-

pretation must be discarded as untenable/ p.

117. Heaven bless us! Mr. Wagenseil
among the Rabbies!!—It is lucky for you
Sir, that Mr. Wagenseil is not alive to hear

you say this; for, judging from his looks in

his picture prefixed to his book, he would
certainly in his rage smother you under his

portentous wig, for putting him in such com-
pany. Why sir, Wagenseil was a Christian !

and not only no Rabbi, but " accerrimus hos-

tis" Yea, " Carmfex Rabbinorum /"—
and after all this you pretend to write about

the Jewish controversy! !

!

Mr. Gary you are easy in the world, and
have many friends, and live respected. My
situation is much the reverse, and I shall pro-

bably have to see much trouble in making
my way through this world of fraud and false-

hood. Yet so help me God ! I would not

change places with you ; I would not have

my cheeks crimsoned with the suffusion which
now burns yours, for millions. You have in-

suited me, sir, with shameful and rancorous

epithets, and malignant abuse, because I

have acted as I ought in ceasing to affirm in
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the name of God what I believed was false
;

and you go oil asserting in the name of the

God of truth, things which you cannot
prove ; and relying upon your influence, your
standing in society, and your imagined learn-

ing, and talents, have undertaken to crush a

solitary man, who has been so unfortunate as

to have been imposed upon, and still more
unfortunate in finding it out. You have even
had the brutality to represent me, p. 36, as

hung " upon a gibbet, to be gazed at with

shuddering curiosity, to be pitied and avoid-

ed."

You have read the story of Haman, sir

;

let the publick judge who occupies the
" gibbet" now.-—I forgive you from my heart,

and I believe I shall forget it too, sooner

than you will.

You wind up your work, p. 133, after be-

stowing all sorts of injurious epithets through-

oat your book upon the Jewish nation, with
pitying " the solitary and disgraded condition

of that people ;" and add that " it ought not to

be forgotten that what they suffer is a righ-

teous judgment of God." What you have
said, sir, in your book upon this dreadful sub-

ject, and the language you have used towards
that people, I consider as a striking and ur-

gent proof of the absolute propriety, and hu-

manity of an " opeu and {thorough examina-
tion" of the question between you and me

;

in order that it may be satisfactorily ascertain-

ed whether the accusations of Christiana
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against them are true, or not true. For if

there is a probability, nay a possibility that

it is after all true, that they are in the right,

you must allow me to say, sir, that in my
humble opinion for the world to go on abus-

ing them as they have done, and as you have
done, and consider yourself right id doing, in

in my apprehension a piece of infernal wick-

edness, and diabolical inhumanity.

You say Sir, " that Christianity enjoins, or

encourages their persecution is a groundless

calumny." That Christianity enjoins their

persecution would be indeed a groundless

calumny. I never said so for one. I know
better. The New Testament certainlv. and
explicitly inculcates love to enemies, and for-

bearance from persecuting, or hurting the

Jews. But sir, does not the N. T. hold them
up to the hatred, detestation, and scorn of

mankind, as a god-abandoned and accursed

race? yet virtually adds " notwithstanding

that they are all this, do not burn them, do
not hurt them!" you have read perhaps the
" School for Scandal" sir, and perhaps you
may recollect a certain Mrs. Candour, who
always pitied and took the part of the vie-

tims of calumny : and yet was she the least

mischevious character in the drama ?

You say in the same p. " They have an
unquestionable right to their opinions, though
these opinions are errors ; and a Christian

who endeavours to degrade them, or to drive

them from what they consider their sfcroM;
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hold by force, by terror, by calumny, by any
other nierhod than fair argument, has none of

the spirit of his master, and deserves not to

to bear his name." I agree with you, but I

think you must have been absent in mind
when vou wrote this.

You add, I suppose by way of palinodia,
•• there are individual* of them who are anions:

the most estimable of human beings, and who
ild do honour to any countrv and to the

most improved *tate of society. I have the

pleasure of being known to such individuals,

and I am happy that it is fallen in my way to

pay them this testimony of my respect; and
I hope they will accept it. if this Book should

attract their notice, as some apology for the

harsh things which I have been compelled in

tice I think to say of their nation."

I am glad sir. that you have the candour to

avow this, and am happy to observe that your
prejudices do not cause you to see every
thing as it were through green spectacles.

And I assure you, you might have added to

what vou have so fairlv, and candidlv said,

that some of the most eminent Metaphysicians,
Mathematicians, Naturalists, Physicians, Ju-

rists, and elegant and accomplished Scholars

in the Belles Lettres who have flourished in

the continent of Europe within the last hund-
red years weze of this despised " solitary

and degraded nation,'* which you will find

shown to your satisfaction in the eloquent and
interesting work of Bishop Gregoire upon thit



421

subject. From his work you will learn too.

that the Princes of almost all Europe have at

length exerted themselves to do late justice

to this natiou : that the prejudice he peo-

ple there with regard to them are fast di-

paring: and that they are now looked upon
itizens : and, -hould seem from

the - neons efforts which are there mak-
ing in their favour, as men not only unfortu-

nate, but injured.

Before I conclude, I beg leave to ex-

press my deep regret that you should have
been so imprudent as to have obliged m
take such notice of your Review, as its bit-

ter and injurious contents have rendered un-

idable, and nee *
- to be done by me

in self defence.

I regret it however, solely on account of
personal considerations, fori am exceedingly
glad that yon yourself have show s -fac-

torilythe weakness of the cause you defend. If

you had imitated the discreet conduct of the

more prudent part of your profession- and had
contented yourself with whispering your con-
tempt of the book you review to confiding ears

behind my back, if you had confined yourself
to colloquial criticism*, when your misrepre-
sentations would pass undetected : and had
concluded your lucid arguments with a con-
temptuous toss of the nose, and a solemn warn-
ing and admonition against being perverted by
these *'long ago con exjilodtd objec-
tions," in all probabilitv vour confiding

11



122

'* sheep*' as you so wittily denominate those

who have the felicity of being instructed by
you, would have listened and believed. But
alas sir, you have betrayed the fatal secret

;

for you have manifested plainly enough, I
think, that I was not mistaken when 1 said,

that the affair of the Messiahship was the

heal of your Achilles, where a wound is

mortal. And I think myself authorised to

tell you that all the wit and wisdom of man
can never fairly show from the Hebrew Pro-

phets that Jesus of Nazareth was the Messi-

ah of the Old Testament. And you have I
A/

conceive given your readers reason to suspect

that you are privately inclined to the same
way of thinking ; for they will hardly be able

to believe that you would, if you could have

helped it, have verified my predictions, that

the advocates of your side of the question,

would slily slide over to the ground of mira-

cles, from mere desperation* of being able to

prove the Messiahship from the Prophets

;

which every man of common sense, must, I

apprehend, perceive to be the proper tests,

and criterion to decide this question. Cer-

tainly, sir, you would not, if you could have

done any better, have taken a course so mani-

estly unfair, to use no harsher epithet.

I sincerely hope that by the example you

have made of yourself, and from the sad spec-

tacle of your melancholy fate, all other evil

disposed persons will be induced to give up

any embryo designs they may have forming.
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to oppose me With such worn out and super-

annuated sophistry as you have done. And
again I request them to consider the reflec-

tion of Bishop Beveridge which closes my
Book. " Opposite answers, and downright
arguments advantage a cause : but when a

disputant leaves many things untouched, as

if they were too hot for his fingers ; and de-

clines the weight of other things, and alters

the true state of the question ; it is a shrewd
sign, either that he has not weighed things

maturely, or else (which is more probable,)

that he maintains a desperate cause." And
I would add, which betrays too, that he is

the shuffling advocate of indefensible opin-

ions, who is more anxious to persuade the

credulous, than to convince the intelligent.

Any thing that appears against me in the*

shape of fair argument, and candid represen-

tation, I will listen to with respect, and will

answer in language the most respectful ; and
if I am shown to be in error, I will thankful-

ly acknowledge it. It is a principle with me,
that every man should be firm in his delibe-

rate opinions till he is fairly shown to be
mistaken. And I pledge myself, that if the

error is shown to be on my side, I will own
it. All I ask is to be convinced. And cer-

tainly I have given too many proofs already

that I am not one apt to be influenced by the

pride of consistency to stand to opinions be-

cause they were mine, to cause the public to

doubt my sincerity in making this promise.
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But I will not be brow-beaten with non-

sense and declamation, however supported by
the impudence of the knowing : and the ac-

clamations of the ignorant. Nor will I cease

from my well meant efforts to serve God, and
an oppressed part of mankind, till abler men
than I am step forward in this cause of truth

and humanity, whea my object will be obtain-

ed, and my work be done. Then those whose
imbecility induces them to follow as they are

led, and think as they are told to think, will

cease to regard my feeble exertions -'as a tran-

sient madness worthy only of pity, or deri-

siGn :
v and the tide of argument, and opinion

will begin to roll " which is, I firmly believe,

tiaedto sweep into the same oblivion the

fttanee of learned sophistry, and of pow-
ppresesion."^

I am, &c.

GEO. BETHUNE ENGLISH.

* Mackintotk.
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PO- ilPT TO THE PUBLIC

The Rev. Mr. Gary has endeavoured to

point out errors iu tbe book he reviews, but
has not succeeded so well as he might, if he
had known the subject better. For there are

some mistakes in my work which I would
take this opportunity to acknowledge, and
point out. I am happy, however, to find that

they are of little consequence in themselves.
and can have no influence upon the main ar-

guments on which I rely, as they are found in

the subsidiary arguments which were adduc-
ed merely in corroboration of the principal

ones.

In the 5th line of the note to the 147 page,
I have stated that the author of the Gospel
of Thomas, denied tbe crucifixion of Jesus.
I should have said •• the author of the Gospel
of Barnabas/* In the 1 15th page, I repre-

sented that Mr. Evanson considers the gospel
ascribed to John as the composition of a con-
verted Platouist. or of a platonizing Jew. I
have since ascertained that I have miscon-
ceived him. as he considers it as tbe work of
a converted Platonist. and not the work of a
Jew. It is however, an error which I con-
ceive has no influence upon the reasoning in
the paragraph.

In the note to the 9th p. I have committed
an error in ascribing to Jerom himself, what
were the words of Porpbvrv. quoted bv Jerom

11-
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in his observations on the 81st Psalm. This
is a carelessness I ought not to have been
guilty of, I must therefore give up Jerom as

favouring my opinion with regard to miracles.

I can do it however, without weakening the

argument ; as there is no want of testimony

among the fathers to the preference they give

to prophecy as an argument for their religion.

Tertullian reprehends the Marcionites for as-

serting that " the mission of Jesus Christ was
only to be proved by miracles." [L. 3. c. 3

con. Mar.] and asserts against them that "pro-

phecy proves his mission more than miracles
;

and that miracles without prophecy, ought to

pass for delusions," while Origen calls pro-

phecy "the greatest of the arguments in fa-

vour of Christ/' and the " strongest demon-
stration" to the establishing of his claims.

Huetius Dem. Evan. p. 333.

Finally, in the 38th p. I have said, that the

passage quoted from the 2d ch. of Acts, was
in the same sermon as the passage quoted in

the 35th p. this was an oversight, the passage

quoted in the 35th p. is in the 3d ch. of Acts,

instead of the 2d.

These are all the errors I have been able

to discover. There are no others, I am well

satisfied, except errors of the press, in a few
references to chapter and verse, which are of

no consequence, as the place of the words quot-

ed accompanying the reference will be remem-
bered by the reader accustomed to peruse tha

Bible,
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I hope that the publick will think it reason-

able to excuse these mistakes when they con-

sider, that they are not important, are few in

number for a volume so crowded with matter
of various kinds as that in which they occur

;

and especially when they remember, that ev-

ery human production must contain more or

less of imperfection, and that these occur in

the first essay of a young man, who became
an author for a time only in self defence, for

the sake of ascertaining truth, and who is

willing to acknowledge and correct his errors.
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APPENDIX A.

I do not possess Collins' Works, or I would
here endeavour to give an elaborate abstract

of his system. I must therefore, content my-
self with giving such a sketch of it as is con-

tained in a paper I happen to have by me,
which will at least manifest the total dissimil-

itude between Mr. Collins' scheme, relative to

the Messiah, and the one adopted by me. He
says, " There was about the times of Jesus,
a great expectation of a Messiah, who was
to redeem the Jewish nation from the state

of servitude, in which they had long been
held by various nations. They gave him by
way of emphasis, the title of Messiah, or

Christ, a word applied in the Hebrew Bible
and Septuagint version, to any person anoint-

ed, a King, Prophet, or Priest. This ap-

pears to have been the expectation of the vir-

gin Mary, (Luke i. 54,) and of Zechariah
;

from the insurrections excited by several im-
postors ; and the attempt to excite one under
Jesus, (Jo. vi. 14, 15-) The apostles were
in full expectation that Jesus would be the

temporal deliverer of his nation. And it seems
probable, that those who deserted him, did it

because they saw no prospect of his succeed-
ing, or attempting the object ; and those who
adhered longest to him, believed themselves
in a mistake, when they saw him suffer death,

instead of redeeming Israel. (Luke xxiv. SI.
Mark viii. 31. Jo. vi. 64, 66.
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"The oldest Chaldee paraphrases also,

hold out the same hopes. These are Jona-
than's on the Prophets, which the Jews place

thirty years before Christ, and Onkelos on
the Law seventy years after. But various

learned men assign them a much later date
;

and those who contend most for their antiquity

allow them to be corrupted by interpolations,

and of this character are probably many of

those places where the Messiah is expressly

mentioned. But there is a remarkable ex-

pression in Josephus which proves, that learn-

ed Jews had no very definite notion about this

Deliverer in his time. Those Jews says he,

who were in the vulgar error of a Messiah,
"to arise out of their own country, built their

opinion on but one ambiguous oracle found in

their sacred Books." That they misunder-
stood the Prophets for that Vespassian was
the person meant."
" It is contended, that Philo expected a

Messiah, but (Collins says) the places cited

do not prove it."

" The Jews in the times of Jesus, were far

from universally expecting a deliverer ; nor
was the expectation universal till many cen-

turies after. It was not made a fundamental
article in their confession of Faith, till the

eleventh century, when it was inserted in the

formula drawn up by the Rabbi Maimonides,
and since has been received by all Jews.
Maimonides makes it an article of the Jewish
Creed, he otherwise, says Allix, speaks very
indifferently about it."
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••* The famous Rabbi Hillel who was cal-

led Prince of the Captivity, asserted as a
maxim, that there was to be no Messiah in

Israel, for they had him in the days of Hez-
ekiah ; and he had many abettors among the

Jews. Rabbi Albo maintains that he was no
apostate, because the coming of a Messiah is

no fundamental article of the Jewish religion,

and that the belief of it is founded only on
Tradition. Allix says, that the carnal no-
tion ofa Messiah had its origin about the time
of Christ, and proceeded from their oppres-
sions under the Roman yoke (Allix's Judg-
ment p. 39.) Collin's Scheme of Literal

Prophecy, &c. ch. i. Collins says " that

the belief and notion of a Messiah had its

origin at that time, and from that cause.

The Jews could not believe that God would
leave his peculiar people to be the prey of

idolaters ; and it was natural to the Jews
who had so high an idea of their relation to

God to cherish such expectations." And he
endeavours to fortify his opinions by the au-

thority of these words of Rabbi Albo. " There
is not any prophecy either in the law or

prophets^ that foretells his coming by any
necessary exposition of it, with respect to

him, or which may not from the circumstances
of the text be well expounded otherwise,"

He says also " that the article of the Messiah
has no other foundation than the authority of
tradition," i. e. says Collins the allegorical

sense of the O. T. interpreted by tradition.
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Literal Prophecy p. 227. Allix' Judg. 4H

.

Such was the scheme of Mr. Collins which
he supported with great ingenuity, and im-

mense erudition. To me however it is quite

unsatisfactory, as I cannot help being per-

suaded that whether a Messiah ever will come
or not, such a personage is plainly enough
foretold in the writings of the Hebrew Proph-
ets. I have brought forward Mr. Collin's

Scheme merely to show how much the Rev.
Mr. Cary is mistaken in saying that my sys-

tem is nothing else than his revived. I be-

lieve that every reader of common under-

standing must be now inclined to think, that

the Reverend Preacher does not know so

much about the subject as his pompous man-
ner is calculated to frighten the simple into

the belief of. He is also mistaken in sup-

posing that Collins' Book on the Grounds and
Reasons of Christianity was intended to show
the disagreement between the New Testa-

ment and the Old, for the truth was,—that

book and his Literal prophecy examined,
aimed at the subversion of Christianity by
trying to show, that the expectation of a
Messiah was groundless, arising merely
from fanciful and mystical expositions of the

Old Testament, that Christianity itself was
nothing but mystical Judaism, and that it

could not reasonably stand, as it was founded
upon a baseless expectation, i. e. Jesus
claimed to be the Messiah promised by God
to the Jewish nation ; now God, according t©
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him, never made any such promise, aud i

sequently Jesus had no mission from God. -

tue personage he pretended to he was a mere
figment of the imagination. Tiiis was the

- :em of Mr. Collins : whether mine is the

same let the candid judge.

APPENDIX B.

In Matthew, ch. ii. it is said. •• And he

came and dwelt in a city called Nazareth,
that it might he fulfilled which was spoken

by the Prophet i he shall be called a Xaza-
rene." This quotation of Matthew's ha?

^iven great perplexity to theologians. It is

vhere to be found in the Old Testament
in tJ It occurs however according

be Surenhusius in other words, in three seve-

ral places, which he makes out by the appli-

cation of his ruhs. a- follows : 1. First he
. that the prophets foretold things

only in types and allegory, but also in

enigmas. In the former cases the prophecy

could be explained without any change of

words. In the latter, i. e. when the prophecy
- an enigma, to show it to be fulfilled, other

words must be substituted instead of th -

used by the prophet. Such being the fact.

Isaiah ch. ix. had said, that the Messiah
should dwell in Galilee, which is the same as

savins: he should dwell in Nazareth, a citr

in Galilee. It heins: foretold, that he should
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dwell in Nazareth it is implied that he should

be entitled to the name JSTazavenc. or which
is the same thing, be called by it. And thus.

though he never was called a Nazarene in

fact, his being entitled to that name by resid-

ing in Galilee, i. e. Nazareth, is a fult-linent

of the prophecy.

2. Another passage to which Matthew
might refer according to him is Isaiah xi. 1.

" And there shall come forth a rod out of

Jesse, and a branch (Nctzer) shall grow out

of his roots."' The argument here lies in the

word Netzer, which is called by the Hebrew
Doctors an argument from similitude ofwords
without regard to the sense, the word JWt-
zer resembling, and therefore it may in enig-

ma signify Nazarene. So that when Jesus

resided at Nazareth and became entitled to

be called Nazarene he fulfilled the prophecy
where he is called Netzera branch.

3. A third passage he cites is from Zecha-
riah vi. 12, where the Messiah is called Tse-

wait—a branch. Tsemah meaning the same
as Netzer may be used for it. When the

prophet therefore calls the Messiah Tsemah a

branch, he calls him Netzer $ and when he
calls him Netzer, he calls him Nazarene, an

inhabitant of Nazareth. Q. E. D.
This is one of the prophecies which he

supposes were reserved for explanation by
the Messiah, who was to solve the riddle,

and show the prophecv to be fulfilled.

12
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