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A

ADVERTISEMENT.

IT was intended that the twe
first of the following letters should
appear in the Albany Centinel ; but
the printer having suggested, that
this might occasion the application
to him of more bishops than he
could find dioceses, the writer has
altered the letters, added some oth-
ers, and printed the whole in the
shape of a pamphlet. This will be
more durable, more suitable for the
pocket, and more convenient for
the reader to consult at his leisure.

Altany, May 1806.
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LETTERS, &e.

el ‘D C——

LETTER L

SIR,

Hao you chosen io collect and publish the Es-.
says in the same order in which they originally
appeared, without a Preface, without correction
or addition, and without numerous nozes and re-
marks, you would not have bcen troubled with
any observations from me. Now, I think 1t ne-
cessary, for the cause in which I have been en-
gaged, and it may be serviceable to yourself, to
point out in as few words as possible, some
things in which you seem to have acted unfairly.
At the same time, 1 hope, that any error has pro-
ceeded from the judgment merely ; or from a
zeal which sometimes hurries the best of men
beyond the bounds of discretion.

1. In your preface you assert, that ¢ the au.-
thor of Misceltuni<s has, with great industry, cel-
lected together all the arguments against Episco-
pacy.” This is not correct. -~ Theauthor has i
his possession certain numbers which lie never
published, and he had contemplated others. He
had no opportunity to publish these, norremarks
which he intendcd on the pieces of his opponents.
The reader will find several things promised
which you remark {rather tauntingly ) were never
parformed. It was impossible for me standing
alone against four sons of the episcopal church,
diligent and copicus writers, to find room in the
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newspaper. Besides the public wished to see an
end to the controversy,

Again, you assert, that  as the printers be.
came at length extremely averse to publishing on
the subject, the advocates of episcopacy were
compelled to pass by, without parzicular notice,
several of the assertions of the author of Miscel-
lanics. These are principally the subjects of the
additional nores and remarks added to this vol-
ume by the Editor.”> ‘That the printers should.
become averse to publishing is no wonder, con
sidering the manuscripts which daily poured in
from the episcopal side ; but if you mean any re-
flection upon them, you do them great injustice.
They gave you ample time and room, and they
had my request and approbation (so far as these
-are of weight) in the conduct which they pursu-
ed. Is it fair in you to represent me as having
¢¢ collected together all the arguments against e-
piscopacy,” and, after the advocates had written
more than twice as much, to come forward with
«dditional notes and remarks ; no opportunity be-
ing afforded to me to make a single explanation
or addition ? Your publication has been made
entirely without my knowledge, or cven sus.
picion.

‘¢ In the present publication,” you say, ‘¢ the
arguments for and against EKpiscopacy are pre-
sented to the reader ; and he has thus a fair op-
portunity of judging of the merits of this impor-
tant question.”  You must think that your book,
especially having so many additional notes and
remarks, contains all which can be said for epis-
copacy ; but assuredly it does not contain all
which can, and was intended to be said against
it. I trust, however, that the intelligent and
candid reader will think that enough has been
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said, notwithstanding you have arranged the bu-
siness in your own way, burdened my text with
notes, and frequentlv either misrepresented, or
mistaken its meaning.

In your preface also, the matter of controver-
sy between us is rather concealed, than properly
exhibited. You alledge, that * every Christian
minister must be vested with a divine commis-
sion.”” Rospecting this, there has not beén, and
there can bc no dispute. 'The single point is,
whether the ordinances of the church administer-
ed by Presbyterians are va/id ; or whether Epis-
copalians alone, and to the utter exclusion of sll
oticrs, have avalid ministry. I am glad to find,
that both in your preface and your notes, you
have shown a liberality and benevolence which
you have not expressed in **a companion for the
altar,” and *¢ a companion for the festivals and
fasts.”

2. You have not placed the Essays in the or-
der in which they originally appeared. RBesides
that some are printed as a whole which had ap-
peared in parts, and at different times, you have
transposed the others too generally. Why have
you done this ? Is not your arrangement calcu-
lated to alter the impressicr. formerly made on
the public? Were they not entided to, and had
they not a right to expect the old view of the
subject ? Is there nct now, as you have managed
1t, an anticipation of my arguments, so as to put
them into a disadvantageous light ? The pieces
were printed in one order, you have re-printed
them in another. This is the cause of greater
complaint, because few readers may recollect the
original order, and may be deceived by this false
muirror which is held up to them.

3. In your publication there are several alter-
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atioas and correcticns in what was written by my
episcepal opponents. 1 heve compared only
a small part with the newspapers ; and indeed
I checked myself, having, ceitainly, so much
coniidence in you as to believe that yvou would
rot alter thz ongmal text. The variations, so fr
as I went, are verbal and not material. Anyv
thiug of impertance is found in certain editorial
notcs, which ought to be considered the same as
arcal amendment or explanation of the text. 1
refer youto pages, 6. 15. 85. 107. Whereisthe
difzrence between correctinz a2nd adding by a
noie, or otherwise ? Cznnot the sense be endrelv
changed and new aguments added by z note ?
Withr respect to o oi i the corrections, 1 doubt
vheler, i the capa t} of an £z, you had a
right to masc ihem, uniess the authors had invese-
ed | you with the powersof a Plenijotentiary. Bux.,
when 1t 15 kiswn, tiut you have exercised a
privilege denied to me, and cae In which I was
iicresied—:hat 1 could not chuuzz a singic word,
nor make a single note, your COlld will be
thought, at leust, questiciable.

4. Not contsmicd wich the Iiberties a;?cm}
mcntioed, vou have iascried a pisce unkown to
me before. Thisis “ A Letter from Cornelins
to (yprian,” begiming, * Dear Brother.” The
reason which vou give for thie insertion of this
brotler’s cpistie, is a3 follows @ * The foregoing
Jetter wis sent o the printers of the slibany Cea-
tinc, wWio, irum i 15 niot to exiend the coniio-
versy, declined insening 1t This letter you
hine },;:rfd 1 ine 133 page of your collcction,
being 77 puges beive the conclusion of said
work ; ; 50 that it may be supposed to have been

written wbout that time, considerably beyond
\sl,,-h the * couiroversy was cxiended.” No
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ecrtain conclnsion, hovever, can be éravn ficm
vour collisuion of tle Essays.  This gne misy
have bLeen written just when « Cyprizn” was
suinming ith, cud vet you may have chnsen to
stick it in here.  ¥What has it to do with “a col-
lection of tue Lsssys which eppeared in the Al-
bany Centinel #* It never vas printed there. If
it contatns nothing nesw, it is lumber 1n the vol-
ume. If it militztes against me, as vou nust
bave thought by mmseriing i, the ollection is no
longer what you pretend. The contmversv 18
not such as it stood in the newspaper.  Here isa
n: w piece consisting.of nearly three pages ; and
viach, peihaps, you might have more wisciy,
certainiv, more farly, cut up and interspersed a-
morg your muliplied notes. I never have yeot
fmlv known the rumber and exertions of my as-
sailznts. Lo, one is preseaied ‘of whora I had
not the least wamning or concepticn! I appea to
vou, Sir, as to the INZET:LOUSTCSS cf thts, and the
propricty cf caliing vcur pubiication “ a coliec-
uon of the Lssa\'s which onmm.llv appeared,”
&c. Is it not a colieciion of these so arzang (d
and altered as to give them a very diffcrent ap-

pearance ?

—— > G EPR———

LETTER IL
SIR,

Hivixe o‘gectcd in my former letter, against
your prefuce—:tiic manner in which you hav
siisiloced the ssavs—vour elrcrations and cor-
rocsion:, by cerain n otes, of what was written by

the advocates for episcopacy—und the acdition of
a whole ecsay—1 cbject now,
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5. Against the plentiful Notes and Remarks
which you have annexed to the essays written by
me. It is true, that in the quality of an Edizor,
you were ‘“ at hberty to republish them with such
cormment as you might think proper ;” but if
this comment should contain misrepresentations
or mistakes, the author will justly complain.—
The work of a commentator is always difficult
and requires great judgment; too often is he
found to obscure instead of elucidating the origi-
nal. It is besides, in the power of an ingenious
man $o to interpret an author as to make him
teach what was thie farthest from his design.--
Thus, explananons may be read of the seven-
teenth article of the Episcopal church, diametri-
cally opposite to the meaning of the venerable di-
vines who penned it; and 2s opposite to what
the words, in their common and plain accepta-
tion, have ever conveyed.

It will not be e*{pected that I should go through
all your notes and remarks; much less that I
should enter upon a formal refutation of them. 1
shall take notice of a few, just as they occur in
your book, and which are evidently, cvasion,
mistake, or mxsreplesentanm

In your first note, and in some notes which
follow, you blame me for asserting, that ¢ the
Classical or Presbyterial form of church govern-
ment is the true and only one which Christ hath
prescribed in his word,” while I complain of E-
piscopalians for maintaining that their government
is of divine right. You w vill please to observe,
that I do not give this opinion to the exclusion
of all others. In the very next paragraph, I specak
of Presbyterianism as having ‘¢ the fairest claim
to a divine right.” I'have never denied the va-
lidity of the ordination and of the sacraments ad-
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ministered by prconahanq in the last picee
of mine in the Collection, p. 163. Isa¥ cxpress-
Iv, T believe that the Episcopal church is a part
of thv church of Christ, drd that the ordirances
adminisicred by her are, with the blessing of Ged,
effectual means of saivation. Iid I reside mna
place where I could attend only what church, I
would worship with her, and reccive the sacra-
mients irom her hiand ; ye2, had I been educated
in that chur :::1, Iithink 1t highly prooable, that 1
would remain in her communion.””  Is this, Si-,
bigotted or uncharitable ? Is this setting up ex-
clusive pretensions ? Have I ever contended for
the re-baptism or re-ordination of those who left
the ep:sco; 2, and joined the resbyterian chui ch 2

tlave 1 not, in another place, p. 133. explic
avowed my sentiments, by saying, « I "'ould bﬂ
cautious in asserting the divine r":r/zz‘ either of ¥.-
piscopacy, or of Pr eabvterzamom though 1
11.1111,, that the latter has the superior claim T
Atust you not be sensibie that you have not
shown the same libe rality In the book“ wiich you
have pubiished 2 Do vou not know that yeur
chm‘m does not, cither 1n doctrine or practice,
extend the same privilege to others which they
do to her ? .

You ask in a note, p. 12. ¢ Is not every pas-
tor the bishep of his congregation.”  Yes, Sir,
most assurediy ; but this 15 very different from :
man being styvled ¢ 2/fe bishop® in the episcopzl
charch; from a diocesan bishop.  You speak o{"
‘“ aspiring conduct.”  What do you mean?
Is it aspiving in a minister to be called by the
name given him in the New-Testament ? 1 sec
no aspuring conduct but in those who aim at'a
supc:'iol 1ty over their brethren—to be of an order
or rank not warranted by the holy sceriptures.

h
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Y ou might better have omitted the note, p. 14.
Where vou say, “ This writcr 1s e: ccedmgh a-
verse to quoting this text accusutely. Itis with
the layinz on of the hands of the presbytery ;?
because the reader will see in the next page, and
in pages 26. 38, &c. that the fact 15 not as you
have madvertentl) stated it.

The notes which follow in the same page, a-
bout the * ccnvevance of a divine commissicn,”’
and the * ministerial ofice being divine,” are,
to sav the least, useless. Nobody denies these
things. The only dispute 1s about the mede of
convevance from Christ and his apostles. “The
l)recbv. terians maintain that the commission of
their ministers is from Christ and is divine ; but
they deny that the power is conveyed by an or-
der superior to presbyters, and that anv such or-
der exists in the church. The Apostles never
had, in their extraordinary capacity,. anv sucees-
sors ; and when they ordaired, they acteda,, pres-

ters or church-rulers. This is the highrst or-
der which they instituted, and which remains in
the church.

You allege with the * Layman,” p. 21. that
my extracts from your books are “ disjoined and
mutilated.’”” This 1s a maiter on which I meant
to discipline the ¢ Layman,” could 1 have found
room to thrustina piecc. Though he sailed
soon afterwards to take the rour of Europe, yet
he left Rector ¢ Cyprian” to be responsible; and
the Lold asseriion seemed to require from me
some attention. There would be no use now,
Sir, In comradxctmg him and you. It would be
like two ch rildren, one of wiom cries, “ You
did it,”’ and the other ¢ T didat.”  Let therea-
der cxamine and judge fer himself.

I shall not trouble myceli with youilong note,

4
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p- 24. 25. on baptism. I who believe that the
baptism both by Presbyterians and Episcopalians
is valid, care little what this or the other class
think. You will permit me, however, to remark
as somewhat extraordinary, that those who hold
baptism among the former to be “ nugatory and
mnvalid,”” should admit of bishops and priests
who never had any other ; and who, according
to their doctrine, are no more members of the
visible church than the Indians who gambol on
the banks of the Wabash, or traverse the wilds of
Louisiana. You have rot denied, nor can you
deny, that the first bishop of the Episcopal
church in this state, never had any other baptism
than what was administered by a Minister of the
Reformed Dutch Church; and that several of
your priests are in the same predicament. They
consecrate others, themselves not being consecra-
ted ; for their baptism, according to you, is not
valid ; they are not even members of the church ;
and if baptism be regeneration, they have never
been regenerated. You have not denied, nor can
you (LCP} , that vour present bishop in this state
has acted as though the Lutheran church, and
the Methodist Episcopal church had no valid
ministry ; that he has done what I call re-ordain-
ng, and, in some instances, re-baptizing; and
that he has laid his hands upon a man either from
Geneva, cr one of the cantons of Switzerland ;
it is of little consequence from what place he was
imported. I have not heard that your bishop
has, as yet, got hold of any from the Presbyte-
rian or the Reformed Dutch church. Indeed 1
hope that their principles are too well fixed to be
cither allured or threatened into a recantation of
them.

Inp. 35. Youspeak of the connexion between
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tl:e Jewish and the Christian Priesthoed as ably

csnlziced znd ddfended by the ¢ Lavman.”—
This is zrother matter on which I had thought
of sume remarks, durisg the controversy ; but
the ranks of my oppozents thickened, and pre-
vented me.  As toonzs ¢ Laymun” mude his
szil, “ Cyprian™ took vp the wondrous tale ; so
that I was obiiged to be a mere lcoker-on.

Tre petriccats and breeckes, p- 5. You may,
Sir, if you plcase, dash out, and your note wiil
£0 oy with 1t

Scrze other actes must come under consider-
ativn. A few have been pow cxhibited as a spe-
cimen ; znd those not the worst, but which first
occur in vour volume. The sulqect may be,
generally, taken up, by other and abler hunds
than miac, a the Curistian’s Macazixe.
respecting which veur feurs seem to be wakefel
I wish vou had prinied the Essays in the exuct
¢ Zer in which they criginally zppeared, and
aroun all your notes and remarks, wiih the let-
tcr cf brother ¢ Comelius,” into an _\ppendix.

———— C E——
LETTER IIL
SIR,

Tzzoccu I am not fond of the business, vet it
1s necessary tiat sememore of your 156 notes and
semuatks should poss o review.

In noge 47, veu sav, # atoue time he nidicules
the Cectrive of swecession ; at anotier e makes
it the foundaticn of ali his reascrings.” Let it be
renicrked, Sir, that it 15 the succession as taughe
in your church which I ndicuic.  Ail the ofhicers
of the church, undoubtedly, dertve dicir auther-
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ity from Christ, and it is conveycd down from
him. The only matter in dispute between us, is
whether the authority is valid, enfv or cxciusively,
in the mode practisea by the E piscopal church.
Why wiil you keep the real question out of sight ?
You ask, p. 5C. ¢ Had Timothy and Titus -
no superiority over the other ministers of Ephe-
sus and Crete. but what ¢ talents, le:-mmg, pie-
ty, and usefulness give ?” Yes, Sir, they had ;
but it docs not follow, that after the: establish-
ment of the church, the ministers have any other
superiority. When Timothy and Titus h:d ex-
ecuted the directions given them by the apostle
Pzul, their extraordinary authority ceased.—
There is no f fermenent order in ti:e church high-
er than presbyters who are called i1n the New-
Testament l,ishops, and are tize only true ones.
A review of eccliesiastical history which 1 had
proruised, you say, p. 6i. that I *“ very prudent-
iy deelined.” ¥ by declined you mean re¢fused or
siunned, which is the common signification of the
word, you are hardly correct. Little room as
cold be found in the newspaper from the long
p-cces of ** Layman,” ¢ Cyprian,” * Detector,”
f.c. the promise was, in some measure, perform-
cd by the quotations from Bishop -White’s
pamphlet, which I ntroduce by saying, “ I had
mtended to iave examined the testimony of the
Fathers, and to have produced the sentiments
and conduct of the first Reformers ; but copious
cxtracts from a pamphlet which has fallen into
my harids will supersede, in a great measare, the
necessity of these things.” It is hoped, that the
advocates for K plsc‘opa(,y will be now satisfied,
since you have joined their pieces which appear-
ed Lefore in purts, and then long enough ; par-
ticularly that brother ¢ Cernelius” will be grati-
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fied, who could not obtain an admission for his, .
until you issued your collection *“ with addition-
al notes and remarks.”

In page 80. you ask, “Is it not evident that
the ¢ maintaining” Episcopal ordination, and
“ practising’’ accordingly, is what has called forth
the invective and redicule.”” No, Sir, it is not
evident. It is not the doctrine and practice, con-
fined to your own church, respecting which there
is complaint. It is your denial of the same priv-
ilege to other churches which they freely extend
to you. Itisthe re-ordaining and re-baptizing
those which had belonged to some of the best
constituted and most respectable churches upon
earth.

You blame me, p. 87. for asserting, that you
““ seek to deprive all others of the privilege of
judging for themselves.” The word judging is
bere not precisely used.: Of this privilege you
shall not, and you cannot deprive them ; and I
hope that their judgment will continue to be
modest, candid, and hiberal.

In p. 88. you ask, * Whom does the Reform-
ed Dutch Church mean by ¢ Lords over God’s
heritage >’ I simply ask you, whom does the A-

postie Peter mean ? 1 Peter v. 3.

'The note p. 92. 1s rather unfair. You repre-
sent me as ‘‘ appearing willing to rest my cause
on an Episcopal divine,”” meaning Bishop White.
So far as he gave support to my cause, I was cer-
tainly right in availing myself of his assistance.
I relied on the fucts which he produced. I have
asserted, and I now assert, that ¢“ no Presbyte.
rian coulc reason more to the purpose” for which
I quoted him. Thopcd at the same time, that
greater attention and reverence would be paid to
a bishop of your vwn church, than to me, who
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am really, and, for any thing I yet see, will re-
main non-episcopally ordained.

As to the ¢ very kigh compliment”” which you
are pleased to allege, p. 93. that I pay ¢ to the
consistency and the sincerity of’’ Bishops Pre-
vost and White, I shall only declare, that I think
tisxm sincerc and perfectly consistent. The sen-
timents of the one with respect to the swuccession
stanct on record ; both were sound Hhigs dur-
ng our revolutionary war; and weuld, I con-
ceive, b~ averse from submitting to any foreign
dominicn, elther civil or ecclesiastic. They
hought orcination by the Bishop of London ex-
pedient, whenever 1t conld be obtained ; and they
thought right. Indeed, I cannot believe that or-
dination would have been refused even in time
of the war. Can it be possible that the visible
head of the church would have rciused to hand
dcwn the suceession ! If so, it i1s deposited it a
~very unsafe hand. 1If so, it could have been ob-.
tained, equally genuine, and nearer the fountain,.
m Irance the magnanimous ally of the United
States. The circumstances of the Kpiscopal
church rendered ordinaticn by the Bishop of
London expedient ; and I agree with Mr, M’ Leod,
in his valuable publication, that the ordination
is essentially presbyterian ; for the presbyters lay
on hands with the Bishop.

~ Your quotations from Dr. Larturopr, p. 95,
&c. are not in your favor. Thcy appear to be in-
troduced in order to shift or obscure the ques-
tion. 1 beg vou, Sir, to remember, that I main-
tain as strenuously as yourself, that the ministers
of the church must have a divine cormission de-
rived frem Christ—that in every regular church
there must be an external mode of admission—
that the Doctor’s reasoning is eatirely levelled a-
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gainst lay-preachers, ¢ self-consiuinted tenchers,

to whom I 2m as much oppozed as an§ man.—
With what propriety do you grote Pr. Lathrep
who is a  Congregational or Preshyierian mizis-
zer 22 Does he teach that bishons sro2 cupenor
order to presbyters 2 Docs &e ivid the same
« uninterrupted succession” as yoa do ? Very
far from all this. No church can be too w2ici-
ful against unlearned and unzuthorized preachers.
are pests to the church. ¢ He Tt enter-

eth not by the docrinto the sheep-fold, but
climbeth up some other way, the sume 1s a thi:f
and arobber.” Permitme, Sir, torepeas, ar:d 1o
impress upon your mind, tact #hr point 12 dis-
pate, is singly, solely, o:nd exclsiz=ly bout e
of convesing the mipist&ial COMIMISSIoN.

I have acknowiedsed, and I do hereby acknowl-

cdge over again, that the orimation of the Epis-
church is velid. Wil roa s2y the same
of the Prushyterian church ? "Fhen would you
act worthy of your good understanding, and tic
real benevolence of your heart. o
To the assertion of Bishop Wite, thit ¢ what-
ever his church holds must be included m tie
thirty-nive articles of religion ; which were in-
tended for a comprehensive systcm Of 3:€CCSSATY
doctrine,” you have the following note, P- 114,
« It is to be presumed that the Liurgy and Ofh-
cers of the churchare also the standards of her
doctrine.” The Dishop is right. The Articles
are to be considered as pronerly the standard of
doctrine. Beware, Sir, of touching the Bishop.
I have pledged myself to deierd him ; and i a-
ny thing makes me angry, it will be instnuations
against him. There are sorc expressions not
sn respectful as I could wish. Your remarks on
the preface to the ordinal, on the sentiments cf
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Dr. Maurce, Bishcps Cranmer, Stilingficet
Burnet and Hozdiy a?: in contradiction to what
Bishop White has stated. In p. 125. you ad-
minister something iike a repreof; and in p. 189.
ycu say, that “the question of Episcopacy is
surciy not to rest on the decision of any individ-
tal, hovever §rcat his reputation and amiatle his
curacter.” I wam you against any thing more .
of this kind. ) s

You express an unfavorable opinion of arch-
vishop Grindal ; particularly for his admittiug
the ordination of Jchn Morison, a Scotch Pres-
byterian minister, tobe vaiid. If you have noth-
Ing moie against hizi than this, and his lenity to
the Puritans, hc will stand high in my estima-
ilon. ‘This instance Mr. %> Leod has quoted in
the notes tc iis laie excellent ¢ Ecclesiastical
Catechism,” a work which I recommend toyour
peruszl ; and shall leave the characier of Grindal
to be seitled betiveen vouand him. I know that
there have been more than one good archbishop,
who is the kighest officer in tiie church of Eng-
land, except the king, who, since the pope was
renounced, 1s the Lead of all.

How can you ask, p. 124. if I ““ mean to as-
sert that the power of ordination, and the power
of governing the church, died with the apostles ?*?
No, Sir, the apostles commatted the power of or-
dination, and the power oi guverning the church
‘to presbyicrs, a5 you sce now practised by the
church called pressyierian.

You say, p. 15i. that “ Cicmensand Polycarp
wcre both bishops.”  So they were ; but thc?'
were presbytcrs ; ior both namcs are acknowl-
cdged, on all sides, to be apphied in the very
same officer. 1 say, that they  mention only
two orders of officers in the church,’” Produce

C .




{ 18

me one sentence of theirsto the contrary. When
1 say, in one place, ¢ that there are three orders
in the church is not disputed,” I had in view the
distinetion made in scripture between a teaching
and a ruling elder. |

¢ Here 1s the great advantage,” you say, p.
191. ¢ of the Episcopal church. Even its oppo-
- nents cannot asscrt that its *¢ administration of
ordinances is invalid.” I trust, Sir, that none
of them ever will be guilty of so arrogant and
uncharitable an assertion ; and you may take all
the adwn_tage which this gives you. The Ro-
man Catholic church might plead the same ad.
vantage ; for you do not deny that their ordina-
tion is valid, though you do not extend the same
mercy to Presbyterians. But 1 forbear to press
you on this subject, having perceived that it is
one on which you are sore.

I shall not pursue your notes further in the
manner I haye done. Had you given them to-
gether and in connexion, so that I could have
grasped a substance, they could have been the
more easily destroyed, If the subject should be
taken up in the Christian’s Magazine, it will, no
doubt, be discussed by able hands. This has
caused you no small alarm ; and, like a skilful
general, you have begun to fortify in time.

LETTER 1V,
SIR,

I =avE taken more notice of your multitudinous
notes and remarks than I had at first designed.
It is the fashion of late, with some celebrated
writers, such as the author of the ¢ Pursuits of
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Literature,” Darwin, Gifford, and Fessenden, to
have a busndle of notes ; though I think it ncon-
venient for the reader. The greit differerice be-
tween them and you, is that they have affixed
notes to their own writings, vou to those of an-
other. I would not, however, complam, had you
not added; changed the original position of the
pieces, and given an improper gloss of them.—

¥ shall, in the present letter; undertake to show,
that you Lave, by fair censtruction, surrendered
all for which: I have conteaded, -

‘In your Preface is found this sentence : “ Ey-
ery benevolent heart arderrﬂy cherishes the de-
lightful belief, that wercy will at length be ex-
tended to all who humbly and earnestly seek to
knew and to do' the will of - their heavenly Mas-
ter ;”” and: you adopt as your own the followmg
sentiment of Blsh0p Horsly : “The inmumera-
ble multitude of all nation, kindreds, and people,
(why should-I not-add of alk sects and parties ?)
assembled round the throne, shall, likc the first
christians, be of one soul, and’ one mind.” I
am pleased to see that you have grown more
charitable” since you: published ¢ A: compam
for the altar” and for the ¢ festivals ard fasts.”—
In these, you assert, that it is * essential to the
efhicacy of the Yord’s Supper to be adrainistered
by those [the Episcopal priests] who have re-
ceived lawtul authority to admuinister it”-—that
not to maintain the necessity of Episcopal ordi-
nation is'to * present salvation to men stnpped
of those conditions on which alone it is attaina.
ble.” Ycu have many expressions to the same

purpose, some of which I quoted in ¢ Miscella-
nies,” and shall not now repeat. I never denied
that the administration of ordinances in your
church was valid. I only combatted: your exclu-
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stve pretensions, and the opinion that none could
be right but yourself. verily believe, that,
with the information which you have, the gnod-
ness of heart, and the reflection and experience
which time wiil naturally give, you wiil become
still more liberal.

You fully and repeatedly 2dmit, that a depar-
ture from Episcopacy is proper in cases of neces-
sity. See pages 125, 127. 137. 150. 182. 187.
190. You say in p. 143. « The succession is
not mnterrupted by any particular church de-
- partirg from Episcopacy. It could orly be in-
tcriupted by a tozal departure from Lpiscopacy
throughoutthe universal church. The succession
Is preservd 1a the order of Bishops; andas long
as any of this order remains, the succession is
not interrupted.” Again, p. 187. * The suc-

sston is not interrupied when anv garticvlar
church throws cff the successien. YWherever the
order of regular Bishops exists, there is the suc-
cessiun yninterrupted.”

Here, Sir, I am conscicus of such an advan-
tage over you, that I shzil use it wiik great mod-
eration. You speak of * ineviizble necessity.”
Let me remark, that « necessiiv which 1S not n-
evitcble is no necessity at all.  Where is there a
single word about this necsssity in the books to
which I have so often referred 7 If necessity for a
departure from Episcopacy be admitted, what are
we to think of your many strong and unqualified
expressions ! Has the glorious Head of the
church placed his members in suchasituation as
to oblige them to be guilty of “ sacrilege,”
““ schism,’ a breach of *“ the unity of the church,”
and to have ordimances ‘ nugutory and invalid 77
~ Wken isthis nezessity to begin, and when is it
toend ? Whoarc to be the judges in the matter ?
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May it not exist for a year, an age, or forever ?
‘Where then s your “ uninterrupted succession 2*’
You say, that the succession is not interrupted as
long as any of the order of bishops remains.  Of
what use 1s this, when part of the church cannot
enjoy their consecrating hands? Is it to be, in the
mean time, without a vaiid mixui tq' and efhca-
cious crdinances ? Had the reascnatle, scriptural,
and pious proposal of Bishop Vv hite been a adopt-
ed, would the existence of bishops in Engiand or
in Rome have preserved the successton in the
United States ? Would there not be sorething
ridiculous 1 saving, We have not the succession
here ; but it is in another quarter of the globe
and we must jog.on as well as we can ? Really
Sir, vour information and good sense must have
convinced you of the absurdxty cf ycur former
assertions. I consider what you have now said
as a recantation ; made ia a covert way, and the
least injurious to vour feelings. A necessity be-
ing admitted for a departure from Lpiscopal or-
dmauon, your doctrine vanishes at once, like the
‘¢ baseless fabric of a wvision ;*’ for otherwise,
the Head of the church hath not made provision
for certain circumstances, or your succession is
interrupted, or you can have no ordinances effec-
tual to salvation.  As to the nction of your bish-
ops still remaining some where or other, they
might as weil be In the moon as in our planet
while no access can be had to them.

I have no difhculty about what is called neces-
sity. I believe that Christ hath provided for ev-
ery situation in which the church can be placed.
Dr. Lathion, as quoted by you, asks, ¢ Where
is this sol'tary sland or coast—this sccluded
country of Christians ?*’ I reverence the Dector,
admire his wiitings, and have been edificd by
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them. But, sarely, the supposition merfioned
fsnot impossible. I wisk the fruitful genius of
some oftheNcw.Engbd divines had never sup-
posed any thing It is the case which yost
say I have not ° specmed.” Something of “the
lmdnsquotcd from Bishop Cranmer in the x-
cellent pamphiet of Bishop White. I have been
informed that an Episcopahkan resading in this
state, for whose political and religious character
¥ have a profound respect, did, whenin France,
and not being able to obtain a2 protestant minister,
baptize ore of his own children. This, m my
epinion, was proper. It would be still more so,
on a * soltary island or coast.”” Though thé
rules of a church, when constituted, ought to be
strictly ebserved, vet in the cases mentioned, there
ought to be no -hesitation about administering
and receiving Givine ordinances. The power is
derived from Christ, and 1s the true succession.
Besides, the argument which you use in favoe
of Ep:scopal ordination is eqmaliy good in favor
of Presbyterian. You say that ¢ the succession
is prescrvedaslcngasanv of the order of Bish-
ops remains.”  \Were it shown that presbyterian
ordination was always ir the church, would it not
be as much in favor of this, as of yours ? What
then would become of your “ fifteen hundred
years {” But this wonld lead me into a discus-
sion which would exceed the bounds, at present,
prescribed to myself. Does the Episcopal
church ordain after the fashion of the Romaish
church? Do not the presbyters, in the former,
lay on hards with the bishop ? Is not the ordina-
tion then, as Nr. M’ Lcod asserts in his ¢¢ Eccle-
siastical Catechism,” really presbyterian, ang
therefore valid ?
Having said so much about addition, altcra-
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ticn, and the order in which you have pnbhshed
the Essavs, I shail not take notice of an omission

in your coliection. 1t is immaterial, and dces
not affect the argument.

——mgp P WP

LETTER V.
SIR,

Irvou think that your compositions nced no
correction, I do not think so of mine. I am not
ashamed to say, that amendments might be made
in any thing which I have ever published. The
nnmbers of *“ Miscellanies” went to the pressin
the first draught without the advice of any friend ;
and so farﬁombemgkcpt “ nine years,” they
werc not In my possession hardly a day Per-
haps there is more pride than humility in this
acknowledgment. Tke corrections which I
wished would have strengthened my arguments,
and saved you the trouble of several notes.

I hod mtcnded, bad my numerous cpponents
suficred me, to have dev oted a peper expressly to
show the inconvenience or impracticability of
your church government in this countrv. In the
vear 1799, you had only 7 bishops in the United
States. The territory is very extensive ; and it
has been since increased by the wonderful pur-
chase of Louisiana ; the exteat and cunosmes af
which are not yet fuht' known. It may bedeem-
ed a digression, but { must Le permitied to say,
that there is nota jockey in Virginia, who would
not have mad= a better baroam The country
however, wili not make, for some tune, more
than one diocese, on the plan of your church.

In England there are 24 bishoprics, besides
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that of Sodor and Man; in Ircland 18. The
state of New-VYork is larger than eriher of these
islands, and yet it has one bohtar\ bishop. He
must travel 359 miles one wav, and 300 another
1 order to ordain, to confirm, and to consecrate
churc wes 5 or those who w 1sb to be confirmed,
or :au «d must travel to him; and if the)
stouid, stii the chuichescannot travel. Do you
think, Sir, that this 1s a convenient government ?
Does rot the ; mconvenience, and indeed i 1mpossx-
biiity ofit, show its impropriety and absurdity ?
Would it rotrequire the szlary of the archbishop
of Canterbury [ £&,9C07 and nmhmg else to do,
to attend to ail this business 7 How much mare
simpie, rational and scriptural is the presbyterian
mode !

Your comment cn the XVII article of your
church must pass without any remarks. Iiis
wholly foreign frem the dispute between us. 1
am withing i subsoribe vour articlesat any time,
sofar asthey respect doctrises ; but cuntiot be-
lieve in the orders which you have set up in the
church ; and must refuse to submit to your or-
dination ; ; naving been already ordained 1n the
presbyterian manner ; and yon having no other
to give. . You will not admit me into your pul-
pit; you are welceme to any one where I have
the Liberty to ask you. I might inform vou that
I once preacted in the pulplt of Trinity church,
in the city of New-York, with the consent and
approbation of Bishop Prevost ; though I never
considered myself as thcreby epls"opallv conse-
crated ; but that my presbyterian ordination was

1mphutl} acknowiedged by him to be valid.
You, and *“ Layman,” and * Cyprian,”’ and

the whoie regiment of you, wre dissatisiied when-
ever mention is made of your connexion with the
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Roman Catholic church. This is not the only
instance in which: I have krown persons to dis-
own their poor rclations. The Pope is not the
man he has been ; and whatever agency he has
had in handing down the ¢ uninterrupted suc-
cession,” he is likely soon himself to have no
successor. No one has charged your church
with holding the doctrines of purgatory and tran-
subsantiation—-with worshipping images, and
praying to saints and angels. There are notwith-
standing a few points in which there is an appar-
ent agreement between modern Frotestant Epis-
copalians and Roman Cathsolics.

You acknowledge that your succession is de-
rived from the Romish church, who is called, in
vour homilies, *“ a_foul, filthy, old, withered har-
lot 5 the foulest and filthiest that ever was seen.”
Would it not have been prudent and decent, not
to have called your mothei such ugly names, and
to make her a wizch as well as awhore 2 In the
doctrines of justification—the nature of the sacra-
ments—the rite of confirmation—the consecra-
tion of churches—the observance of what are
vulgarly called holy days—and the various orders
of ofticers in the church—there is a coincidence
of sentiment in the two churches. Particularly
to point out this would carry me beyond my
present purpose. I do not say that this will be
found in the articles of your church, from which
many Episcopalians, in these latter days, have
departed. |

As these things do not belong to the subject of
dispute, they are now avoided. Say not that I
have declined ; {or I wish to settle one thing at a
time. You say that presbyterian ordination 1s
not valid; and 1 say, with Mr. M’ Leed, that
vours 1s valid, becausce 1t 1s essentially presbyte-

D
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rian. In avhat way the subject will be taken up

in the Cnnsrun s MacaziNg, I am not in-
formed. From the hands by which I under-
stand it will be conducted, 1 believe that it wiil
be able, just,and liberal. Much should I regret.
if they set up exclusive pretensions, and do not
meet you on that charitable ground which you
have lately chosen.

LETTER VL

‘.

SIR,

Tnovcn it is improper, at present, for me to
enter into the merits of the controversy, and

to discuss them at length, yet I would fain men-
tion, under some short heads, the arguments in
favor of the side which I have espoused.

1. The plan of the government of the Church
is to be proved and defended by the Holy Scrip-
tures. If Christ and his Apostles have instituted
a particular form, it is to be found in their prac-
tice and precepts which are recorded ; and we
cannot depend with certainty upon any t.hmg else.
The Scriptures are the unerring, constant, and
only rule for the church in all ages.

2. Admitting the opinion, that no precise form
s prescribed, dnd that several things are left to

~be ordered by local circumstances, the outlines
of what is called presiyterian government are laid
down, or may be plainly inferred.  Timothy be-
ing sent to Ephesus, and Titus to Crete, is no
valid proof that the apostle Paul constituted a
permanent order superior tc presbyters. With
whatever authority these and other persons werc
invested at the organization of the church, it ccas-
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ed with the extraordimary powers of the aposties.
Distinct from the special comeission reccived
from Christ, for certain purposes, the apostles
themszives were only rs. There is not

a directior given to Tnaothy and Titus which

presbyters, m the ordinary state of the church,

cannot and do not perform.

3. Those called Episcopalians can never evade
the force of that single text, ¢ Withthe layingor
of the hands of the presbytery.” In- the church
of England, the presbyters lay on hands with
their bishops, at urdination ; mthlscountq ; the
same moce is practised; and the ordination in
both is presbyterian. There is this difference;
indeed, that the Episcopalians contend for thewr

I as a distinct and permanext erder, where-
as the Presbyterians believe in no higher orde#
than presbyters ; and in their judicatories, and at
ordinations they appoint, out of their mumiber,
one to act as a temaporary mederator, president,
or superintendant. Thus tlie latter have al tise
advantaz=s of the former, withoit giving to any
one man an unsvarrastable and dangerous pre-ém-
inence.

4. The sentiments of the Fathets ate tobe ad-
mitted so far as they teach what is agreeable to
the doctrine and practice recorded in the holy

scripturés. When their testimony is examined,
it wiil be found, that they are not so general; u<
| nuormandstrcngmfavoroprxscopmy as has
been sometimes alleged.  Glemens Romanus, and
Poalycarp mention only 2o orders in the ghurch.
'The epistles of [rhatius, another early writer,
are involved in great obscurity. It is deubted
whether the writings ascribed to this gresit prop,
and as it were the rock of Episcopalians, are just-
ly ascribed or niot.  The wurds -of Jerome, by
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every fair construction, militate against Episco-
pacy. There is besides, a chasm in the history
of the time when bishops, probably, began to
claim to be a distinct order from presbyters.—
There are strictly speaking, only two orders ;
presbyters and deacons ; of the former of whom
some both teach and rule ; and others only rule.
'The presbyter who both teaches and rules, is the
true bishop ; or rather, he is to ¢ be accounted
worihy of double honor.”” This remark will
show why Clemens Romanus, and Polycarp speak
of only rwo orders; and why some speak of ¢/ree,
calling the first bishops. There are three when
the distinction is mace between teaching and rul-
ing presbyters; and there are anly two when this
distinction is not mentioned ; all the presbyters
coming under the denomination of bishops. Re-
specting the same cfficers being called presbyters
~ and bishops there is no dispute. |

5. It is a fact notorious beyond contradiction,
that presbyterian ordination has been allowed to
be valid, by the Church of England, and that sev-
eral learned and good men of that church have
contended for it.  If it is valid at one time, why
not at another ; Why not at all times ?

6. Were it granted that the Fathers dcclare the
existence of three distinct orders, such as the e-
piscopal ehurch holds, is Episcopacy the same
in England as in the early ages ? Where was the
discesan bishop, exercising power over a large dis-
trict, and over a large number of presbyters ;
clainding a superiority, by divine right ¢ The E-
piscopacy of England resembles that of Rome,
and not that of the primitive age.

7. The argument that Episcopacy has been in
the church for fifteen hundred years will be of no
weight, if it can be shown that presbyterianism
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was also ; and if it cannot, still the argument is
the strongest for popery. Where was the Epis-
copal church during a great part of this time ?
If the presbyterian church was buried, the other
was cqually so. If the former revived under
John Calvin ; sodid the latter under Henry VIIL

8. If any choose to have moderators, presi-
dents, or superintendants for a number of ycars,
or for life, it is hardly worth while to contend
with them, The Lutheran churchesin Pennsyl-
vania, have a superintendant for three years ; those
of that denomination, in this atate, have elected
one for life. The practice of the Presbyterians
is to elect one for a year to preside in their as-
semblies ; one, occasionally to preside at an or-
dination, or to perform any other ecclesiastical
business which may be necessary. The last
mode is the safest and best. To the others,
however, there is no solid objection, except that
bishops with exclusive claims may soon, like
rank weeds, spring up and injure the garden of
the church. The plan proposed by Bishop
White was wise, and, considering the prejudices
which he had to encounter was liberal. His idea
was to have permanent presidents, appointed by
the presbyters of his church in this country ;
wholly rejecting the notion of what is called a di-
vine right. 'The plan was never tried ; but it is
believed, that it would have promoted the honor
and happiness of the Episcopal church.

9. If'by ‘¢ uninterrupted succession’’ be meant
that power 1s conveyed down from Christ to tran.
sact all the affairs of his church, the Presbyterians
maintain it in the fullest and strongest manner.—
They renounce the pope and his bishops, as they
do the devil and all his works ; and would as
soon submit to be sprinkled with his holy water
as to receive any of his consecrations.
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I have given you, S#, in as gecod order, and
masfewwordsaslc,olﬂd,oﬁ'hand some heads
upon which I should insist, were Fseriously, sys-
tematically, anc largely to take up the subject.
There would be little use in my reading Hooker,
Poiter; and Daubeny ; for if they plead for the
exclusive validity of ofdination i your church,
they nrust depart from Scripture, history and
common sense. 1 would read Dr. Chandler, did
he fall in my way ; because I bear for his fami-

Iy a sincere and high respect.
I P —
LETTLER VIL
SIR,

Wi I began the papers under the title of
« MISCELI.AAI}.S, I'had little expectation of
the masner in which they have ended. I meant
to embrace subjects political, literary, and re-
ligious ; taken up to emiploy a leisure hour,
thcugh not without a hope of suggesting wseful
hints tomy readers. The sulyject of church gov-
ernment was introduced, among other reasons,
for the sake of variety ; at the time, I had not
read the books which vou have published. Up-
on examining them, they appeared more offen-
sive than they had been reported to me, and just-
ly deserving reprehension, This, with the sud-
den attack which was made upon me, threw my
pieces more into the controversial than the didac-
tic style than was oniginally intended. Besides,
I was informed that certain Episcopal ministers
were cager for battle. Some of them, indeed,
had early manifested views of distinction fir .
and superiority over other denominatiors.
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You, Sir, may not be acquainted with the fact ;
but immediately after the conclusion of the re-
volutionary war, and the establishment of the in-
dependence of the United States, the following

paper was presented to the Legislature of Mary-
land :

““ To the Honorable the GENERAL ASSE M-
BLT of the State of MARY LAND.

¢« The MEMORIAL and PETITION of the
Sabscribers 1n behalf of themselves and others
the Clergy of the Episcopal Churches—

“ SHEWETH,

¢“ Tuat the happy termination ef war, the es-
tablishment of peace, and the final recognition
and acknowledgment of the sovereignty and in-
dependence of the United States among the pow-
ers of the world, yield a favorable oecasion {(which
this State has long desired) of making permanent
provision, agreeable to the constitution, for the
Admisters of religion, and the advancement of
uscful knowledge and literature in this rising A-
mericzn cmpire.

¢ That in respect to the Episcopal Churches
in this state (to the communioen of which so lar
a proportion of the good people of Marylard be-
longs) the follewing things zre absolutely neces-
Sary, viz-

¢¢ 1st. That some alterations should be made
in the liturgy and service, in order to adapt the
same to the revolution, and for the purposcs cf
uniformity, concord and subordination to the
State.

« 2dly. That a mede or plan for ordaining and
keeping up a succession of fit and able Ministers
or Pastors for the service of the said Churches,
agreeable to antient practice and their professed
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prii. ;iples, as well as that universal tcieration es-
tablished by the comtitufion, be srecdily deter-
mined upon and fixed under the publu, authority
of the State, and with the advice and consent of
the Clergy of the suid Chu~ches, after due con-
sultaiion had thereupon—

Your petitioners therefore prav that the said
Clergy mav have leave to consult, prepare and of-
fer to the General Assembly, a bill for the good
purposes aforesaid ; and as bound, they shall ev-
er pray, &c.

‘ - WILLYAM SMITH,

- THOMAS GATES.”
One of the signers of the above has been long
and well known in tiis country.  Dr. Smith was

provost of the college n Plnladelphla Hedied a

few years ago, at an advanced age ; and was con-

-idcrably distinguished for his teraturc and for

his talents as a fine writer. Of Mr. Gazes, if ev-

er I heard any thing, I do not now recoiiect it.

- T know not whether he is dead or zlive. This,

however, 1s no proof that he was rot, and is stiil

a great man.

“The be!d attempt of the two ecclesiastics act-
ing, as they represent, in the name of others, to
connect the episcopal church with the state, was
powerfully opposed by a writer, and entirely de-
feated.  His pieces were first pubhs‘led in anews-.
paper, and afterwards re-pubiished in a small
pamphlet, dated Frederick, October 28, 1783.

They,” [non-cpiscopalizns] says the wTi'er,
« gre indifferent whether these apostolic persona-
ges are denominated Presbyters or Metropolitans,
Patriarchs or Popes, or dignified by any more
pompous sou'ldmg NUMCS, uluch adulation may
have devised, or superstition adored.””  The usc
of the phmse, ates:lic personages, seems to Le
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peculiarly happy ; for the bishops of the Epis-
copal church give out, thut they are the ¢ suc-

cessors of the Apostles ; though they have
never wrought a single miracle, cxcept that of
making some peuple subscribe to their preten.
sions.

The wniter calls Messicurs Smitk and Gates
“ two zealous Divines”-—“ two turbulent
priests.” Inthe one glace, he, probably, speaks
ironically ; and i the other, he appears to be m
earnest. Or, if zea/ was atall applicable to them,
it was for an early and gross endeavour to have a
discrimination mace, by the civil government,
m favor of themselves and that sect to whick they
belonged. Turbulent they, no doubt, were; that
is, their conduct wasmlculatedtoproduoe an
alarm and disturbance among cther denomina-
tions who wished to see no privileges, advanta-
ges, preferences, distinctions given to one above
the rest.

In one place, the language of the writer must
be understood figuratively. ¢ The former head
of the Church,” says he, ‘“ was amputated, and
the former way of obtaining E 1scopal ordina-
tion totally obstructed, when America declared
herself independcnt,” &c. The English have not
literally taken the head off Henry VIII. off Queen
Elizabeth, (of blessed memory) nor of George
IIl. as the French did off Lewis XVI. The
writer must mean, as he expresses himself, that
‘ the former way of obtaining Episcopal ordina-
tion was ‘otally obstructed.”” He seems not to
have been aware of the late principle adopted,
that while a bishop remains in any part of the
world, the succession is not mtemtpted Ad-
mitting that the head of the episcopal church had

been amputated, some of I's bishops would still
E
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live to hanc the successiondown; if they did not,
bishops might be found at Rome, from Whlch the
succession was originally derived ; and had gen-
crations passed away in this country without E-
piscopal ordination, “the succession would be con-
tinued on the other side of the great waters.

The history now given is of this use, to show
the strange and exclusive claims which some E-
piscopalians have entertained at so late anage, and
even n this ccuntry. It would hardly be cred-
ited by posterity, were it not found wntten in the
archives of the state of Maryland. At the same
time, let 1t be said, that a denomination 1s not
chargeable wi:h, nor accountable for the opinions
and conduct of a few wiid men. The Episcopa-
Lians have otherwise settled their plan of church
government ; they have contrived to bring over
from the head of the church in England, what
they believe to be the succession ; and though
they hold fast the different orders of bishops,
priests and deacons (to which they are extreme-
ly welcome, and to more, if thcy fancy them) yet
they have not asked the authority and aid of the
civ:l government. Some of them assert that
the'rs 1s the only :rue church ; but this does not
ma.:e 1t se, nor ‘inder others from thinking that
they belong also to a zrue church, though not the
ondy one.

How different was the conduct of the good
bishop W#hite from that of Messieurs Smizh and
Gates ! He was for constituting a church in this
country without asking leave from civil govern-
ment, and even without the sanction of the head
of the church of England. His liberal, intelli-
gent and scriptural pamphlet published on this
subject, contains indelible truths ; is a modified
presbyterianism ; 1s ‘¢ feet to the lame and eyes
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to the blind.” Indeed the constitution of the
Episcopal church, in this country, could be
shown to be, in all its material parts, presbyzerian.
Ir this sentiment a late writer [the Rev. Mr.
M’Leonp in his ¢ Ecclesiastical Catechism’’] is
ectly correct. |
- 'When these things are considered, there will
be no wonder that I should indulge in a strain of
ridicule of weak, though arrogant attemapts; or
be roused to a degree of indignation: greater than
I have suffered myself to express. There are
follies at which it is better to laugh than to be

% wish not to write again, and would, therefore,
say every thing necessary for me ; committing
and recornmending you to the attention of Mr.
M’LEeobp, and the editor. of the CHRIsTIAN’S
MacaziNe. I have the fullest confidence in
both. There will be somcthing, no doubt, which
I might profitably add or correct in these letters.
I have no talent at infellibility. There is a sen-
tence or two in the last piece of ** Vindex”’ which
I believe the goodness of your heart would have
corrected, or omitted ; and yet had you done
either in your collection, I shouid have severely
censured you, It would have increased my com-
plaint of the liberty which you have taken in trans-
posing the Essays ; in altering them, and adding to
them.

After all, what is your ordin=tion but presbyze-
rian 2 What 1s your bishop but a permanent
moderator or president ? Your church gives to
one man for life what the Presbyterian church
gives for a short time, and occasionally. My
great objection to your mode is, that it naturally
produces an idea, and claim of superiority, as 1t
did soon ~fter the days of the apostles. Jferome
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says, ¢ the presbyters always named one, who
being chesen from among themselves, they called
their bishop,” &c. He does not say, that the
peison whom thev named | nomincbant] sailed
3,0C0 mitles 1n order to obtain consecration. |
have litile objection against the plan proposed by
the enlightened and amiable Bishop White, ex-
cept what 1 have already mentioned. In conver-
sation with your bishop in this state, whom I
highly respect and feel obligations, I found that
he insisted on ordination by a bishop of the Epis-
copal church. Tlis is a thing to which Presby-
terians can never agree. Why renounce. their
own ordination te obtain what is the same ; f{or

our church ordains ¢ with the laying on of the

ds of the presbytery.”

I conclude with assuring you of my respect
for your talents ; and, as I believe, for your up-
right intentions. I have a real esteem for all my
opponeunis ; and, little as we are acquainted, an
attachment to yourself. I can never forget the
amiable quziities and friendship of Dr. Cuan-
pLER’s family. I have never read his publica-
tions to which you refer ; but I certainly would
read, with pleasure, any thing which he has writ-
ten. Iknew him when he was afflicied with a
cruel aisease ; and the screnity and unaifected
cheerfuiness of his mind under the certain pros-
pect of a suaden dissolution, made a deep 1m-
pression on my mind, which I have repeatedly
mentioned In conversation since.

You, Sir, have just entered on publiclife, I am
going off. May you belong respect.ble and use-
tul! T'ihe points about which we differ are not
essenttal; and there is another world in which
all wili be harmony and love,
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el £ BB

THE printer having informed me that there
wezld 5< sumc Gicsk pa F2ges in the last sheet I
thought once of ﬁllmg them with ExTrAcTs
from the works which you have published. But
enough of these appears in ¢ Miscellanies;”” and
I am not fond of repeating what, I am persuaded
your more mature judgment and experience will
correct. The plan which I have followed of ta-
king notice of only a few of your notes and re-
marks ; and these just as they first oscurred in
your “ Collection,” has prevented me from fix-
ing upon some equally, if not more exceptiona-
ble, than any which have been mentioned. To
have pursued you through all, wouid have led
me far beyond my present purpose.

I have examined the letter of ¢ Cornelius,”
which you rank under the title of “ z4e Essays
which originally appeared in the Albany Centi.
nel ;> though it never appeared there. What.
ever is found censurable i this letter, I am dis-
posed to passby. I disceminit the traces ofapen
which has been long admired ; held by a man
who, like myself, has entered upon the evening
of life ; and for whom, differ as we may in sent:-
ment, I have an undiminished friendship.

" Permit me, Sir, to declare again that 1 have
never had, nor have now the least personal resent-
ment against my opponents. It is not in my na.
ture, and it is contrary to my principles. I
should despise myself, were I capable of doubt-
ing their sincerity, or lowly esteeming their tal-
ents. I bave never lost a friend on the account
either of politics or religion, who did not unrca.
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sonably (as I think) quarrel with me ; though I
have opposed and ridiculed democratic principles;
2ad shall until my dving day. Difference of o-
pinion ought mot, and does not with me produce
any alienation.

As to Mr. How, the writer of the ¢ Layman,”
it is unnecessary to profess my affection for him ;
and this is, certainly not the less for his having
been once the ¢ private Secretary of the late Gen.
Haxirton,” the most enlightened and incor-
ruptible statesman I Lave ever seen, or expect
to see in this world. I have also a great regard
for Mr. Heasiey the writer of « Cyprian ;” and
with: respect, Sir, to yourself, I have already ex-
pressed a high opinion of your talents and your
virtues. I sincerely honour both. I rever have
complained 5f your asserting what you believe to
be right ; but of the manner in which you have
doneit. In your own church, you may, and
have a right, to establish and teach what rules
you please ; but ic set up exclusive pretensions,
to deny to other large and respectable denomina-
tions the privilege which they extend to you, will
and must be viewed as uncharitable and offensive.

You will probably, Sir, be dissatisfied with
some things in these letters, and say again, that
ridicule has been toc freely indulged. Be assur-
ed, that your sentiments only are the subjects of
ridicule. I will, at any time, cheerfuilly laugh
with you ; but I regard you too much ever 10
laugh at you. What I have now written has
been without the consultation or advice of a sin-
gle friend. It has gone to the press just as it fell
from my pen. Were it necessary, I would sub-
-cribe my name. You are rightas tc the person
to whom you have ascribed the pieces. 1 wish
you success in your ministry, and eternai hap.
piness hereafter.
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I Have already mentioned the impracticability
of your church government in this country ; un-
less you plant bishops much thicker than they
are. In the ¢ Grder of Confirmation,” it 1s di-
rected, that ¢ so soon as children are come to a
competent age, and can say the Creed, &c. they
shall be brought to the Bishop.”” And itis pos-
itively enjoined, that there shall none be admait-
ted to the Holy Communion, until such time as
Le be confirmed, or be ready and desirous to be
confirmed.” Suppose that these persons can
neither be brought to the Bishop, nor the Bish-
op go to them, are they to be kept from the Ho-

ly Communion ? Surely in a diocese which em-
braces a whelc state, and various conditions of
people, this is more than supposition. It must
necessarily happen. Do you say, it is only re-
quired, that they ¢ be ready and desirous to be
confirmed ?°> Pray, Sir, who is to judge in this
case ? If the priest, and he admits the persons to
the Lord’s supper, are they afterwards to be con-
firmed by the bishop ? If not to be confirmed,
where is your ‘¢ apostolic rite.”” Who is the
higher officer in this instance, the bishop or the
priest ! If the hand of the bishop be still neces-
sary, though the persons have been admitted to
the table of the Lord, and the bishop finds that
they cannot say the creed, much less their
catechism, and chooses to non-confirm them,
what is the state of things then ! Either the ad-
missien of the priest supersedes confirmation by
the bishop, and in this cazc, the iormer actually
confirms ; ot his admission is, as you say of or-
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dinances administered by presbyterians, ¢ nuga-
tory and invalid ;” or confirmation does uct be-
long to the bishop alone. This is really a puz-
zling business. You have had a bishop and sev-
eral priests who were never sprinkled with water
but by those whose administrations you do not
allow to be va/ed. In what way did these digni-
taries in your church become consecrated ?~—
Were they confirmed by a bishop ? Ordid their
admission to the holy eucharist in your church
set all right ? If the latter, what becomes of the
‘¢ apostolic rite’”> which can be administered only
by a bishop of your church, a successor of the
apostle Paul or any one of the apostles, or it may
be of Timothy and Titus, the bishops of Ephe-
sus and Crete. I must believe, Sir, that the gov-
ernment of your church is inconsistent, absurd
and 1mpossible ; and therefore never could have
been the institution of the glorious Head. I re-
peat the assurance of my respect for you.






