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“A gentieman of Baltimere,” whose name does
not appesr, feeling, no doubt, a very deep interest
in their general subjects, has suppossd himself war=
rauted to solicit from Dr. Miller's pen, some ootice
of my “Remarks on the Rise, Use, and Unlawful-
ness of Creeds and Confessions of Faith in the chureh
of God.” The “uncommonly clear and powerful
reviow,” which ““the venerable editor of the Chris-
tian Advocate’ had furnished, it wes understood, had
not been generally read by those, who felt some re.
gérd, both for the parties concerned, and the subject
under discussion. There seemed, thorefore, to be
& pecessity that Dr.” M. shouid again sppear as
the defendant of the ereed-couse. His corsespon-
dent had suggested tho alternstive of addressing
him privately, or answering his communication
through the medium of the press: and Dr. M. pre-
ferring the latter course, has jssucd a long letter,
ostensibly designed to elucidate my ecclesiastical
dircumatances, snd fo counteract the-effects of my
heretical aberrations. This eorrespondence hes de--
volved upon me the unwelcome task of preparing
the following sheets for the press,
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Y am disearded, however, by the letter-writer, an
i'a controvertist by no means 1o his taste.” And
had he consulted his own inclinations, or addressed
his correspondent privefely, instead of canvassing
my writings with so meeh freedom, snd eriticising
them with so much tartness, I might have been spar-

ed the troublesome, and elmosi unnecessary, work

which he has now obtruded upon my feelings and my
leisure. Dr. M. could not have supposed, that my
cause had heew so eotirely crushed, and the citadel
of refuge for a vanquished foe had been so nearly
demoliched, thet nothing meve was wanted save the:
finishing stroke of desalation frem his generous

“hand. I conclude then, that in rejocting the .res-
pondent as a champion not at all werthy of his snpe~
rigr tactics, he has fancied the pwhiie agind to be
hig entagonist: and, as I do by no mesns cuvet the
high honour he vefuses, L augur that thege is some
hope that the present cepiroversy will soon be
stripped of all offensive persenalities. —So be it
But the letter before me must be taken as it is; and
the worthy professer may, in any futurs publieation,
digcuss the mbject in the form which he may con-
sider best suited to general edification.

In arranging the present rewarks, they shall be
thrown into sections, secording as the nature of the
aubjects may admit, or as their imporlance may re-
quire, My iutention is to take up the most impor-
tani particulars which the letter has sugpested, and
on which its author rcposes with most confidence
and complacency. Some observations, however, on
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the charscter of the *‘Hemparks,’” with whith the
Doctor has prefaced his mare serigus discumions,
mnst first he notleed: and fo these § shall devota
the frst division of my reply.

SECTION L

Dr: M. has hoau plessed to agy, that the “‘conclu-
sive peasin,”” why he has “farhornz to make ony
answer’’ to my hook, ‘‘is thai it really reguires no
angwer,>-—Hsa, (Mr. D) is so far from having in-
valideted, or even weakoned, any of the arguments
in faveur of creeds, urged in my Iofroductary Lee-
ture, that he has havdly s0 much xs toeuched them,
I heve conversed repgatedly with anme of the most
aopte ad onlightened men in our eountry, and ao-
liciied their eandid jodgoment as o the resl force of
Mr. D’ book. And thay hava arr, with a single
exeaption, united strengly in the opiaion, that he
hae written nothing which impsirs, io the least de-
gree, the sirength of my ressoning; nothing which
possesses such a degree, even of plauaihility, as to
demand a reply. Why thex should I write apain,
‘when all my eriginal posiliona remain, not anly zo-
shaken, but really unasspiled.” These ave goad,
round, sssertions: elmost cnough to make sny. man

- lay down his pen in despair. But then thare is one
“most acate and enlightencd’” map, who does not
think se meanly of the *‘Remarks;" and a suspicion
darts across my brain, thai the remainder might
have heen ithe edvocates of the creed-wsystem. 1
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make no doubt, however, that they expressed their
bonest opinions, and I regret that they have been
brought across my path, as a passing remark may
* unintentionally wound a friend, whose feelipgs my
heart would hold sacred. It seems, moreover, that

Dr. M. has after all thought it necessary to “write-

again;™ and to vrge onee more the very poiots so
stropgly pressed in his “Introductory Lecture;’’ and
that too on the spparently uuuhtrﬁsive solicitation
of a *gentleman of Baltimore.™

1t may be necepsary here to state, that the “‘Re.
marks”™ wers pledged to do nothing more, than fair-
ly and respectfully to contrevert #he principles of

Dr. M’ “Leecture.” He wa3 not followed step by -

step in the mzangemant he thought proper to make.

T chose to shape the subject for rayself, stcording

to my best apprebensions; amd to take up the prin-
ciples of the ‘“Lecture,” merely as they might be

fairly introduced in the order of discussion. Thia
" course put the reader to the trouble of sualysing my
“Remarks,” in order to renge them along with Dr.
M’s arguments, If he did not please to do this,
but to leave it 28 undesorving of hisx effort, which
Dr. M. appears to have done in his reply, then 1
had condueted him, as far ss personal sbility and
my time allowed, through the whele of the subject,
us I apprehended it.  Perhapa this wes an ill-judg-
‘ed course. But then It seems, that throughount the
greater part no -presbyterian antagonist could ‘be

found;. that almcst al! the propositicns advanced

‘were sound, and the facts stated iodisputable; and




7

that it was-useless to Inbour through so many pages
in proof of things which no one denied. Yet,
Dr. M. has thought proper to reply; the symod has
thought proper to refuse forbesrance; and the book
is reviled as most hereticzl, and of most injurious
tendency. There is a veil over these representa-
tions, which I shall not attemt to penetrate ;—a mist,
-which time may disperse.

Ei sustsining the assertions already quoteﬂ, Dr.
M. says—<Mr. D. is also fighting without an ad-
versary in all that he has #aid, et so much length,
and with so much Izhoured rhetoric, respecting the
character oft meny of ‘the ehristian eletgy, within
the first three or four hundrod years after Christ.” .
Afterwards, when he would throw, what he appa-
rently sapposes to have baen, my argument from the
brief review that was takien .of the history of the
primitive chureh, inio an *sbridged syllagism,* he
states it thus:—*"Many of the clergy began, very
early, to manifest an overbearing and grasping spi-
rit; fAerefore, it i vnlawiul for the ehureh, at pre-
sent, to take any measures to prevent her minjsters
from falling into the same €vil conrana, and, for this
purpose, to ascertain their soundness in the faith,
and goard the purity of their principles. "—I feel a8
if it would be doing Dr. M. 2 most serious injustice,
to believe that he saw nothiag more in the deduc-
tions, made from the kistorical extracts in question.
But he has said so, and I may not dispute his word.
However, he may b assured that there was a vast
deal more implied, than he appeare to haye disco-
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vered, of which the following obsérvations may,
perbaps, convince hinr,

The fifth argument of the “Introduciory Lec-
ture’” in favour of creeds, was expressed in the fol-
lewing propoaition:—**The experience of all ages

. has found them indispensebly necessary.’”” If thig

proposition be true, il verily required some hardi-
hood of adventure to undertaks what, in the ““Let-
ter,” has becn dendminated & feonfessional batde.’’
The doctrine of the ““Bemarks™ is, that the proposi-
tion iy nol true, and the argument was designed to
mako it uppear unirue.  The reader will please to
notice the fullowing particulars:

1. Dr. M. in illustrating hia proposition, had be-
gun with the apostolic age, snd discovered, if 1 un-
derataad him, an deeleefesficad creed in use among
the apostles. By an ecelesiastical -creed, lot it be
remcmbered, i3 to be onderstood “an sceredited,
permaneat, public documeni®-—%a snnmary of
christian deetrine'—%4% formulary,” other than
the seriptures—<% test’ of orthodoxy. = Now the
apostles had no auch thing, and T undertaok to show
that they hed ook - The seriptureshave not stated
the fact, that any such dooument was nsed by them;
and history affords mot the slightest proof that they
left any such instrunient behind them, for the use
of the churches after they were gone. There has
existed in the ehurch a small schedule, which has
bkeen denominated the apostles’ creed; and about
this there has heen considerable discussion.: Some

have supposed that the spostles did actuslly pen it;




