ONE GOD
IN ONE PERSON ONLY:

AND

JESUS CHRIST

A
BEING NISTINCT FRUM GOD,

DEPENDENT UPON HIM FOR HIS EXISTENCE,
AND HIS VARIOUS POWERS ;

~ MAINTAINED AND DEFENDED.

———— P Q=
¢t And Jefus anfwered him, The firft of all the commandments is, Hear, O
Ifracl ; the Lord thy God is one Lord—And the Scribe faid unto him, Well,
Mafter, thou haft faid the truth ; for there is one God, and there is none other
but HE : And Jelus faw that he anfwered him difcreetly.
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INTRODUCTION.

In every period since the appearance of the Son
of God upon earth, Christians, with his gospel open be-
fore them, have differed exceedingly respecting the doc-
trines it cantains. - Happy would it have been, had they
mutually indulged to each other that liberty of specu-
lation, which each has.assumed to bimself, and, likebreth-
ren in the same cause, walked charitably together, so
far as they were agreed. Butalas ! this has never been
the case. From the beginning they have exchanged the
~ standard of Christ for that of Paul, Cephas, or Apollos,

and raised those weapons against each other, which ought
to have been directed against the commeon enemy.
Scarcely a speculative doctrine of the scriptures, which
has not, in one age or another, been branded as heresy.
The dissenter from the prevalent creed has always been
denounced an apostate from the faith ; though, accord-
ing to decrees .of councils of the preceding er subse-
quent age, those only were heretics, who subjected him
- to condemnation. Thus every change of established
sentiment produced a mew order of heretics ; and,
while orthodoxy has degenerated into damnable heresy,
heresy itself has, ultimately, grown up into the orthodox .
faith ! "
Nor has this opposition arisen in consequence of a
difference respecting the essential doctrines of christiani-
ty. The most trivial points have been decreed essential;
and he, whose understanding could not follow the deci-
sions of the majority, however his christian deportment,
may . have assimilated in all piety and virtue with the
great Pattern of righteousness, has not only been de-
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nounced an heretical apostate, but his person has been
delivered over to the tormenters.

ThE eastern and western empires of the church have,
each in their turn, poured forth the thunders of excom-
manication. Luther and Calvin, and all the Reformers,
were heretics in their day. They also hereticated others,
who differed from them. By the church of England the
Puritans, our ancestors, were persecuted ard driven from,
their native country. No sooner were they established in
power, than, forgetting the rights of private judgment,
they persecuted the Quakers and Baptists : They deprive
them of eitizenship and banished them their territories. -
- For no ather crime than supposed error of opinion,
more professing christians, than would people half these
States, have either been burnt at the etake, perished
on the rack, or been inhumanly butchered. And al-
though in the present period, the benign influence of sci-
ence and civilization has so far amehorated the human
mind, that the persecution of fire and sword ceases to de-
stroy our race, yet, even now, the professing brethren of
one eommon Lord, the avowed disciples of the Prince of
peace, maintain a warm and bitter contest, and sullenly
close against each other the doors of christian fellowship.,

WixENCE come wars and fightings among you, ye ad-
vocates of the mild and peaceful religion of Jesus ? Do.
they not originate in your depraved lusts ? Can ye seri-
ously amusé yourselves with the idea, that such is the
earnest contention for the. faith ence delivered to the saints
to which you are exhorted by that inspiration, which
commands all professing christians to receive ane anether,
not to deubtful disputations, but as Christ hath received us
" 20 the glory of God? Is not the true and all important
faith, a faith, which worketh by love, which purifieth the
heart, overcometh the world, and bringeth forth the peace- .
able fruits of righteousness ? What else is that system of
meoral virtue, exemplified by the lively practice of its
glorious Author, and, published to the ancient saints,
through the medium of Apostles, as the essence of all
true religion ? To this faith his followers are never to be
indifferent. 'For the maintainance and propagation of
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this ﬂ::{ are always earnestly, zno matter how earnestly, to
contend,

Hap the flaming zeal of the church been directed to
this fundamental point, speculation would have disap-

d as the pele star of controversy, and brotherly love,
instead of . being abolished, would have been made to
abound, The lifeless and formal pharisee, the dry sys-
tematic, destitute of the love of God, the traitorous distur-
ber of Zion’s peace, and the enemy of the Lord Jesus
by wicked works, would have been the victims, the only
victims, sacrificed to the preservation of gospel faith. -

BuT whence do christians differ in their speculations ?
-Shall we say,  Through hatred of the truth 2 Are we .
then to suppose, that God has given over to blindness of
mind, that they-all may be damned, those, who deny ‘un-
godliness with every worldly lust; whe strenuously ad-
vocate and practise the holiness of the Redeemer ; and
carefully preserve themselves pure and unspotted from
the world ! -

O Cuarity, thou offspring of God, who hopest all
things, who thinkest no evil, and coverest a multitude of
sins, divine and heavenly Crar17y, fill our bosoms with
thy blessed influence, and lend thy friendly mantle to
hide the infirmities of our race. And do thou, celestial
CaxDor, dispel the mists which obscure the view of our
understandings, that, in the light of unclouded day, we
may discern the true cause of discordant opinions among
the followers and advocates of christian truth.

Nor only is there a great difference in the intellectual
powers of men, but equally greatis the difference in the
opportunities of cultivating these powers: Some are al- -
lowed to spend their whole life in ransacking the stores:
of science, and every advantage, which can be desired
for mental improvement, is enjoyed to the full. Others,
whose natural abilities are equally great, are placed in
circumstances altogether unfavorable. Improper in.
struction in early youth confines the genius of thousands,
and lays it under embarrassment, which operates through
life to retard their progress ; while millions are compel-
led to constant and unremitted toil, to furnish themselves

and their families with daily bread.
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CircuMsTANCES, merely accidental, often give a par-.
ticular direction to the human mind, inspire it with a cer-
tain train of thought, and infix first principles, which,
though erroneous, become established, and have impor-
tant influence upon all its subsequent reasonings and de-
cisions. . '

Laxcvace is highly ambiguous. Very numerous are
the significations of a single word. Its various use is
far better understood by some than by others, and minds,

- equally candid, obtain very different ideas from the same
expression. ) '

AcquainTaxce with the manners and customs of an-
tiquity is, many times, essential to a just interpretation of
an ancient writer. Of these customs some are ignorant,
and therefore rendered incapable of developing a senti-
ment, which is wrapped in language alluding to a peculiax
ceremony or practice of the author’s time. -

FicurE or metaphor, though comrion to all languages,
was more especially the manner in which the early east-
ern writers delighted to express their ideas. The literal
construction is often very different from the metaphorical.

 Hence the same passage will convey a different senti-
ment, according to the mode of interpretation, which men
adopt. . ) "

TrE doctrines of scripture are not delivered in a sys-
tematic form, elassed under distinct and separate heads.
They are promiscuously scattered throughout the sacred
volume. And, though the essentia] features of the scheme
are so prominent as to strike the eye of even a careless
observer, yet other doctrines often arise from a history,
from an argument, from an extensive comparison of sim-
ilar phraseology, from the general scope and design of the
inspired writer, from the circumstances under which he
wrotc, and a consideration of the characters whom he ad-
dressed. Cencerning all these, things = fallible man,
though ever so candid, is liable to misjudge. ’ '

Finarry, Such is the unbounded influence of Edica-.
tion, that it operates like a constitutional mechanism upon
the mind, and authoritatively dictates its decisions. The
child is brought up to know and to feel the supremacy of
the parent, to depend upon his instructions as originat.
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ing in superior knowledge, to place the utmost confi-
dence in his declarations as undoubtedly true, and to ex-
ercise implicit faith in his religious formularies as un- -
.questionably correct.” Even before he has made any pro-
ficiency in letters, he is taught the principles of his in-
structor as being the revelation of God. Through the
several periods of youth these are continually impressed,
both by precept and example, upon his mind ; and he is
led, without understanding the grounds and reasons of .
other sects, to look upon those, who differ from his pa-
rents, in the same manner that they do.  Some he pities as
ignorantly stupid : Others he abhors as grossly depraved.
InpEED, when arrived to-the age of manhood, notone
in a thousand can be said to think for himself. He still
reverences  his ancestors, and their opinions sway his
mind. - Nor, with all his candor, is he likely to judge
otherwise, though they may be ever so erroneous ; see-
ing he has been always instructed, not only into a belief
of the truth of their opinions, but also into their particu-
lar construction of such scriptures, as are adduced for the
support of these opinions. -
oEs he become a theological student, and enter on
preparation for the ministry ? Neither, in this case, is he
at all liberated from the influence of education; but still
continues a subject of its controling power. He be-
comes a student under some eminent divine, for whose
picty, abilities, and orthodoxy, both he and his parents
entertain the highest respect. The Presbyterian does
‘not commit his son to the tuition of an Episcopali
Bishop ; nor does the Baptist venture him in the hands
of a Presbyterian Doctor. The rigid Calvinist furnishes
no employment for the Arminian instructor ; nor are the
Arian or Socinian academies composed of the sons of
Athanasian Trinitarians. The mind of the well dispos-
ed youth is still to continue in the channel of his ances-
tors. He is still to be loaded with the incumbrance
of education, however erroneous, notwithstanding his
age would capacitate him for independent thought,
and indunlge him in his own reflections. While under
the care of his respected instfuctor, he is furnished with
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such authors, as ingeniously defend his peculiar seitic
ments. He is tauéft to contend earnestly for the.creed
of his teacher as being 2he faith once deltvered 1o the
saints ; and, having examined one side of a question only,
and been inspired with sufficient prejudice against every
opponent, he is sent forth to preach and to defend the
doctrines in which he was BORN ! .

Couce hither ye Calvinists, ye Arminians, ye Presby-
terians, ye Baptists, ye Episcopalians, and all other dé:
nominations of any long standing, and testify against this
statement if ye can. How muchsoever ye differ in oth-
er points, here ye fully agree. Ye all proclaim your:
selves the legitimate sons of your fathers, and trace back
your pedigree through many generations. Well disposed
towards you all, I thank you for your testimony. Not.
withstanding your differences in points of speculation, I
* feel no necessity of charging depravity upon yeu, so long
as charity can furnish a more rational account. As de.
nominations, I see in you all many excellent virtues. I
observe your unanimous acknowledgment of but one God,
of whom are all things ; and one Lord Jesus Christ, by
whom are all things ; accompanied with many other
grand articles of the christian scheme : And the reasons,
exhibited above, do not allow me to raise against any one
sect of professing christians the stone of condemmation.

Is such catholicism infidelity ? Ft is then infidelity ofa
peculiar cast. 'Were it but universally prevalent, the
christian kingdom would no longer be rent in sunder, by
broils and dissentions, by wars and fightings. No long-
er would it be a house divided agrinstitself. ‘We should
be the friendly brethren of one ¢common Lord ; we should
show ourselves the subjects of the Prince of peace. In
the unity of this spirit, prejudice and , bigotry and
superstition, those inveterate enemies of the churchy
would be immolated for their crimes. Zion would be
covered witha coat of mail ; and the union of her forces
‘would render her invincible. Infidelity, deprived of his
weapons of war, would shrink from the unequal contest ;
and the christian empire would soon extend her domin-
ion to the ends of the earth, \ '
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By, through the absence of this catholicism, eighteen
centuries have rolled upon the church, and each has found
her destitute of the unity of the spirit in the bond of
peace. Destitute of this, eighteen centuries more will
roll on their history, and report her still, a family of con-
tention.

MaNkiIND are depraved. Christians are not perfect.
Popery will hold dominion in the human heart. The
doctrine of infallibility is a doctrine of human nature ;
and a disposition to make others bow to the decisions of
our understanding, has always been, and still is, even in .
the church very generally prevalent. Hence, fierceness
of spirit, virulent feelings, bitter reproach, and injurious
treatment towards those who differ. Even the most em-
inent divines are but dull scholars in learning the equal
rights of all u‘nderstandinsi, and they are slow to grant
to others that privilege of thinking, of which they are so
tenacious themselves.

BuTt by what authority does any man set himself up,
as the infallible expositor of the Scriptures 2 It is not dis-
puted, that the Scriptures are the word of God, and the
only test of doctrine. But they are written in human
language, which admits of a variety of constructions.
The difference of sentiment which prevails among
christians arises not from a denial of the words of scrip-
ture, but from the different interpretation, which they
put upon the same passage. This is the sole ground of
all argument concerning doctrine. No one sect of christ-
ians pretends to dispute against what the Lord has really
spoken. The grand question, which divides believers,
is, What ideas does the Lord convey to our minds, by
the language which he uses 2 What construction or in-
terpretation is to be put upon his words ?

A~xp who will say, that he absolutely and infailibly
KNOWS his peculiar construction of the words of scrip-
ture to be correct ! Has any man in these days a secret
. revelation from God, declaring his interpretation to he
perfect, and that of his neighbor to be erroneous ? Let
him, who ¢ vaunteth himself”’ in the style of infallibility,
give evidenceBto his opponents of his divine inspiration in
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this particular. Let him establish his infllibility, in the
construction which he puts upon the language of scrip-
ture, by the authority of miracles. Then shall ne man
presume to differ. Then shall all come to this INFAL-
LIBLE TEACHER for the true exposition of the sac.
red volume, and reverently style him *‘ our Master om
earth.” .

For my own part, I am not ashamed publicly to ac-
knowledge, what truth would compel cvery manto con.
fess, that I belong to a race, whose understandings are
fallible, and whose confident assurance is sometimes
founded in mistake. Nor have I beheld the pious, the
. eminently learned, and the respectable multitude of my
fellow christians advocating a different doctrine, without
being disposed to pay suitable deference to their judg.
ment. This consideration has delayed my decisions,
and led me to examine, somewhat extensively, the
grcunds on which their judgment is professedly establish.-
¢d. Whether 1 have weighed evidence with impartial-
ity, God, the righteous judge of all, will determine.

AvL, however, that has been exhibited to my view by
the most eminent advocates of the opposite scheme, has
proved insufficient to retain conviction in my mind of the
truth of preconceived opinions ; opinions powerfully sup-
ported by the influence of education, and by that mode of
expounding the scriptures, which instruction had render.
ed familiar. . .

My sentiments becoming different, from those believ-
ed and avowed at my ordination; honesty compelled me
{rankly to declare them, notwithstanding the evils, which,
the state of the times gave me to foresee, would undoubt-
edly be realized in consequence. 1 have not been disap-
pointed.

THE publication of my sentiments gave umbrage to
the Original Association of Ministers in the county of
Windham ; and they proceeded to expel me, on this ac.
count, not only from their body, as a voluntury Associa-
tion, but from all ¢ ministerial connexion.”

I'r was my intention to have published a general state.
ment of the manner in which this affair was brought to

~
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its crisis.  But, for certain reasons, which I did not suf-
ficiently consider, it is at present withheld, 1 would on-
ly observe, that, by the decree of the Association, or any
decrees which, @s @ body of mere Ecclesiastics, without
appointment from whe churches, without their sanction, and
without pursuing the regular discipline tointed out by our
Lord, they may assume the authority to make, I consider
my good christian and ministerial standing not in the least
degree impaired. - Were they an Ecclesiastical court,
known in the scriptures ; had they charged me with
crime, with a breach of the divine law to mankind ; and
were there any other kind of iniquity found cleaving to
my garment, than that [ cannot see with their eyes, and
perceive with their understandings ; 1 might consider my-
self as affected by their decision. But, as the matter now
stands, 1 feel the authority of the Lord Jesus still resting
upon me, and shall not desert my ministerial office, "They,
and ethers who shall subscribe to their doings, may treat
me according to their pleasure : There is One that judg-
eth between us. To HIM shall the appeal be made.
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LEST some, who are unskilled in the languages,
should think that we alter and set aside scripture, -when
in some instances we undertake to correct the English
translation, and the common copy from which it is sup-
posed that our translation is made, it may not be improper
to state, in this place, the following facts, which are well
known to the learned. .

For nearly fifteen centuries after Christ, the art of
printing was unknown. The scrigtures, therefore, were
disseminated and handed down from one generation to
another, by writing. This method opens the door for
mistake. No man could transcribe so large a volume,
without being liable to leave out some words, syllables,
or letters, and to put one word, syllable, or letter, for an-
other. Accordingly it is well known, that all copies differ.

THERE is, also, another reason for their difference.
Such has been the zeal for the support of peculiar opin-
ions, that, in former aée:é designing men have ventured
to correct the word of God, both by expunging such pas-
sages as oppased their peculiar dactrine, and by inserting,
here and there, such sentences as would testify in its fa-
vor. These corruptions have indeed been generally de-
tected by their opponents : And we here see one advan.
tage, arising to the church of God, from that difference
of opinion, which has prevailed. The different sects
have ever been spies upon each other ; and the scriptures
have, in consequence, been handed down to us more
pure than, otherwise, would have been the case. Still
such corruptions are visible, by comparing together the
various manuscripts which can be obtained ; the quota-
tionsof the antient Fathers whose works are preserved ;
and the translations into different languages, in various
periods of time, and regions of the world,

Now the method, in which our common' copy, the
Old and New Testaments inthe ariginal Hebrew and
Greek, was formed, was, by collecting as many manu-
scripts, both ancient and modern, as could be obtained,
ancient versions, and quotations by the Fathers, and con-
sidering that as the genuine reading, which, on the whole,
appeared to the compilers the best attested, and the most
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consistent with the context and general tenor of se.iptur.
al doctrine. Those, who performed this work, were
however men of like infirmities with ourselves. Fhey
were honest good men; but were no more infallible in
their judgment, or destitute of prejudices, than others
who are honest and good. They doubtless intended to
do what was right, though they were liable to misjudge.

FurTHER ; the age in which they formed our com-
mon copy was not so enlightened as the present. Since
their time criticism has become more perfect. Many
manuscripts have been discovered of which they had no
knowledge ; some of which are several hundreds of years
more ancient, than any which they had.

Moreover ; our English translation is not made di-
rectly from the original ; but principally from the Latin
Vulgate, which is itself a translation by Jerome, who
lived in the fifth century. Our translators were, no
doubt, honest and learned men, and have done very well
in the main ; so that, in no doctrine of godliness or mat-
ter of christian practice, which is at all essential to salva-
tion, can any man be led astray. Still however, they
were fettered in consequence of rules, prescribed fo them
by King James ; and the translation is not so perfect, in
every respect, as it might be.

Frowm this statement, which no man of any informa-
tion in these matters will call in question, it is plain, that
we do not set aside the scriptures, by appealing to the
original, and criticizing upon our present copy and trans-
lation. Nor is it any proof of the badness of our cause
so to do, as some foolishly and ignorantly suggest. For
such criticism is acknowledged, by the most respectable
divines, both in Europe and this country, to be, many
times, absolutely necessary to the elucidation of the holy

-scriptures.  Our pious and venerable Fathers, who met
at Saybrook in general assembly in 1708, to agree on ar-
ticles of faith and a general plan of church government,
say, under the eighth section concerning the holy scrip-
tures, * The Old Testiment in Hebrew (which was the
¢* native language of the people of God of old) and the New
# Testament in Greek (which at the time of writing it,
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¢¢ was fost generally known to the nations) being imme-
¢ diately inspired by God, and by his singular care and
#¢ providence kept pure in all ages, are, therefore, authen.
#¢ tical ; so as in all controversies of religion, the church
fis fmally to appeal unto them.”—Any man, therefore,

who shall pretend, that, because we appeal to the ongma}
we set aside the scriptures, or that such appeal to the
original is proof that our cause is weak, does, in so doing,
but expose his ignorance.

RespecTiNG the method of coming to the knowledge
of what the scriptures teach, these venerable divines say
in section ninth, *The mfalhble rule of interpretation of
“ scnpture, is the scripture itself; and therefore when
“ there is a question about the true and full sense of any

¢ scripture (which is not manifold but one) it must be
¢¢ searched and known by other places that speak more
“clearly.”” When, therefore, we refer to one part of
scripture, in order to find out the meaning of another
part, we ought not be accused of perverting and wresting
the scriptures from their obvious sense.  ¥For what is ob-
vious to one is not so to another; and may not be accord-
ing to the design of the 1nsp1red penman ; which is al.
ways best. proved, 'by comparing the words and phrases
in one place with the language which the Holy Ghost
uses in other places.

Havinc made such mtroductory remarks as were

- deemed useful, the impartial attention of the public is re.
quested, whlle in the light of divine inspiration, we ex-
amine the important doctrine concerning God and Christ,
The subject is, indeed, very extensive. Multitudes of
passages are eoncerned with it, and various are the con-
structions of these passages by different ‘writers. It
is impossible to go into a full consideration of all, that
has been and may be urged, without adding volume
to volume., We shall conﬁne ourselves therefore, to
the principal points and passages in controversy, and
exhibit some of the main reasons only, on which our
opinions are grounded. 'We shall not indeed confine our-
selves to the arguments in favor of our particular dec-
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trine, Sensible that no one can be prepared to decide a
question, unless the witnesses on each side are allowed
to give in their testimony, we feel it incumbent on us,
as we would wish for the prevalence of truth rather than
error, to afford the cause of our opponents a fair and can.
did hearing. . -

WE have not indeed the vanity to suppose, that, in this
late period of the world, any thing new can be urged by
us on the subject. It is altogether probable the same
arguments have been adduced, and been as well, if not
.much better stated by others, who have gone before us.
Our reading having been almost wholly confined to au-
thors in favor of the Trinity and Deity of Christ, we are
not able to judge how far we have, in our defence, adopt-
ed the arguments commonly urged by writers on our side
of the question. A diligent study of the sacred scrip-
tures has convinced us of the truth of the opinions we
have adopted, and have furnished arguments, which ap-
pear to us to militate decidedly against the scheme we
oppose.

I~ thefollowirigtreatise we have not thought it proper to
bring into view peculiarities which we may entertain, and
which distinguish us from any denominations of those,
who deny the supreme and independent Deity of Christ
and the commonly received doctrine of the Trinity.
Seeing the only question of primiary importance, is “ #%e-
ther the commonly received doctrine concerning Christ and
the Trinity be true or false,”” we shall confine our argu.
ments wholly to this single point.

THE advocates for the supreme Deity of Christ stren-
uously insist on his being constituted by two natures in
one person ; i. e. that he is both human and divine ; not
a human person and a divine person, but a divine person
only with an annexed, impersonal, human nature ; which,
as it never existed separately from the Deity, but was
created in union with him, cannot be considered as aedis.
tinct human being, or a distinet human person. Under
shelter of this plan, no arguments, in proof of the inferior-
ity of the person of Christ to the supreme God, will reach
them ; because, say they, the passages of scripture,
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which speak of him as inferior to the supreme God, re.
late only to his human nature.

LeT it therefore be our object to shew, in the first
place, that the passages and considerations, alledged in
favor of the supreme and independent Deity of Christ, do
not establish such doctrine concermning him. As however
it is impossible, to bring into view and discant upon eve-
ry passage, that our opponents urge to this point, without
greatly trespassing on the patience of the public, and
swelling what is intended to be a brief dissertation into
a large treatise, we purpose to select those only, which
are viewed the most decisive, and on which the greatest
dependence is generally had for the support of their doc-
trine.

Tre principal considerations, urged in proof of the
supreme and independent divinity of Christ, are the fol-
lowing.
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CHRIST, our opponents affirm, is declared to be the
great CREATOR of all worlds. Creation is exclusive-
the work of the supreme and independent God. Christ,
refore, must be the supreme and independent God.
The passage, which stands first on the list under this
head, is, In the beginning was the Word, and the Word
. was with God, dnd the Word was God. All things were
tade by kim, and without him was not any thing made that
was made. The world was made by him. And the Word
was made flesh and dwelt among us.* .
However strange and almost unintelligible this language
may appear to an English reader, it was very plain to the
Jews and .others, of the age in which this gospel was
written. Theterm Aoyog, here rendered Word, was much
used i that day by both Jewish and Heathen Philoso-
ptiers. By Philo it was employed to express, what Plato
expressed by »s¢, mind or intellect. The Gréeks generally
used it in two sensés, for both reason and speech. ¢ The
Stoics made use of this term, whern they affirmed that all
things were formed by reason or the divine wisdom, in
opposition to the Epicurean system, which taught that the
world came into being by chance, or was made without
reason.”f The Gnostic sentiment, concerning the crea-
tion, was, that the world was not made by the supreme
God, but by an inferior principle or agent, a distinct be-
ing from God, which some of them denominated Aeyss

* Johni. 1, 3,10, 14 + M’Kuights Harm, ix lecw,
G- - ‘
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Word. Calvin considers it as expressive of the divine
wisdom. Inhis comment upon this passage he represents
those, who deny the strict eternity of the word, as depriv-
ing God of his wisdom ; and further says, ¢ M it be un.
lawful to conceive of God as destitute of his wisdom, it
becomes us to acknowledge, that the origin of the Word
is to be sought only in the eternal wisdom of God.”’*

It is not improbable, that the Evangelist in this passage |

alludes to the eighth of Proverbs, where W#isdom is per-
sonified as a _female, taking the style of understanding, giv-
ing instruction to mankind, dwelling with her sister Pru.
dence, tracing back her existence to an eternal habitation
with Jehovah, and representing herself as rejoicing al-
ways before him, and as baving her delight with the

sons of men. It may not be impertinent to intro-

duce, here, this very interesting representation of divine
wisdom. ¢ Doth not wisdom cry and understanding put
forth her voice. She crieth at the gates, at the entry of
the city, at the coming in at the doors. Unto you O men
I call, and my voice is unto the sgns of men. I wisdom
dwell with prudence. The Lord possessed me in the
beginning of his way, before his works of old—I was set
up from everlasting, from the beginning, or ever the
earth was. When there were no depths, 1 was brought
forth ; when there were no fountains abounding with wa-
ter. Before the mountains were settled, before the hills
was I brought forth : While as yet he had not made the
earth, nor the fields, nor the highest part of the dust of
the world, When he prepared the heavens, I was there ;
when he seta compass upon the face of the depth : When
he established the clouds above ; when he strengthened
the fountains of the deep : When he gave to the sea his
decree, that the waters should not pass his command-
ment ; when he appointed the foundations of the earth :
Then I was by him, as one brought up with him ; and I
was daily his delight, rejoicing always before him ; Re-
joicing in the habitable part of his earth ; and my de-
Qua in re non tantum Filio Dei atrocem faciunt injuriam, sed eterno cjus Patri
uoque, quem sapientia sua privant. Si Deum sbsque sua sapicntia imaginari ne-

as est, fateri oportet non alibi querendam sermonis origisam, quam in eterna D
" sapientia. Galvin in loco,
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~ lights were with the sons of men.””* By the Asyos Word,
then, we are to understand the divine wisdom, regulating
the power or energy of God in the work of creation.

Accordingly, in all the succeeding verses, the pronoun -
should be rendered IT, and not 4e¢ ; which may be done
with the greatest propriety. It is so translated by Dr.
Campbell and others.

The work of creation, thercfore, is ascribed not to
Christ, but to that Word only, which was in the begin-
ning, which was a property of  God, and is defined, by
the Evangelist, to be God himself.

Whatever may be the union of the Word to the flesh,
this union, it is plain, took place thousands of years post-
erior to the creation of the world, Therefore it cannot
be said, that the Word made flesh, or an union of divine

and human natures constituting the person of Christ,
performed this work.- This work was accomplished b
the Word alone, before the existence of any flesh, to whici
it could be so united, as to constitute one complex per-
son in two diverse natures.

Neither is it any more proper to assert that of Christ,
which is true of the Word only before it was made flesh,
than to assert that Paul created the universe, because the
divine power, which accomplished this work, resided af-
terwards in Paul, and, by him, performed a resurrection
of the dead. The word, when disconnected from hu- -
man nature, was not Jesus Christ, whatever it may have
been afterwards : For, by Jesus Christ, our opponents un-
derstand not a divine nature only, nor a human nature on-
ly, but @ divine and haman nature united in one person ;

‘i, e. the Word made flesh. 'That the Word made flesh
created the worlds this passage does not teach.

But does not the Evangelist plainly teach, that the
‘Word is a distinct person in the Godhead ! and that this
divine person afterwards became Jesus Christ ?

It does not appear to us that he teaches any such thing,
‘When he says the Word was with God, and the same was
in the beginning with God, he intends, by the preposition,
with, what is mtended by it in the following passage,
With the ancient is wisdom—with him is wisdom and
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“strength.* That is, these things belong to him as pro-
perties of his nature. The idea is, that the Word e-
longs 1o God,isa propert)}]( of God. Accordingly the Evan.
gelist, proceeding’ in his definition, says, the word wai
God, the Deity himself. -
This interpretation is put beyond doubt, by a recur-
rence to the original. The Greek preposition #gos, herg
rendered witA, is used ninetysix times by John in his gos-
pel, and is, in no instance, used to denote personal resi-
dence one with another. Instead of this, he always uses
a different preposition, wagx, urra, &c. when he would
express the idea of one residing in company with another.
This is the case in this very chapter. They came and
saw where he dwelt, and abode wapa with him that day.t
Nay it cannot be pretended that John, in any of his writ«
ings, ever uses the preposition ges to denote the personal
residence of one with another, excepting in two instances
only ;3 which however are as questionable, as in the pas-
sage before us, " And, even there also, he affords evidence
against such a construction, by introducing into the con-
, texta different preposition wnra, when he -would suggest
personal residence one with another. ‘That, whick we
have seen and heard, declare we unto you, that ye may alsp
hawe fellowship pnre with us, andtruly our fellowship is
pnre with the Father and uwa with his “Son Fesus
Christ.§ ~ This isthe preposition used by John, when he
represents Christ speaking of the residence of the Father
with him, notwithstanding the disciples should leave him
alone. Beheld the kour cometh, yea is npw come, that ye
shall be scattered every man to his own, and shall leave me
alone ; and yet I am not alone, becquse the Father is pnvas
with me.|| e T '
The declaration, the Word was with God, evidently de-
notes therefore, that the word belongs to God, or is a pro-
perty of the divine nature. Manifest s it, that the doctring
of personal distinction in God, which our opponents take
* Job, xii. 19, 13,1 Veric 39.«—1 I. John, i. 3,and ii, 1.—~——§ I John 1. g.
L]o Xvi, ga. - : . RN
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for granted, - as clearly taught in this passage, is without
foundation.

But does not this interpretation render the Evangelist
tautological 2 Be it so if you please; What then ? It is
the character of this writer to repeat the same thing in
different words, over and over again, This method runs
through &ll his writings, We need go no further than the
second and third verses for examp]e to this point.

The Logos or Ward was, we have observed, a term of-
ten in the mouths of the philosophers of that day, and was
used by them to denote very different things, John un-
dertakes to give a scriptural definition of it. He asserts
the ezernity of the Word, in opposition to those, who held
it to be created. He asserts its inherence in the Deiry,
in opposition to those, who held it to be an Zon emanated
from God, and several grades below the infinite Supreme.
And he asserts its numerical upity, or its identity with
God, in qpposition to those, who held jt to be a distinct
personality. |

This famous passage is far from aiding the cause of our -
opponents, notwithstanding the stress they have been ac-
customed to lay upon it, as an unanswerable objection to
our scheme. For we may justly remark, in addition
to what has already been observed, that no instance can be
produced, either from the scriptures or any other writings,
m which the preposition, wgos wit4, is ever used+to denote
the personal residence together of less than rwo djstinc:
beings. But to give such an interpretation to the word,
mpos With, would render it necessary to suppose two eter-
nal beings, who have always resided in company, each of
whom isa supreme God ; making, when added together,
more Gods than one.  ° ‘ ]

The Word was made flesh, and dwelt amorg us. But
does John say, that the Word was so made flesh, as to as-
sume humanity into such connexion as to render it a part
of God, another nature belonging to his person ? - He im-
mediately illustrates the idea, he would suggest to the
mind of the reader. Here, however, the translation is
deficient, and deprives the English reader of the illus-

.tration, which the Evangelist gives. The word, soxawre
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rendered dwelz, signifies more than mere residence. It
is derived from exmm a tent or a tabernacle. The Evan-
list, therefore, points out the mode or manner of the
Word’s dwelling among us. The meaning of the phrase,
and a correct translation of it, is, The Word became flesk ;
yea it dwelt as in a tabernacle.  Accordingly the theme
oxmow, signifies to erect or pitch a tent : And exmwms or
exmuirng signifies one, who dwells in a tent or tabernacle.

There can be no doubt, therefore, that the Evangelist,
by the use of the word, esxeweey dwelt, meant to explain
what is to be understood by the Word’s being made or be-
coming flesh; to wit, that he dwelt in the man Christ Je.
sus as his tabernacle, residing in him as oneresidesin a
tent or a tabernacle, * '

And pray what kind of residence, or indwelling, is
this 2 When men dwell in tents or tabernacles, do they
take them into personal union with themselves? Or is
the tabernacle considered to be an additional nature, and
rendering them complex persenalities ? How did God
dwell in the tabernacle of Moses ? Did he take it inta
personal union with himself ? Or was he considered, in
consequence, as possessing not only a divine, but ar in-
animate nature also ! By dwelling in the ancient taber-
nacle, he made it the place where he peculiarly manifest.
ed himself, exhibited his power, and proclaimed his will
to his people.

This we take to be a plain intelligible account of the

# The word soxsswcer has attracted the attention of numerous commentators and
translators, both ancient and modern. The Vulgate, Arias Montanus, Erasmus,
Zurich, and Caftalio, render it Had his tabernacle. - In the fame mabner it is render-
ed by moft foreign verfions. Wefley and Wynne render it tabernacled.* So does
Alexander. Dodridge renders it pitched his tabernacle. Campbell says the primitive
signification of the verb oxnvow, from oxam tent or tabernacle, is doubtlefs # pitck
a tent or dwell in a tent.  Chemnitius, in his harmony, fays, that ¢t the evangelist al-
ludes to the prediftion, Zechariah, ii. 10. ¢ Lo I comeand will dwell xaracxmwow
(will pitch my tabernacle) in the midst of thee ; for he uses the fignificant word

. soxmwze, which signifies to dwell in a tabernacle, as, in ancient times, exiled stran-
gers and the Patriarchs dwelled in tabernacles.”” Hammond renders it thus ; ¢ e had

- his tabernacle pitched among us ;”* and considers the flesh, as the tabernacle in which
the Word dwelt.

It thould also be observed, that, though this word, both by the LXX and heathen
writers, is sometimes used to signify mere residence, yetit is ver queéftionable
whether it be ever ufed in this manner in the New Teftament. We do not believe,
though fome assert to the contrary, that it has any other meaning than the one we
have given above.

@ Vide Campbell in locs,
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union of ‘God to the man Jesus Christ. For surely the
idea of dwelling, as in a tabernacle, in the flesh or man
Christ Jesus, has no tendency to lead common christians
into the belief, that the evangelist would assert that the
Word took the human nature into personal union, insuch
a manner as to destroy the human personality of the man
Christ Jesus, or to constitute one complex being with two
natures, though infinitely diverse from each other, yet so
hypostatically united, as that the actions of each are pre-
dicable of a divine person only. If there be any such
doctrine, it is certainly not contained in this passage.

Another passage, urged to prove that Christ is the great
Creator, is, ‘ For by him were all things created that are
in heaven, and that are in carth, visible and invisible,
whether they be thrones, or dominions, or principalities, or
powers, all things were.credted by him and jfor him ; and
he is before all things, and by him all things consist.*

It is readily acknowledged, that, if passages of scrip-
ture be detached from their connexion and the design of
the sacred writer, we can easily prave any thing however
absurd. This, though a very general method of quoting
scripture, is not the way to the knowledge of the truth.
‘Would we obtain this knowledge, the connexion, togeth-
er with the design of the writer, must always be kept in
view. ~

For the elucidation of this passage, the following thirgs
are worthy of notice.

The Apostle introduces his subject, by giving thanks
to the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ rw 8ew xas
warg, on account of their faith in Christ and love to all
the saints, of which he had heard. But, if Christ have
a God above him, as is here taken for granted, then he
cannot be the great Creator of all things ; for he must
himself have been created by his God and Father. The
Apostle, having asserted this, cannot be supposed to as-
sert, in the passage before us, that Christ is the Supreme
Creator of all things, unless we would' suppose, either
that there are two Creators, one of whom is the God and
Creator of the other, or that the Apostle, in a few verses

* Col. & 16, 17.
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giiccéeding, contradicts what he had asserted just béforé.
Neither of which suppositions can be admitted. R
Further, The subject of the whole chapter is plainly
a new creation or a moral reformation of the Colossians’
and others, and a representation of the personage, by
whom this grand event is accomplished, z4e Son of God
in whom we have redemption throu%h his blood, even the
Jorgiveness of sins. In verse 15, he proceeds to point
out his exalted character. #ho s the image of the in-
visible God, the first born of évery creature. Here it isto
be observed, that, when speaking of his exalted dignity
and glory, the Apostle does not say he is God himself,
but the image of the invisible God.  Now with no pro-
priety can it be said, that the image of a thing is the very
thing itself, of which it is declared to be the image.” Im-
age suggests merely the idea of resemblance or likeness ;
never the identical thing to which it islikened. To sup-
pose the Apostle inténds, as some imagine, to assert here
the suprenie divinity of Christ, is to impute to him thé
most improper language. _ .
By an image we all understand a portrait, a"picture, or
that which bears resemblance to the person or thing, of
which it is an image: Thus, in a looking glass, the per-
son, standing before it, sees his image, a form whick
shows forth, as far as an image can do, what he is-him-
self. 1t pictures his size, proportion, and various feat.’
ures. ‘This is what we always understand by an image.
Therefore, when the Apostle says, that Christ is the
'im;ag.le of the invisible or unseen God, he declares him to
be that personage, who makes known, illustrates, or con-
veys an idea of God, who cannot himself be seen by mor-
tal eye, and is manifested only through-some medium.
Christ, then, is the image of the invisible God, inas-
much as in him dwelt the divine fulnéss bodily. God
dwelt in him as it were in a body, making him the me-
dium of manifestation, as the body is the medium through
which the character, purposes, and powers of the soul,
which are invisible, are exhibited to the view and under-
standing of our fellow men. He is the image of God, as
being able, at all times, to command the dead from their
graves ; to still the boisterous and contending elements:

e




[25]

of nature witha word ; to multiply small portions of feod
to a sufficiency for thousands ; to confound 4ll the wisdom
of the wise ; to lay open the hidden counsels of heaven s
to search the secret recesses of the human soul ; to ap-
point Apostles as messengers of his will, and convey to
them authority, not only to publish the counsel of the
Most High, but to sanction their declaration of his coun-
sel by astonishing and stupendous miracles.

In these particulars and a multitude of others, we be-
hold an Image of God, a man, who seems to possess as it
were the very attributes of Divinity, and who displays the
divine perfections to the world. God himself, like the in-
telligent soul, is invisible. We can never discern him,
as an acting, speaking character. But, in the Son of God,
we behold before us, a being actually exerting the powers
and speaking forth the counsels of.the Deity ; just asin a
well drawn portrait, we behold the features, dress, and com-
plexion of an absent unseen friend.

Is not this what we are to understand by Christ’s being
the image of the invisible God ? What else can we un-
derstand by it 2 An image, we all know, is not, cannot
be, that identical being or thing, of which it is an image.
To suppose this would be confounding language, and
setting aside all distinction of ideas. An image in the
glass, or which is drawn by the curious limner, though its
resemblance be exceedingly exact, and though it would
seem, at first view, the very being it represents, yet, up-
on nearer inspection, proves to be distinct from the being,
which it illustrates. ,

The first born of every creature.

The original word, wgororoxos rendered firstborn, fre.
quently occurs, both in the Septuagint and New Testa-
ment; but is, in no instance, applied to am independent
self existent being, or so employed as to suggest the idea
of these qualities.

Itis a%.rmed, however, that the word signifies, in this
place, ¢ born before all creation ;”” and exempts him, to
whom it is applied, from being himself a part of the cre-
ation ; that, fmd the Apostle intended to represent Jesus
Christ as the first begotten creature, he would have used
the word mgoroxrigzov, which is limited to this idea.

D
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But this is a criticism without foundation in scripturé ;
and, we believe it would net be hazarding much to say,
without example in the Greek language.

And all the first born in the land of Egypt shall die ;
Jfrom the first born of Pharaoh, that sitteth upon the throne,
to the first born of the maid servant, that sitteth behind the
mill ; and all the first born of beasts.* Here the same
word, rendered first born in the passage in question, is .
'used four times ; and signifies the oldest of the family, or
the one which is begotten the first and included among oth-
ers, who are also born. It would be absurd to consider
the first born of Pharaoh, as one bdorn before Pharaoh ;
that the first born of beasts is one born before the beasts,
and not included in the class of beasts. Again, it is said,
The first born of thy sons shalt theu give to me.t But
how absurd to suppose, that these first born were not to
be of the number of the sons, over whom they have the
title of first born !

Whether therefore the Apostle, in the passage in ques-
tion, mean, by applying the word first born to Christ, to
represent him the firsz created being in the universe, as
some contend; or a creature of the first rank and emi-
nence in the moral system, as is affirmed by others, isnot
material to the argument : For either interpretation sup-
poses him to be but a glorious and exalted creature. The
account is plain. It is not in the power of metaphysics,
or of previously adopted systems, to set the argument
aside. If the Apostle intended to represent him the first
born in point of existence, then the most that can be made
of it is, that he is the oldest of all.creation. If the Apostle
intended to speak of his preeminent rank, then the most
that can be made of it is, that.he is the inost iflustrious of
all creation. Adopt which construction you please, the
conclusion is the same : He is one among the number of
creatures ; and, therefore, nor the supreme and independ-
ent Creator of all things. . : .

The Apostle proceeds. , For by him were all :I;:'fs
¢reated, that are in heaven, and that are in earth, visible

* Exod. xi. g.——t Chap, xxii. ag.
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and invisible, whether they be thrones, or dominions, or
principalities, or powers, all things were created by him
and for kim » and he is before all things, and by him all
things consist. And he is the head of the body, the chusrch ;
who is the beginning, the first born from the dead, that in
all things he might have the preeminence : For it pleased
the Father that in him should all filness dwell, and, hav-
ing made aZeace through the blood of his cross, by him to
reconcile all things unto himself: By him, I say, whether
they be things in earth, or things in heaven.*

That the Apdstle does not intend to represent the Son
of God as the Creator of the material system, but only the
medium through whom Fews and Gentiles are reconciled
o God, was the opinion of the orthodox St. Chrysostom,
an illustrious Father of the fourth century. It was also
the opinion of Athanasius himself, and of others, no less
famed for their orthodoxy and knowledge of the sacred
writings. That this is the true idea of the passage, is
evinced by the following ‘considerations.

1. You will remark, it is not said that Christ of Aim-
self created all things, but 4y Aim were all things created ;
i. e. by means of him, or through his instrumentality.
That we do not mistake the meaning of the word 4y, as us-
ed in this place, is evident from its use in verse 20 ; where
it is said, it pleased the Father—by Aim (Christ) to recon-
cile all things unto himself. It is reasonable to conclude,
therefore, that 4y him were all things created, as the means
or instrument in the hand of God.

, 2. You will observe, that the same things, which are
said, verse 16, to be created by lJesus Christ, are said,

verse 20, to be reconciledby him. By him were all things

created: By hini to reconcile all things unto himself.

3. It is worthy of notice, that, ly all things in
general, but the all things that are in hlaven and that are
tn earth, which are said, verse 16, to be created by him,
are said, verse 20, to be reconciled by him. By Aim to
reconcile all things unto himself ; by fum, I say, whether
they be things in earth, or things in heaven.

*Col. i. 16—20.
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4. You will particularly notice the manner of express.
ion. It is not said, that the heavens.and the earth them-.
selves were created by him, but only the things that
are in heaven, and the things that are in earth, whether
thrones, &c.

Having noticed these things, the following inferences
naturally and necessarily arise, and serve for the explana.
tion of the passage,

1. It is evident, that thrones, dominions, &c. things
visible and invisible, in verse 16, are also to be included
in verse 20: For these are declared to be the all things,
whether they be the things in earth or things in heaven.
And although the Apostle does not, in verse 20, proceed

" to particularize what these things in heaven and ¢arth are,

which are said to be reconciled, yet, as he uses the same
general phrase al/ things, and the same universal phrase
whether they be things in earth or things in heaven, it is
evident, that he intends verse 20 should be carried out
as in verse 16, in illustration of what he means by all things
in heaven and in earth; to wit, rhrones, dominions, prin-
cipalities and powers, things visible and invisible.

.. 2. We are hence compelled to infer, that the reconcil-

. 1ation is just as extensive as the creation,

If the all things, which are said to be created by Jesus
Christ, mean material and intelligent existence, to wit, the
heavens and the earth with all their inhabitants, then ma-
terial and intelligent existence, to wit, the heavens and
the earth with all their inhabitants, are reconciled by him ;
For the same things, which were created by him, it is
said, It pleased the Father to reconcile by Fesus Christ un-
20 himself. ‘

3. But as no one will contend, that the material heav-
ens and earth pable of being reconciled unto God
by Jesus Christ,"1t undeniably follows, that, in both pas-

. sages, the heavens and the earth must intend some-

thing different from the material fabric of creation. It
becomes us, therefore, to look into other parts of the
sacred writings, and see whether the Holy Ghost do nqt
use the words /equven and earth, in some other sense,

SN ot
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* In the sixtyfifth chapter of Isaiah, the Gentiles are rep-
resented by the earth, and the Jews by the heavens. The
chapter is introduced by a prediction of the calling of the
Gentiles to be the people of God. All true servants of
God among the Gentiles, it is said, shall be called 4y an-
other name ; that he who blesseth himself in the earth
(among the Gentiles) shall bless himself in the God of
sruth (the true God) § and he that sweareth in the earth
(among the Gentile8) shall swear by the God of truth (the
true God).* The meaning is, that the men of the earth,
or the Gentiles, shall forsake idols, and acknowledge the
true God only.t As an illustration of this, it is said,
Behold I create new heavens and a new earth, and the

Jormer shall not be remembered, nor come into my mind.}
This undoubtedly has reference to Gospel times, when
the distinction of Jew and Gentile should cease, when
both should be morally reformed, and a new order of
things take place.

The prophet Haggai, speaking in the name of God
concerning Christ, the true Zerubbabel, and concerning
his success, says, 1 will shake the heavens and the earth :
And (yea) I will overthrow the throne of kingdams (the
Jews) and I will destroy the strength of the kingdoms of
the heathen, &c.§ The meaning of which is, that, by
him should the' Jews and the Gentiles be brought into
subjection to the gospel.

The same prophet says, [ will shake the heaven and
the earth—and the desire of all nations shall come.| This
also refers to the Jews and Gentiles. Thus the Apostle,
in his epistle to the Hebrews, explains it.qf

From these examples we learn, that the phrase “ 4eqv-
ens and earth,” is frequently used to designate the Fews
and Gentiles. 'The former are styled heaven, on account
of their exaltation to heaven in point of spiritual privi-
leges. The latter, because extremely degraded, through
gross ignorance, and wholly destitute of the privileges of
God’s spiritual kingdom, are styled the earth.

* Verse 15, 16.  + The God of truth is but a hebraism for the true God. ' Verse 17.
§ Chap, ii. 31, 22, | Chap,ii. 6—7. 1 Chap. xii. 26.
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'This sense of the heavens and the earth, and this only,
consists with their being reconciled to God by Fesus Christ.

5. Hence the thrones, dominions,. principalities and
powers, things visible and invisible, iz the heavens and in
the earth, must necessarily designate the high and the
low, the great and the small, the illustrious and obscure,
the conspicuous and the unnoticed vulgar, both of the
Jews and of the Gentiles.

6. As creation is often used, by the sacred writers, for
a moral or spiritual reformation, it must have this mean.
ing here. The Apostle intends to assert, that all ranks
and descriptions, both of Jews and of Gentiles, are reform-
ed by Jesus Christ. Examples of this yse of the word
create, in connexion with heavens and earth, have already
been exhibited from the prophets.

Nor is it an uncommon signification of the word in the
New Testament. For we are his werkmanship, created by
Christ Fesus, unto good works.* And that ye put on the
new man, whick, after God, is created in righteousness and
true holiness. And to make all men see what is the fellow-
ship of the mystery, (i. e. as the Apostle, in the preceding
context, explains it, the unjonof Jews and Gentiles in
the same spiritual body or household) whick, from the
beginning of the world, hath been hid in God, who created
all thingst (who created all, both Jews and Gentiles) 4y

oFesus Christ.§ . :
‘Hence by the creation of all things, which are in heaven
and in earth, as expressed in the passage in question, we
are to understand a moral reformation of all orders and
ranks both of Jews and Gentiles. This is plainly the
idea of the passage; for verse 20 seems, evidently, to be
an explanation for verse 16. )

7. That the apostle does not mean a natural, but a mor-
al creation only, is evinced by the consideration, that he
uses very different phraseology from what the inspired
writers uniformly use, when they speak of a matural cre-

# Eph. ii. 10.—* iv. 94.——1 warra is very often ufed for moral brings.—~——
§ On this last passage Calvin thusremarks. ¢¢ The creation, here spoken of, is rath-
er to be interpreted to mean a spiritual renovation than the first creation. The con-
text requires, that we understand it of that renovation, which consists ina blessed

* zedemption,”
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ation. Their styleis this. ¢ In the beginning God cre-
ated the heaven and the earth.” ¢ These are the gener-
ations of the heavens and the earth, when they were cre-
ated, in the day that the Lord God made the earth and
the heavens.”” “In six days the Lord made heaven and
carth, the sea and all that in them is.” “ Happy is he,
whose hope is in the Lord his God, which made heaven
and earth, the sea and all that therein i1s.” ¢¢ Thus saith
the Lord, that created the hegvens, God himself, that
formed the earth and made it.” ¢ God, that made the
worlds and all things therein.”” This last is Paul’s man-
ner of expressing the creation of the material system.—
‘¢ Worship him that made heaven, and earth, and the sea,
and the fountains of waters.”” " Who created heaven and
all things that therein are, and the sea and all things which
are therein.” This is the uniform phraseology of the in.
spired writers, when they would speak of the natural cre-
ation. Not an instance can be produced from the Scrip-
tares, where the creation of material and intelligent being
is expressed in phraseology, similarto that in the passage
before us ; to wit, by him were all things created that are
in heaven and that are in earth, &c. Unquestionably,
therefore, the Apostle intends a moral creation.

Finally, He affords us a Key, by which this passage
may be unlocked, and the Jew and Gentile, though par-
tially concealed, may be fully opened upon our view.

“ And having made Peace by the blood of his cross, by
him 2o reconcile ald things* unto himself.”” If we compare
this with a passage in his epistle to the Ephesians, we
shall be at no loss who these “ all things” are. ¢ For
ke (Christ) is OUR PEACE, who Aath made both (the
circumcision and uncircumcision, Jew and Gentile) oze,
and hath broken down the middle wall of partition between
us, having abolished in his flesh the enmity, (that which
caused opposition) even the law of commandments con-
tained in ordinamces, for to make in himself of twain one
new man, sa MAKING PEACE (between Jews and
Gentiles) ; and that he might reconcile both unto God in
one body by his cross, having slain the enmity thereby, and
éame and preached peace to you (Gentiles) which were a.

# garra all persons or descriptions, Jews and Gentiles,
\
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Sar off, and to them (Jews) that were nigh : For through
him we both (Jews and Gentiles) have access by one spirit

unto the Father. Now therefore ye (Gentiles) are no more
strangers and forcigners, but fellow citizens with the Saints
and of the household of God, and are built upon the founda-
tion of the Apostles and Prophets, JESUS CHRIST
himself being the CHIEF CORNER STONE, upon
whom all the building fitly framed together, groweth inte
an holy temple to the Lord.””*

In view of what has been mentioned, it cannot, we con-
ceive, be so much as questioned whether the Apostle, in
the passage to the Colossians, be making the same repre-
sentation, that he here makes to the %phesians. The
“ all things created and reconciled” plainly intend all or.
ders and ranks of Jews and Gentiles, between whom /e
has made peace by the blood of his cross.

The passage, properly expressed, stands thus. ¢ See.
ing through him were all renovated, which are among the
Jews and which are among the Gentiles, illustrious and
obscure, whether thrones, or lordships, or authorities, or
powers, all were renovated through him and under him.
Therefore he is above them all, seeing in him they. all
consist. Yea, he is himself the head of the body, the
church ; the prince, the first begotten from the dead, that
he might be preeminent in all respects. For it pleased
God, that in him the whole moral system should have its
residence ; yea, through him, to reconcile the whole un-
to himself, he having made peace between them by the
blood of his cross ; even through him to reconcile the
whole, both of those who are Gentiles, and of those who
are Jews.” As an example of the things in earth, which
Christ had created or reformed, he immediately adds, ad-
dressing himself to the converted Colossians, * 4nd you,
that were formerly alienated and enemies in your -minds,
yet now hath he reconciled.” No proof have we therefore,
from these two famous passages, that Christ is the Crea-
tor of the material system. And surely our opponents
will not pretend, that there are any others on which they
place so much dependence, for the support of their doe-
trine, as on these. ,

# Eph. ii. 1g—21.
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SECTION 1L

ANOTHER consideration, urged in proof of the su-
preme and independent divinity of Christ, is,that the scrip-
tures declare him OMNIPOTENT.

Insupport of this, Heb. 1. 3. 10. 11. is adduced. As
the whole chapter is intimately connected with the argu-
ment concerming Christ’s person, we shall consider it at
large, and see what proof may be drawn from itof his
supreme and independent divinity.

Here the reader ought to have his bible open, first to
read the chapter, and then attentively compare its vari-
ous clauses with the following remarks.

The omnipotence of Christ is inferred from this decla- .
ration in the third verse, and upholding all things by the
word of his power.

The possessive pronoun, Ais does not refer to the Son,
but to that God, who spake by the Son.

~“This will be evident from the least attention to the whole
passage. Who being the brightness of his (God’s) glory,
and the express image of his (God’s) person, and uphold-
ing all things by the word of his (God’s) power. No rea-
son can be assigned why the last 4is should be referred to
Jesus Christ. )

The Apostle introduces the chapter, by consideringthe
Son to be the messenger of God, by whom, in these last
days, he has made known his will to mankind. He speaks
of his delegated power. In the second verse it is said of
the Son, #hom he (God) hath appointed heir of all things ;
by whom also he (God) made the worlds. Whatever be
understood by the phrase ke made the worlds, it is evident
that the Son.is the instrument only, by whom God ac-
complished this work. But, as the most natural and fre-
quent signification of aiwasthe word, rendered worlds, is
ages, or periods, or dispensations, and as this word is never,
excepting perhaps one instance, applied to denote the fa-
bric of creation, thé correct translation of the passage must
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be this ; Through whom (or if & s, according to Grotius,
be put for & ow. For whom) Ae constituted the ages ;% 1. e.
the Patriarchcal, Mosaic and Christian dispensations.
These Christ upheld or supported by the power God,
delegated to him for this purpose. Or by the all things,
which he upholds, may be intended all thin%s that pertain
to the church, of which he is the appointed heir and head.

Another proof of Christ’s supremé divinity is deduced
from verse 6. When he bringeth in the first begotten into
the world, he saith, Let all the angels of Godworship him.
But against this, as proof of hisindependent divinity, there
are important objections.

It is worthy of remark, that the personage, whom the
Angels are commanded. by God to worship, is tAe first
begotten ; which, we have seen, implies that he is neither
selfexistent nor independent. Indeed verse 4 informs
us, that the Son is made so much better than the angels as
he hath, by inheritance, obtained a more excellent or hon-
orable name than they. To this inheritance, itappears
from verse 2, he was appointed. So that his superiority
to the angels, he being the appointed heir of all things to
the church, is a delegated superiority. The worship com-
manded must, therefore, be a worship in consequence of
the delegated honor and preeminence, to which God had
raised him ; a worship, which comports with the station
of its object, and by no means supreme worship.  “‘ The
Angels” is a scripture designation for the ministers of
the churches. Those, of the seven churches of Asia and
others, are styled Angels. The word, both in Greek
and English, signifies those who are sent onan errand ;
and is applicable to all messengers of God, whether celes-
tial spirits, or prophets, or apostles, or ordinary minis.-
ters.

The word, worship, is generally used in scripture to
denote that respect or homage, which it is customary to

ay to men, who hold important and eminent stations.
This will be fully evinced in its proper place. We
therefore consider the commafld to be, Lez a)l) the messen-

* Dt. Doddridge tranflates it, by whom alfo he conftituted the ages.”
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gers of the kingdom, however eminent, whether angels, or
prophets, or z(zfastles, or ministers, acknowledge him their
superior Lord and appointed Head.

The next passage, urged in proof of the supreme and
independent divinmty of Christ, 1s verse 8. But unto (of,
or concerning) The Son he saith, Thy throne O Géd is for-,
ever and ever. Christ, it is said, is here declared to be
God. Were thisreally the case, it would by no means
establish the doctrine of his supreme and independent di-
vinity. Our Lord informs us, that the scripture calls
those Gods, who are divinely commissioned. Did our
opponents but take the whole passage together, they would
atonce see, that, when the inspired writer calls Christ
God, he is careful to prevent all mistake, by pointing out
his inferiority to the supreme God. “ Thy throne, O God,
is forever and ever ; a sceptre of righteousness is the
sceptre of thy kingdom. Thou hast loved righteousness
and hated iniquity, therefore God, thy God, hath anointed
thee with the oil of gladnessabove thy fellows :** i. e. thy
fellow Gods. Let Christ be as high in title and poweras
he may, it is here declared, that there is one above him,
who is Ais God, and who has given him exhaltation over
his fellows. The word, God, is applied, in an inferior
sense, tc Moses, to the Jewish Rulers, and a multitude of
others, because they were divinely commissioned. Furth-
er; it is by no means certain,that the Son is here thus styl.
ed. The Greek word feos, being in the nominative, this
passage might, with equal if not greater propriety, betrans-
lated God is thy throne forever ; that is, the sypport and
foundation, the strength and stability of thy kingdom.
"This is said of or ¢oncerning the Son ; for the same word is
translated thus in verse 7 : Of'the Angels he saith, &c.

Finally, the 45th psalm, from whence this quotation is
made, is a song in praise of king Solomon; and the pas-
sage in question is applied to Christ, in view of his being
the son of David, the true Solomon ; concerning whom
God promised an everlasting throne. o

‘ And thou, Lord, in the beginning hast laid the foun-
dation of the earth, and the heavens are the works of thine
bands, They shall perish, but thou remainest; and
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they all shall wax old as doth a garment, and as a vesture
shalt thou fold them up, and they shall be changed ; but
thou art the same, and thy years shall not fail.” “Without
reason is this passage urged in proof of Christ’s supreme
and independent divinity. Itsimmediate application is
to that God, who, in the preceding verse, is declared to
be the God of Jesus Christ. The And, with which the
verse begins, denotes only that the apostle is about to in-
troduce another quotation. This is. made from the 103
Psalm ; where it is manifest, that these words are spoken
by Christ, of Jehovah his God, as an acknowledgment
that he has no reason to doubt but he will support him,
give him victory over his enemies, and permanently es-
tablish his kingdom. The learned Pool says, ¢ This
psalm is acknowledged by the majority of expositors to
be a prediction concerning the Messiah.” If this be
conceded, the preceding observations are undoubtedl
just. In verses 23, 24. Christ says, ¢ He weakened m
strength in the way ; he shortened my days. I said,
my God, take me not away in the midst of my days.”” Im-
mediately upon this, the immutability and power of God,
who had promised him the kingdom, rush upon his mind,
dispel all dark appearances, and inspire him with the most
confident hope. He therefcre addresses his God in lan-
guage, which denotes his full assurance, that the kingdom
will undoubtedly be bestowed, notwithstanding present
appearances are unfavorable to this great event, *“‘ Thy
years are throughout all generations: Of old, hast thou
laid the foundation of the earth, and the heavens are all
the works of thine hands ;: They shall perish, but thou
shalt endure ; yea, all of them shall wax old like a gar-
ment, as a vesture shalt thou change them, and th__ey shall
be changed ; but thou art the same, and thy years shall
have no end.” Hence he concludes, ¢ The children of
thy servants (Abraham Isaac and Jacob) shall continue,
and their SEED shall be established before thee.” 'What
the Apostle remarks to the Galatians is peculiarly applica-
ble here. ¢ He saith not seeds, as of many, but seed, as
of one, which js Christ,” ' ‘ '
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The ideas, suggested above, are still more beautifully
and strikingly expressed in the Septuagint; which the
learned reader may consult at his leisure.

Thus this introduction of the epistle to the Hebrews,
on which our opponents so much rest their cause, and
which they consider as amply sufficient, of itself, to up-
hold their doctrine, proves an Egyptian reed and a sandy
foundation. But to us it becomes a staff of aid, and a
rock of firm support. That we may not, however, wear
the appearance of vain boasting, let us give the chapter a
brief review. In doing this we notice

1. Jesus Christ is represented a being, as distinct from
God, as are the Fathers and the prophets. ‘¢ God, who
in time past spake unto the fathers by the prophets, hath,
in these last days, spoken to us by his Son.”

2. It is said,  Whom he (God) hath appointed to be
heir of all things.” This word, appointed, plainly sug-
gests his dependence upon God for the honors and digni-
ties he possesses.

3. The highest representation given of him is, ¢ the
brightness of God’s glory, and the express image of his
person,”” or a ray of his brightness and an image of his
perfections ; not that he is God himself, or really that di-
ving person of whom he is the image, Christian con- .
verts are said to be the glory of the Apostles; and the
Apostles are said to be the glory of Christ. But who
will suppose, that Christian converts are the Apostles, or
that the Apostles are Christ ! _

4. Whatever be Christ’s superiority to the Angels,
itis declared to be a constituted superiority, delegated to
him, or obrained as an inheritance, in consequence of the
services he has performed. Verse 4. :

5. God is expressly declared to be his throne or sup-
port ; which plainly evinces, that the stability of his king-
dom arises, not from any inherent powers of his own, but
wholly from the aid and assistance of another. Verse 8.

6. God is, in an unqualified manner, declared to be Ais
God, and, for his regard to righteousness, to have exalted
him above his fellows. Verse 9. Jesus Christ, therefore,
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cannot be the supreme God, seeing he has a God above
him. Itis also evident, that he is not one of the persons
in the supposed Trinity. If he were, those persons
would be his fellows; and he would be exalted above
them ; which would be absurd, inasmuch as it would
give him superiority to the Father himself. Most evident
is it, that his fellow Gods are Angels, Prophets, and A-
postles, above whom he is exalted. ‘

Thus, instead of aiding our opponents, this chapter is
substantial and invincible evidence of the truth of our doc-
trine. .

Another passage, alledged to prove the omnipotency
and independent power of Christ, is, #7%0 (the Savior
the Lord Jesus Christ) skall change our vile body, that it
may be fashioned like unto his glorious body, according to
the working whereby he is able to subdue all things unto
himself % :

The proper method of coming at the true doctrine is
to compare spiritual things with spiritual, or scripture
with itself. Now the word of God not only ascribes high
and extensive powers to Jesus Christ, but is careful to-
inform us.how he came by these powers. Hence Christ
himself declares, after his resurrection, 4l power in heav-
en and in earth is given unto me.t If given unto him,
surely it could not have been eternally inherent in him.
The account, furnished by his harbinger, is, that Ged giv-
eth not, the spirit by measure unto him ;i i. e. he giveth it
without measure. But, if he have received from God won.
derful and divine powers to a surpassing degree, it is most
evident he did not always possess these powers. More-
over. The God of our Lord Yesus Christ, the Father of
glo;lye——/zat/z put all things under his feet and gave him to
be head over all things to the church.§ Itis very plain
to be seen, therefore, that the mighty power, whereby he
is able to subdue all things unto himself, is not an unde.
rived, but a delegated power. The Apostle, in the passage

-in question, is speaking of his mighty power to change our
vile body, and render it like unto his own glorified body,

* Phil. i, 21,——+ Mat. xxviii. 18.—— } John iii. §4,——§ Eph. i, 1723.
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In perfect accordance with the passages adduced, our Sa-
viour informs us how he comes by the power of raising the
dead, and of the reason why it is conferredupon him. ¢ Ve-
rily verily I say unto you, the hour is coming and now is,
when the dead shall hear the voice of the Son of God, and
they that hear shall live. For, as the Father hath life in
himself (the source of life, the power of the resurrection)
so hath he given to the Son to have life in himself, and he
hath given him authority to execute judgment also, be-
cause he is the Son of man.”** Here our Lord asserts, that
the power of raising the dead and of executing judgment
is gzven him, by the father, in consideration of his being
the Son of man. And he proceeds to tell them not to
marvel at this, for he does not accomplish these mighty
works by himself. - “I can of mine own self do nothing.
As I hear I judge, and my judgment is just, because I
seek not mine own will, but the will of him that sentme.”} -

That he is only a delegated agent, both in the affair
of the resurrection and of the judgment, is also unequiv-
ocally asserted by the Apostles ¢ Knowing that he, that
raised up the Lord Jesus Christ, shall raise us up also by
Jesus.’”t “ In the day when God shall judge the secrets of
men, by Jesus Christaccording to my gospel.”’§ ¢¢ In the
day when God shall judge the world by that man, whom he

.hathordained.”|| Though God be ultimately judge him.-

$elf and the author of the resurrection, yet he performs
these mighty works,through the instrumentality of Christ.§
Thus the apostles say they were commanded to preach.
It becomes our opponents to prove, when they ad-
duce passages descriptive of Christ’s high and godlike
powers, that they are underived powers. We contend,
that it is the uniz)x‘m voice of Prophets, of Apostles, and
of Christ himself, that the powers he posseses are con-
ferred or bestowed upon him by his God. In his letter to
the Ephesians, Paul prays,” that they may know what
is the exceeding greatness of the power of the God of
our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of glory, towards those
who believe, which, he says, is ¢ according to the working

* Johnv. 25—27. + verse go,——1 3 Cor. iv. 14 ——§ Rom. ii. 16.——
§ Acts xvii, 31.——9% Chap. x. 42.
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of his mighty power, which he wrought in Christ, when
he raised him from the dead, and set him at his own right
hand in the heavenly places, far above all principality,
and power, and might, and dominion, and every name
that is named, not only in this world, but also in that
which is to come ; and hath put all things under his feet,
and gave him to be head over all things to the church.”*
Surely, after such an explanation concerning the exalted
powers of Christ, if there were not a word else of the kind
in scripture, we might rest assured that they are not inde-
pendent powers, but delegated, communicated to him, or
bestowed upon him, by his God, the Father of glory.

To affirm, that the works, ascribed to Christ, could not
be performed by a creature, is being wise above what is
written. Christ certainly declares, that he does not per-.
form his mighty works by any power of his own ; which
declaration could not'be a truth in the mouth of God.
‘Whatever God does, he does of himself, He derives no
* power from another. He is himself the underived source
and fountain of all power. - S

Christ, however, declares, I with the finger of God
cast out demons.’’t ‘‘ The Son can do nothing of himself.
The Father (or God) who dwelleth in me, he doeth the
works.”} ‘I can of my own self do nothing.”§ Itis there-
fore altogether unbecoming in erring man to say, that the
powers ascribed to Christ are such as could not be dele-
gated. A/l things are possible with God. He, who in-
spired the prophets and apostles with a knowledge of fu-
ture events, a knowledge which he declares to be pecul-
Jar to himself, and who endowed them with the divine
powers of raising the dead, &c. is undoubtedly able to
furnish Christ with those powers of raising the dead and
judging the world, with which the scriptures declare he
has actually furnished him. Shall we depend on the sur-
mises of uninspired men, or on the plain, unequivocal
declarations of the scriptures ?

* Chap. i, l‘—l 1. tLukeii. g0, } John xiv. 10, § Joha v. 30.
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SECTION IIi

3

I'I,‘isu ed, in proof of the supreme and proper Dei
of Christ, that the scriptures agribe to hil::lo OMNIg
CIENCE. - _ _

The most rioted passages, addueed to this point, are
sych 3s follow. ¢ Now we are sure that thou knowest all

ing's, and needest not that any man should ask thee.””*

he occasion of this declaration . of the disciples, was,
that Christ manifested himself acquainted with their de-
sire to ask him some questions, respecting the meaning
of what he had spoken, evep without their having sug-
gested any thing to him on the sybjest, Hence they ex-
pressed their assurance, that he knew all things.

And what is the just conclusion from his possession of -
this knowledge ¢ What conclysion did t4ey draw from
it? Did they infer, as some now do, By this we know
that thou art the omniscient God, the underived source
and fountain of all knowledge? The Evangelist states
their conclusion to be, By this we believe that thoy
cemest forth from God.” Their impression of his vast
and extensive knowledge; reaching even to the desire of
their hearts, excited no conviction of his being the.om-
niscient God himself, but anly that he had come forth as
God’s messenger.

Now if we take it for granted, that they formed a just
idea of his knowledge, why shall we not also take it for
granted, that they formed acorrect conclusion from hig
possession of that knowledge ¢ Further—*¢ And he (Pe«
ter) said uato him, Lord, thou knowest all things, thoy
kaowgst that I love thee.”t ¢ But Jesus did not.com*
‘mit himself unto them, becausé he knew all men; and
needed not that any should testify of man, for he knew
what was inman.”’f ¢ All the cburches shall know that
1 am he, which searcheth the reins and hearts; and will
give unto .every one of you accarding to his works.”§

» Jobauwvi.go. + %‘ohn XKi.37. 1Clop.ii. 4,85 §Rev.ii. 33.
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. And yet it is said, concerning God, ‘‘ Thou, even thou
only, knowest the hearts of all the children of men.” %
These are the most noted passages to this point, and the
argument is fairly stated before us.

What now is the conclusion ? It is that drawn by the
.disciples, while under the peculiar impression of his vast’
‘and extensive knowledge. ¢“ By this we- believe that

Christ came forth from God.”” Our reasen for-believing.
this, and nothing more is as follows. ' '

- Knowledge of the hearts and seeret purposes of men,
though, in a proper sense, peculiar to the omniscient God, -
he only having this knowledge as an attribute of his nature,
may be, and often has'’been, communicated to creatures.
Numerous instances. of this occur in scripture. . Ahijah
thé prophet,-although blind through age, was inspired to
" know the wife of Jeroboam, and the intentions of her heart,

notwithstanding she feigned herself another.{ o

It is asserted, concerning Elijah the -Prophet, that he
could tell the things, which the King of Israel should do
in his bed chaniber; an expression denoting a knowledge
of the most secret transactions.; Much in point is the
declaration of -Elisha. And -the-man of God said, ¢ Let
her alone, for her soul is vexed within her, and the: Lord
haththidden it from me and hath not told me.”}j This clearly -
implies, that the prophet supposed God could commu-
nicate to him the knowledge of the secret troubles’ of
_ the soul of this woman ; and that it was a matter of some
surprize that he had not done it. We have a memora-
ble instance, in the acts of the Apostles, in which Peter
* knew, by inspiration, that Anarias had kept back. part of
- the'price of the land, though lte declared he had not ; and,
_ also, that he and his wife had secretly agreed to maintain

the falsehood. Indeed well knownis if, that, in the Apos-

tolic age, there was a standing gift of this kind, the gift of

discerning spirits.§ » - . o
" It is worthy of remark however, that universal knowl-
edge is by no means predicable of Christ, in consequenee
of the latitude of the expression in the passages mention-
ed.. The word a/l, does not always denote .strict univer-

# Kings viii. 39. 1 Kings xiv, 1. 6, } 8 Kings vi. 9. 13. | Chap- iw 27,

§ L. Car. xii. 10 .
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sality, The very same phrase, of knowing all things, i&
used in application to other men. *“ Ye have an unction-
from the holy One,and yeknow all things.”’*. ¢ The asoint-
ing, which ye have received of him abideth in you, and
ye meed not that any man teach you, but as the same an-
ointing teacheth you all things.””t ** My Lord is wise, ac-
cording to the wisdom of an Angel of God, to know all
things that are in the earth.”} . '

Whatever be mgant by such unqualified expressions,
the high and extraordinary knowledge of what passes in
the hearts of men is what may be communicated to crea~
tures, to those who are merely men. This the examples,
above cited, sufficiently demonstrate, In order to prove
that JeSus is the omniscient God, something further gs
necessary than evidence, that he has such know} .
must also be shewn, that it is an attribute of his nature ;
that it is underived. s it demanded of us to exhibit ev-
idence, that Christ actually possessed it by delegation ?
The declaratign of John and of himself affords this evi-
dence. - ¢ God giveth not the spirit (the spirit of knowl-
edge as well aspower) by measure unto him.”§ ¢The
Father loveth the. Son and sheweth him all things that
himself doeth.”|| There was one thing however, which
God did not see fit to reveal unto him. . “ Of that day
knoweth no man, no, not the Angels in heaven, neither
the .Son, -but the Father only.”y o :

But does not the Lord Jesus say, *“ All the churchesshall
know that I am he, which searcheth the reins and hearts ?*?
meaning that he is that supreme God, who has declared
concerning himself, ‘I the Lord (Jehovah) search the
heart, I try the reins, even to give every man according
to_his ways and according te the fruit of his doings,*#

The original . teaches no such doctrine, It does not
say eyw sps ATTOZ ¢ spevvar, ¢ I am HE who searcheth.”
The inspired writer is not so definite in his expressions,
as to make our Lord affirm himself to be the Jehovah of’
the Old Testament. . '

To teach, however, a doctrine of such importance con.
cering one, who has lived and died on the eartb, it is but

® 1. John ii. 20, + verse 87. } II Sam. xiv, 80, § Jobn iii, g4. || John v. 2q,
¥ Mark xiii. gs. ** Jerm. xvii, 10, -

<
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fatural to eoncludé, he would useé thé meost pointed and
unambiguous terms, which langudge can furnish. But,
-sincehis is not the case, we shall take the liberty to trans.
late thé passage according to the design of the speaket,
which, as appears from the cofitext, was only to state,
that the churches should become sensible that he knew
the true characters of men, and would reward them ac-
cording tp their works, The just and correct translation
18, All the churches shall know, 2or be made sensible) zAat
L am a searcher of the reins and hearts : Or, al the chiixchs
¢s shall be sensible, that I am one, wha seatches the teink
gnd hearts. o

.And what matter of surprise, that the Son of God

be able to search the hearts and reward men ac4

. g to their works, séeing the Father hath committed

all judgment unto the Son ? Is it wisdom te believe, that
God will judge the secrets of men by Jesus Christ; and
will not, cannot furnish him with that knowledge of thesé
secrets, which shall qualify him to judge righteous judg:
ment ? Surely God would not exalt Christ to be Head
over all things to the church, and yet fail to bestow upot
. him such qualifications; as become the exalted station.
~_ But we need not reason on the subject; since Clirist
hi!nself declares,- four verses below, that he has received
- this knowledge and power of his Father.® It is plain,
that these passages, on which our opponents make the
greatest dependence, do by no means prove Christ to be
* the omnis¢ient Ged. .

# Rev, ii, .
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SECTION 1V.

- ANOTHER consideration, urged i proof of the su-

preme divinity of Clirist, is, that the scriptures attribute
to him OMNIPRESENCE.
No man hath ascended into heaven, but he that came
down from heaven, even the Son of man, Who is in heaven. *
We cannot bétter express our ideas of the real mean-

* ing of this passage, than they are expressed in the lan-
passaie Y pr

guage of an English divine, as quoted by Christie.
 This text 1s by many supposed to be quite conclu.
sive, not only for the preexistence of Christ, in that he is
said to have come down from heaven; but as a proof of
his Deity, becauseé an emnipresence peculiar ohly to
seems to be ascribed to him, viz. That whilst he was
upon earth, he was at the same time als6 in heaven. And
yet where persons have accustonied themiselves to attend
to the peculiar, elevated language of holy scripture, how
different do theé same phrases appear ? An eminent per-
Son at the dawn of the reformation, no enemy to what is
called #4e divinity of Christ, did nevertheless so clearly
perceive that our Lord, by these lofty expressions intend-
ed only to teach a very plain truth concerhing himself,
that he without scruple gave this interpretation of it to
the public. WNo one understands the things of God but 1

- only.
“ 'Li'hefe are three things here asserted by our Lord.

1. 'That no one had ascended up to heaven but himself,
2. That he the Son of man had come down from heaven. .
3. That himself was then in heaven, even while he was
speaking to Nicodemus.*

‘* A true and consistent account of these positions will
give us our Lord’s meaning in them.

“ 1, This whole discourse with Nicodemus is in the
prophetic style, highly figurative. In the strict literal.
sense, it was by no means true, that no one had ascended
up to heaven but the Son of man ; for Enoch, the seventh
from Adam, inall probability ; and Elijah the prophet,

® Jobn iii, 13. + Robert Stephens.
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had certainly béen translated from earth to heaven. Nei-
ther was it true in the direct sense of the words, that zAe
Son of man as here asserted, had ascended up to heaven.
We have no account in the seriptures from whence alone
we can know aught concerning him, that he ever ascend.
ed to heaven but-once, when he took his final leave of
this earth and of his disciples. Some other sense of the
words then is to be sought, in which it might be said
that the Son of man had .ascended up to heaven. Now
as in our way of apprehension, a man, that would be ag-~
quainted with the secrets of the divine will, should go to
- heaven to converse with God ; it hence comes that the
phrase ascending to heaven, easily signifies the being ad-
mitted to the knowledge of God’s counsels. . So Moses
tells the Jews, that Gogd had so clearly revealed his will
to them from heaven by him, that there was no need for
them to go up thither to be acquainted with it. Deut.
xxx. 12. It is not in heaven that thou shouldst say ; who

will go up for us to heaven, and bring it unto us, that we

may hear it, and dp it ? And Prov. xxx. 4. Who hath
ascended up into heaven, or descended ? i. e..who hath been
made acquainted with the mind of God, with heavenly
truth? '

2, If ascending up 1o heaven is not to be taken lite-

rally, neither is descending from heaven to be understood
of a local descent. For the Son of man, as it is here also
asserted, could not come down jfrom heaven, where he had
confessedly never been. What then is the usual scrip-

tural meaning of the phrase coming down from heaven? .

Now Mat. xxi. 25. Our Lord himself explains it, in his
question to the Jews, the baptism of Fohm, was it from
heaven, or of men? i. e. of divipe or human institution of
authority. John’s baptism, therefore, was from heaven, be-
cause it was of divine appointment ; and John the baptist
himself came from heaven because he had a divine author-
ity or commission. So Jamesi. 17. Every govd gift

and every perfect gift is from above, and cometh down

warafawoy from the Fat/;er of lights.—iii. 15, 17. This
wmisdom descendeth not from above, but the wisdom that is

JSrom above is first pure, &c. John ili. 31. He shat coms
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éth from above is above all ; he that is of the earth, is
earthly and speaketh of the. earth ; he that cometh from
heaven is above all. John the baptist in this last citation
speaks modestly and disparagingly of his own authority

and commission from God, compared with that-of Christ,

which was indeed far- more illustrious and divine. John
Vi 33, The bread of God is he, which cometh down frem
heaven, and giveth life unto the world. Verse 51. -1
am the living bread, which came down from heaven. Our

Lord had before (verse 27) compared his doctrine to meat

which would nourish men in virtue, and bestow an im-

mortal life upon them. He here ealls Aimself that meat, -
the bread that came down from heaven, because he had a

divine authority to teach men the gospel virtue, holiness,
and eternal life. ’

" £ 3, (The son of man who is in heaven. 'The Son of
man who had never been in heaven, could not (proper-
ly speaking) be there. Dr. Clark, and others very ju-
diciously refer to John i. 18. asa parallel passage ; and
understand being in heaven to be the same as being in
the bosom of the Father, i.e. highly favored by God ;
made acquainted with his benevolent counsels and de-
_ signs. Grotius remarks here, that if the conversation

of true - christians (Phil. iii. 20) is said, whilst on earth,
to be in heaven with God ; much more may this be
said of Christ, who Rad continual extraordinary com-
munications of wisdom and power from God. These
words of Christ therefore, do not relate to any prior state
of existence before¢ he was born of Mary, or to any
supposed divine nature annexed to his human nature ; but
what he declares to Nicodemus, stript of that metaphori-
cal dress in which. he thought proper to clothe it, is, that

himself alone was admitted to the knowledge of the whole.

will of God, and authorized to reveal it to men.”

This interpretation is sanctioned by the context. It
does not appear to be the design of our Lord to state any
thing concerning his own origin. He had taught Nico-
demus, in figurative language, the doctrine of regenera-
tion ; . a doctrine, which, to this master in Israel, seemed
very strangc. QOur Lord affirms however, that he had
taught him no other than a solemn truth. In proof of

]
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this, he refers to his divine inspiration (which Nicodemug
had acknowledged) under the representation of his having
been in heaven to learn these things, and of his being
there still to behold them, - '

s For where two or three are gathered together in my
name, there I am in the midst of you.”* * And lo, I am
. with you abways to the end of the world."§ '
- The plain and obvious meaning of these passages is,
that, as the Apostles were commissioned by Christ the
Head of the church, he l;:.lromises to aid, agsist, ang
ess them, at all times, with his support and protection.
The Angels are ministering servants under Christ, sent
forth to ministerto them, who are the heirs of salvation.
By these he communicates with earth, Hence we read,
«“The revelation of Jesus Christ, which God gi#ve untp
him to shew unto his servants things which must shortly
come to pass, and he sent and signified it, by his Angel,
unto his servant John.” It is no where sajid, that he ig
present with his people by personal residense. Oun the
contrary, he is represented as having goneinte theheavens,
there to reside until the times of restitution of gll things,§{
where he sat down at the right hand of majesty on high,§
ever living to make intercessions for us, There was the
place of his residence when the Jews stoned Stephen.
The scriptures therefore, instead of ascribing omnipres.
ence to Christ, plainly deny his possession of this attri-
bute. ' The passages in t&uestion are very clearly explain.
ed by the following. ¢ If ye ask uny thing in my name,
I will do it, and I will pray the Father, and he shall give-
you another Comforter, that he may abide with you for-
ever, even the spinit of truth. I will not leave you com-
fortless. I will come unto you;” i.e. by means of the
comforter, the spirit of which I have spoken to you. “At
that day shall ye know that I am in my Father, and yein
me, and I inyou.”| You shall know that I am the ob-
ject of the Father’s regard, and that ye are the objects of
my regard. You shall know, that I am really empowered
by the Father, and that I am able to empower you to build
up and extend his spiritual kingdom in the world.

" ® Mat xviii 80, 138,20, §Actsiii at. §Heb.i g.- | Joba xiv. 14. ea,
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SECTION V.

IT is urged, to prove the supreme Deity of Christ; thab
the scriptures declare him ETERNAL.

It ought first to be dbserved, that none of those passag:
es, which are supposed to assert Chtist’s preexistence on-
ly;are atall in point: For the dottrine of his eternity may
be false; although the doctrine of his preexistence were
conceded to be true: It does not follow, that he is the
supreme eternal God, because he existed before his birth
of Mary: Those passages therefore, commonly adduc-
ed by Trinitarians for .the support of their doctrine of
Christ’s ‘eternity; which however state at most a previ-
ous existence only; will not be noticed by us. =

Before Abraham was. Iam,* is a text in the mouth of all
our opponents; as affording decided proof of the eternal ex- -
istence of Christ.  The phrase; ¢ I am” is said to be that
by which God declares his eternity ; and being assumed
by Christ as descriptive of himself, denotes that he is the
eternal God. -

It does riot appear, however, that God ever used this
phrase to indicate his eternity, rather than any other attri:
bute of his nature: When he declareste Moses I AM -
THAT 1 AM, and commiands him to sayunto them,
I AM hath sent me; he may, interid to intimate, either
that there is no name expressive of what he is; or that he
is a God of real existence; not an imaginary being like
the Gods of the Egyptians. But does Christ really as-
sume what is pretended ? Does he say I am that I am, or
any thing like this, sqy unto them I am hath sent me?
Tl{ere is nothing in the structure of the sentence, which
has the most distant allusion to it. Had it been his in-
tention to assumie this style of Jehovah, he would un-
doubtedly have said, Before Abraham was 1 AM THAT
I AM. Such a mode of expression would have had some
appearance of laying claim te the Godhead, and therefore
of asserting, in view of the question put by the Jews, ab.
solute eternity. But when he replies to their question,
whether he had seen Abraham not being yet fifty years -

* John vii. 58. .
G
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of age? Before Abraham was Iam ; the most, which can
with any plausibility be affirmed, is, that he had a present
or real existence before Abraham was born. The true
meaning of this phrase will be plain, if we consider its
obvious signification in other places.

When the high priest asked him, 4rt thou the Christ the
Son of the Blessed ? Jesus said Igm.* Upon this the
high: Priest rent his elothes and declared him to be guilty
of blasphemy. Many shall come in my name, saying 1
AM—go ye not after them.t Our translators have ad-

. ded the word Christ.  They, it\seems, did not consider
the expression, J am, to mean eternity, but only a claim_of
being the Christ or anointed of God. ¢ The woman of
Samaria saith unto him I know that Messias cometh which
is - called Christ; when he is come he will tell us all

o things. Jesus saith unto her I that speak unto thee, AM.”}

 to be the Messiah.

Our translators have, added 4e. They might, with
equal propriety have added tkar Messias which is called
Christ. We have two instances of -the same manner of
speaking in this very chapter. If ye believe not that 1 AM,
ye shall die in your sins. Our tramslators have very pro-
perly added 4e ; sug%ssting that our Lord affirms himself

ow who would conclude from the
expression, If ye believe not that 1 AM, Christ meant to
lay claim to the title, which God, to affirm his divinity,
assumed before Moses ? Or that he meant to giveaf{e
Jews to understand, that they would die in their sins, un-
less should believe him to be Supreme Jehovah ?
Could this text be thus distorted, it would be the best in
the compass of inspiration, to -demonstrate, that our doc.
trine concerning Christ is absolutely damnable. Our op-
ponents are weleome to press it into their service, if they
can. Such is indeed the use, which some daring and zeal--
.cus minds have ventured to make of it. But there is an
important passage, four verses below, which exposes their
zeal, and is also absolutely irreconcilable with their con-
structionof that in question, *‘ Thensaid Jesus untothem,
when ye have lifted up the Son of map, then shall yeknow
that I AM.” Does he mean, that then they should know

* Mork xiv, 63, + Mack xiii. 6.} Jobn vi. e

L4
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bim to be the supreme and independent Jehovah ? Had
he rested here, this would doubtless have been inferred,
and declared selfevident. But he proceeds, ‘ Then
shall ye know that I am, and that 1 do nothing of myself,
butas my Father hath taught me I speak these things.”
Pray was the I AM THAT I AM unable to do any
thing of himself! Or did he speak what he said to Mo- .
ses, only as he was taught by his Father !

With much better grace would our opponents contend, .
that Paul assumes to himself this peculiar style of the
God of Moses : For he uses, in application to himself,
precisely the same phrase, I am that I am, sps o .

We suppose, however, they would hardly contend,
when they consider the context, that Paul really means
to assert his independent divinity, seeing he says “ I am
the least of the Apostles—but I labored more abundantly
than they all 5 yet not I, but the grace of Ged, which is .
with me.”

Why then do they not cease contending for the inde-
pendent divinity of Christ, from his use of @ par: only of
the above phrase ? Since he says, in the same discourse
with the Jews, ‘ When ye have lifted up the Son of man,
then shall ye know that I AM, and that I do nothing of
E{self, but, as the Father hath taught me, I speak these

n "’ .

B%_,s%re Abraham was I am. In our opinion the true
idea is this. Before Abraham was I am the Christ, or
‘Messiah ; i. e. I am that personage, bro into view
to Adam and Eve, when God promised them for their
consolation, and foretold, as an object of their faith-and
confidence, The SEED of the woman shall bruise the
serpent’s head. But the Jews, unlike their father Abra-
ham, hated Christ, and were always ready to put a false
construction-upon his language,  Hence he says to them,
Why do ye not understand my speech? The reason is, Be-
cause ye cannot hear my word. It appears from the con.
text, that they were exceedingly malicious on this oeca.
sion; and, though reproved by our Lord, obstinately
persevered in perverting his expressions. As another
reproof he observed, that they had a very different tem-
per and spirit from their father Abraham. Your father
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Abrakam rejoiced to see my day, and ke saw it, and was
lad. ‘
" To see the day of a person is to see the time or period
in which a person lives to act, to accomplish his work,
and to illustrate his character. Abraham, therefore, could
not have seen zA¢ day of Christ, otherwise than by faith ;
for Abraham died hundreds of years before the day of
Christ commenced. He saw it however in prophecy,
through the promise of God to him, /n ¢4 SEPED shall
all the families of the earth be blessed.  This was his joy
and gladness. He believed God. He had that faith,
Whic%n is the substance of things hoped for, and the evi-
dence of things invisible. In this manner was the day of
Christ present to the Patriarch. In this way he saw it
and was glad. Had the Jews not been obstinately mali-
‘cious, they would never have observed, T%ou art not yet
Jifty years old, and hast thou seen Abraham ? What a per-
version of language is here! Our Lord had not given the
least intimation, that Ae rejoiced to see Abrakam’s day.
How plain is it, that the few’s were bent on perverting
hiswords! Jesus, however, condescends to correct them :
That they ‘might be without excuse, he explains himself
* by saying in effect, that, when he said Abraham rejoiced
to see his day, he'did not intend to représent himself con.
temporary with Abraham, but to be that Christ or Mes-
siah, with whom the venerable father was made acquaint-
ed by promise, and whom he saw by faith : Which inti-
mation of Messiah was not confined to Abraham ; for he
had been prophesied of and promised long before his day,
even to the first parents of the human race. Before Abra.
bam was I am the Christ; that personage, whose day
Abraham rejoiced to see, and the sight of which made
him glad. y TG T SIgT o W nac
" Another passage urged to prove the eternity of Christ,
is, * But thou, Bethlehem Ephratah, though thou be little
among the thousands of Judah, yet out of thee shall comé
forth unto me that is to be a ruler in Israel, whose goings
forth have been from old, from everlasting.”* It is well
known, that the Hebrew and Greek words, sometimes

- fendered eternal, everlasting, &ec. have various significa-

* Micah v. 2. .
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tions, and are often applied to things, which have both
beginning and end. Hence Cruden, in his concordance,
says, “The words eternal, everlasting, forever, are some-
times taken for a long time, and are not always to be ..
derstood strictly.”” This obsetrvation he illustrates by a
number of examples. Indeed these terms very frequent.
ly signify an age, a period, a dispensation, or any long du.
ration not specifically determined. When they are ap-
plied to any thing known tp have had no beginning of ex-
istence, they are then to be considered as denoting strict
and real eternity, When otherwise appligd, they are to
have a different ¢onstruction. '

In order, therefore, to settle the meaning of the word,
everfasting, in this passage, the duration of the existence
of Christ must be previously ascertained. Until it be
done, the duration, which this word here intends, will
remain a matter of doubt, A thousand such passages
would dq nothing towards deciding the question in hand.

' . Had we not already seen enough, concerning Christ,
to fix the proper interpretation of this word, still the con-
text forbids the mind to rest in suspense, It is said of
him, verse 4th, * He shall stand and feed in the strength
of the Lord, in the majesty of the name of the Lord HIS
GOD.”” Unless we. are willing to suppose two eternal be-
ings, one of whom is the Lord God of the other, we are
necessarily driven to the conclusion, that Christ cannot
be the eternal God. ‘

- It id said by the learned, that one meaning of ‘‘ goings
forth” is descent, family, &c. Grotius applies this passage,
in its primary sense, to Zorobabel ; and says ¢ hisde-
scent is ancient, from distant times: 7. e. he derives his
birth from a hoyse of illustrious antiquity, who had been
the reigning family for five hundred years.” The Chal.
dee paraphrase- renders this place, ¢ Whose name has
been told, or mentioned, from eternity, from the days of
the age.” The meaning is, whose name has been decreed
[rom the beginning. Calvin, it is said, interprets itin a
manner somewhat similar : “ Whose goings forth have

been decreed EOT the days of eternity, % '

* Vid. Chriftic in loco,
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SECTION VL

I'T is affirmed, that the. scriptures ascribe IMMUTA-
BILITY to Christ, and that, therefore, he must be the su-
preme and independent God. o

Sesus Christ the same yesterday, today and forever.®
This is considered a plain declaration, that he is immuta-
ble; and consequently GOD, whose distinguishing char-
acter is, that Ae changes not.

But, were it conceded, that Jesus Christ, who has at
all times the spirit without measure, changes. not in his
purposes, plans, or doctrines, how ‘would this prove him
to be the supreme and independent God ? Can it be sup-
posed, that this passage proves him to be immutable in ev-
ery respect ? 1f there be any truth in the scriptures, or in
his own declarations, he has changed his condition often.
‘The history of his life is a history of as great mutability
in his circumstances, as is true of anydescendent of Adam.
He certainly has passed through the changes of death, and
of a resurrection to immortal Iife. - From a very low state
he is now exalted to the right hand of God on high ; and
he will eventually deliver up the kingdom to God, even
the Father, and be subject to him, that did put all things
under him, '

The passage adduced, does not establish his immutabil.
ity inany respect, save in point of doctrine, It is of this
only, that the Apostle here specks. ¢ Remember them,
which have the rule over you, who have spoken unto
you the word of God, whose faith follow, considering
the end of their conversation. Jesus Christ the saine,”
&c. That Fesus Christ is the same yesterday, today,
and forever,is urged as a reason, why they should care.
fully imitate or adhere to the faith of those, who had
spoken unto them the word of God, The whole force
of the argument arises from the immutability of his
doctrine, or system faith published by his ministers. Jesus

~ - Christ is therefore evidently put for the doctrine of Christ,

Of this there are very numerousexamples in Paul’s writ.
* Heb. xiii. § . ’
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ings. One or two shall be adduced. ¢ For me to live is
Christ ;% ;. e. it is for the advantage of his doctrine ; see
ing, by this means, it will be more abundantly published
in the world. ¢ Ye have not so learned Christ ;71 i. e. ye
have not so learned the christian doctrine.

The passage, reduced to plain English, will read thus;
¢« Whose faith follow, considering the end of their conver-
sation.”” For the docirine of Christ is one. It never va-
ries. ‘ Be not therefore carried about with divers stran
doctrines ; forit is a thing, that the heart be es-
tablished with grace.” e person of Christ is not spok-
en of. This both. the preceeding and subsequent con-
text, which relates to the christian faith, clearly evinces.
And surely it will not be pretended, because the system
of faith, which Christ has inspired his ministers to pub-
lish to the world, does not vary, therefore he must be the
immutable God ! Especially, since Christ himself de-
clares, My doctrine is not mine, but his that sent me.”}

* Phil. i, 21. , + Bph, iv. 20. } Joha vii. 16.
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SECTION VIIL

ANOTHER argument, much insisted on by the advés
cates for the supreme Deity of Christ, is, that he fors
ve sins. All sins it is said, are against God, the only
eing to whom men are accountable ; and it must be an
arrogant assumption of divine prerogative, for any crea-
ture to presume to remit offences against the Most High.
The account of Christ’s forgiving sins is thus stated by
Matthew. ¢ And behold they brought unto him a man
sick of the palsy, lying on a bed ; and Jesus; seeing their
- faith, said unto the sick of the palsy, Son be of good
cheer, thy sins be forgiven thee. And, behold, certain of
the scribes said within themselves, this man blasphem-
eth. ' And Jesus, knowing their thoughts, said, Where-
fore think ye evil in your hearts ? For whether is it easier to
say, thy sins be forgiven thee, or to say, arise and walk.
But, that ye may know thatthe Son of man hath power
on earth to forgive sins, then saith he to the sick of the
" palsy, arise and take up thy bed, and go unto thine
K?)use. And he arose and departed to his house. But
when the multitudes saw it, they glorified God, which
had given such power unto men.””* ~ According to Mark,
the scribes said, ¢ Why doth this man thus speak blas-
phemies ? Who can forgive sins, but God only 7+
Whatever be understood by Christ’s forgiving the sins
of the sick of the palsy, it is certain, that his power or
authority to do this, was not inherent, but delegated pow-
er. There are two words in the Greek, fssia and duapus,
by which these different ideas are generally marked. The
latter signifies inherent ability, or authority arising from
capacity of nature. The former conveys the idea of Li-
cence, legality, or a moral right to exercise authority,
and is derived from efeqs, it is lawful, it is permitted. That
these words suggest such distinction the scribes were
sensible, and our Saviour evidently admitted. Hence,
when he assumed the authority of forgiving sins by say-

* Mat, ix. e—8, t Mark ii. 7.
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ing, Thy sins be forgiven thee, the sctibes. chivose to put
a false and invidious construction upon his words, and to
understand him as assuming divine authority. Mur-
mauring among themselves, and pretending it ah encroach:
ment upon the divine prerogative, they say, #ho can for- .
give-sins but God only 7 The word they use, rendered cas .
1S watas, derived from dusamis, a word expressive of that
essential authority, which arises from ability of nature,
But our Lord, to expose their maliciousness, and to
evince, that hé ¢laimed not the authority which they pre- -
tended, uses the word, expressive of licence or permis.
sion. He does not say, That ye may know that the Sort .
of mat on carth davai has rtatural ability to forgive sins i
but exn oaiav has licence or pertission so t6 do. -~ Aceord-
ingly he gave proof of it, by immediately performing a
miraculous ¢ure. This explanation, accdmpanied withy:
the éxtraordinary miracle, closed their mouths. And:
when the multitnde saw (both the explanation and the mir-:
acle) they marvelled and glorified God, which had given
such power unto'men. 'Though they were well disposed
to glorify God, in view of what they had seen and heard,
yet they had no idea, that it would become them to as-.
cribe divine %i:ry to Christ ; to whom, they rightly con-:
cluded, God had delegaréd thesé wonderful powers. Nei-
ther does it become us to differ, in our conduct, from
them : Especially since inspiration infornis, ¢ Him hath’
God exalted to be a prince and a‘Baviour, to give repent-
ance to Israel, and the forgiveness of sins.””’
- But what is the real meaning of Christ’s forgiving sing'
in this passage ? Some of tli€ most respeetable commen-
tators are of opinion, that it rtiéans only his delivering the
paralytic from his disorder, the consequence of his sinsy
Calvin expressés bimself thus en the subject. * Unques-
tionably a strong disposition to scandalizé him'(obtru-
tandi libido) impelled these scribes to the base conclu-
. sion, that our Lord was' a blasphemer for using such
phraseology as he did: Had they really thought  him
. worthy of reprehensien; why did they neot make inquiry
into his conduet and meaning ? Moreover, siice the lanv
guage was am}l;ignous, and Christ said nothing which was.
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not customary with the prophets, while they testified the
favor of God, why did the scribes convert, to an improp-
er sense, what was capable of a more unexceptionable in- -
tion? In taking such a method to condemn Christ,
it is evident therefore, that they were previously infected
with spiteful malevolence against him.”’* B

Dr. Mc. Knight, in his note upon the passage, where
the Apostle directs to pray for a brother, who has not
committed a mortal sin, and afirms that God will :
him life,} makes the following observations. ¢¢ John’s
direction Lez him ask God and he will grant unto him life,
is equivalent to that of James, Let them (the elders) pray
over them, and the prayer of faith will save the sick, and
the Lord will raise hith up, and so, although he hath com-
mitted sins, they shall be forgiven him ; 1. e. although he
hath committed sins, which have occasioned him to be
punished with a mortal disease, he shall be delivered from
that punishment. In calling a miraculous recovery from
a mortal disease; which had been inflicted as.a punish-
ment of sins, the forgiving of sins, James has followed his
master, who called the recovery of the sick of the palsy
the forgiving of hissins. Mat. ix. 2—5. In like man-
ner the psalmist reptesents the healing of all his diseases,
as the forgiveness of all his iniquities.”

In the comment of the learned Pool on this passage, we
have these observations. ‘¢ Because all transgressions of
the law did not come to the knowledge of the judges;
therefore God: sanctioned the law with threatnings of pre-
mature death, and also of diseases, as ap from Deut.
xxviii. 22—27. Sometimes, indeed, there are natural
causes of diseases and bodily disorders, God having thus
permitted ; as we learn from John v. 14, where our Lord
says to. the man, who had an infirmity thirty and eight
years, Behold thou art made whole, sin no more lest a
worse thing come unto thee. 'This disease was unques-
tionably derived.to him through his own fault. . The same
also is evident from I Cor. xi. 30, where Paul says, con-
cerning the practice of eating and drinking at the Lord’s
table unworthily, or so as to add drunkeness to thirst, For

*Vid. Harm, in loca.* + Trypslation of Apostolical Epistles, i. John 5, 16.
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this cause many are weak and sickly among you and many
sleep. 'The passage, in question, is parallel with Isaiah
xxxiil. 24, where the prophet predicts the prosperity of
the people thus; And the inkabitants shall not say I am
sick ; the people that dwell therein, shall be forgiven their
iniguity : 1. e. all their diseases shall be removed from
them.” - ~

. In addition to what these Commentators have stated, we
would observe, that it is by no means uncommon for the
sacred writers to represent removal of diseases and afflic-
tions in the language of forgiving sins. The examples,
already adduced, are proof of this. Since however this
interpretation may seem rather strange to those who have
not accurately considered the scriptural language on this
subject, it may not be improper to adduce two or three
examples more. ' : '
. God says, by the prophet Isaiah, to his ancient people,

1 have blotted out as a thick cloud thy transfressims, and -

as a cloud thy sins; return unto me for I
. thee. *

. From the context it is evident, that God is indeavor-
ing.to persuade the Jews to return from trust in graven
images ; and asserts in this passage, as a reason why they
should do so, that their deliverances from tribulation and
affliction, were from him, and not from graven ima.§cs, or
the gods of the heathen. So that the phrase of lorzing

ave redecmed

out their transgressions and sins is equivalent to delivering.

them from the temporal tribulations, under which they
had labored. : -~ ‘

. The same manner of representing the prosperity of
the Jews, and their deliverance from their aflictions, 1s to
be found in the prophecy of Jeremiah, ¢ In those days,
and in that time, saith the Lord, the iniquity of Israel
shall be sought for and there shall be none ; and the sins
of Judah and they shall not be found ; for I will pardon.
them whom I reserve.”t The previous . affliction of.
Israel is thus declared.—* Israel is a scattered sheep ;
the lions have driven him away : First the king of Assy-

ria hath devoured him; and last this Nebpchadnezzar&

# Chap. gliv. 33. ,+ Chap. l. se.
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King of Babylon, hath broken his bones.” The deliv-
erance. promised is, ‘I will bring Israel again to his.
habitation, and he shall feed op Carmel and Bashan, and
his soul shall be satisfied upon Mount Ephraim and Gi-
lead.” This deliverance is described, in the verse fal-
lowing, as “ putting away their iniquity and sins,” and
*‘ bestowing pardon and forgiveness,” -
A very plain example of similar representation occurs

in the New Testament. ¢ Then said Jesus unto them a-
gain, Peace be unto you : As my Father hath sent me,
evenso [ send you. And when he had said this, he
breathed on them and saith unto them, Receive ye the
holy ghost. Whosesoever sins ye remit they are remitted
unto them ; and whosesoever sins ye retain they are retain-
ed.”* But were the Apostles endowed with the power of
forgiving the sins of men, or fixing their sins upon them in
the literal sense of this phraseology. All that can be said,
‘concerning them in this respect, is, that they. had the power
of healing all manner of diseases, and inflicting judgments on.
.such asopposed them inthe performance of the duties of their
mission. Accordingly we find, that Paul caused the sins of
~ Elymas, the sorcerer, to be retained, by fixing blindness
upon him, for laboring to turn away the deputy from the
faith. This was the extent of the Apostle’s power to
forgive and retain sins. This therefore was all that
Christ himself possessed, while here on the earth. For he
told them, that, as the Father had sent him, so he com-
missioned them; i. e, with the same power to forgive and
retain sins, which he possessed. There can be no ques-
tion then, that, by forgiving the sins of the paralytic, our
Lord meant nothing more than healing him of his disor-
der, taking away the consequence of that intemperance,
of which he had been guilty. Hence our Lord replies
to the malicious wresting of his words by the Pharisees,
Whether is it easier to say, Thy sins be forgiven thee ? or
to say Arise and walk? 1. e. 'What matter is it about the
expressions, which we use, if they are but intelligible 2
Which best conveys the idea of oure, to say in the lan-
guage of the prophets, which you cannot but understand,

* Jobn xx. 833
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Thy sins be forgiven thee? or to say in plain common
language, Arise andwalk ? Surely you display a captious
disposition in cavilling about words. But, that ye may
krnow that the Son of man hath authority on the earth te for.
ive sins, to take away the diseases which come upon men
ir their sins, then saith he to the sick of the palsy, Arise,
take up thy bed, and go into thine house.
. Finally : The qualification of our Lord’s power to forgive
sins is worthy of particular notice. That ye may know
that the' Son of man hath authority, on earth, to forgive
sins. Now the only place, for the actual pardon of trans-
-gressions against God, is the bar of final judgment at the
end of the world. The whole of the present life is a day
of probation. No man’s character is ascertained, or re-
ally .established, until his day of probation is epded.
The sinner has indeed the promise of the remission of
his sins, on condition of his perseverance in a reformation.
But his sins are not actually forgiven until his persever-
ance is ascertained. It is only in the day of final judg-
ment, that the iniquity of the persevering penitént will be
pardoned.. OQur Lord therefore, by restricting his autho-
rity to forgive sins to his stay upon the éarth, clearly shows,
that he clrga:med no other power than the healing of dis-
€ases. . :
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SECTION VIIL

ANOTHER argument, alleged in proof of: the su-
preme divinity of Christ, is, that he was often WOR-
SHIPPED, but did not forbid it ; as Paul and Barnabas
and Peter and the Angel did, on the ground of its bein
inconsistent with the command of heaven, Thou shalr
worship the Lord thy God and him only shalt thou serve.

That Christ was, in very numerous instances, wor-
shipped, while here, on earth; we readily acknowledge.
And we contend, that he still ought to ‘be worshipped in
the same manner. But in what manner was he worship-
ped ? The answer to this question is of high impertance
to the argument. Before his supreme Deity can be as-
certained, from the consideration of his being worship-
ped, it is necessary to make it appear with plainness and
certainty, that he was worshipped as the supreme God. -

The word wposxwrew, which stands for the act of wor-
ship, is derived from xvev, a dog, and »gos unto; and is,
literally, 10 become a dog unto one. The metaphorical
sense of the term, the sense in which it is generally ap-
plied, is to shew homage or respect to a superior. There
is, therefore, nothing in the word itself, which confines it
to divine homage, The kind of homage, implied in any
particular instance, is to be decided by the circumstances
under which it is paid. Not unfrequently is it applied,
in the scriptures, to express merely t(.lhat respect, which it
was customary, with the eastern nations, to pay to their
kings, and great men, and, with the Jews, to their pro-
phets, rulers, and learned doctors.

We now recite a few, out of the vast multitude of ex-
.amples, both from the Old and New Testaments, where
the Greek word wgosxurew is used, which is translated wor-
ship in the command, Thou shalt worship the Lord thy
God and him only shalt thou serve. In most instances our
translators have rendered this word did obeisance, bowed
himself, &c. but we notify the English reader, that we
shall uniformly render it worshipped, asit is always ren-
dered in the New Testament.
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In fulfilment of Joseph’s prophetic dream, his brethren,
when he.was Lord in Egypt, bowed down their heads and
WORSHIPPED.* When Jethro, Moses’ father in law
came where he encamped at the mount of God, Moses wene
out to meet his father in law and WORSHIPPED and kiss-
ed him.t. Moses, surely, did not intend to pay him divine
homage.—David, as he came out of the cave crying after
Saul and saying, my Lord the King, stooped with his face to
the earth and WORSHIPPED.; He was, at this time,,
the man after God’s own heart, and cannot be supposed
to have been guilty of idolatry. When Saul perceived
the Ghost, whom the witch of Endor had raised, to be
Samuel the prophet, /e stooped with his face 1o the ground
and WORSHIPPED.§ Saul meant to pay him the
customary respect, due to an aged and venerable prophet;
nor did Samuiel forbid it. The man, who brought in-
telligence to David of the death of Saul and Jonathan,.

fell to the earth and WORSHIPPED.| .David was
then king, and the man intended to pay him homage as
his subject. The woman' of Tekoah fell down on her
Jace to the ground, and WORSHIPPED, and said, help -
O King.§—David having granted liberty to Absalom to
retirn, Joab, the general of his army, fell to the ground on
his _face, and WORSHIPPED, and thanked the king. %%
—Bathsheba bowed with her face to the earth and WOR-
SHIPPED the king, and sasd, Let my lord king David
live forever.tt Even Nathan, the mnspired
prophet of God, WORSHIPPED before the king with nis
Jace to the ground.}}—When David delivered the king-
dom into the hand of Solomon his Son, and became a
subject, se WORSHIPPED (Solomon) upon his bed ;§§
paid him the ho due to a king.—When the sons of
the prophets saw Elisha, they said, the spirit of Elijah
doth rest upon Elisha ; and they came to meet him and
‘WORSHIPPED o the ground before him.||| So did the
Shunamite woman.§Y The prophets, as well as the kings,
received the customary homage. _

# Gen. iv. 3—28.——1 Exod. xviii. 7.——% I. Sam. xxiv. 8.

14—} 1L dam. i. 9. 1 Chap. xiv. 4.——** Verse 23.
11 Verserag.——§§ Verse 47. 1} 11. Kings ii. 15.

§ I Sam. xxviii.
++ 1. Kings, i. 314
%9 Chap. iv. 37.
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. Particularly worthy of remark is the following instance ;
in which the same word is applied, at the same time,
both to Jehovah and a creature. David having conferred
the throne upon Solomon, a/l the congregation of the
princes bowed down their heads and WO SﬁIPPE-D the
Lord and the king.* They worshipped the Lord Jeho-
vah, who in mercy had caused Solomon to become king ;
and they worshipped Solomon, who was anointed to

" royal office, who sat on the throne of Jehovah, as king, in-
stead of David his father.t This passage ouf translators
have rendered as above. Indisputable is it therefore,
that the scriptures acknowledge two kinds of worship.
Do the saints in heaven doxologize Him that sittéth up.
on the throne and the Lamb ? So the saints of God’s
militant church, in the discharge of their sacred duty,
worshipped Jehovah and king Solomon. Thus it is be:

, coming to be done to him, whom God delighteth to hon-
or with an important office in his visible kingdom. And
are we to infer the supreme divinity of Solomon, because,
he was worshipped in conjunction with Jehovah ! Nei-..
ther is this to be inferred concerning Christ, because he is
thus worshipped. : ,

Shall we adduee any more instances ? Yes. For this
isa subject on which some are very dull of hearing.
¢ The king Nebuchadnezzar fell upon his face and
WORSHIPPED Daniel, and' commanded that they
should offer an oblation and sweet odors unto him.”t Did

* Daniel forbid it ? Look and see. Did Nebuchadnezzar
mean to worship him as God ? It immediately follows,
¢ The king answered unto Daniel and said, of a truth it
is that YO%JR GOD is a God of Gods, and a Lord of
kings, and a revealer of secrets, seeing thou couldst re-
veal this secret.§

Another instance of this kind of respect or worship,
paid to a mortal, known to be such and by a good and
pious man, is recorded in the history of the Apostles.
¢ As Peter was coming-in Cornelius met him, and fell
down at his feet, and WORSHIPPED him.””|| Peter,
it seems, supposed he meant to pay him divine homage.

¢ I. Chron. xxix. 20.——* Verse 33.——1 Dan. ii. 46.——§ 47.——f Acts x. 25,
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But, whatever Peter may have conjectured on the occa.
sion,. Cornelius, it is evident knew perfectly well who Pe.
ter was. He had, just before, been favored with a heav-
enly vision, in which he was commanded to send men 1o
Foppa and call for one Simon, whose sirname -is Peter,
and was informed /e lodgeth with one Simon a tanner, -
whose house 1s by the sea side ; he shall tell thee what thou
oughtest to do. 'Without hesitation the good €ornelius,
as directed, sent for Peter ; and, having called together
some friends, impatiently waited hisarrival. .As soon as
he had entered the threshold of his door, the heart of
the good Cornelius, whose prayers and alms had ascend-
ed before God as an acceptable memorial, and who glad-
ly looked for instruction at the mouth of an Apostle of
the Lord, leaped with exultation. He fell down at the
Jeet of Peter, and WORSHIPPED: Aim, knowing him
to be Peter from Joppa. The fact is, this was the cus-
tom of the country, whenever they would pay respect to
an official character, or to a public teacher. It was oh
this ground, solely, that the numereus instances of wor-
ship, which we have mentioned, were rendered. Solely
on this ground, those; who were persuaded that he was
the predicted king of the Jews, some great prophet, or the
Messiah, worshipped Christ. In no instance does it ap-
pear, that any thing, beyond this customary respect, was
intended, or was supposed by Christ to be intended. On
the other hand, we have recorded an instance in which it
is plain, that even this respect was paid in ridicule and
contempt.  And they clothed him with purple, and platted
a crown of thorns and put it about his head, and began to
salute him, Hail king of the Fews !—and bowing their
knees WORSHIPPED him.* Ironically they paid that
respect to him, which it was customary to pay to a king.
One more instance and we have done. - Jesus Christ
himself, declares to the church of Philadelphia, who had
not denied his name, Behold I will make them of the syn-
agogue of Satan, which say they are Jews and are not, but .
ag ie, behotd I will make them to come and WORSHIP
BEFORE THY FEET, andt know that I have loved.

* Mark xv. 17—19,
I
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thee.* Does our Lord advocate idolatry ! Does he not
suppose a worship which is not divine ? Let us then hear
no more of this boasted argument, in favor of the divini-
ty of Christ, from the consideration that he was worship-
ped. Nor let any man accuse him of idolatry, who, be-
" heving that God has conferred upon Christ the first hon-
ors and dignities of his immortal kingdom, bows the knee
before him, and pays him the homage of his high, though
not supreme, respect. Do not the scriptures declare, that
for his humiliation “ God hath highly exalted him and giv-
enaname which is above every name, that, at the mame of
Jesus, every knee should bow of those in heaven, and of
those in earth, and of those under the earth ; and thatev-
ery tongue should_confess, that Jesus €hrist is Lord, to
the glory of God the Father ?+ He that honoreth not the
Son honoreth not him that sent him, and who has set him
King, upon his holy hill of Zion ; angels, principalities
and powers being made subject unto him.” -

" ® Rev, iii, g.——t Phil. ii. g—11.

-
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SECTION IX,

ANOTHER consideration, urged in proof of the su-
preme divinity of Christ, is the NAMES or TITLES,
by which God is known to his creatures, and by which
he is distinguished from every othgr being, whether. im-
aginary or real, It is contended; that Christ is styled
GOD. '. : ,

Were it true, that he has this title in the scriptures, yet
it ought not to be cansidered proof, that he is the supreme
Divinity. The word, God, in itself considered, denotes
autharity, power, and government only, whether derived
or underived, real or imaginary. Hence; Angels, Heath-
en Deities, Jewish rulers, and those who governed other

-nations, are styled Gods in scripture. . Our Saviour him-
self says; that zhey are styled Gods,to whom the word of
God came.* Jehovah says to Moses, I have made thee
God to Pharaoh.t Jgseph in view of his station as Gov-
ernor of Egynpt, is called God. The word, God, is not
restricted to signify the supreme Being. Therefore, the
application of this word to Christ is not that evidence,
which our dpponents contend. It is evidence only, that
he is exalted to a station of rule and ﬁmgemm_ent. It is
of the same import with Lord ; which no one supposes
to indicate the supreme divinity of the multitudes to
which it is applied, but to denote only, that they are mas-
ters, rulers, or governors. As the great Father of all isa
ruler or governor, in the highest and most proper sense,
the terms, Lord and God, are peculiarly applicable to
him. They may also, be very ‘Etopcrly bestowed upon
Christ, whose power is derived from the Fountajn of all
power, and whom the great Father of all has heen pleas-
ed to exalt to the government of his people.

But how, then, shall it be known when these terms are
intended to designate the supreme and independent Di-
vinity ? N

¢ Joha x. 3gg.——1 Gen. wii. 1.
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This is very easily known. When they are not connect-
ed with any circumstances, which would limit them in
theirapplication, toone known tobederived and dependent,
but are used in a general or unlimited way, they are evi-
dently to be considered as indicating the great Supreme.
When it is said, that the Lord, or God, did thus and so,
and there is nothing, in the connexion, to confine the ac-
tion to any besides the great Supreme, it is very natural
. to consider these terms as bringing Him to our view ; be-

cause there is, properly speaking, only one Lord or God,
though there are many so called. He is self existent, inde-
pendent, omnipresent,and underived. Butwhen itappears,
from the connexion, that these names are applied to one,
-‘who is, either there or ¢lsewhere, distinguished from the
great Supreme, and represented inferior to him or de-
. pendent upon him, then these terms are to be considered
“as so applied, to denote that he is a being exalted to the
station of rule, authority, or government.
- These observations, we think, must gain credit with
. all ; for they are founded in common sense. According
to this rule, there can never be any difficulty in distin-
guishing the Supreme from all others ; though they may,
here and there, have the same style of Lord and God,
which is more justly and peculiarly applicable to him.
Beings are much better and more easily discriminated by
a_description of " their qualities, properties, powers, or
characters, than they can be by any names, which lan-
ruage may furnish. When, therefore, any one is styled
Eord or God, we have only to consider the general de-
- scription, which the scriptures give of him, and we shall
be at no loss to determine in what sense he is Lord, or’
God, Ifthere be any thing in the description, which in-
dicates dependence, derivation, natural or moral imperfec-
ti0n, we may rest assured, let his title be ever so high,
that he is not the infinite One, who is LORD and GOD
SUPREME. If this rule be not allowed, it would be
_ impossible to prove, that any, who are styled Lord or
God, are not tht infinite Supreme. '

Were it granted then, that the titles God, Jehevah,

and other titles of the kind, are applied to Christ, we arg
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- not hence to conclude, that he is the great Supreme ; be.
cause the scriptures, in their description of his properties,
though they ascribe to him high and exalted powers, in.
form us that these are bestowed or conferred upon him,
by his God and Father ; and also, that God has GIVEN
unto him a name which-is above every name. Moreover,
they often describe him as a distinct being from God 3
obedient to" his Father’s authority ; mot doing his own
‘will, but the will of him, who sent him ; inferior to God,
baving the Father for his God ;  actually humbling him-
self and putting off his riches ; being really one of the-
human race ; dying; raised by God from the grave ; and
exalted to glory by, and at his right hand. These are

"not figurative representations, in accommodation to the
imbecility of the human understanding. They are with-
out question, the representations of real facts. In view
of such deseription, we cannot but be certain, that, when
high titles are ascribed to Christ, they do not prove him

“the great Supreme: For, of HIM, none of these things
can be predicated. His attributes will not, for a mo-
ment, admit of their supposition. Application of high ti-
tles, to Christ, such as Lord, God, &c. indicate, there-
fore, nothing more, than that power and government, to
which .God has exalted him. ' .

- In view of these observations, we consider some of the
most noted passages only, which are attended with con. .
siderations, aside from the mere name, God, that are sup-
posed to prove Christ the supreme divinity.

A rassace of this description, is adduced from the
epistle of Jude. 7o the only wise God our Saviour.* It
_is said that Christ, the Saviour, is here not only declared
to be God, but ke only wise God : By whom must cer-
tainly, be intended the great Supreme.. 4
The scriptures, however, by no means appropriate the
title of Saviour to Christ alone, as is here assumed. The
God of our Lord Jesus Christ styles himself a Saviour.}
This title belongs to him in the highest sense. Indeed
he is expressly distinguished, as God our Saviour, from

* Verse 25,~——1 Isaiah xliii. 11,



Jesus Christ our Saviour. ¢ But after that the kindness
and love of God our Saviour towards man appeared, not by
works of righteousness which we have done, but accord-
ing to his mercy he saved us, by the washing of regene-
ration and the renewing of the Holy Ghost, which he hath
shed en us abundantly, THROUGH JESUS CHRIST
OUR SAVIOUR.* God is ultimately the enly Saviour,
Christ himself not excepted ; though many instruments
in the hand of God, and by whom the salvation of his
people is accomplished, are styled Saviours. Weare not
authorised therefore, to refer this title, zke only wise God,
to’ Christ. Paul, in his first letter to Timothy, refers it
to God the Father. Now unto the king eternal, immortal,
impisidle, *“ THE ONLY WISE GOD,” be honor and.
tory forever and ever.t Surely Christ is not the inovisi-
One. In his letter to the Romans, he expressly dis-
tinguishes the only wise God from Jesus Christ. 7o God
only wise be glory, through Fesus Christ.}

: sides ; Griesbach informs us, and a learned corres-
pondent says, Wetstein does the same, that the Alexan.
drine, Vatican, Ephrem, and twelve other manuscripts,
with the Vulgate, Syriac, Ceptic, and Arabic versions, read,
after the words ““ God our Saviour” through eur. Lord
Jesus Christ, So that this passage, also, expressly dis-
tinguishes Jesus Christ from the only wise God our Sav-
iour, and represents him the medium, through whom the
doxology is given to God. Jesus Christ, therefare, can.. -
not be the only wise God our Saviour, '

AND we know that the Son of God is come, and hath giv-
en us an understanding, that we may know him that is
true, and we are in kiim that is true, even in his Son Jesug
Christ.  This is the true God and eternal life.§ This
passage, it is said, asserts Jesus Christ to be the true

; 1. e, God supreme,
. The following considerations lead to a very different
eonclusion, . >

1. Jesus Christ is here styled rke Son of God,and the
Son of him that is true. Now, if we suppose Jesus

® Titus iii. 4—6.w—1 I Tim. i. 13.—% Rom. xvi. 37.——4 I John v. 20.-
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Christ to be Akim that is true, then it plainly follows, that
he is the Son of himself ; for Aim that is true is declared
to have a'Son Jesus Christ. Can the Apostle be suppos-
ed to_usSsert so gross an absurdity ! -

2. He is plainly distinguished from the true God, of
‘whom, it is said, he has come to give us an understanding.
Doces the Apostle mean to affirm, that Christ has come te
give us an understanding of himself { Does he not assert,
. in the plainest manner, that he has come to give us an un-
derstanding of some other ? Even of the true God, who ds
here distinguished frem him.

3. It is worthy of remark, that the word, even, is not
in the original. The Apostle does not say, we are in him
that is true, EVEN in his Son Jesus Christ. This would
involve the absurdity, above mentioned, of making Aine
that is true his own Son ;~which arises wholly from the
construction of our translators. C _

Whit the Apostle would affirm is, e are in him thar
is true BY his Son Fesus Christ. ‘This saves from ab-
surdity, and comports with the general testimony of scrip-
ture. No doctrine is more plainly and more frequently
asserted, than that we are in ‘God, or have communion
and fellowship with him, through the means of Fesus
Christ his Sen. ‘This translation of the passage will also
stand the test of the severest criticism. The preposition
v istendered &y or through, we presume, a hundred times
in the New Testament. Ina passage perfectly parallel
with this, our translators have rendered the first & 77, and
the second ev by.  To him (God) be glory v IN the church
s BY Jesus Chrie®* '

The whole passage, praperly rendered, stands thus.
“ Moreover, we know that the Son of God hath come,
and hath given us an understanding, that we might know -
the true One ; and we are in the true One, BY his Son
Jesus Christ. The same is the true God and eternal life.*
The plain meaning is, that the Being, whom he styles
true, of whom we have received a knowledge, and in
- whom we are &y his Son Jesus Christ, is not an imagina-

ry Deity, like those of the heathens, but the true and on-

. ® Eph, iii. 21.
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ly living God, the source of all life to his creatures and
especially, of eternal life to his saints.  Or, the last clause
may be thus rendered.  This is the true God, and this is
life eternal : 1. e. it is life eternal to gain a knowledge of
the true God, through his Son Jesus Christ ; agreeably
to what our Lord says, in prayer to the Father, ¢ This,
is eternal life that they might know thee, the only true
God, and Jesus Christ, whom thou hast sent.”’*

Will it be said, that this construction makes the Apos.
tle chargeable with repetition ? As we have already re-
marked, it is his character in all his writings. The repe-
tition is made to impress the idea on their minds, that
HE only is the true God, who is manifested by Jesus
Christ ; and to keep those to whom he writes, from the

-false Gods of the land in which they dwelt. Hence he

immediately adds, Lirtle children keeﬁ yourselves from
idols. 'Therefore, to apply the last phrase, This is the
true God, to Jesus Christ, who is, immediately before,
named as ‘his Son, and as having made known to us him
that is the true God, is a gross perversion of so plain and
intelligible a passage of scripture,

AvorHER passage, urged to this point, is, #hose are
the Fathers, and of whom as concerning the flesh, Christ
came, who is over all God blessed forever.t -

" On this passage various criticisms have been-made by
the learned, and, of it, various consfructions have been
given by different writers. And the proper translation;
‘it must be acknowledged, is attended with difficulties; let
who will be desirous of pressing it int. the service of his
peculiar sentiments. This is conceded by the critics a-
mong the advocates for the divinity of Christ, as well as
by their opponents. The difficulty lies in making ¢ w
relative. Had the Apostle intended this, he would have
written o ssw ems wavrwy feog 5 for this is invariably his
manner, in all similar cases. The difficulty would in-
deed vanish, were it not for 8s0s. In that case, 6 wv would
be unquestionably relative ; and very numerous exam-
ples might be adduced in illustratien. But, as it now

* John xvii, 3.—~1 Rom. ix, g.
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stands, we have never seen one, which will compare,
We have never seen an instance, in which ¢ wv is used
relatively, when an explanatory name or noun follows, to
which the prepositive article belongs. We would not be
too confident, but we very much doubt, whether an ex-
ample of this kind can’be produced, either from the Sep-
tuagint or New Testament,
hristie makes the following observations on the pas-
sage. *‘The Greek words are of ambiguous construc-
tion. By putting a full stop after the words Chris¢ came,
they may run thus, God, who is over all, be blessed forev-
ern Amen. Orthus. Who (Christ) is over all. God
be blessed forever. Amen. In this last method, Mr.
Locke paraphrased them. If either of these two last
translations are adopted, it will be the Father and not
Christ, that is here styled God ever all. .And in favor
of them, the use of the word waoynres, blessed, in scrip-
ture, may be alleged. Mark xiv. 61. Arzthou the Christ
the Son of the Blessed? 2 Cor. xi. 81, The Godand Fa-
ther of our Lord Jesus Christ, who is blessed forever more,
&c. SeealsoRom.i. 25, 2Cor.i.3. Eph.i. 3. 1
Pet. 1. 3. In all which places the epithet blessed, is ei«
ther appropriated to, or must be understood of the Father.
‘The Amen too, which the Apostle adds, applies better to
a doxology than a narrative. It appears that this place,
was read in this or a similar manner, in the first ages of
the church, from the language of several ancient writers.
To call Christ zhe God over all, is declared in the Apos-
tolical constitutions, and epistles of Ignatius, to be here.
tical. Origen says, it is rashness to suppose him to be
s0, as being inconsistent with Christ’s own words, My
Father is greaser than I. And Eusebius, through all his
books st Marcellus, lays it down as the constant
.known doctrine of the church, that Christ himself is not
o exs wavrwy Beog and o ewenaiva Twy oAy Osog, 2he God over all ;
but that these are the peculiar titles of the Father. 'And
he particularly affirms, that whosoever applies these titles
to Christ cannot be a pious person.”*

® Christic's Discourses, éap 239=40.
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But did the passage, clearly and decidedly, stand in the
Greek as it stands in our English translation, it would by
no means establish the independent divinity of Christ. It
is mentioned, as an honorary distinction of the Jews, that
Christ, as to the flesh, descended from them ; and his
character, as the Head of God’s chiurch, or Ruler over all,
is introduced in illustration of that distinction, or, in or-
der to rénder it the more conspicuous. The phrase, God
ever all, is but the same thing as Lord over all, Governor,
over all, Head over all: To which station it is asscrted,
that his God and Father has exalted Christ. He is not,
therefore, to be considered God over all; in the highest

.sensé of the phrase. It is manifest that he is excépred,
which did put 6l things under him.* ,

We conclude with the final remark on this passage of
the ingenious and candid Dr. Mc. Knight, whose ortho.
doxy has not been questioned. “‘ It need not surprise us,
that Christ, ih the flesh, is called ““God over all, blessed
Sforever ;» since God  hath highly exalted him in the hu.
man creature, and given him a name above every name.

" Phil. §i. 9. And hath put all things under his feet. 1 Cor.
xv. 27. And will judge the world in righteousness by that
man, whom he hath ordained. Acts xvii. 31.”

And Thomas said unto him my Lord and my Ged. It
is contended, that Thomas here calls Christ, his Lord and
his God, in unqualified terms ; and that Christ instead of
rebuking him for so doing, implicitly acknowledges the
appellation to ‘be just, by saying unto him because thou
hast seen me thou hast belkweJ; blessed are they who have
not seen and yet have believed. But did Thomas really
believe, that the being, whom he had seen expire on tke
cross, and whom he now saw za'be risen from the dead,
was the everliving and unchangeable God ! Whence did
he -obtain this extraordinary conviction ? Was it a patar-
al inference froin the ‘fact, that the crucified Jesus of Naz.
areth had been raised from his grave ? This, however,
was all that Thomas saw : And, if this engendered such
conviction in his mihd, he was as credulous now, as un-
believing before.

* 3 Cor. 2v. 2f.
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If we attend to the account with a little accuracy, we
shall find that the disciple was not quite so credulous, as
_ our apponents would make him."

The context informs, that Thomas was not present
with the disciples, when Christ made his first appearance,
They testified, that Jesus had risen from the dead, and
affirmed, that they had seen the Lord. He had no faith
in their testimony ; declared that he woyld not be.
lieve, unless he should see in his hands the print of the
nails, and put his finger into the print of the nails, and
thrust his band into his side. Now what was it that
Thomas refused to believe ? Did he refuse to believe
Christ to be the supreme Divinity } ' Was this what his
fellow disciples had testified concerning Jesus ? The grand
and only point of unbelief respected Christ’s resurrec.
tion. Of what then was he convinced, when our Lord
said to him, Reach hither thy finger, and behold my
hands ; and reach hither thy hand and thrust it into my
side ; and be not faithless but believing ¢ Of that only, con-
cerning which he had been before an unbeliever ; to wit,
the actual resurrection of Christ from the dead. This
was what our Lord wouyld have him believe, when he ad.
dressed him as above. And this must be what is implied,
in his address to Christ on the occasion. For the remark
led our Lord to reply Because thou hast seen me, thou hast
believed. 'The faith of Thomas, expressed in hjs decla-
ration, was, if we may credit Christ’s words, founded on
his’ sight, on what was exhibited to his senses. Thomas
believed what he saw ; and what he, before, declared he
would not believe, unless he shoyld see,  He believed in
what his brethren had previously testified, that Christ was
actually risen from the dead; of which he had, now, the
evidence of his own senses, This therefore must be
the faith, which Thomas expressed ; for it is certain he
.did not see the INVISIBLE GOD.

Woas the resurrection of Christ a proof of his supreme -
and independent divinity ? Did be rise by hjs own inhe-
rent and underived power ? We know indeed it is said,
that he was raised, because it was not possible that he
should be holden of death., But was this a physical, a nat-
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ural impossibility ? If it were, it must have prevented
him from dyingatall ; from being hplden by dea.th, a sin-
gle moment. The Apostle Peter, in this very discourse,
explains it to be a moral impossibility, arising wholly
from a prediction of David, who speaks in the person of
Christ, and says to God, ** My flesh shall rest in hope ;
because thou wilt not leave my soul in hell, adns neither wilt
thou suffer thine Holy one to see corruption.* An inspir-
ed prophet having predicted Christ’s resurrection, it was
impossible that he should be holden by death. - :

Did he ris¢ by his own inherent and underived power ?
We know indeed, that he said, I Aave power to lay
down my life and I have power to take it agan.t  But
why stop here, as the advocates for his divinity, from
this declaration, always do ! He immediately adds, * This
commandment have 1 received of my father.” Surely
‘his having received authority, from the Father, to lay
down his life and to obtain it again, is' very far from
being proof; that he rose -by his own inherent, unde-
rived power. Nor do the scriptures, any where as-
sert, that heraised himself from the dead. They, uni-
formly, ascribe his resurrection to God. Paul says,
the &od of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of glory,
-raised him from the dead.}

The resurrection of Christ affords then, no proof of
-his supreme divinity. It is proof only, that he was the
Son of God, or Messiah. g—lence Paul says, Christ is
powerfully declared to be the Son of God, by his resurrection
Jrom the dead.y And hence Christ himself told the Jews,
When ye have lifted up the Son of man, then shall ye know
that I am the Messiah, and that I do nothing of myself -
But as my Father hatn taught me, I speak these things.”}

The expression of Thomas cannot, therefore be reason-
ably considered as impotting any thing further, than that
Christ was risen from the dead ; and, as-a consequence,
that he was really the Messiah. This is what he had
disbelieved. The disciples, having no idea that the Christ
was to suffer, were all perfectly confounded at the circum.

. Pfalgn_ xvi, 10,~—+ John x. 18.——}Eph. i. 17—20,—§ Rom: i. g~
{| Jahn viii. o8, - )
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staricé of his death. It made them unbelievers. Fora. -
season they were universally staggered in their faith :
Thm;gh. when they reflected. on the miracles he had per-
formed, they were greatly perplexed in their minds.—
Hence, when the two went from Jerusalem to Emmaus,
and were avertaken by Christ, who found them with sad-
‘ess reasoning upon the subject, they say, We trusted
that it had been he, who should have redeemed Israci.®
The resurrection of Christ, however, established the fact,
in the minds of all, that he was the Messiah. Of this
Thomas was convinced, when furnished with the desired
evidence that he was actually risen. The resurrection
of Jesus, and consequently that he was the Messiah, were
the only things, of which Thomas could be convinced,
from what he saw. And this is all that can be supposed
to be contained in his declaration, My Lord and my God.

Accordingly it is worthy of remark, that the passage
is elliptical : The sentence is not completed. Especially
is this manifest from the ‘Greek, which does not admit of
its being an address. Both xvpiog and ¢, Lord and God,
are in the nominative, and require some verb to sycceed,
in order to make sense. @s¢ God, is, indeed, often us-
ed, for the vocative, But we have never seen an instance
of this use of xvpies Loord. It is believed, that there is no
example of it in the scriptures. Were it an apostrophe,
or an appellation of address to Christ, the E:sangelist
would have written it xugie s xas See s, or more properly
xugie 0 Sroc wx.  The passage is evidently elliptical. Some-
thing must be supplied in order to complete the sentence.
Were there any thing in the context, or in the circum-
stance of a mere resurrection, which would render it ne-
cessary to suppose Thomas convinced of the supreme
Deity of Christ, it might be proper to fill up this sentence
thus, ov & 6 xvgios s xas 6 Stos us, Thou art my Lord and
my God. But, as this was not the point in question, as

homas* faith was founded on what he saw, and as the
resurrection of Jesus could have afforded no proof of his
independent divinity, but only that he was the Son of
God, Son of man, Messiah, or the Christ, which, in con.

# Luke, xxiv. 31,
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sequence of his death, Thomas had disbelieved, it is
most natural to complete the passage in such a manner,
as will amount to an acknowledgment, that Jesus had,
really, risen from the dead, and was, indeed, the Messi-
ah. It will then stand thus, ¢ xugios px xat 6 Seog uu memorene
vere, My Lord and my God hath done this ; hath raised
you from the dead, and, by so doing, given testimony
that you are no impostor, but the true Messiah. This
we judge to be the rational, consistent and true account
of the matter. The passage therefore, instead of being
proof of the supreme divinity of Christ, is-in its connex.
1on, full and decided proof against it ; for the supreme
Godis EVERLIVING and UNCHANGEABLE.

“Looxing for that blessed hope, and the glorious
appearing of the great God and our Saviour Jesus Christ, -
who gave himself for us, that he might redeem us from
all iniquity.”* It is contended, that Jesus Christ must
here be declared the great God, seeing we never read of
the appearing of God the Father. :

The original, however, does not say rhe glorious ap-
Dearing of the great God, but smipaveiav Tas defns 2 meyars
Sex the appearing of the glory of the great God, and of
our Saviour Jesus Christ. It is not necessary to consider
twigaveiay sme dofns to be an hebraism for the glorious ap-
pearing. -« The scripture informs, that, at the second com-
ing of Christ, the glory of the Father is, also, to appear.
In this passage, there is plainly allusion to our Lord’s
declaration. *“ Of him shall the Son of man be ashamed,
when he shall come in his own glory, and in his Father’s,
(in the glog' of his Father) and of the holy Angels.”*¢
¢ For the Son of man shall céme in the glory of his Fa.
ther, with his Angels.”f If any one be disposed to
construe the passage thus, ¢ The appearing of the glory
of the great God, even our Saviour Jesus Christ,”” then
Christ will be declared the glory of the great God, ac-
cording to the description given of him elsewhere, #4s
brightness of his Fatl/z)er’s glory, and the express image

* Titus, ii. 13.—;f Luke, ix. 26.‘——-3 Mat. xvi. s7.
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of his person. Neither interpretation, bowever, makeg
Jesus Christ to be the great God.* :

“ Wro (Jesus Christ) was faithful to him that appoint-
ed him, as also Moses was faithful in all his house. For
this man was counted worthy of more glory than Moses,
inasmuch as he, who hath builded the house, hath mcre
honor than the house. For every house is builded by
some man; but he that built all things is God.”t+ Itis
contended that Christ is here cansidered to be that God,
who built all things; i. e. the universal Creator; and
must, therefore, be God supreme.

We cannot, at present, go into a full discussion con-
cerning the true import of this passage, seeing it would
engross several pages. Any one, who will take the troub-
le to consult Dr. Mc. Knight’s critical remarks upon it,
will feel ashamed. to adduce it as proof, that Christ is
God the Creator. We shall only give the Dr.’s com.
ment, which, in his notes, he illustrates and substantiates
in the most convincing manner. ‘ Who (Christ Jesus)
in forming the gospel church, was faithful to God, who
appointed him his apostle or lawgiver, even as Moses al-
so, was faithful in forming all the parts of the Jewish
church, God’s house at that time. But although the
faithfulness of Jesus was not greater than that of Moses,
he was counted by God worthy of more power than Mo-
ses, inasmuch as he, who hath formed the services of the”
church, not for his own benefit, but for the benefit of oth-
ers, is a more honorable person than any member of the
church ; such 2s Moses was, who needed the services of
the Jewish church, equally with the people. Besides,
every religious society is formed by some one; but he
who hath formed all righteous communities, and religious
societies, is God ; who having delegated his authority to
his Son, hath made him Lord of all.”

This passage instead of proving that Christ is the su-
preme God, is striking proof that he is not. ‘

1. It deolares the power of Christ, relative to the
christian church, to be as much delegated power, as .that
of Moses in relation to the Jewish church.

* Vid. Mc. Knight in loco.——* Heb. iii. 4.
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» 9. Itas much distinguishes Christ from God, as it dis.
tinguishes Moses from God. He was faithful to him that
appointed him, as also was Moses. -

3. Christ is considered an Apostle or lawgiver, subor-

dinate to God, as fully as Moses is thus considered ;
though he is accounted an Apostle, or lawgiver, of greater
eminence than Moses. -
. These are the most noted passages, commonly adduc-
ed in proof of the supreme Divinity of Christ, from the
consideration of his being styled God, under such cir-
cumstances as are supposed to represent him God su-
preme. '

It is also asserted, with confidence, that Christ is styl-
ed JEHOVAH, and under such circumstances, as prove
him that supreme God of the Old Testament, concerning
whom the Psalmist says, Thou whose name alone is Fe-
hovah, art the most high vver all the earth.* lehovah
is suaid to be a term expressive of self existence .and in-
dependence ; and to be applied only to the first cause and
origin of all things. '

A number of conjectures and fancies, concerning the
meaning of this word, is, indeed, to be found in the Jew-
ish cabbala, from whence some zealous christians have tak-
en the liberty to borrow. But, as they are matters of
no consequence to the argument, we shall not trouble the
reader with a dissertation upon their merits. We only
ask, where is this name applied to the Lord Jesus ? It is.
said to have this application, in the prophecy of Jeremiah,
““ This is the name whereby he shall be called the Lord (in
Hebrew, Jehovah) our righteousness.””t On this we sub-
‘mit the following remarks. ‘

1. Itdoes not say that he is Jehovah our righteousness,
but only that he shall bear this style. ¢ This is the
name whereby Ae skall be called.” We allow that the
scriptures bestow very high appellations upon Christ ;
but since they also declare, that, in consideration of his
obedience unto death, “God hath given him a name
abeve every name,” the argument from these appellations,

* * Paalm, Ixxxili. 18.——t Jerem. auiii, 6. :
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affords us no conviction that they belong unto him in
that highest sense, in which they belong unto the supreme
Being, who has honored him with such'superior names.
Although, therefore, it be said of Christ, ¢ His name is
called the Word of God ;”* to indicate him the peculiar
medium through whom God proclaims his will; also
¢ his name shall be called wonderful, counsellor, the migh.
iz God (or a mighty God) the everlasting father,t (or the

ather of the perpetual age, the christian dispensation)
which, it is said immediately after ¢ the zeal of the Lord
of hosts will perform,” or see bestowed upon him ; yet
these and other passages of the same description, are
nothing in point for the establishment of the doctrine of
Christ’s divinity. 2. What is here said concerning
Christ, is said, by the same prophet, concerning the city
Jerusalem. And this is the name wherewith she shall be
¢alled, The Lord (Jehovah) our righteousness.§ Would
it be good logic to conclude hence, that the hély city
must, though contradictory to reason, haye a divine na-
ture, and be, really, the supreme and self’ existent Jeho-
vah ! What if same one, under pretence of being an im-
plicit believer in the plin declarations of inspiration,
should advocate the sentiment ? How would our opposers
refute such antagonist ? Were they to reason on the sub.
ject, and point out its superlative absurdity would he not,
at once and in a fit of zeal, cry out, that they are deter-
mined to set up their own reason against the plain and
express declarations of scripture, and refuse to receive
the doctrine, because it is a dark mystery beyond their
finite comprehension ? Would he not appeal to them that
they believe in the supreme divinity of Christ, upon this -
very principle, and that they make the same outcry, when
pinched by rational argument, against those, who deny
the doctrine ? Would he not say, that the words are plain, -
that the declaration is unambiguous, ¢ This is the name
wherewith she shall be called Fehovah our righteousness 2
and to put any other constructions upon the passage, than
that Jerusalem is, in reality, the supreme Jehovah, is but
twisting the scriptures and explaining them away. Would

* Rev, Xix, 13,~—* Isaiah, ix. 6.——3 Jerem. xxxiii. 26,
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he not say,'Jehovah is an'incommunicable name, denot-
ing eternity and self existence ? and, therefore, the holy
" city must necessarily be the supreme God ? And, since
Jerusalem is styled ¢ Fehovak our righteousness,” would
he not demand, that she be received as such; and abso-
lutely refuse communion, yea, shut out from fellowship,
as damnable heretics and denying the Lord that bought
them, all,- who could not be convinced that such con.
struction of the passage is proper, or who should refuse
to subscribe to this absurd and unintelligible doctrine ?
Moreovér, would he not confidently affirm, that Jerusa-
lem and Jesus Christ must be the very same being, in.
asmush as they, both; have the very same title, and are
styled ¢ our righteousness ! And, since one is called she
and the other 4e, would he not justly conclude, that,
though numerically the same infinite Being, they are nev-
ertheless distinct persons in the Godhead ? And, finally,
would he not say, that all things are possible with God 3
that it is as easy for him to take the city Jerusalem into
personal union with himself, as to do any thing else; as
it is to take a created dependent human nature into such
mysterious union ? '

This, reader, is talking and declaiming exactly in the
strain of those, who pretend that all wisdom, on this sub-
ject, belongeth unto them, and that they only are the ad-
vocates for the faith once delivered to the saints.* But

# It is truly a melancholy reflection, to a considerate mind, that, in
this third century of the glorious reformation from Papal errors and ab-
surdities, Protestants still take the ground, on which their enemies stand
in the defence of their monstrous opinions. As melancholy as it may
" be, it is however a fact. In opposing the Papists, upon the doctrine of
transubstantition, the advocates of the supreme Deity of Christ reason as
we do against tHem. In opposing us, they immediately change sides, and
adopt the very arguments and outcry of the Papists, respecting the op-

osers of the doctrine of transubstantiation. The attention of the reader
rs reauested, while we illustrate this fact : A fact, which contains much
useful instruction, and Is calculated to cast light upon the subject in con«
troversy. Then said Fesus unto them, werily, werily, I sap unto you, ex-
cept ye eat the flesh of the son of man and drink bis blood, ye have ne
life in you. Whoso eateth my flesh and drinketh my blood bath eternal
life, and I awill raise bim up at the last day ; for my flesh is meat in-
deed, and my blood is drink indeed. He that eateth my flesh and drink-
eth my blood dtvelleth in me, and I in bim. As the living Fatber barh
sent me, and I live by the Father, so be that eateth me, even be shall live
by me. This isythat bread which comesh down frem besven ; not as

.

>
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to return. His name shall be called Jehovah our righte.
ousness. 'We have adduced one example of the applica-
tion of this high title to something else, than the selfexist-
ent Being. We will venture, with the permissien of our
opponents, to adduce a few more. Christ is here called,

your farbers did eat manna in the wilderness and are dead ; he that
eateth of this bread shall liwe forever.* These words the Papists take
in their literal sense ; and contend that we are to eat the real flesh and to
drink the real blood of Christ, in order to eternal life. In support of
their interpretation, they adduce the declaiation of Christ, at the institu-
tion of the supper; in which he expressly says concerning the bread,
Tbis is my bouy, *“ and” this cup is the Neav Testament in my blood.
They hence contend that the bread and wine, used in the Lord’s supper
are converted into the real body and blood of Christ, whenever and
wherever it is properly administered ; and that whosoever eats and drinks
at the table of the Lord, eats his real flesh and drinks his real blood.
‘This doctrine is called transubstantiation, ot the conversion of one sub-
stance into another. ‘ .

Many arguments are used by Protestants toconvince them of their stu-
pid error. We tell them, that their doctrine is pregnant with the highest
absurdities ; that, if their interpretation be just, then, when Christ said
This is my body, he must have held his own body in his hand : Thar, as
he ate ot that bread he must have eaten himseif : That, notwithstanding
he was eaten by himself and disciples, his body remained whole and entire
asbefore: That, if their doctrine be true, then flour is flesh, and the juice
of the vegetable grape is human blood : That, then, the flesh and blood
of Christ must have been consumed millicns of times, even as often as
the supper has ever been received : That, then, either Christ must have ag
many distinct bodies, as there are different churches where the supper is
celebrated ; or that the body of Christ must be in a thousand different
places, at one and the same time. Hence Protestants feel authorized to
consider this language as figurative, and to construe it in consistency with
common sease. . :

In reply, the Papists say, It is, notwithstanding these things, a_solemn
truth : For our Lord says, in the most decided and positive manner,
This is my body : And my flesh is meat indeed, and my blood is drink in-
deed : He that eatesh of tbis bread shall live forever : And except ye
eat the flesh and drink the blood of she Son of man, ye hawve no life in
you. ‘This is plain, simple, unqualified language ; and the doctrine must
be received as trath, though it canaot be conceived, understood, or com-

rehended by finite minds. Itisa MYSTERY ; asacred and glorious
K/IYS I'ERY. And he, who will not credit it, and receive it as an article
of the christain faith, sets up his own reason against divine revelation 4
wrests thescriptures in accommodation to his feeble conceptiens ; leans
to his own understanding ; and refuses to bow down to the word of God,
Such a man can be no christian ; he is not a disaiple ; one who is willing
to be taught by Christ ; but a damnable heretic and unbeliever.

It is vain for Piotestants to urge, that the language is capable of a dif.
ferent interpretation : - That we are not to suppese God has revealed a
dectrine, which is absurd ; that God has given us a rational understand-
ing, and we are bound to exercise it, in judging what the true doctrine of
the word of God'is ; .or, what is the intention and meaning of the sacicg

* John v. 53—8.
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tn Hebrew, Fehovah—Tsidkenu. Abraham, that Father
of the faithful, called the mount, on which he was to sa..
crifice his Son, ¢ Jehovah—Jireh.” ¢ Moses built an
altar and called it JEHOV AH—Nissi’’—Gideon built
an altar and called it * JEHOVAH—Shallum.” Yea,
when David brought up the Ark, from "the house of O.
bededom, to the city of David, he styles it, in his song
on_the occasion, both God and Jeloval ; God is gone up

writers, in the language which they use ; that unless we do this, the
scriptures may easily be made to speak any thing, and every thing, how-
ever inconsistent or contradictory.

No, reply the Papists : Christ’s words are plain, The expressions are
simple and definite. They are wholly free fium figure : And we are to
receive it as a truth; which Christ himself has declared, This is my body.
We know, indeed, that we cannot comprehend or explain it. Sufficient
for us, that the Lord Jesus hath declared it to bea truth. It isa MYSa«
TERY, a secret thing, which belongeth unto God ; and we have no
right to pry into it, or to reason at allabout it. The world i$ full of mys-
teries. -All, that we see around us, is, as to the mode or manner of exist-
ence, a perfect mystery ; entirely beyond the human understanding.
Who, then, by searching can find out God ? Who can find out the Aimigh-
ty unto perfaction ?” "Lhe mystery of the doctrine ought not, theretore,
to prevent its reception. . )

Nay, more. Itisa fundamental doctrine, on which rests our eternal
life. ~ Christ says, Except ye eat the flesh and drink the blood of the Som
of man, ye bave no lifc in you. He, only, who eateth me shall live by
me. And the Apostle Paul says, thae be, who discermeth nost the Lord’s
body, eateth and drinketh damnation 10 bimself. He, therefure, who de-
nies this boly and blessed mystery, does not discern the Lord’s body, and
is a damnable heretic and unbeliever. .Hence they consider Protestants
to be apostates from the faith, and will have no tellowship, or commun-
ion with them. Yea, when the bread and wine of the Eucharist are car-
ried about their streets, such is the amazing influence of their credulous
faith, that, if a Protestant happen te pass by, refusing to take off his hat
and to bow down on his knees, in honor of the Lord Jesus, who is sup-
posed to be really present, they are filled with horror at his dreadful im-
p}ety ! They are shocked at the indignity, which he casts upon the Lord
of life! 11 :

This is PAPACY. Itisfrom this, Protestants have professedly re-
formed. From such IMPLICIT FAITH, they have, professedly, made
their escape. Yet, strange to tell ! in flying from this irrational church,
they have brought with them some of her gross absurdities ; and, in or-
der to support them, the convenient doctrines also of MYSTERY and
IMPLICI% FAITH, They reason against us, whe deny the supreme
Deity of Christ, as the Papists do against them. They make the same
outcry. They pass the same condemnation. And the minds of some are
filled with the same -horror at our gross impiety ! Are no less shocked,
that we should refuse that supreme bonor to tne messenger, which we give
to HIS GOD AND FATHER, who sent him 11|

Notwithstanding the small capacity I possess, and standing, in this re.
gion, alone as 1do, I cannot but pity, from my heart, both the Papist and
the Papal Protestant. .
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with a shout, the Lord (Heb. Jehovah) with the sound of
the trumpet. ‘'Thus evident is it, that Jehovah is not a
name appropriated only to the supreme God. The ap.
plication of Jehovah—T sidkenu to Christ, no more proves
therefore, that he is the Great Supreme, than the appli-
cation of Fehovah— Alehim to the Ark, and Fehovah—
Fireh, Nissi, and Shallum to the other things named,
proves that they are. '

Finally, It ought not, to be overlooked, that this pass-
age is, with equal propriety and good criticism, capable
of a different translation. T#is is the name, by which Feho-
vah shall call him, our righteousness. 'Thus it is trans-
lated by Patrick, an eminent and orthodox divine of the
church of England. So that, after all, it does not appear
that Christ is here styled Jehovah. y

ANoTHER passage, urged under this head of probf, is, .
The stone, (Christ) which the builders disallowsd, the same
ts made the head of the corner, and a stone of stumbling
and a rock of offence, even unto them, that stumble at the
word.* Yet it is said in the Old Testament, Sanctifs
Tehovah of Hosts, and let him be your fear and let him be
Your dread ; and he shall be for a sanctuary ; but for a
stone of stumbling and a rock of offence to both houses of
Israel.t It is hence concluded, that Christ must be the
Jehovah of Hosts. ’

Christ crucified, Paul informs, was to the Fews a stum-
ling block. They expected no suffering Messiah.  But
how came they by this notion, that the Messiah was not
to die ? His death was certainly, predicted in the word
of Jehovah’s propheey, from whence they should have
learned the doctrine. The Jews, therefore, first stum-
bled at Jehovah’s word, and perverted it to something else.

- Had not Jehovah of Hosts first become a stumbling block
and a rock of offence, by the word of his prophecy, to
both heuses of Israel, they would never have stumbled
at Christ crucified. ‘Their stumbling at Christ crucified,
who herein becarhe the fulfilment of Jehovah’s word; was

" stumbling at Jehovah of Hosts himself, who had given

*® I Pet. ii. 8,——1 Isaiah viii. 14.
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them the prediction. In perfect accordance with this in-
terpretation, and to prevent all mistake, the Apostle is
very particular to observe, that Christ became a stum-
bling block eveg to them that stumble at the word.

To this day the Jews stumble at Jehovah’s word con-
cerning the sufferings of the Messiah. It is on account
of his sufferings and humiliation only, that they reject him.
In doing which, they reject Jehovah of Hosts who sent’
bim. He that despiseth me, despiseth him that sent me.
He that acknowledgeth not the Son, the same hath not the
Father.  If ye had known me ye should have known my.

Father also ; and vice versa.

ANoTuER passage, under this head; is, “Mine eyes
have seen the King, the Jehovah of Hosts.”* That this
personage was Christ is said to be evident from the testi-

- mony of John. But though he (Christ) had done many
miracles, yet they believed not on him ; that the saying of
Esaias the prophet might be fulfilled, which he spake,
Lord who hath believed our report ¥ And to whom hath
the arm of the Lord been revealed ? Thercfore they. could

v not believe, because that Esaias said again, He hath blind-
ed their eyes and hardened their heart ; that they should
not see with their eyes mor understand with their heart
and be converied, and I should heal them. These things
said Esaias when he saw his glory and spake of him.t

Spake of whom ? And whese glory did the prophet
see? Clearly of no other than the J e%ovah of Hosts, whosé
train filled the temple; a view; of whom led the prophet
to cry out, * Woe is me, for I am undone, for I am a man
of unclean lips, and I dwell amidst a /{Jeof‘le of unclean
lips ; for mine eyes have seen the King, the Lord of Hosts.
A most sublime and wonderful description of his vision
of the glory of the Lord of hosts Isaiah has given, in the
sixth chapter of his prophecy. At the time of this vision,
he was commanded to prophecy what is quoted by the
Evangelist, concerning the hardness of the Jews.” Now
the inspiration of vision was considered, by the.Jews, as
the highest kind of inspiration ; and the things, predict-

' ® Isaiah vi. g——t Joha xii. 37—41, o C
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&d under such circumstance, to be the most sure of ac-
complishment. They were considered as infallibly des-
tined to come to pass. . '

The plain account of the whole matter, therefore, is
this. The Evangelist,- having mentioned the ill success
of Christ with the Jews, notwithstanding he wrought ma-
ny miracles before them, undertakes to account for it,
by introducing a very remarkable prophecy of Isaiah,
uttered on an occasion, when he had a most near and
intimate view of the Lord of Hosts; and on which oc-
casion, he speaks concerning him as recited above.
*¢ It is no wonder, says the Evangelist, seeing Isaiah pre-
dicted the blindness and hardness of the Jews, when un-
der the extraordinary inspiration of actual vision, that it
should take effect; that the Jews should be able to with-
stand the claims of Christ, though substantiated by nu-
merous and convincing miracles ; especially when it is
considered, that the prophecy is couched in such terms,
as would seem to render it impossible that they should
believe, let the miraculous attestations be ever so con-
vincing and decisive.” The Evangelist evidently urges
the strong terms of the prophecy, as one reason, why they
did not believe. And he urges, as another reason, that
the prophet delivered this prophecy when under the most
extraordinary afflatus of divine inspiration. Why any
one should suppose, that the Evangelist would make Je.
sus Christ that Jehovah of Hosts, whose glory the pro-
phet:saw and of whom he spake, when he prophecied of
the hardness and blindness of Israel, is not easily divined;
for there is nothing in the passage, which has the least ap- -
pearance of it. The nearest antecedent of the relative,
him, is the Lord of Hosts. There is neither necessity
nor propriety in referring it to Christ, an antecedent more
remote.

AvxoTrEeRr passage adduced to prove that Christ is Je-
hovah, is, *Thy maker is thy husband ; the Fehovah of
Hosts is his name, the Redeemer and the holy one of
Israel.”* Now it is said, that, since Jesus Christ is styl-

* Isish liv, 5. :

s,
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ed the Ausband of the Church, and the Redeemer, he must
be the Jehovah of Hosts. L :

But this mode of reasoning will prove more than the
advocates for Christ’s supreme Divinity would be willing
to acknowledge. That its absurdity be exposed, let us
pursue it a little. . .

Paul calls the gospel Ais gospel.  He calls it, also, the
gospel of Jesus Christ. Therefore Paul is Jesus Christ.
—Jesus Christ is called the Apostle of God. So is Paul,
Therefore Jesus Christ is that bigoted Pharisee, who per-
secuted the church.—God says, ‘ Besides me there is no
Saviour.” - Yet all those, who delivered Israel, are styled
Saviours. 'Therefore Joshua, Sampson, Jeptha and oth-
ers are the true God, the Jehovah of Hosts.—Jehovah is
styled the King of Israel. Sois David. Therefore Da-
vid is Jehovah.—The Lord says ‘I am God and beside
me there is none else.”” This title, however, is applied
to Moses, to the Jewjsh Rulers, and to the Angels. There-
fore they are God, beside whom' there is none else.—Je-
sus Christ is called God’s servant. SoisJab. Therefore
Job is Jesus: Christ. :

-However ridiculous all such reasoning, it is the con.
stant refuge both of learned and unlearned advocates for
the supreme Deity of our Lord. 'Whatever name, or ti-
tle be applied to God, if they find the same applied alsa
to Christ, they marshal it into argument, and press it into

proof of his divinity. ‘

A additional passage of this kind, in which they feel
confident the argument is theirs, is, “1 am Alpha and

- Omega, the first and the last.””* Now this is the style
of Jehovah : ¢ Thus saith Jehovah, the King of Israel, -

and his Redeemer, the Jehovah of Hosts, I am the first
and I am the last, and beside me there is no God.’’}

But Christ is not styled Jehovah in this passage. And -

it no more follows, that he is the Jehovah of Hosts men-
tioned, than that this is true concerning those, to whom
the word of God came, and who, on that account, are

styled Gods in scripture. The term God, generally de-

* Rev. i, 31.—=1 Igaiah, xliv. 6,
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notes the true and everliving God, but not always. And
very certain is it that the phrase, Alpha and Omega, the
first and the last, used in application to one, who, in the
same place, is said-to have been dead, cannot mean to de-
signate the unchangeable and everliving Jehovah. A
further account of this passage shall be given presently.

“ TuE reader’s attention to this argument will be re-
lieved, when we shall have considered one more text
from the Old Testament, to prove that Christ is Jehovah.”
¢¢ Behold I will send my messenger, and he shall prepare

e way before me ; and Jehovah,* whom ye seek, shall
suddenly come to his temple, even the messenger of the
covenant, whom ye delight in.”” Malachi, iii. 1. ¢ The
messenger sent to prepare the way, it is well known, was
John the Baptist. And the messenger of the covenant
was Jesus (ghrist, Jehovah, whom the faithful sought,
who came suddenly to his temple, and in whom they de-
lighted. ‘This will appear, if we attend to the New Tes-
tament. Christ, speaking of John his harbinger, saith,
¢ This is he of whom it is written, Behold I send my
messenger before thy face, which shall prepare thy way
before thee.” Mat. xi. 10. *“ And Luke appli¢s to John
the 'words of Esaias, the prophet, saying, ¢ The voice
of one crying in the wilderness, prepare ye the way of the
Lord, make his paths strait.”” Luke iii. 4. Express.
ly to our purpose is the Angel Gabriel, concerning John.
‘“ Many of the children of Israel shall he turn to the
Lord their God.  And he shall go before him, in the spir-
it and power of Elias, to turn the hearts of the fathers to
the children, and the disobedient to the wisdom of the .
just; to make ready a people prepared for the Lord.”

uke i. 16~17. Let it here be noted, that the expres-
sion, ¢ Prepare the way of the Lord,” is in Hebrew
¢¢ Prepare the way of Jehovah.” Isaiah xl. 3.—Nowas
John was sent to prepare the way of Jehovah, and, in do-
ing this, we find he actually prepared the way of Christ ;
it undeniably follows that Christ is Jehovah, whose way

® Thé word in the Hebrew is not Jehovah, but a word, which may be applied to
sny Lerd, Governor, oi/[ Maaster,
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* he prepared, and for whom he made ready a people, pre-
pared for the Lord. This conclusion receives strength
from the prophecy of Zecharias. ¢ And thou, child,-
‘shalt be called the prophet of the Highest: For thon

shalt go before the fuce of the Lord to prepare his ways.”

Luke i. 76. 'The Highest is confessedly, a title given

alone to the supreme God. But it is here given to Christ ;

therefore, Christ is the supreme God, Jehovah.”*

The following considerations, however, will lead, if we
do not mistake, to a much better interpretation of this
famous passage, urged, with so much confidence, as proof
that Christ is the supreme God and Jehovah.

1. The person, spoken of by Malachi, is styled the
messenger of God. “Behold I send my messenger.”’
‘Whether this refer to eur Lord, or to John, we shall not
spend time to inquire. All acknowledge, that zAe mes-
senger of the covenant refers to Jesus Christ. Here, then,
is one mark of the inferiority of Christ. He is represent-
ed as sent to fulfil the covenant, which Jehovah had made
with his people. To suppese him to be Jehovah, is to
suppose wo Jehovahs, one of whom sent the other ; or,
if there be one only, the conclusion then is, that he both,
sends and is sent by himself. Which we beg leave to
rank high on the list of absurdities, But 2. We are
plainly and clearly told in whar manner the Lord would
come to his temple ; to wit, by the messenger of the cove-
nant, who- should comg in the Lord’s name. And the
Lord shall come sudderfll}' to his temple, EVEN THE
MESSENGER OF THE COVENANT, whom ye
delight in : That is, the Lord’s coming to his temple is
to take place, by the coming of the messenger of the cov-
enant.

God is said to come unfo his people, when he makes a
peculiar manifestation of himself, through some medium,
to them. Indeed it is impossible to conceive of God’s
coming to a people, otherwisé¢ than by an Angel, or mes-
senger, or by manifesting himself through some medium,
He i1s himself invisible, Hence, when God came down,
wpon Mount Sinai, to give the law to the childréh of Israel,

. : ¢ Alexander, page 19,
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it was done, as the sacred writers inform us, through the
medium ofan angel. In no instance, did God ever come
to ‘the Jews or to the patriarchs, in person, but always by
an Angel, or messenger, who spake and acted in his name:
Itis the only way in which Deity can come. He is om-
nipresent. Accordingly, this is the manner in which it
is said, that the Liord shall come to his temple. He shall
not come in person; but the messenger of the covenant,
whom ye delight in, shall come; which is the same as
the coming of the Lord himself. /

This passage, in Malachi, contains its own exposition.
It accounts also, for what is said concerning John, as the
precursor of Jehovah and the Highest. If Jehovah came
suddenly to his temple, in the person of his messenger,
even the messenger of the covenant, Jesus Christ ; then
John, in going before Jesus Christ, might, with propriety,
be said to go before Jehovah: For he went before him,
by whom Jehovah came to his temple. -
’~ Thus have been considered the principal passages, ad-
duced to prove the independent Deity of Christ, from the
consideration .of divine names, said to be applied to him.
They do not, it is thought, stand the test of fair and ac.

cnm»- P 5-\.-4-:,,...
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SECTION X.

VV E now proceed to examine such passages as are said
to indicate, or imply TWO NATURES in Christ, a
divine and human nature.

“ AND witheut controversy, great is the mystery of god-
liness, God was manifest in the flesh, justified ini the Spi-
rit, seen of Angels, preached unto the gentiles believed on
in the world, received up into glory.”’*

On this we submit the following remarks ;—

1. The passage does not say, or suggest, that the mys-
tery consists in a supposed union of two natures in
Christ. It does not say, that the mystery consists in God’s
being manifest in the flesh, any more than in the circum-
stanee of his being ¢ preached unto the Gentiles,” or ** be-
lieved on in the werld:” In which things there is, mani-
festly, no mystery, in any sense of the word. The mystery
is declared to be a mystery of Godliness. And what is God-
liness? Itisvirtue, piety,religion. The wordnever denotes
the conduct of God towards man, but the conduct of men
towards God and one another. It is used eight times in
this epistle, and invariably has this signification. The
mystery, therefore, does not respect the union of Deity to
the flesh ; but piety, virtue, or religion, adapted to human
practice.

2. The Apostle, neither in the preceding nor subse-
%uent context, is treating of the character, or nature of

hrist, but of tke gospel, as a system of faith or holy liv-
ing. Itisnot alittle strange therefore, that he should
abruptly leave his subject of doctrine or truth, and intro-
duce, in a disconnected manner, a sentence concerning the
character of Christ. Far, though Christ’s character be a
matter of gospel doctrine, yet, as the Apostle is treating
of the truth or faith in general, it surely did not comport
with his subject tointraduee a certain mysterious particular.

* I Tim. iii, 16. o
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Besides; the gospel faith, or system of christianity, is
styled a mystery, in verse 9, of the context. It is often
'so termed, in various parts of scripture, as being the true
and profitable system of moral virtue, in oppostion to that
taught in the heathen mysteries. The probability there.
fore is high, that the Apostle continues his subject in this
passage; that he is not speaking of a person, but of the
christian doctrine.

8. That he is not speaking of any mysterious incarna-

_ tion of God in the person of Christ, is evident from what
ymmediately follows. They, who suppose this, must
suppose he descends to this particular, as being a pe-
culiarly important doctrine, and lying at the foundation of
the christian scheme. No other reason can be assigned,
why the Apostle should introduce this, in preference to
any- other article of faith.  'Why then, when he immedi-
ately proceeds to speak of an approaching apostacy from
the true doctrine, does he not mention a denial of Christ’s
divinity, the supposed fundamental article of the gospel
creed ! He notices giving heed to seducing spirits, to doc-
trines concerning demons, forbidding to marry, abstaining
Jrom meats, and profane old wives fables ; but not a word
about denying the incamation of God. Had the Apostle
considered this a true doctrine, and so important, as to
break upon it abruptly, a denial of it would doubtless
have been noted among the items of apostacy. We
may therefore reasonably conclude, that the person of
Christ, as mysteriously composed of two natures, is not
the subject of discourse; but that he treats concerning
the system of gospel faith in general.

4. Of this we have still further and more substantial
evidence. The learned Mill, an orthodox man of high
authority, and who was eminently versed in the ancient
Fathers, confesses, that this text was never exhibited by
the advocates for the Dcity of Christ, in opposition to
those who denied his divinity, until nearly four hundred
years after Christ. His words are these. ‘“No one,
-that I know, of all the Catholic Fathers, who professedly
collected all the texts of scripture in favor of (B.hrist’s di-

———
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vinity, ever alleged this text before the year 380 : Gre-
gory Nyssen first of all.”’* Now during the violent con-
troversy between the Arians and Athanasians, had this
text stood as it now stands in our common copy, it is ut-
terly impossible that it should not have been adduced, as
a strong and mighty contradiction to the Arian hypothe-
sis. We say utterly impossible ; Because, it is well known,
» thé bible was ransacked by Trinitarians on the sub-
ject; and, so fond were they of pressing every thing in-
to their service, that the circumstance of the King of
Israél’s striking three times on the ground and then stay-
ing, and many other things still more impertinent, were
urged, among the number of proofs, in support of their
doctrine. There can be no 'reason, therefore, to doubt,
that this passage has been tampered with,, by some A-
thanasian zealot, as has confessedly been the case with
several others. : '
5. Accordingly, the Clermont and other ancient man-
uscripts with the Vulgate, Syriac, and other ancient ver-
sions, and also the Fathers down to the fifth century, in:

. stead of 3w¢ God, have é which. This makes good sense;
allows the Apostle to be consistent and connected in his
discourse ; furnishes a good reason why the fathers never
quoted it, in favor of Christ’s divinity ; and attaches the
term, mystery to the gospel as a system of faith, accordant
with the representation given of it in other passages;
but which, in no instance, is applied to the supposed doc-
trine of the incamation'.'l' ' ,
# See. Porter’s defence of Unitarianism. Page 110. )

+ Sir Isaac Newton, in his two letters to Le Clerc, says respecting thig
passage, ¢ Tertullian (adversus Praxiam) and Cyprian ‘(adversus Judeos)
industriously cite all the places, where Chriss is called God: But have
nothing of this. Alexander of Alexandria, Athanasius, the Bishops of
the council of Sardia, Epirhanius, Basil, Gregory Nazianzen, Gregory
Nyssen, Chrysostom, Cyril of Jerusalem, Cyril of Alexandria; and a-
mongst the Latins, Hilary, Lucifer, Jerome, Ambrose, Austin, Phoeba.
dius, Victorinus, Afer, Faustinys Diaconus, Pope Leo the Great, Arno-
bius Junior, Cerealis, Vigilius Tapsensis, Fulgentius, wrote all of them
in the fourth and fifth centuries for the Deity of the Son, and incarnation

- of God ; and some of them largely and in several tracts ; and yet I can.
not find, that they ever alldge this text to prove it. In all the times of
the hot and lasting Arian controversy, it never came into play : Though
now that these disputes are over, they, that read, ¢ God was manifesteq
in the flesh,” think it one eithe most ebvious and pertinent texts for thl'
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_The passage, with the above correction, and properly
translated, stands thus. Jndeed openly proclaimed to all
ranks and descriptions is the sublime mystery of godliness,
whick has been made known to mortal man, substaptiated
by miraculous attestations, revealed to inspired messengers,
preached to the nations, credited by the world, embraced
with joyful exultation. : '

As this varies so much from the common version, it
will perhaps be expected by the learned (for to them only
can the appeal be made) that the reasons of it should be
exhibited. - They are these. Ka:no one will dispute,
very often signifies indeed.  Oporoysuevws, openly proclaim-
ed to all ranks and descriptions. It is well known, that
the word mystery, was borrowed, by the sacred writers,
from the heathen, and applied to the gospel, as a system
of doctrines and morality, which is excellent, not discov-
erable by reason, and was just published to the world.
The heathen mysteries were twofold. One order con-
sisted in doctrines wrapped up in fable and metaphor,
made known only to a few, and kept secret from the in-
ferior grades of society. This class of doctrines was
styled sy ouoroysusva, and considered too sublime for the
common multitude. Another order of doctrines were
those, which accorded with the prejudices of the vulgar,
were delivered in plain common language, and made
known to every one, who wished to be initiated. This
class was styled oporoysusma. We consider the Apostle
as using the adverb, in reference to this latter distinction,
o denote that the gospel system was not confined to a
few men of superior intelligence, but published alike to
all orders and descriptions.

. Meya sublime. By this-he means to affirm, that al-
though the gospel system is proclaimed to the multitude,
as well as to others, it does not accord with vulgar prej-
udices and errors, but is a rational, refined, and heavenly
system of moral doctrine, much better entitled to the epi-
business. ‘The churches therefore of those ages were absolute strangers
to this reading. For on the contrary, their writers, as often as they have

eccafion to cite the reading then in use, discaver that it wasi.” Vid.
€hris, in loce.

~
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thet exalted, or sublime, than the first order of heathen
mysteries. . .

Ev cugns to mortal man. The preposition, w being a
sign of the dative ease, has all, or nearly all, those signifi-
cations of which a dative case will admit. Very frequent
examples occur where it signifies 0, by, with ; the ver-
sion given of it above. ' ,

The word seges may, by a very common figure of
speech, be- a part for the whole. It is frequently thus
used by the sacred writers. We suppose, the Apostle
has reference to the heathen mysteries, as stated above ;
and would intimate, that, as the vulgar never made dis-
covery of the high doctrines in the first class of heathen
mysteries, so neither did the reason of man ever make dis- -
covery of the sublime doctrines, taught in the christian-
system. He would intimate by the degrading term cagxs
that the human capacity is very limited, and that the hfe
of man is so short, as not to allow him any great progress -
in moral knowledge. Indeed, that man is wholly inad-
equate to the invention of such a sublime system of moral
truth, as that contained in the gospel; and, therefore, that
it must have been communicateéd to him from above.

Edwaiwdm ov myvevpars substantiated by miraculous attesta-
tions. Edixawwdn signifies to render just, or to make good
a cause ; and mvevuars, commonly rendered spirit, is very
often used for those miraculous powers, which were con-
ferred on Christ and the Apostles, in support of the truth
and inspiration of the doctrines, which they delivered.— -
Even our opponents will not deny this, if they are allowed
to say, that it is done by a figure of speech, which puts
the effect for the cause. -

QoSmayyenas revealed to inspired messengers. 'The lat-
ter term, it is well known, is by no means appropriated to
the spirits of higher order only ; but signifies any mes.
senger. Peculiarly is the term applicable to inspired
prophets and Apostles, who were sent by God to make -
known his truth to mankind.. The former term signifies, -
in the passive voice; to 4ave any thing appear, to be man-
~ ifested to our sight or understanding. To have the gos-
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pel system, or mystery, shown unto us, is to have itre-.
vealed unto us. ,

E%ves to the nations. This is a very common use of.
the term, especially by the apostles and prophets.

Avarngdn o dofn embraced with joyful exultation. By no
other authority, than the assumed one of accommodating
to their own notions of the supposed doctrine of the in- -
carnation, have our translators rendered this clause receiv-
edup into glory. The verb avaraubaws, no more signifies to
receive up, than it does to receive down. It denotes merely
the act of taking, or receiving, ; and, when the sense re-
quires it, taking with, or to one’s self. Now to take, or
receivé the gospel system, is to embrace and adopt itas
truth. _

The phrase & dofn, without the article, is used more
than a dozen times in the New Testament ; and, neither
with nor without the article, is it ever rendered, by our
translators, into glory ; nor indeed can it be thus render-
ed. The preposition, for into, is ss. We have never
seen an example, in which e has, necessarily, this sig-
nification, :

The '%'ospel system is styled, Col. i. 27. a glorious mys-
zery. o take or receive it svdofn, with glory, is to con-
sider it in this light; to glory and exult in it, as highly
valuable and joyous.

Thus it appears that this passage, resorted to with so
much confidence by great and small, says nothing con-
cerning an incomprehensible incarnation of God in the
person of Christ. '

ANoTHER passage, said to confirm the doctrine of two
natures, is, And I will pour upon the house of David, and
upon the inhabitants of Ferusalem, the spirit of grace and
of supplication ; and they shall look upon ME, whom they
have pierced* This is the language of Jehovah, and
proves, say our opponents, that he was to have a nature, |

" in which he should be: pierced oh the cross.

But that there is some mistake in the reading, is evia.

dent upon the slightest inspection of the whole passage,
N ¢ Zech. xii. 10, ‘
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The pronoun is immediately changed, from the first, to
the third person; and yet the subject of discourse is man-
Hestly the same. *¢ And they shall look upon ME. whom
they have pierced, and they shall mourn for HIM, as one
mourneth for his only son, and they shall be in bitterness
for him as one is in bitterness for his first born.” Jeho-
vah is speaking of Christ; and the me, whether designed -
or undesigned, is evidently a mistake for Aim. Accord-
ingly, the evangelist, John, quotes this passage thus.
They shall look on HIM whom they pierced.* This was
the reading in his day, and is doubtless the true one.
‘We have no proof therefore, of the doctrine of two na-
tures as yet. -

Ir is further urged to this point, Bekold a virgin shall
be with child, and shall bring forth a son, and they shall
call his name Emmanuel ; which, being interpreted, is God-
with us.t ‘ '

According to our translators, the miraculous birth of
Christ, and calling his name Jesus, denoting that he
should save God’s people, ¢ was done that it might be
fulfilled which was spoken by the prophet, saying, Behold
a virgin” &c. The prophesy, here quoted, is found in
Isaiah.i Kt appears from the context, that Resin, king of
Syria, and Pekah, king of Israel, had joined their forces,
and determined to destroy Jerusalem. The Lord sent
Isaiah to comfort Ahaz, and dismiss his fears, by inform.
ing him, that their counsel should not stand. Ahaz is.
called upon to ask of God a sign, in testimony of this fact.
He refuses. Then the prophet says; “¢ Therefore the
Lord himself shall give you asign. Behold a virgin shall
conceive and bear a Son, and shall call his name Im-
manuel ;—before the child shall know to refuse the evil
and choose the good, the land, that thou abhorrest, shall
be forsaken of both her kings.” Accordingly, the proph-
etess of that time conceived and bear a son, which was
the predieted sign, that the Lord was to give; and who,
in conformity to the prediction, did not arrive to the
knowledge of goed and evil before Resin and Pekah were

? ® John, xix. gy.—e—t Mat. i. 23—} Isaiah, vii. 14

-
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both destroyed. It is hence evident, that the prediction

respecting a son, whose name was to be called Immanuel,
was to be fulfilled at that time, even during the life of
Ahaz; and was to be a sign to him of the salvation, which
the Lord was soon to accomplish, in the destruction of
the two kings, who had conspired against Jerusalem.

Why, then, does the inspired evangelist apply it, as a '’

prediction concerning Christ ?

In our opinion, he does not apply it in this manner.
Instead of saying all this was done that it might be fulfil-
ed, which, was spoken of the Lord by the prophet, the
true translation is, In all this, what the Lord had spoken
by the prophet was verified.  All, that the evangelist in-

tended to say, is, that the extraordinary event, of the mi--

raculous conception of Jesus, corresponds or agrees with
the sign, which God gave to Ahaz. In that case, a vir-
£in was to conceive a Son.  So also it is in this. Inthat
«case, God was to be with the Jews his pcople, according
.to the signification of the name of the virgin’s Son, Jm-
manuel, which denoted that salvation had come to them.
So, also, the name of this Son of the virgin Mary is cal-
led, Jesus, to denote that salvation is about to be afford-
ed to God’s people.

This is evidently the true idea: For the evangelist
quotes this prophecy of Isaiah, in reference to Christ’s
birth of a virgin, and his name being called Fesus at
the command of the angel. Had he intended to say, that
the birth and name of Christ was in fulfilment of Isaiah’s
prediction, the name would undoubtedly have been that,
which the prediction pointed out. The prediction says,
that his name shall be called /mmanuel. 'The angel says
that his name shall be called Fesus. Immanuel and Fesus
surely are not the same name. How then is calling the
child by the name Fesus, a fulfillment of the prediction,
that his name shall be called Immanuel ? If it be consid-
ered a prediction concerning a name, calling the child
by a name entirely different, certainly is not a fulfilment
of the prediction. Jesus is no name of God, but a name
of a man. It was a very common name with the Jews ;

9371364
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and Joshua is called Jesus, by Paul in his Epistle to the
Hebrews. Nor is Christ once called Immanuel in scrip-
ture. It is not a name, which was ever given to him by
any one. The prediction, therefore, did not respect
Christ. It had reference only to the child, born in the
days of Ahaz, and is quoted by the Evangelist upon the
principle we have stated. Thus this famous passage, for-
ever adduced to prove the doctrine of two natures in
. Christ, proves when faithfully examined, upon what su-
p4ficial grounds our opponents are ready to conclude Je-
sus to be both God and man. *

Wirn as little propriety is the foﬁi&‘ﬁg urged :—
‘Awake, O sword, against my shepherd M3d he man that
is my fellow, saith the Lord of Hosts.t The fellow of
the Lord of Hosts, it is said, can be no other than his
equal, one of the persons in-the Trinity; and as Jesus
Christ is manifestly the person referred to, against whom
the wicked, God’s sword, awaked, he must be both God
and man, a being of two natures in one person.

But this interpretation of the passage proves too much.
For if, by fellow, be meant strict equality, then it proves
that there are two Lords of Hosts, the one of whom is e-
qual to the other. Fellow never signifies identity of be-
ing ; but is a term, which implies another being, dis-
tinct from itself, to which it is allied only by a resem-
_blance, or similarity of properties. The advocates for
. the supreme Deity of Christ may be challenged to pro-
duce an instance, within the compass of language, where
the word is used to signify identity of being, or will ad-
.. mit of this idea. .

And will it be contended that there are more Gods
than one ? Itis a fundamental article in their creed, as
well as in ours, that zhereis one only. Neither will the
doctrine of the Trinity aid them here ; for the word, fei-
Jow, is never used to signify equality of persons in the

* The translation we have given above, is taken from the orthodox Dr. Camp:
bell, a translator and critic of the first eminence. Any one, who will consult him
on the subject, will sec at once, that our translators have need of frequent correg-

tion in their commoa phrask, all this was done that it might be fulfilled, &c.

+ Zech,
il 7o %
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same being, any more than equality of beings in the same
person. There is a much more consitent and intelligi-
ble construction of this passage. It is well known, that
the Hebrew word, rendered fe/low, signifies also a neig/h-
bor, one near to another. The Syriac version has it ami-
cum meum, my friend. Letit have this version here, and
it will not only accord with the general representation of
scripture concerning Christ, but with the other appella-
tions given him in the passuge, to wit, Jehovah’s s/ep-
herd and the man. This version is also sanctioned by the
Septuagint ; awdpa worvrny pa the man my citizen. ’

Tue following passages are said plainly to indicate, that
Christ had two natures. ¢ Of the seed of David accord-
ing to the flesh, and declared to be the Son of God with
power.”* ‘¢ Knowing that God had sworn, with an oath
to him, that, of the fruit of his Ibins, he would raise up
Christ, according to the flesh, to sit upon his throne.”§
¢ Of whom, as concerning the flesh, Christ came.”’}
Here it is to be observed, that Christ is said to be of the
seed of David and of the Jews as 10 the flesh ; which,
say our opponents evidently implies, that 4e Aas another
nature, which is not of the seed of David.

But does this prove that- the other nature is really
divine ? The Arians and ethers say, that, by the fles, is
meant Christ’s fody only ; and that the other nature is
his preexistent spirit, which was not of the seed of the
Jews, but was created before all worlds. And, in proof
of their interpretation, they bring this text, ¢ W herefore
when he (the Son) cometh into the world, he saith sacrifice
and offering thou wouldest not ; but a BODY hast thou
prepared me.””§ 1 these passages really indicate another
and higher nature in Christ, it does not appear that it is
any thing more, than a preexistent spirit according to the
Arian hypothesis.

But the very same phrase is often used in application

-to those, who are known to possess but one nature. Paul

makes use of this language in application to the Jews, in
the context of that very passage, where he uses it con-
* Rom, i. 3.——* Acts, ii. 10.——} Rom. ix, 5.——§ Heb. x. 5.
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terning Christ.  For I could wish that myself were ac-
cursed from Christ for my brethren, my kinsmen, according
to the flesh.* Does this language suggest, that Paul
had another and higher nature, in which the Jews were
not his brethren, his kinsmen ? Or that they bad another
nature above him, considered as a human being only ?
If not ; if he meant nothing more, than that the Jews,
though not christians as he was, were his natural breth-
ren and kinsmen, as being of the same nation or family
descent with him, where is the propriety of considering
the very same phrase, xara capxa, applied to Christ in the
second verse below, to mean something more ? To indi.
cate a higher nature, than what was commion to his coun-
trymen ? In the case of Paul, it denotes, simply, that he
was a Jew or of theJewish'nation, aJthough he baz/ embrac-
ed the christian faith, and was thén an Apostle of God.
It means the same, when applied to Christ. It means
that he was a Jew, or of the Jewish nation, although he is
now exalted to be God, Lord, or Governor over all, both
Jews and Gentiles ; Angels, principalities and powers be-
ing made subject unto him. This is the invariable
meaning of the phrase, xava cagna, as to the flesh, after
, as concerning the flesh, pertaining to the flesh,
whenever applied to Christ. For, surely, when we read
of Abraham as pertaining to the flesh,t and of Israel af-
ter the flesh] we are not to conclude, that Abraham and
Israel possessed two natures, were both human and divine.

ANoTHER passage of scripture, to this point, is, Here-
by perceive we the love of God, because he laid down his
life for us.§ It is said, that God is here represented, as
having died for mankind. But seeing divinity itself can-
not suffer, the man Christ Jesus, who laid down his life
for us, must be a being of two natures.

On this let the following things be observed. .

- L The love of God is often said to be expressed to-
wards mankind, by giving his Son to die for them. Itis
asserted in the succeeding chapter of this same epistle.
In this was manifested the love of God towards us, because

* Rom. ix. 3.——} Rom. iv. 1,~—1} I Cor. x. 18.——4§ I John iii. 16.
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that God sent his only begotten Son into the world, that we
might live through him. Herein is love ; not that we
loved God, but that he loved us and sent his Son to be the
propitiation for our sins.* Now, were there nothing in
the passage itself, by which we could determine the mat-
ter, it would be natural to conclude, that the love of God
consisted in giving up his Son, and that the 4e, who
is said to have laid down his life for us, must refer to Je-
sus Christ, the Son given.

2. The words, of God, are not in the original. They
art the comment of our translators.  All, that the Apos-
tle thought proper to say, is, Hereby perceive we love, be-
cause he laid down his life for us.. Now who was it that
laid down his life for us ? Was itGod ? .or one sent by
God ? The noted Dr. Haweis, in his version of the New
Testament, thus renders the passage. Hereby perceive -
we love, because Fesus Christ laid down his life for us.

3. Though we were to acknowledge, that the words,
of God, are properly supplied, as pointing out whose love
is intended, yet the relative is not zros this person, refer-
ing to God, the immediate antecedent, but - exsves £Aae
other, referring to a remote antecedent : Which, as ap-
pears form verse 8, is the Son of God. This passage af-
fords therefore no support to the doctrine of two natures.

YEED the church of God, which he hath purchased
with his own blood.+ That, from John, just considered,
tegether with the remarks made upon it, may be viewed
an illustration of the true sense of this passage. If the
reading, in our present copy, be thought genuine, then the
verb megiemomearo he purchased, refers to the Lord Fesus,
verse- 24, who laid down his life for us, and by whose
blood only, the scriptures represent the church of God to
have been purchased. But it is well known, that 2 mul-
titude of the best ancient manuscripts and versions read
the church of the Lord, instead of the church of God.t

* 1 John iv. 9, 10.——+ Acts xx. 8.

3 Yt is read feed the church of the Lord in the following Manuscripts, Versions and
Fathers : The Alexandrine, Ephrem, Cambridge, Codex, Bodlejanus and other MSS.
The Coptic, Armenian, asd, in the margin, the Syriac Versions. The Apostolical
eonstitutions. Irenceus, Didymus, Euscbius, Athmnafius, Crysostom, Ammonius,
Jerome, Auguatin and others.  Vid, Gricsback in loco.
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The most ancient Syriac renders it the church of Christ.
So that this scripture affords na proof of the strange doc-
trine of two natures. ‘

Finariy. In proof of the doctrine, that Christ had a
divine and human nature, it is very common to urge the
following passage. For verily he took not on him the na-
ture of Angels ; but he took on him the seed of Abraham.*

To this passage the Arians have as good a claim, as
the advocates for the divinity of Christ. -The Apostle
does not say whether the personage, who took not on him
the nature of angels but the seed of Abraham, were the
supposed second person in the Trinity, or whether he
were the supposed preexistent, superangelic spirit. Nor
indeed does he speak at all of Christ’s taking upon him
another and additional nature. This is only the comment
of our translators. They themselves inform the English
reader, that the words, printed in italics, and which we
shall include in brackets, are not in the original. ¢ For
verily he took not on [him the nature of ] angels but he
took on [him] the seed of Abraham.”

The passage is much more correctly and judiciously
. translated, by Dr. Mc. Knight, thus. Moreover, by no
means doth he take hold of angels ; but of the seed of Abra-
ham he taketh hold. Of which the Dr. gives this com-
ment. “ Moreover, by no means doth he take hold of
the angels who sinned to save them ; but of those who are
the seed of Abraham by faith, he taketh hold, to deliver
them from death, and to conduct them to heaven.” In
support of this translation and comment, he observes in
his note ; ¢ In this translation I have followed the Vul.
gate. Nusquam enim angelos apprehendit ; sed semen A-
brahe apprehendit.  The word emaaplareras signifies
the taking hold of a thing with onés hand, in order to
support or carry it away. - Accordingly it is so translated
in the margin of our bible, and in Luke, ix. 47—xx. 20,
26.72 .

% Heb. ii. 16.
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"T'rtvs we have cohsidered the passages, generally ad:
duced by our opponents, as direétly intimating and "con-
firming their doctrine of two infinitely diverse natdres in
Christ. None of which; it is plain, suggest any such is
dea. But were this doctrine true, funﬁamental, and, as

- our opponents affirm; necessary to be believed in order ta,
silvation, it certainly must have been taught in the very
plainest manner. It would have been “ 4 GOLDE
THREAD,” extending through the sacred volume so0
conspicuous, that the wayfaring man, thqugh a fool, could
hot fail to perceive it.'. The most important doctrines
are the most frequently taught. They are also illustrated
in the clearest manner. Concerning the unity of God,
no one entertains a single doubt: . Itis taught on almost
every page, and in the most definite language. But our
opponents have never pretended to adduce one single pag-
sage, which, in simple terms; affirms that Christ is a be-=
ing composed of two natures, human and divine. Not
a single passage have they ever been able to produce,
which declares, that Christ spake z4is of his human nas
ture, t4at of his divine nature, and the ot/er in his medi-
atorial capacity. Though this mode of speaking be con-
stantly in their mouths, when they undertake to support
their cause, yet such a mode of speaking is not once to
be found in the compass of inspiration. Neither Pros
phet, nor Apostle, nor the Lord Jesus, nor any Bible
Saint, has ever used such language. " 4

But how could this be, if the” doctrine of two ndtures -
were really true, and the belief of it so fundamental, as
our apponents pretend? Is it credible, that the Holy
Ghost would have left this most imteresting and all im-
portant doctrine’to be inferred only-from certain expres:
sions, compared together ?~-Would_this great doctrine
have been so under cover as o be seerr only as it arises,
by #mplication, from two other doctrines, which cannot
otherwise be reconciled+ to wit, that he is affirmed to be
God in one place, and man in another ? It is infinitely ir-

rational to suppose it. 'We certainly should have bhad it - l

taught in sich language, as its defenders, in all ages since
its invention, h?)ve used. We should have been told
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plainly, and in so many words, that Christ is a being of
two natures ; that ke has both a divine and a human na-
ture ; that Ae is, however, not twd beings or two persons,
but one being or one person only ; that he is not a human
person, but a divine person with a human impersonal nature;
and that Je spake sometimes with reference 10 his human
nature, and sometimes with reference to his divinity, and
sometimes with reference to neither, but to his compound
c¢haracter' as Mediator. 'Were such language as this in
the bible, our opponents would have some better plea for
their doctrine. 'They might then talk of mystery, in their
sense of the term, as those who have authority. But, as
the case now stands, it is far otherwise. Their proof in
favor of the supreme and independent Deity of Christ, and
the passages, alleged to establish the doctrine of two na-
tures, if the considerations we have urged in reply be of
any weight, entirely fail. And, the inspired scriptures
containing no such language, as is used at the present day,
concerning Christ, by the advocates of the doctrine of two
natures in one divine person, we are compelled to con-
clude, that this doctrine is an invention of men having
no other authority than tradition from the fathers.

WE cannot but offer to the readér an extract from Em-
lyn on the pretence of Trinitarians, that Christ means on-
ly his Auman nature, when he makes such declarations as
these, I can do nothing of myself: Of that day knoweth ne
man, no not the Angels in heaven, neither the Son but the
Jather only. ‘ :

““Why should men devise or imagine for him such a
strange, and seemingly deceitful way of speaking, from
no grdund nor necessity, than that of upholding their own
precarious opinioh ? But I have several remarks to make
upon this commdn answer.”

¢“1. That which, in the first place, I have to object
against it, is that our blessed Lord, Jesus Christ, if Aim-
self was the supreme God in any nature of his own, could

~not have said such things, as I conceive, in any consist-
ency with truth or sincerity (which he always maintained
strictly.) He weuld not say himself could ‘nor do, or did

’
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not know the thing, which, all this while, Aimself could
do and did know very. well; as to be sure, if he was the

supreme God, he could gnd did. For this were to make

him say what is most f3lse, and to eguivocate in the most

deceitful manner. For, though we should suppose he,
consisted of two infinitely different natures, and so had

two capacities of knowledge, &c. yet since- himself in-
cludes them both, it foJlows, that the denying a thing

of himself in absolute terms, without any limitation

in the words or other obvious circumstances, does plain-

ly imply a denial of its belonging to any part of his per-

son, or any nature in it, For, though we may affirn a

thing of a person, which belongs on?y to a part of him ;

as I may properly say a man is wounded or hurt, though

it be only in orie member, suppose an arm ; yet I cannot’
justly deny a thing of him which belongs only to one part,.
because 1t belongs not to another; as 1 cannot say a man

is not wounded because, though one arm be shot or

wounded, yet the other is whole.”?

“For instance, I have two organs of sight, two eyes.
Now suppose I converse with a man, with one eye shut
and the other open; if being asked whether I saw him,
I should dare to say I saw him not (without any limita.,
tion) meaning to myself that I saw him not with the eye
which was shut, though still I saw him well enough with
the eye which was open ; I fear I should bear the reproach
of a liar and deceiver ; notwithstanding such a mental re.
servation as some would attribute ta the Holy Fesus.—
That you may see that this is fair reasoning, hear how
some of the other side own it, when out of the heat of this .
controversy, See Dr. Stillingfleet’s sermon on Matt. x. 16.
speaking of the equivocations of Popish Priests, whose
common answer, when examined about what they have
known by confession, is, that they know it noz ; which
they think to vindicate from the charge of lying, by say-
ing that, in confession, the Priest knews matters as God,
not as man ; and therefore he denies to know them, mean-
ing it as man. But says the Doctor, *this is absurd ; be-
cause, to say he does not know, is as much as to say, Ae
dath not gny way know.’ Now if this be a good answer -

7
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against the Papists (as no doubt it is) then sure it is so
in the present case. Therefore, when Christ says he
knows not the day of judgment, it is as much as to say
he does not any way know it; and consequently, itisa
vain shift to say, it was as man only,” '

3. ‘ Moreover, that interpretation must needs be un,
Just Which, #admitted, will make all, even the most plain
speech,, uMcerstain andutterly insignificant ; as this inter-
pretation of Christ*s‘Words would do. For, as I ask the
patrons of this opinion in what words Jesus Christ could
in brief have denied himself to be God mest high, more
plainly and fully than in these, in which he says, he knew
not all things as the Father did, nor could do all things
&c, So I would fain have them shew me what words of
that nature he could have used, which, the same way of
interpretation as they here use, will not evade and make
insignificant, For, had he said or sworn in plain words
thus, 7 tell you Fam not the supreme God, and none bui
my Father has that glory ; they would, upon the same
reason, still have said, this was to be understood of him
as man ‘only, So that no words, professing himself nos
t0 be God, could be proof of this, if this way of interpreta.
tion be allowed.’? ; ‘

4. ‘¢ Again, this way of iggerpretation, which the ad.
vocates of the opinion I oppose are necessitated to for
upholding their cause, does plainly overthrow it again,
and may be turned against themselves, For if it be just
and true to deny of Christ absolutely what belongs to him
in one nature, because there is another nature in which it
belongs not to him, then, since to be the chief God be-
longs to him (according to our adversaries) only in one
- sature, and not in respect of the ‘otMer or human nature,
1t follows that it may justly be said Fesus Christ is hot
God, nor to be worshipped or trusted as such, without ad-
ding any limitation or restrietion any more than our Lord
does in the places mentioned. What would they say ta
one, who should preach, that Fesus is-not God? that he

annot do gl things? that.he is not equal to the Father ?
‘Would they not conclude, that he is a denier of the Deity

¢ Ghrist T clse he never would speak 5o unguardedly,

s
e
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Upon the same account, when Jesus Christ himself says,
that he cannot do all things of himsclf, nor knows all thing:,
and makes no reserves 1n his words, we may conclude he
also denies his being supreme God ; else, if itbea
Just way of speaking in him, it cannot be unjust in us to
1mitate him, by denying him, indefinitely, to be what, in
any one nature, he is not; i.e. that he is not God, with.-
qut addihg any thing more. After this way of speaking,
which they attribute to Christ, one may say, I believe
that Jesus Christ was not conceived of the Holy Ghost,
or born of the Virgin Mary ; I believe that he was never

. crucified under Pontius Pilate, nor was dead or buried ;
that he never rese nor ascended, nor will return ; for his
divine nature (which it is pretended he had) was not ca-
pable of those things, And, since they say the personal.
#ty is divine here seems more warrant to be bolder in de-
nying indefinitely, of the person, what helongs not to the
divine nature, whose the personality is, than in so denying,
of the person, what only belongs not to the human nature.”
5, ¢ Finally, it weighs something with me, in opposi-

- tion to this way of interpretation, that the Evangelists
never take any occasion (when they had se many) to sub-
join any cautlon against taking Christ’s words in their ob-
vious sense, saying, Ae spake this of his human nature,
when he says 4e did not know the hour, that he could of his

- own self do nothing, &c.—But here Is not one caution

g}vcn, though we find there often was about less matters, -

o doubt it was because they would have the thimg un-
derstoad as it fairly lies ; not thinking of any such secret
reserve in Christ, «of @ divine mature in his person, 1o be
tacitly excepted, when he had dented such perfections of
his person ndefinitely,”

Here we might desist from treading over the ground
rof dur opponents. But, lest it be thought they have not
as yet, had a full and ample hearing, we proceed to give
audience to certain miscellaneous testimonies, adduced in
. §gpport of the doctrine -of Christ’s supreme deity,

/
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SECTION XIL

NEITHER Zt us tempt Christ as some of them alse
sempted, and were destroyed of serpents.* The argument
is this. The Apostle refers to a remarkable eccurrence,
when Israel was in the land of Edom. They tempted
God, and were destroyed by serpents. The Apostle, it
is said, considers tempting Christ to be tempting that
God, who was' tempted, by the Israclites, ~Wherefore
Christ must be the God of Israel, '

TrE premises we have no objection to acknowledge ;
but the conclusion we deny. The Israelites tempted God,
by tempting Moses, his 'messenger. But does it hence
follow, that Moses was the God of Israel ? God considers
that, which is done to his commissioned servants, as done
to himself. It is recorded, 4nd the whole congregation
of the children of Isracl murmured against Moses and
Aaron, saying ye have brought us forth into this wilder-
ness to kil this whole assembly with hunger.t This mur-
muring against Moses and Aaron was, in effect, mur-
muring against God, who commissioned them, Accord-
ingly, 1t is said so ta be. The Lord heareth your mur-
murings, whick ye murmur against him : And what are
we ? Your murmurings are not against us, but against the
Lord.} 'To tempt Christ, thercfore, is to do as the Is-
raclites did, in murmuring against Moses and Aaron. It
is tempting God, by whom he is commissioned.

This is no new or strange doctrine. Nor hasit be-
come obsolete. It is expressly taught us by Christ him-
self. ¢ He, that despiseth you, despiseth me ; and he,
that despiseth me, despiseth him that sent me,”§ Pray,
would it be good logic to infer, because despising the A-
postles is despising Christ, the Apostles are Christ ? or,
because despising Christ is despising him who sent him,
that Christ is God, the Father ? or, because the lying of
Annanias and Sapphira, to the inspired Peter, was lying

* 1 Cor. x. 9.——*1 Exod. xvi, 3, §——1 Exed. xvi. 8.—§ Luk.e, x. 16
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unto the Holy Ghost, therefore Peter is the Holy Ghost ?
Yet this is exactly the conclusion of the advocates for the
supreme divinity of Christ, from the passage before us,
- and indeed from a multitude of others.*

Tam Aéoba and Omega, the beginning and the ending,
saith the Lord, which is and which was, and which is,
20 come, the Almighty.t With no propriety is this
distinct and separate declaration considered, by our
opponents, as relating to Jesus Christ. . They are un.
doubtedly the words -of the Angel, speaking in the
name of that God, who, in verse 1, is said to have
given this revelation to Jesus Christ, to show unto his
servants the things which must shortly come to pass, and,
in compliance with which duty, Jesus Christ is said to
have sent and signified them, by his Angel, unto his ser-
vant John. Of this we are certain ; for the supreme God
is distinguished in verse 4, from Jesus Christ by the ti-
tle who is and was and is to come. And these words are
spoken in the name of the supreme God, to afford assur-
ance to all men that his purposes "are unchangeable, and
thaghe has power to accomplish the predictions declared
in thg revelation. In confirmation of this, are also the
- Alexandrine, Ephrem, and no less than seventeen other
MSS noted by Wetstein; the Vulgate, Syriac, Arabic
and Coptic versions ; -a number of the Fathers ; and some
respettable editions of the Greek Testament ;1 who add
©cog God, after Lord, thus; I am Alpha and Omega, the
beginning and the ending saith the Lord God, &c.

The title, Alpha and Omega, is never given to Jesus
Christ. 'The first part of verse 11, which runs thus in
our present copy, “Iam Alpha and Omega, the first and
the last and” is well known to be an interpolation. These
words are wanting in the most respectable and most an-
cient manuscripts, in the Vulgate, Syriac, Coptic, Arme-

# The Alexandrian manuscripts and the Ethiopic version read fzoy in-
stead of yoior, which reading Wakefield follows. The Arminian, Syri-
ac, and Coptic and some of the Fathers read Kvgior. If either of these be
the true reading, all shadow of argument from this passage concerning

Christ vanishes at once. ) )
. 1 Reov. i. 8.——} Wetstein and Griesback in loce.
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nian, and Ethiopi¢ Versions ; are rejected by Dr. Mill
and Griesback and others have omitted them in their edis
tions. ¥ ) ~
And, though Jesus Christ is, in several instances, reps
resented as saying J am the first and the last, yet we are
certain, thag he does not use this style to denote his eter-
nity, for he himself explains what is to be understood by
it; to wit, that he is first as to his resurrection, and the
- last as to his ignominious death, I am the first and the
last.? I am he that liveth and was dead, and behold T
" am alive forevermore : Amen; and hagve.the keys of kell
and of death.t  Again.——These things saith the first and
the last, whick was dead and is alive ;3 On the cross he
was the Jast, the very offscouring of all things, crucified as
though he were a malefactor. In his resurrection he is
exalted far above all principality and power and every
name that is named, and is therefore firsz of all. This is
the interpretation which our Lord himself gives of his be.
ing the first and the /gsr; and no argument can arise in
favor of his being the supreme God, because the latter
uses these expressiorns in a different sense. e
Acain.—* If ye had known me, ye should haw owtt
my Father also; and henceforth ye know him andhave
seen him.  Philip saith unto him, Lord, show us the Fa-
ther, and it sufficeth us. And Fesus saithunto him, Have
1 been so long time with you, and yet hast thou not Mown
me Philip? He that hath seen me hath seen the Father ¢
and kow sayest thou then shew us the Father.||

But is this passage really preof, that the d,.isciple‘s saw -

the King eternal, immortal and invisible? Was the Lord
Jesus in his person God the Father ? Or, are we to ac-
knowledge, that he who is styled zhe Truth, contradicts
here, what he had previously.asserted ?§ Strange that men
should choose the sound, rather than the sense. , What
mean these scriptures? “ The only begotten who is in
the bosom of the Father, he hath declared him.”’f ¢ We
know. that the Son of God has come, and given us an un«

. Wetstein and GriesMk.—* Rev. i. 17, 18.——3 Chap. ii. 8,——-“ John xiv.
y—g.———§ John v. 3y and vi. 46.——9 Chap, i. 18. ’
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deistanding that we may know Him that js trije.”# Vedy
why should we quote a passage of peculiar phraseology
and pay no attention to the explanation of it, which our
Liord proceeded immediately to render ? ¢ Believest thou
not that I am in the Father and the Father in me ? The
words that I speak I speak not of myself; but the Father
that dwelleth in me, he doeth the works. Believe me that
I am in the Father and the Father inme} or else believe
me for the very works’ sake.””t Has any one studied the
scriptures with so little attention, as not to know the mean.
ing of the represemtation of one dwelling in another ?
When the apostle John says ‘¢ He that keepeth his (God’s)
commandments, dwelleth in him, and he (God) in him,”}
does he mean to assert the divinity of the obedient ? Did
he mean to assert this; when he says; ¢ Hereby know
we that we dwell in him and he in us; because he hath
given us of his spirit.” ¢ Whosoever shall confess that
Jesus is the Son of God; God dwelleth in hint and he in
God:”] On these passages Dr. Mc. Knight very judi-
ciously observes; that ‘¢ the expressions of dwelling in

‘God, and God’s dwelling in him, must be understood dif-

ferently according to the characters of the I}Jler‘s‘ons to
whom they are applied. If spoken of teachers, their
nieaning is, that these teachers are faithful to God in
teaching the true doctrines of the gospel and are assisted
and beloved of God. But if spoken of private persons,
they mean one’s abiding in the belief of the doctrines and
in the practice of the precepts of the gospel and his enjay-
ing the love of God.”” Christ was the great Teacher sent
from God. He spake the words and did the works,
which God commanded him to speak and gave him to per-
form. By so doing, he became an exhibition of God.
Those thatbeheld him, saw A wisdem of God and the pow-
et of God, manifested in the doctrines which he deliver.
ed and the miracles which he wrought. This was all that
Philip saw. And this is what Christ explains himself
to mean, by his declaration, that he had seen the Father.
¢ Believest thou not that I am in the Father and the
Father in me ? The words that I speak unto you I speak

_* John v. 20,——1 Jobn xiv. 10, 11,——=% Jobn ii. 24.——=|, John i. 4, 13, 15.
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tiot of thyself; but the Father that dwelleth in mé, he
doeth the works.” Ged is seen only by his works ; and
these the disciples saw in Christ. Hence he proceeds to
tell them, that if they believe on him they should do even
greater works, than what he had exhibited, (which you
will observe, were the evidence, on which they were to
believe in him, and of course they were to believe in him
only as ont sent of God) when he should have gone to
the  Father, and received his exaltation to be the head o-
ver all things to the Church. At thar day, says ke, ye
shall know that I am in my Father, and ye in me,and 1 in
you. Ye shall know that I am commissioned by the
Father, and that ye are commissioned by me. You will
then perform such works in my name, as I perform in
my Father’s name. ‘ '

Lect men compare spiritual things with spiritual, in the
language which the Holy Ghost teacheth, and they will
find that three fourths of the passages, which are adduc-
ed in proof of the supreme divinity of Christ, are strik.
ing and decisive declarations against the doctrine.

-

To proceed. For unto us a child is born, untous a son
is given ; and the government shall be upon his shoulder ;
and his name shall be called W'ondetﬁel, Counsellor, the
mighty God, the everlasting Father, the Prince of peace ;
of the increase of his government, and peace there shall be
#10 end, upon the throne of David and upon his kingdom, to
order it and to establish it with judgment and with justice,
Jrom henceforth even forever. he zeal of the Lord of
Hosts will perform this. ¥

That this passage really respects the Lord Jesus, we
shall not here undertake to dispute ; though there is no
certainty, in our minds, that it has any such reference.
Be this as it may, the passage is very far from asserting
the supreme and independent divinity of Christ. For,

1. You will please to notice, that he is declared to be
a child born, a son given. This is the description of his
nature. This is what he actually IS.

# Isaiah, ix. 6—7.
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2, The passage does not say, that the government is
now upon his shoulder, but that it sha// be ; which im.
plies, that he is about to be raised to an authority, he does
not NowW possess. -

3. You will observe, the passage does not say, that 4e¢
is the Mighty God, the everlasting Father, &c. but that
he shall be thus styled ; he shall have these titles when the
government shall be upon his shoulder.

4. If you ask, how he, who is a child born and a son
given, shall rise to the eminence of having the govern-
ment upon his shoulder, and the high titles mentioned ?
the passage explains this matter, and says, Te zeal of the
Lord of Hosts will perform this ; i. e. will see that these
things be conferred upon him.

In fulfilment of this prediction, if it really respects
Christ, the scriptures inform, that the zeal of the Lord of
Hosts has actually performed all, that is here declared,
The God gf our Lord Jesus Christ has put all things un-
der his feet, and given him to be head over all things to the
Church.* God hath made that same Jesus, whom ye
have crucified, Lord.t Him hath God exalted with his
own right hand to be g Prince.t And given him a name
above every name,|| Pray is the supreme and independ.
ent Deity of Christ to be inferred from the statement
made in fulfilment of this prediction ? If not, as, no one
will pretend, then why make this inference from the pre.
diction itself ?

It is strange that this passage should be adduced, on
every occasion, in proof of the Deity of Christ ; seeing it
only predicts that the child, the son should be elevated, by
the power of the Lord of Hosts, to the government of his
people, and have destowed upon him high and exalted ti.

tles.§

. AwoTHER passage.  Which none of the princes of this
world knew ; for, had they known it, they would not have

# Eph. i. e2.——+ Acts, ii. 36.——} Chap, v. 31.——]|| Phil. ii. g.

§ It may not be improper to remark here, that the passage is capable
of a different-translation.  And bis name shall be called—a mighty God,
the Fatber of ewerlasting age ; i. e. of the christian dispensation, which
13 to continue to the end of the werld. The noted Lowth, translates it as
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¢rucified THE LORD OF GLORY.* Peter tells us
plainly, how Christ came by his Lordship. ¢ God hath
made that same Jesus, whom ye crucified, both LORD
and CHRIST.” God made him Lord of all that glory,
which he possesses. ¢¢ This title however, it is worthy of
observation, is somewhat different from that, which the
same Apostle ascribes to the God of our Lord Fesus
Christ, to wit, the FATHER of glory ;1 the source and
Jountainof it, o .

Fugrrer ; It is said, that we are bound to give the
same honor, both in kind and degree, to the Son of God,
which we give to the supreme Father. And the follow-
ing passage is adduced, on every occasion, as a most de-
cided and illustrious proof of the supreme divinity of
Christ. ¢ The Father judgeth no man, but hath commit-
ted all judgment unto the Son, that all men should honor the
Son even as they honor the Father ; he that honoreth not
the Son, honoréth not the Father which hath sent him.}

We make the follgwing remarks upon this plain and
intelligible passage, =~ - = = : \

1. %: is asserted, that the business of judgment is com-

mitted into the hands of the Son, by God the Father.
This plainly implies, he is but a delegated Judge ; that
the authority of judgment does not arise from the proper-
- ties of his nature, ~But if he were God himself clothed
- with the inherent perfections of Deity, the business of
;ludgment could no more be committed, or delegated to
im, than to God the Father, B
2. Itissaid to be committed into his hands, by God,
the Father, for the purpose of his obtaining honor, or res-
pect, from mankind. ~ This plainly implies that the hon.
or, whicl they are to bestow upon him, is to correspond

above, excepting that he uses the article the instead of a before mighty
God. Further, it ought not to be omitted, that the seventy interpreters,
according to the Vatican, have given a very different account of this pas-
sage. They muke no mention of these titles, but render it thus :* And his
némc shall be called tbe messenger of she grand design psyadng Cuang
ayyhose  This translation is confirmed by the versions of Aquila, Sym-
machus, and Thepdotion. N
© %ICor.ii. 8,——+ Eph. i. 17.——} Jobn, v. 22, 23.
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- with the delegated station of dignity in which he stands :
Of course not that degree of honor, which is due to Him,
who commissioned.

3. The kind of honor, to be paid, is particularly speci-
fied to be what is above suggested. ‘¢ He that honoreth
not the Son, honoreth not the Father who sent him.” We
have, here, the principle plainly laid down. Inall em-
bassies, what is done to the ambassador is considered
done to him, who sends. 'When Hanun treated the mes-
sengers of David with contempt, the King of Israel con-
sidered himself dishonored ; and immediately sent an ar-
my for Hanun’s destruction. On the other hand, should
the King of England send a plenipotentiary to this coun-
try,and he be treated with due respect, his Britanic Majesty
would consider himself honored and respected by the A-
merican States, 'No principle can be more selfevident,
‘than this stated by our Lord. It is a principle, however,
which militates, pointedly against the construction of our
opponents. It tells us, in one and the same breath, that
the Son is not that illustrious Being who sends ; and
that the honor paid to him, is to center ultimately in z4e .
glory of God the Father %

* Philip. ii. 11,
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SECTION XIL

WE proceed, now, to another argument, on which our
opponents, of the present generation, make no inconsid-
* erable dependence, in proof of their doctrine of a plurality
of persons in the Godhead, and, of course, that Christ,
who is the Son of the Father, must be supreme and in-
dependent. For those, who implicitly assent to Jones on
the Trinity, will expect that some reply to his powerful
argument, concerning the PLURALISMS applied to
God in the Old ‘Testament, should at least be artempted.

Bk it known, then, to the unskilled in the dead lan-
guages—1It is a fact, not to he controverted, that God is,
very frequently, spoken of under names in the plural
number; and plural verbs, pronouns and relatives, are
often applied to him in the Hebrew. Thus it is said,
In the beginning the GODS created the heaven and the
carth. Remember thy CREATORS in the days of thy
youth :  And the GODS said let US make man, &c. &o.
This extraordinary style, it is said, holds forth to man a
plurality of persons in the Godhead, and substantiates the
common doctrine of the blessed Trinity : For, to suppose
otherwise, is to concede, that the sacred penmen have
used language, which is careless of the true representa-
tion, of God, and calculated to mislead the candid inquir-
er after truth.  Buthow strange, that the Jews, to whom
- this language was addressed, should never, in any of their
generations from Moses to Christ, be led astray by this
-manner of writing ! Notwithstanding their propensity tq
idolatry, and numerous defections from the unity of God,
they never thought of pleading the language of scripture

as an excuse, nor did they ever dream, that it allowed a,
plurality of divine persons, as the objects of their supreme
worship.  From Moses to Christ, no Jew was ever found
to be a Trinitarian. 'We know indeed what is pretend-
- ed on this subject, and the distinctions, which are sug-
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gested in their Talmuds, Targums, and Paraphrases ;
and we have read something of the devregos Seos 5 second
God of Philo, as standing amidst the powers on the right
and left : And we have heard Mamonides concerning z/e
mystery of divine unity, not to be proclaimed in the vul-
gar ears : But no evidence have we ever seen, of - this
Trinitarianism of the Jew, excepting the modern garb,
in which we find him clothed by the imaginatian of the
Commentator, who takes it for granted, that the robes of
antiquity comported with the present fashion.

Strange also, that the seventy interpreters, who were
supposed to understand Hebrew ‘well enough to turn it
into Greek, should be so silent concerning these impor.
tant pluralisms, and deprive the unfortunate Jews, scat-
tered among the nations, of the invaluable and funda-
mental doctrine ! Still more strange, that the Lord of glo-
ry, himself, and his inspired Apostles should agree whol-
ly to omit these interesting pluralisms, even when they
quote passages which contain them : Pluralisms $o indi-
cative of the true God, and so descriptive of the es-
sential mode of his existence ! Thereby wresting an im-
portant weapon from the hand of those, who contend ear-
nestly for the faith once delivered to the saints ; and thus
allowing the adversary to gain an advantage over them !

Strange, strange indeed ! that our translators, who were
all zealous Trinitarians, should also conspire to desert the

lorious cause, and carefully keep from the eye of the
%nglish reader, the interesting pluralisms attending the
name of their God! They have, indeed, in a few instan-
ces, suffered the seeret to leak out, through the medium of
. a small pronoun, such as lez US make man, and who will
go for US ? But this is, by no means, sufficient to en-
Lighten the eyes into a just and proper understanding of
the GREAT AFFAIR:. This is indeed MYSTERLI-
OUS. We will venture, however, to explain.

The truth of the matter is, These pluralisms are an
zdiom of the Hebrew language. ¥

* The learned and Trinitarian Van Mastricht, in his system of Theolo-
gy, where he adduces the arguments in favor of the Trinitarian scheme
_ very candidly observes : Addi poterant, si non pro argumento apedic.
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1. T'he verysame mode of expression is sed concerningf
matters purely singular. Elohim the plural name of God,
is applied to the image Dagon, the Deity of the Philis.
tines, “ Then the lords of the Philistines gathered them
together for to offer a great sacrifice unto Dagon, their
God (Elohim, their Gods) and they said our God (Elo«
him our Gods) hath delivered Sampson, our enemy, into
our hand.*”” The same is also applied, by God himself,
to Moses, ¢ And he (Aaron) shall be thy spokesman
unto the people—-and thou shait be to him instead of God
(Elohim, Gods:”?)t ¢ And the Lord said unto Moses,
See I have made thee a God (Elohim Gods) to Pharach
and Aaron thy brother shall be thy prophet.”’f Another
name of God, in the plural number, 1s applied to Pharaoh;
king of Egypt. ¢ And it came to pass after these things.
- that the butler of the king of Egypt and his baker had of=
fended their lord (Adonim their lords) the king of Es
gypt.i The same plural style is applied to the husband-
man. .* The ox knoweth his owner (Hebrew, owners}
and the ass his master’s crib.”’§ The brethren of Joseph,
in their report concerning their treatment, by the prime
“minister of Egypt, give him the same plural style, and
one of the namies of the supreme God. *¢ The man who
is Lord (Adonim Lords or Gods) .of the land spake
roughly unto us.”’—¢¢ And the man, the lord (Adonim
the Lords) of the country, said unto us hereby shall k
know, &c.”9 It is useless to adduce more instances, for
the Old Testament abounds withthem. From the exam.
ples above and a multitude of others, it is evidently ac«
cording to the structure of the Hebrew language; to ap-+

tico, saltem dialefFico, illa loca quibus plurali Elohim attributa vel nom-
inalia, vel verbalia singularis numeri socianter Gen. i, 1. &¢. Quamvis
istud non paucis exceprionibus ac difficultatibus sit expesitum. Cum. 1.
eadem structura, etiam de rebus pure singularibus usurpetur, dedeastris
Jud. xvi. 33, 24. de uno homine Exod. iv. 16. Cum. 2. de etiam uma
persona divinitatis Psal. xlv, 8. Cum, 3. vi syntaxcos non minus recte
tres essentia, quam tres persong, ex ea confici possint. Cum. 4. ille lo<
quendi modus, a linguz genio non prorsus abhoreat, ut patet in Exod.
xxi. 29. Jes.i. 3. in Gen. xl. 1. and 42, 33. quod nomen Deo etiam
competit, a quo Deut. x. 17. dicitur. Conf. Mal. i. 6. Unde¢ Calvinuy
in concertationabus cum Antitrinitarus, hoc argumenti gen onenw
dum duxit. - ' ﬁ‘) .
* Judg. xvi. 23.——% Exod. ive s6.——3} Chep. vii. 1.—|} Gelk* XL 5. .

§ Isaiah i, 3.——9% Gen, xlii. 39, 33.
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ply plural verbs, nouns and pronouns, to a person or thing
which is purely singular. Thereis no peculiarity in the
application of such pluralisms to God. They are very
frequently applied also to other beings and other things.
W e may, therefore, just as well conclude, from these plu.-
ralisms, that Joseph, or Moses, or Pharaoh, was a being
of a plurality of real and distinct persons, as to make this
conclusion concerning God, because the plural style is
applied t6 him. '

2. This language is even applied to God the Fatler,
whom Trinitarians consider to be the firsz person in the
Trinity. Yea, it is applied to him as distinguished from
the Son, whom they hold to be zAe second person. < Thou
lovest righteousness and hatest wickedness ; therefore
God, thy God (Elohim thy Gods) hath anointed thee with
the oil of gladness above thy fellows.>*%{

3. Upon principles of syntax, or the construction of
language, this mode of speaking as fully proves plurality
of existences or beings, as plurality of persons.

This mede of speaking is, by no means peculiar to the
Old Testament. We find the same in the new. Our
Lord Jesus Christ speaks of himself in the plural num.
ber. ¢ Verily, verily I say unto thee, WE speak that
WE do know, and testify that WE have seen, and ye
receive not OUR witness.”f Paul, also, speaks often in
the same manner. An instance occurs in his sccond let-
ter to the Corinthians. * Now 1 Paul myself beseech
you by the meekness and gentleness of Christ, who in
presence am base among you, but being absent am bold
toward you : But I beseech you that 1 may not be bold
when I am present with that confidence wherewith I think
to be bold against some, which think of US as if WE
walked according to the flesh, For though WE walk in

- : * Psalm, xlv. 7.

4 Perhaps it will not be thought improper (for the sake of informa.
#ion) to austs some learned Divine among our opponents, who has been ag-
customed to censider the argument of Jones to be 1rrefragable, Whether
the Father, the first person 1a the Trinity, be not subdivided into a num-
ber of distinct personalities ? and, if so, whether it would not be an im-
provement in Theological science, to speak of God as a Trinity of Triny

ities ?
Q

1 John, iii. 11,
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the flesh, WE do not war after the flesh.—Far the weap-
ons of OUR warfare are not carnal—WE dare not
make OURSELVES of the number, or compare OUR-
SELVES with some that commend themselves.””*

Calvin, treating upon Gen. iii. 22, And the Lord God
said behold the man is become as ome of US, &c. says,
¢ Although some Christians deduce from this passag
the doctrine of three persons in Deity, the argument, in
my apprehension, is not substantial.”’t+ On this subject’
Christie judiciously remarks, ¢ It is no uncommon thing
in any language, either ancient or modern, for single per-
sons to speak in the plural ; but it was never yet heard
of in any age of the world, that more persons than one
spoke in the singular.} Let our opponents, therefore,
adopt the wisdom of the illustrious reformer, and beast on
more of the argument, furnished by the pluralisms applied.
to God in the Old Testament. : ‘

WaurLe the venerable name of Calvin is before us,

~ perhaps it may not be improper to bring into public view,

another observation of his upon a noted text, resorted to

with much assurance, by his disciples of the present gen- .

eration, as substantial proof of the supreme apd inde-
pendent Divinity of the Son, 1 and my Father are one.||

* These are the words of Christ. On this passage Calvin

thus remarks.§ ¢ The ancients greatly perverted this

sage, when they would prove from it, that Christ is of
identically the same nature (or consubstantial) with
the Father. For Christ speaks not concerning an unity

" of substance ; but of the mutual agreement between the

Father and himself ; to wit, affirming, that, .whatsoev-
er he does, would be sanctioned by the power of the
Father,”

# 1] Cor. x. 1, 2, 3, 4, 2. + ¢ Quod autem cliciunt ex hoc lo¢o christiani
Jdoctrinam de tribus in Deo personis, vereot ne satis firmum sit argumentum.’”
1 Chris. disc. on divine unity, Page 18, second edition. || Jokn x. go.
§ ¢ Abusi sunt hoc loco veteres, ut probarent Christum essc oponoiov, Neque e-
nim Christus de unitate substantiz disputat : Sed de consensu, quem cum Patre ha-
bet : Quicquid scilicit geritura Christe, Patris virtute confirmatum iri.” Harm, in
loco,
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No less do the moderns pervert, when they interpret it,
as did the ancients. For,
- 1. It appears, from the context, that the Jews, as he -
- walked in Solomons porch, ¢ came round about him and
said unto him, How long dost thou make us to doubt ?
If thou be the Christ, tell us plainly.” Upon this our
Lord observed, that the works, which they had seen him
perform in his Father’s name, were the proper answer to
their question, and rendered the inquiry useless. He,
then, proceeds ta state the true reason of their unbelief.
Having done this, and also declared the safety and bless-
edness of those who believed on him, he plainly answers
their question, £ and iy Father are one. 'This was the
same thing as saying I am the Christ, Upon this reply
the Jews took up stones to stone him.  Our Lord says,
that he had shewed them many good works from the
Father ; and asks for which of these works they would
“stone him ? They unswer, that it is not for any good
work, but for blasphemy ; he being a man, yet having
made himself God. Did the Jews rcally think him a
blasphemer ? That it was his design to assert that he
was God ? Neither on this nor any other occasion, did
they really think so ; though it is what they more than
once pretended. Strange, that our modern divines should
have so much charity for these Jews ; these insidious and
watchful enemies of our Lord, Strange, that students of
the scriptures should, when this controversy is upon the
carpet, forget, that emissaries were sent, from time to
time, 20 catch him in Kis words ;% that they lay in wait
Jor him, and sought to catch something out of his mouth
whereby they. might accuse him.t Very little opinion
have we of the honesty and integrity of these Jews, e
give very little credit to their declarations, that they un-
derstood our Lord, on this and other occasjons, to make
himself God. We strongly suspect, that possidly thevy
might have taken occasion to wrest and pervert his words ;
numerous instances of which conduct the evangelists have
vecorded. Yea, we affirm, that this was actually the case

* Mark, xii. 13—t Luke, xi. 54



[ 124 ]

in the instance before us. No other supposition will ace
count for our Lord’s reply In making this pretence they.
had put him to the test. * If he were really God supreme,
as they pretended his words suggested, it became him to,
acknowledge that they bad interpreted his language a-
right. But, instead of this, he proceeds to prove to them
from their scriptures, that he should not have been guilty
of any blasphemy against the great Supreme, even had he
assumed to himself the title of God, in_order tp express
his commission from the Father ; seeing the scripture
itself, which they acknowledged to be of divine autlgorgty,
%wes this title to those, whom God has commlssxoned.
ut, says our Lord, 1 assumed not this title ; though

w:th much more propriety, might it be applied to me, than
to the prophets, or rulers of the nation. For, I am the
Christ : He whom the Father hath appointed to this dis-
ungmshed office.” This is all that I have said. My
words amount merely to a declaratxon, that I am the
Christ, the Son of God. And, whether it be blasphemy a,
gaxnst God to say this, Judge ye.

“ Jesus answered them, s it not written in your law,
1 said, yé arg Gods ? If he called them Gods, unto whom,

-the wqrd of God eame, say ye of hlm, whom the Father

hath sanctified and sent into the world, Thou blasphem-
est ; because T said I am the Son of God 2 If our Lord, -
consxdered their pretence, that he had made himself God,

a fair and just interpretation of his words why does he
shew them from the scriptures, that the | name, od, does
not always signify the supreme God, but is bestowed
upon such, as God has commissioned ? Why affirm, that
the amount of the declaration,  and my Father are one,
is merely this, J am the Son of God? If he knew himself
to be the supreme Jehovah, why does he not say at once,
You understand me right. I am verily and ruly the su-
preme Ged." If you stane me, you do it at your peril. But,

instead of this, he asserts anly what we have stated above :
And proceeds to refer them to the proof ‘which he had
afforded of his being the Christ ; to wit, the miraculous
works he had performed in his Father’s name. If I do.
not the w orks of ngy Father, believe me net. But f I da
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though ye believe not me (my bare assertion) believe the
works (which can be wrought only by divine influence)
that y: mqy know and believe that the Father is in me,
and I in him. ‘

We are not ignorant that some, in their zeal, endeavor
ta distort these last words of Christ into a declaration,
that he is what the Jews pretended. As though he had
said, ¢If I do not perform works, which none but the
supreme God can perform, then do not believe that I am
the supreme God. But, seeing I do, then know that the
Father and myself are one common existence ; that I am
as'much the supreme God, as is the Father.”” But are
not these words fully explained, by his declaration in this
very disccurse ? *¢ The works, which I do in my Father’s
name, they bear. witness of me.”? To perform works, in
2he name of auother, is to do them by aythority delegated
from him. And do not the scriptures say, /#osocver
shall confess that Fesus is the Son of God, God dwelleth in
him and he in God.% Pray, are we hence to infer, that
all belicvers have one common existence with God ? That
they are the great Supreme ?

2. That the unity, which our Lord affirms himself to
have with the Father, is not an unity of essence, sub-
stance, or being, is evinced from the consideration, that,
whenever the unity of two persons is spoken of in scrip-
ture, it always means something else; an unity of har.
mony, agreement in conduct, cause, or design. Thus,
He ihat planteth and he that watereth are one.t . Now
he that planted was Paul. He that watered was Apollos.
But were Paul and Apollos, though two persons, one be-
ing only 2 '

John teaches the unity, Christ has with the Father, to
be an unity of harmony only, in such a striking and con-
vincing manner, as not to be denied. ¢ Neither pray I
for these alone, but for them also, which shall believe on
me through their word ; that they may all be one &, as
thou, Father, art in me, and I in thee, that they also may

* I John, iv. 15—t 1 Cor. iii. 8.~To save the critic a reply, we note that, i
{he Greek, it is of the neuter gender o, .
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be ONE & IN US, that the world may believe that thou
hast sent me. And the glory, which thou gavest me I
have given them ; that they may be one # AS WE ARE
ONE &; Iinthem and thou in me, that they may be
made perfect in one «; and that the world may know that
thou hast sent me, and hast loved them as thou hast lov.
ed me.”’* : : :

Need we make any comment, by way of illastration,
upon this striking passage ? Does it not speak, with suf-
ficient plainness, for itself ? Does not the Lord Jesus pray,

 that the unity of the disciples with God and one another |

may be the same, that exists between himself and the
Father ? And, if that unity be an unity of being or ex-
istence, does he not pray, that the disciples may have the
very same unity ? Is not this passage a full and com-
plete explanation of 1 and my Father are one? Are the
disciples, however, really distinct beings from the Father,
and eterrially to be so? How, then, does the Lord Jesus
Christ pray to the eternal Father, that they may be one iz
us, as we are one ; Iin them, and thou in me, and they in
us? Did he mean to pray that they might become the
great Supreme ! Or that they might have one common
existence, subsistence, substance, being, with the Fa-
ther? And is it not equally improper thus to exalt the
Son to the very Being of the supreme and infinite God,
to whom he is here, as a dependent existence, offering up
his fervent prayer and supplication ? o

Will our opponents say that the Lord Jesus is here
speaking of his Auman nature? What does this avail
them ? His prayer would still be, that christians might
have the same unity with God, which his human nature
has ; which, according to their scheme, is such an unity,
that his person is not, properly speaking, human, but di.
‘vine only : Two natures in one person forever says their
creed. His prayer would then be, that christians might
no longer be distinct beings from God, but so nrysteri-
ously united to him, as that it may be properly affirmed
of them, that they are the only living and supreme God,
And will humble christians believe, that they are to be

* John, xvii. 20—~23.
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%zrmkcrs of the divine nature in any such manner as this !
o they calculate on becoming human natures of the -
great Jehovah ! ' '

Strange, that, with the holy scriptures in their hands, and
in them the solemn and plain declarations of the Lord Je-
sus in prayer to God, men should not understand the
unity, which subsists between him and his Fatler.
Strange, they should not see, that, in the nature of things,
as well as from his own declarations, it must be an unity
of harmony, affection, pursuit, and design only, and not of
existence and attributes. He that hath anear to hegr, let
him hear what the spirit saith unto the churches.
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SECTION XIII:

ANOTHER important argiment, in proof of the siis
preme and independent divinity of Christ, and on which
great emphasis is laid by our opponents, is derived from
the divine appearances, recorded in the Old Testament,
under the style of THE ANGEL OF THE LORD.

It is confidently asserted, that, by the Angel of the
Lord, is theant somé particular angel, distinct, from all
others, and, in his nature, wholly above them: By Trini-
tarians hé is supposed to be Jehovah himself, the second
person in the Trinity ; even our Lord Jesus Christ. The
Arians also acknowledge this Angel to be Christ : But;
believing that he has the title of Jehovah, in a secondary
sense only, they do not acknowledge him strictly the Su-
preme God. They consider him a superior messenger,
through whom God created, preserves, and governs thé
world.

The reason of this opinion, concerning the Angel of
the Lord, is, that he speaks and acts in the name and
character of Jehovah, the God of Israel. And seeing the
word, Angel, denotes one sent on an errand, it is conclud-
ed, that the Angel of the Lord cannot be God the Fath--
er ; because he is always represented as the one who
sends, never the ope who is sent. It is hence inferred,
that the Angel of the Lord must be our Lord Jesus
Christ, whose common appellation is the sent of God.

THE true doctrine will be best ascertained by compar-
ing the various declarations, concerning the Angel of the
Lord, with one another, and by attending carefully to the
illustrations, which different inspired writers have made
on the subject.

A number of the most striking instances, where the
Angel of the Lord appeared and spake to the ancients,
ghall now be produced. ‘¢ And the angel of the Lord
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found Haéar in the wilderness—and said unto her, I will
multiply thy seed exceedingly.” Though this personage
is styled the Angel of the Lord, four times in the context,
yet Hagar called the name of the Lord, that spake unto
her, Thou God seest me.* ’

When Abraham was about to sacrifice his Son Isaac,
¢¢ The angel of the Lord called to Abraham out of heaven
and said—Lay not thine hand upon the lad, for now I
know thou fearest God seeing thou hast not withheld thy
son, thine only son, from ME.> Further, “ And the
Angel of the Lord called unto Abraham out of heaven the
second time, and said, By myself have I sworn, SAITH
THE LORD, that in blessing I will bless thée—because
thou hast obeyed my voice.” In conformity with this
promise, ¢ The Lord appeared unto Isaac and said, I
will be with thee, and will bless thee, I will perform, the
oath which I sware unto Abraham thy Father.”’{

“ And Jacob was left alone, and there wrestled a man
with him until the breaking of the day : And he said,
Let me go for the day breaketh, And Jacob replied. I
will not let thee go until thou bless me : And he said,
Thy name shall no more be called Jacob, but Israel ; for,
as a prince, hast thou power with God and with men, and
hast prevailed. And Jacob called the name of that place
Peniel ; for I have seen God face to face, and my life is
preserved.”t  In reference to this transaction, the pro-
phet Hosea, says, ¢ By his strength he had power with
God, yea he had power over THE ANGEL, and pre-
vailed ; he wept and made supplication unto him ; he
found him in Bethel, and there he spake with us, even
the Lord God of Hosts ; Jehovah is his memorial.”| A-

< m’

¢ And the Angel of the Lord appeared unto Moses, in
a flame of fire, out of the midst of the bush ; and he look-
ed and behold the bush burned with fire and was not con-
sumed. And Moses said, I will now turn aside, and see
this great sight, why the bush is not burned. And when
the Lord saw that he turned aside to see, God called un-

* Gen. xvi. 7, 10, 13.——+ Gen. xxii. 11, 19, 15, 16, 18.——% Gan. xxxii,

24—30.—} Hosea, xii. 3—j.

R
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to him out of the iniddle of the bush and said, Moses,
"Moses. And he said here am I. And he ‘said, Draw
not nigh hither ; put off thy shoes from off thy feet ; for
the place whereon thou standest is holy ground. More-
_over he said; I am the God of Abraham, the God of I-
'saac, and the God of Jacob. And Moses hid his face,
for he was afraid to look upon God. And the Lord said
I have surely seen the affliction of my people, which are
in Egypt, &c.—And Moses said unto God, behald when
I am come unto the children of Israel, and shall say ‘unto
them, the God of your fathers hath sent me unto you,
and they shall say unto me, What is his name ? What
shall I say unto them ? And God said unto Moses, I am
that I am. And he said, thus shalt thou say unto the
children of Israel, the Lord God of your fathers, the God
of Abraham, the God of Isaac, and the God of Jacob,
hath sent mc unto you ; this is my name foreverand this
is my memorial unto all generations.””* ‘These passages
exhibit a fair and full view of the use of the phrase, z4e
Angel of the Lord, in the Old Testament, and the man-
ner of his speaking to the Patriarchs, At one time we
‘find'him declaring, that he speaks not in his own name ;
but in the name of the Lord ; as in the case ¢f his second
appearance to Abraham, already recited. And zhe Angel
of the Lord said, By myself have I sworn, SAITH THE,
LORD, that in blessing I will bless thee. At other
‘timres, he speaks in the style of God, 1 am the God of A-
braham, of Isaac, and of Facob, without giving any initi.
mation, that he does not say this of himself, as the angel
of the Lord, or that he speaks in the name of another. It
is hence concluded, that these appearances and declara-
-tions are always made by some particular angel, who was
in reality the God of Israel, and was Jesus Christ.
This conclusion, however, by no means follows from
gc premises ; neither is it warranted by the word of
xod. » ‘
- Any angel whatever, sent by God and commissioned
""to make known his will to mankind, may very properly-

* Exod. iii. 2—~3 5.
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be styled the Angel of the Lord. He, surely, is the
Lord’s messenger, whom the Lord sends. He is not the
messenger of sonie idol God ; but the messcnger of the
true God, the Jehovah of Israel. There is nothing in the
mere phraseology, the Angel-of the Lord, which affords
evidence some particular angel is intended, in dis-

. tinction from all others, The very same style is used

respecting that angel, who announcedto Joseph the mirac-
ulous conception of Mary, and concerning him also,
who guarded the sepuichre of the risen Jesus ; as we”
shall see presently, .
. Nor is there any thing in the original, which limits, ta
some one particular angel, the appearances to the * Patri-
archs and the children of Israel, Sometimes the article,
rendered t/e, is omitted, and sometimes inserted, even in
those instances, where our translators have styled him z/e
angel. It might with the same propriety, have been ren-
dered, in all nstances, an angel of the Lord. By the
bare phraseology therefore, the conclusion, that some par-
ticular angel is meant, is by no means warranted,
Neither, because the'Angel speaks in the style of God,
does it follow, that the Angel was God himself, The
very idea, of making a communication by a messenger,
implies, that the being, who sends, is not that being who
is sent, and, through the medium of whom, the commu-,

~pication is made. To suppose that a certain being may

L4

send a messenger on an errand to transact a particular
business, and yet be himself that very messenger who is,
sent, is a perfect absurdity. "A being may go, and do.
the business himself ; but, in so doing, it cannot be said,
that he sends, his angel or messenger to do it.  When
therefore the scripture informs, that it was the angel of
the Lord, who said, Iam the God of Abraham,&c. the ac-
count is equally plain to the understandings of men, that
he spake not his own words, or in reference to himself, but
the words of Jehovah, or in the name of God, as itis, *
when the angel is represented saying, By mysclf have I
sworn, SAITH THE LQRD, that, in_blessing,. I will
bless thee. 'The prophets sometimes make use of this
phrase, Thus-saith the Lord. At others, they procecd te.



[ 132 ]

utter the language of Jehovah, without any jntimatiomn
that they are not spcaking in their own name. In the
second appearance to Abraham, the angel is careful to
say, that he speaks the language of Jehovah. But, in the
first appearance, the angel ‘makes no such intimation ;
saying now I know that thou fearest God seéWfe thou hast
not withheld thy Son, thine only Son from ME. Would
it be rational to conclude hence, that at one time, he
spake in his own name, and, atanother in the name of the
Lord? Far more rational is it to conclude, that, seeing
we know he, at one time, spake 7nof in his own name, but
in the name of another, using the common language of
the Prophets, thus saith the Lord, he must have spoken
always in the name of another, though the phrase, which
indicates this, be omitted, This is necessarily the con-
clusion, until it be proved, that the angel, who appearegd
to Abraham the first time, was infinitely superior to him
who appeared to him the second time, But as this is
not supposable, it is plain, that God in both instances,
made use of an angel asa medium, through whom he ad-
dressed the favorite patriarch, So when the angel cf the
Lord said, I am that I am, Moses understood him te
speak this, not of himself but of Him, whose messenger
he was : For he did not make his address unto the an,
gel, but, as the account states, unto God.

But the best way of obtaining the truth is to compare
scripture with scripture. 70 the law and the testimony ;
If a man .s}pea/c not according to this word, it is because
there is no light in him. )

In the seventh chapter of the Acts of the Apostlts we
learn, that the angel, who appeared to Moses in the bush,
was the same that gave the law from Mount Sinai.  And
when forty years were expired, there appeared 1o Moses,
in the wilderness of Mount Sinai, AN angel of the Lord,

. in a flame of fire in a bush. You will observe, that what
in the Old Testament is called 74e angel of the Lord, is
here, styled an angel of the Lord. Thus our translators
have rendered it ; which, by the English reader, cannot
but be viewed as corroborating our declaration, that the
article might as well be rendered AN as the. This Me
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ses whom they refused, saying, Who made thee aruler and a
judge 2 The same did God send to be adeliverer, by the hand
of the angel of the Lord, that appeared to him in the bush.

- Here it ought to be remarked, that God did not, in person
send Mosesto be a deliverer; buthe sent him t4rough
the medium of the angel of the Lord. Nor does the
scripture say merely, that he sent him by the hand of the
angel of the Lord, as it doubtless would have done, had
this phraseology pointed out to the Jews some one particu-
lar angel’; but, the angel of the Lord whick appeared 10 him
in the bush : Plainly intimating, that he might be a dif-
ferent angel from others, who appeared to the patriarchs.
This is he, (Moses) that was in the church in the wilder-
ness, with the angel, which spake to him in the Mount Si-

" mai, and with our Fathers, who received the lively oracles
t0 give umto us.

It hence appears, that the angel, which spake to Mo-
ses in the bush, was the same, which spake the law from
Mount Sinai ; at least one of the angels who assisted on
thdt occasion : For the scriptures represent that there
were more than one. In this very discourse of Stephen,
he says concerning the Jews, W4o have received the law
by the disposition of ANGELS, and have not kept it.
Paul also affirms, that The law was ordained by AN-
GELS in the hand of a Mediator ;* 1. e. Moses. Itis
hence evident, that there was a plurality of angels, who
were concerned in the transactions at Sinai, though the
angel, which, appeared to Moses in the bush, was pro-
bably the speaker on the occasion.

Now if the law of God, delivered at Sinai, withoutany
mention of its being an angel who spake, were in fact de-

. livered by the angel of the Lord, Jesus Christ, as our op-
ponents affirm ; how is it that Stephen and Paul make no
distinction between him and the other angels, concerned
in this transaction ? It is evident that these inspired men
had no idea of any such particular Angel, as is contend-
ed for at the present day.

Of this fact we have a still more striking evidence in
the second chapter of Hebrews. Paul contrasts the Jewish

* Gal. iii. 19.
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" and christian dispensations, and affirms the latter far more,
worthy of attention than the former, seeing the one was
introduced by the ministry of angels only ; whereas the
other is introduced by the ministry of the Lord Fesus,
whose superior dignity over the angels he had just stated,
in the preceding chapter. ¢ Therefore we ought to
give the more earnest heed to the things, which. we
have heard, lest at any time we should let them slip.
For, if the word, (the law from Mount Sinai) spoken by
angels, was steadfast, and every transgression and diso-
bedience received a just recompense of reward ; how
_shall we escape, if we neglect so great salvation, which at
the first began to be spoken by the Lord, and was con.
firmed unto us by them that heard him ? For unto the
angels he (God) hath not put in subjection the world to
come, whereof we speak ;’* i, e. the christian dispen,
- .sation, Had Jesus Christ been the person, who appeared
- to Moses in the bush and spake the law from Mount Si-
* nai, where would be the propriety, nay, the truth, of his.
representing it the word spoken by angels 2 And where
would be the force of the Apostle’s conclusion, that we
ought to give the more earnest heed to the system of
christianity, from the consideration, that it is spoken, not
by angels, but by the Lord Jesus Christ ? Do not his
reasoning and declaration go on the ground, that Jesus -
Christ did not give the law of Sinai, but that it was spok-
en, commanded, or ordained, by the ministry of angels on-
ly 2 Of angels inferior to the Son of God ?

Evident is it, therefore, that the angel'of the Lord,
who spake to Moses in the bush in the style of God, and
whe, in the same style, spake to the children of Israel
from Sinai, saying, I am the Lord thy God, which have
brought thee out of the land of Egypt and out of the house
of bondage ; Thou shalt have no other Gods before me,”t
was neither Ged -himself, nor the Lord Jesus Christ; but
of that description of angels, concerning whom it is said,
Are they not all ministering spirits, sent forth to minister
20 them, who shall be heirs of salvation 1 That the doc.
trine may be still further exposed we will fulfil our prom.

_* Heb. ii. ¢, 3, 5.——1 Exod. xx. 1—3. 3 Heb. i. 14.
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{se to produce examples, in which the angel of the Lord
cannot be Christ. Behold THE ANGEL OF THE
LORD appeared unto him in g dream, saying, Foseph,
thou Son of David, fear not to take unto thee Mary, thy
wife, for that, which is conceived of her, is of the Holy
Ghost.* According to this Christ was already in the
flesh; and could not be the angel of the Lord, that spake
to Joseph: :
¢ And behold there was a great earthquake ; for THE
ANGEL OF THE LORD descended from heaven,
*and came and rolled back the stone from the door and sat
upon it. His counténance was like lightning and his
raiment white as snow, and for fear of him the keepers
* did shake and become as dead men. And the angel an.
swered and said unto the. women, Fear not ye; for I
know that ye seeck Jesus which was crucified ; HE IS
NOT HERE ; for heis risen as he said.”’t This per-
sonage certainly could not have been Jesus Christ, for he
says, He is not here.
The appearance to the shepherds is thus represented.
s Andlo, THE ANGEL O[F)' THE LORD came upon
them and THE GLORY OF THE LORD shone round
about them, and they were sore afraid. And the angel
said unto them, Fear not ; for, behold, I bring you good
-tidings of great joy, which shall be to all people. For
unto you is born this day, in the city of David, a Saviour,
which is Christ the Lord.”” Surely it will not be said,
that the Angel of the Lord announced to the Shepherds
his own birth. Had this divinely majestic appearance
been recorded in the Old Testament, how would our op-
. ponents have seized upon it, as flagrant proof of the an-
gel’s divinity. : '
Thus, diligently comparing scripture with itself, it is
plain, that, by the Angel of the Lord, who so often ap-
peared to Abraham, Isaac and Jacob, to Moses and the
children of Israel, speaking and acting in the name of
God, we are not to understand, according to Trinitarians,
the Supreme God himself, a second person in the Trinity
- 3nd Jesus Christ, or any particular angel, nor, according,
* Matt, i. 20—t Matt, xxviii. 1-~6,——3 Luke, ii. g—11. ’
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" to the Arians, a derived dependent God, the Creatér and
God of the Jews ; but angel, or angels sent forth to minis.
ter to them, who should be the heirs of salvation.

It will probably be objected, that, upon our scheme,
the angel impiously assumes titles, which, if they do not
belong to him, are calculated to lead mankind to idolatry.

But does it appear, that the Patriarchs, or Moses, or
the Jews, in any of their generations, ever mistook the
angel of the Lord for Him who sent him ? Is itever said,
that they sacrificed to the angel of the Lord : Or, tha
. they gave him divine worship as an angel 2 We know of
no instances of such mistake, or attempt to sacrifice, ex-
cepting two only ; and, in these, the mistake was as fully
corrected at the time, as in the case of John. When the
angel of the Lord authorized Gideon to redeem Israel, it
seems, that he either mistook the angel for the Lord him-
self, or was uncertain whether the man, who appeared to
him, were really an angel of the Lord. Having present-
ed his offering, ‘ The angel of God said unto him, take
the flesh and the unleavened cakes, and lay them upon
this rock, and pour out the broth : And he did so. Then
the angel of the Lord put forth the end of the staff, that
was in his hand, and touched the flesh and the unleaven-
ed cakes. Then the angel of the Lord departed out of
his sight. And when Gideon perceived that he was an
angel of the Lord, Gideon said, Alas, O Lord God! for
because I have seen an angel of the Lord face to face.””*
If he mistook the angel for the Lord himself, it is then
evident, that he was convinced of his mistake. But if he
were uncertain whether he were only a man, then he was
persuaded that he was really an angel of the Lord.- The
latter is, probably, the true opinion.

When the angel of the Lord appeared to the wife of
Manoah, she supposed him to be an angel, addressing ber
in the name of the Lord. This intelligence she gave to
her husband, saying, A man of God came unto me,
and his countenance was like the countenance of an angel
of God; very terrible; but I asked him not whence he

* Judges, vi. aQ—22.
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was, neither told he me his name.—Then Manoah in-
treated the Lord, and said, O my Lord, let the man of
God, whom thou didst send, come again unto us, and
teach us what we shall do unto the child, that shall be
born. . And God hearkened unto the voice of Manoah,.
and the angel of God came again unto the woman.”” Ma.
‘noah was at this time in the field ; but, when called by
his wife, and the angel had given him directions concern-
ing the child, then ‘ Manoah said unto the angel of the
-Lord, I pray thee, let us detain thee, until we shall have
.1ade ready a kid for thee’’—either for his refreshment or
for a sacrifice unto him. Did the angel of the Lord al-
low them to bestow upon him worship ? If he were the
supreme God himself he doubtless would have done.
¢¢ The angel of the Lord said unto Manoah, though thou
detain me. I will not eat of thy bread; and if thou wilt
offer a burnt offering, THOU MUST OFFER IT UN.
‘TO THE LORD ; for Manoah knew not that he was
an angel of the Lord.” Accordingly, he offered the kid,
as a burnt offering unto the Lord, and the angel having
acted wonderously, and ascended to heaven in the flame
of the sacrifice, *‘then Manoah knew, that he was an an-
gel of the Lord.””* ' '

.~ We have, therefore, as much evidence as can be desir.
ed, that the patriarchs and their posterity never consider-
ed the angel of God to be God himself, and that they nev-
er addressed, or sacrificed, or worshipped before him as
such. Had they done this, they would, undoubtedly,
have been corrected in their mistake, and told, as was.
Manoah, “ If thou wilt offer a burnt offering, thou must
offer it unto the Lord.”> We have here the same evi-
dence, that the angel of the Lord was not Jehovah him.
self, as that the angel, who appeared to John, was not the
true God and the object of his worship. The one, as
decidedly as the other, directed the worship from him.
sclf to the great Supreme. '

The idea, that mankind must be liable to mistake and
ddglatry, if the angel of the Lord were not Jehovah,.is
,exposed. by the consideration, that the scriptures as clear-

- Judq, xiii, 6—21, . ’

S
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- ly distinguish the angel of the Lord from the Lord him-
self, as they do the prophets. Of this there is a multi-
tude of instances ; several of which occur in the three
first chapters of the prophecy of Zecharich. There the
angel of the Lord sometimes speaks as though he were
Jehovah in person. At other times, he uses the phrase,
Thus saith the Lord of Hosts. Indeed, the angel of the

. Lord is represented, in the Old Testament, as addressing:
Jehovah in the language and manner of the ancient pro-
phets. On the other hand, as Jehovah addresses and
commands the prophets, so he addresses and commands
the angel of the Lord.

__ Instead of being led astray, it is most evident that the
Jews, in the days of the Apostles, universally considered
the angel a distinct being from Jehovah, in all his mani-
festations to the fathers. It was an acknowledged doc-
trine with them, that God always exhibited himself
through the same medium ; that he delivered his coun-
sels through the instrumentality of ministering spirits.
In giving the law at Sinai, though the language is that of
God, speaking in his own person, the Jews supposed an-

A gels to have béen employed. 'Were not this the case,

tephen and Paul would never have addressed the Jews to
this point as they did. They would never have affirm-

ed, that the law was spoken and ordained by angels, as a

fact, which was universally acknowledged. :

That we do not proceed upon uncertain ground in de-
nying Jesus Christ to be God of Abraham, Isaac, and Ja-
cob, which style the angel, who appeared to Moses in the
bush, assumed, is rendered unquestionable by a passage

_ in the history of the Apostles.” When Peter and John

had cured the lame man, they say, ¢ Ye men of Israel,

why marvel ye at this, or why look ye so earnestly on us,

. as though, by our own power ot holiness, we had made

this man to walk ? The God of Abraham, and of Isaac,

and of Jacob, the God of our fathers, hath glorified his

Son Jesus; and his name, through faith in his name, hath

made this man strong.”* Now if Jesus Christ were that

personage, who styles himself the God of* :Abraham, of

* Acts, iii. 13=—16,
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Isaac, and of Jacob, then he is the Son of himself, and
has glorified himself by giving power to his own name.
‘Why then' did not the Apostles say plainly to the Jews,’
¢¢ Jesus Christ, whom ye crucified, is the God of Abra-
ham, of Isaac, and of Jacob, and hath imppwered us to
work this miracle 2 Did the Apostles prudently conceal
this fact, knowing that they were unable to receive it ?
How could this be, if, as some erroncously allege, the
Jews expected the God of heaven for their Messiah ?
The truth is, the Apostles did not believe in any such
.doctrine. They knew, that Christ, instead of being z4¢
Goad of their Fathers, was merely Ais Son. They knew,
also, that they wrought miracles in the name of Jesus of .
Naazareth, as in the name of one, whom the God. of their
fathers had glorified with exalted powers, and made head
aver all things te the church. 'Y‘ohls is the explanation,
which they give. It is the true doctrine on the subject.
Jesus Christ, therefore, was not that personage, who ap-
peared to the patriarchs, under the style of the God of
Abraham, of Isaac, and of Jacob, ‘
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SECTION XIV.

A CONSIDERATION of two very popular objections
shall close this part of our work.

1. Is it not said Cursed be man, that trusteth in man,
and maketh flesh his arm?% If Christ be not the su-
preme God, how is it that, in putting our trust in him,
we do not come under the curse ? -

TrE passage, quoted above, designates those only,
who make not the Lord Jehovah their supreme trust; but
place it entirely on their fellow creatures. Hence the
passage adds, by way of explanation, and whose heart de-
parteth from the Lord. But, trusting in Christ,  our
heart departeth not from the Lord, but odeyetk the wvoice
of the Lord, who has said, Behold MY SERVANT
whom I uphold, mine elect, in whom my saul delighteth, he
shall shew forth judgment unto victory, and IN HIS
NAME SHALL THE GENTILES TRUST, Yeu
will observe that we are commanded to behold and ta
~ trust in Christ, as God’s servant. We cannot discharge
-our duty, without paying attention to the divine injunc-
tion, God hath. set forth Christ to be the propitiation of
our sins. He has appointed him to be the Saviour and
Redeemer, the means through whom he effects pur de- -
liverance from death, Shall we refuse to trust in the
means, which God has prescribed ? Or shall we-plead
that the above curse exempts from the duty, jn Aim
shall the Gentiles trust ? 1

The Israclites trusted in Moses to deliver them from
Egyptian bondage ; which was typical of our deliver-
ance from sin by the Prophet, who, though like unto’
Moses, was far greater than he. But did the Israelites
come within the curse for so doing ? Or was it consid-
ered that their heart departed from the Lord ? On the

® Jerem, xvii. 5.
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contrary, did not their heart depart from the:Lord, and
were they not cursed, when they refused to acknowledge
the standing of Moses, and would not put that confidence
in him, as their Saviour and Redeemer, which the L.ord
had enjoined ? He rhat receiveth you, says Christ to his
apostles, recciveth me ; and he that receiveth me, receiv-
etlr him that sent me.* And he that despiseth you, despisethy
me ; and he thas despiseth me, despiseth him that sent me.t
To trust in him, whom God has appointed, is the same
as to trust in God himself. Such an one is trusted in
upon no other principle than his being divinely commis-
sioned, and, therefore, the trust is ultimately in that God
who commissioned him. :

2. WxaT atonement can there be, if Christ be not veri-
ly the Supreme God ? Is not sin an infinite evil 2 And
who,- besides an infinite Being, can expiate sin ?

Sim, Paul observes, appears by .the commandment to
be exceedingly sinful. But where do the scriptures say,
that it requires an infinite Being t0 declare the righteous-
ness of God, that he might be just and the justifier of the
ungodly, who believeth ? It is not good to be wise above
what 1s written. Though it be common to hear it said
by:our divines, that none but an infinite Being can make
atonement for sin, yet you will find no declaration of this
kind in the scriptures, if you search your bible through-
out. It is possible, that the scheme of atonement deem-
ed inseparably connected with the Deity of Christ, is as
errorieous as their doctrine concerning his person. We
have no doubt but it is really the case. Be this howev-
er as it may, though we were not able to ascertain in
what the ground of atenement consists, and though we
could not see how what Christ has done becomes eflica-

cious, it is nothing essential one way or the other. Suf- -

ficient, that we know there is that done by Christ, which
Jays a foundation for the pardon of those, who trust in the
mercy of God through his name. Shall we limit the
power and wisdom of the Almighty? Is it not easy for
Him to save by few as by many ! Where is the man, who
- * Matt, x. 40.——* Luke z. 16,

Ve
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can look through all the reasons of divine appointments ?
Or calculate with exactness, their extensive influénce in

the moral system ? ‘These reasons ar¢ nqt always seen by

his short sighted creatures. ‘

Respecting the ground of atonement by Christ, the
greatest and best divines very much differ, "With multi,
tudes it is entirely a matter of doubt; a subject by ne
means settled in their minds. It cannot therefore be es~
sential, that it be fully understood. Nar is it modest in
any man to say, that there could be no éround of atone-
‘ment, unless Christ were the infinite God; seeing the
scripture makes no such declaration.

Did the supposed divine nature become obedient unto
-death, even the death of the cross ? Did divinity itself suf-
fer ? Our opponents do not pretend it. This is true on. .

of the man Christ Fesus. Whatever virtue in his obe-

ience untq death, must therefore. be the virtue of the
man Christ Jesus only. :

BuT, say our opponents, the union of divinity to the
humanity conferred an infinite dignity upon the sufferings
of the human nature, and rendered them infinitely pre-
cious, so as to amount, in effect, to the eternal sufferings
of the whole human race. Thus Christ satisfied the de-
manc(lls of justice, in the room and stead of our apostate
world. - '

Tue doctrine that the union of the divinity to humani.
ty conferred an infinite dignity upon the sufferings of the
human nature, is only an rmagination of their own brain;;
for the scriptures say nothing of this absurdity. They
say nothing of the virtue of his sufferings being enhanced
by any such connexion. If the union of Deity to hu-
manity rendered the humanity any thing different from
mere humanity ; if it raised it beyond its natural dignity
to the dignity of God ; why may we not conclude, that it
rendered it impossible, incapable of suffering ? This, in
the days-of the apostles, was the conclusion of certain met-
aphysical reasoners. And it may be as well inferred,
from the consideration of the union of Deity to humanity,

'Y




[143]

that Christ must have been impassible, as that the suffer-
ings of the man Christ Jesus were infinitely more than hu-
man sufferings.
But was the humanity of Christ really any thing more -
" than bare humanity ? Did it become converted into any
angelic or divine nature ? Something different from what
it 1s declared and supposed to be ? It will not be pretend-
ed. Its dignity, therefore, was human dignity only, and
not divine dignity. Its sufferings were human sufterings
only, and not divine sufferings. What then becomes of
the doctrine, that Christ suffered, in the room and stead
of sinners, that, which was equivalent to the eternal dam-
nation of the, whole human race ! '

It was, say our opponents, a divine person, who suf-

fered ; and therefore these sufferings were precious, in
proportior to the dignity of the personage suffering.—
They will have it that it was GOD, who died on the
Cross. .
That Christ was really the infinite God, is a doctrine
not known in the scriptures. Besides, may we not turn
the tables and say, that God’s hungering and thirsting,
in the human nature, after earthly food, was infinitely de-
rogatory from the dignity of the divine nature, as to af-
firm, that God’s suffering on the cross, in the human na-
ture, conferred an infinite dignity upon that, and render-
ed its suferings inconceivably more precious, than mere-
Iy human sufferings ? Sufferings surely denote great weak.
ness, want of strength, and dignity of nature. -And,
since the infinite God suffered, he must be very wea#,
impotent, and devoid of dignity.

Do our opponents dislike this representation ? Will
they say that these things are true only of the human na-
ture, the man Christ Jesus ? Then let them not confound
things, which they themselves distinguish. Let them
acknowledge, that the sufferings of the man Christ Jesus
were clothed with no other than merely human dignity 3
and were no more precious than merely human sufferings.
Let them look out for some more scriptural and rational
doctrine _of atonement: For there is, clearly, no more
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ability in the man Christ Jesus to satisfy divine justice,
-upon their scheme, than upon ours.
We have many other remarks to make upon this ex-
- traordinary doctrine, that there can be no atonement for
sin, unless made 70 the infinite God, &y the infinite God.
.But we venture, for the present, to rest the answer to
their objection on what has already- been observed.




“PART I1I.-
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SECTION L

HAVING shown upon what grounds we are not con:
vinced, by the arguments of the advocates for the su.
preme and independent deity of Christ, we proceed to
state what appears to us direct and positive proof, that
Christ is not the most high God, but a being entirely dis-
tinct from God, inferior and dependent, his Som, servant,
messenger, &c. '

The first, which naturally presents to our view, is, that
the divine oracles declare Jesus Christ A HUMAN PER.,
SON, or A HUMAN BEING. If this can be made
clearly to appear, the doctrine, that he is a divine person
only, must be relinquished. For, upon no principle can
it be made to appear, that a divine person, azd a human
person are but one person only.

And this would seem to need no particular testimo-
nies, since we all agree, that he was completely and per-
fectly man. For nothing is more plain, than that he can-
not be completely man, if any essential property of man
be wanting. Now all men are, confessedly, human per-
sons. A man never existed, who was not of this descrip-
tion. No one of our race, excepting a mere animal ideot,
can be conceived of, without being considered as a hu.-
man, intelligent, moral agent, distinct from all other or-
ders of personal existences, capable of using or having
applied, with strict propriety, and without figure, the
personal pronouns /, thou, and Ae, in relation to himself
and others of the human race ; capable of distinct thought
and actions, internal and external : In short, havingan in-
telligent spirit, united to a fleshly body, mutually acting
upon, and beéll‘]g acted upon by each other; yet, at the
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same time, distinct and separate from all other sbuls and~
bodies whatsoever. This is the plain, obvious idea of a
complete man. Where these things exist, it is the uni-
versal decision of common sense, that there is, to all in-
tents and purposes, a human person. = These are the very
things, which go into the idea conveyed by the phrase.
Now to deny, as our opponents do, and are compelled
to do, in order to make out their doctrine of ‘‘two na-
tures in one person forever,” that Christ was a complete
human person, is evidently to deny, that he was really
and completely a man. For in taking away his*human
personality, you take away the essential properties of hu-
man nature. 'The supposition, that one is completely a.
man, and yet no human person, is grossly absurd. Pray,
what kind of a creature would that be, concerning whom
it might be strictly and truly- said, that he is a complete
and perfect man, and yet that he is not strictly and truly,
a human person! Surely our opponents must have dis-
covered a certain secret in the word, person, that they
are able to work the wonder of divesting a man of his
human personality, while they allow all the essential
properties of his nature to stay behind !——But leaving
the consideration of this secret, which, it must be sup-
posed, cannot easily be communicated to the understand-
ings of common people, let it be our inquiry, what say
the scriptures respecting this matter ?
- 1. They assert, Wherefore in all things it behoved him
to be made like unto his brethren.* Now if Christ were
in all things, like unto his brethren of the human race, it
is plain, that, whatever they are in the scale of existence,
he was the same. They are human beings and human
persons, in distinction from all other orders angelic or
divine. If Christ were not a human being and person
in distinction from all other orders, angelic or divine,
surely he was not in all things like unto his brethren. A
buman being and person is a different order, or grade of
existence from a divine being and person. Man js not
_ of that order of personil existences, which comprises an-
gels. Nor is he of that highest order; constituted by the

# Heb. ii. 17,
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Deity. He is of an order inferior to both. If Christ
ranked in the order of man, he was neither Angel nor-
God. To say, that Christ was not a human being and
person, asis the case with man, is surely to make him
somethinﬁ1 different from his brethren. He surely can-
not have that essential likeness to them, which they have
to one another. If therefore Christ were a man, in all
things, even in all the essential and distinguishing features
of human nature, like unto his brethren, he certainly must
have been, to all intents and purposes, a human being, a
human person.
But how does this compart with the doctrine, that he

is a divine being only ; a divine person only ? or indeed
.that he is 2 divine being or person at all ? Is not a divine
being one¢ being ? Is not a Auman being one heing ? And
does not one divine being and one human being, when ad-
ded together, amount to /we beings ? Further; is not a
divine person one person? Is not a suman person pne per-:
son ? And does not pne divine person and one human per-
son, when added together, amount to zwo persons } Now
is it not an evident contradiction in terms to say that zwo
beingé, in number, make no more than pne being in num-
her? Qr that zwo persons, in nymber, make no more
than oge person in number ? And is it not in mathemat.
ical demonstration, that, if Christ be a divine being and
a huyman being, he is rwo beings ? And, if a divine per-
son gnd a human person, he is rwo persons ! And, is it
not plain, that, in order to reduce these two beings or
persons to one being or person, there must necessarily
be a subtraction of one being or person? [2—1=1.]
Now if Christ were either a human being and person, or
a divine being and person, angd yet was but one being
and person only, then, if he were a divine being and per-
son, he was not a human being and person; and vice
versa. But the scriptures declare that he was in all things -
like unto his brethren ; that is a human being and per-
son, for such are they. It undeniably follows, therefore,
that he was not a divine being and person at all, but 3
human being and person enly. ‘
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2. All the personal pronouns are applied to Christ and
other representations are made concerning him, as being
a human person; and this without figure. “/J can dao
nothing of myself.”” ¢ am not alone but the Father is
with me.” ¢ Therefore doth the Father love me because
I lay down my life.”” ¢ Jesus wept. Then said the Jews
behold how he loved him.”” ¢“Now is my soul troubled,
and what shall I say ? Father save me from this hour,”
. * Thou art not yet fifty years old, and hast 740u seen Abra.

ham ? “No man said, why talkest z4ou with her 2”* *“ And
J, if I be lifted up from the earth, will draw all men unto
me.” ¢ Thissaid Ae signifying what death Ae should
die.” ¢ My God, my God, why hast thou forsaken m¢ 2
_ ““Go, tell the brethren Jascend to my Father and to your
Father, to my God and to your God.””—All these person.
al pronouns, and this manner of speaking, are wholly
without figure, and most evidently describe Christ to be
a human person. There is not a single instance to be
found on the page of scripture, which represents him not
a human person ; which represents him an impersonal hu.
Tan nature; or, to talk in the style of our opponents,
which makes this representation concerning his Aumanity,
There is no one representation, which may be adduced
to prove, that Paul, Peter, James, or John, was a human
person, which cannot, with the same propriety and in the
very same manner, be also applied to Christ in proof that
he was a human person, Those, who deny him to bere-
ally and truly a human persen, will not be able to produce
a single text of scripture, which designates him a man,
which does not also designate him a human person, And
if all the personal phraseology and representation, applied
to Paul and proving him a human person, be also appli-
cable to Christ; in the name of consistency, why shall
we suppose such phraseolot%y and representation to prove
the human personality of the one, and not of the other !
It is high time for our opponents to cease their charge a.
gainst us, of perverting the plain letter of scripture, so
long as they affirm, that these representations do not de-
signatc him a Auman person, Is he also g diving p¢rsan.,?

¢
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What does this make short of rwe persons ? contrary to
their hypothesis. *

* In a late publication on the subject, we have seen the following ex-
traordinary passage ; which, however, we should not have noticed, did it
not contain a doctrine, advocated by certain divines in this vicinity.

¢ Christ is properly a complex person. He has a distinct human per.

sonality—and a dzstinct divine personality—and yet so united as to make
a complex person.”** .
. This is indeed an improwement in theology. All the orthodox divines
in Europe we have ever read, or whose sentiment on this point we have seen
stated, have uniformly denied Christ to be a human personality. Shy of
falling into an obvious contradiction in terms, they have contented them-
sclves with saying, * Two distinct narures in one persem only, and that
person in the divine mature” It may not indeed be the case, but we
very much question whether it be not, in fact, a doctrine entirely new,
‘We certainly never heard of the doctrine before.

A distinct buman person, and a distinct divine person, making, when
added together, a complex person, in the singular number! Tawo infinite-
ly diverse persons make but one person, though each is digtinct from the
other | —That two distinct things should be confounded into one, even
awhile they are distinct, is carrying mystery into the superlative degree ! 1!

hy may we not still improve, and say, that a distinct human nature, and
a distinct divine nature make, when added, one complex -nature ? Who
can deny this logic upon the premises above ? ,

But is not a distinct human personality with a_distinct human nature,
@ distincg buman being # And is not a_distinct divine personality with a
distinct divine nature, @ distinct divine. Being ! 1t cannot be gainsayed.
Here then, we have two distinct and infinitely diverfe beings, constituting
ONE AND THE SAME BEING ; to wit, THE INFINITE GOD (11

# Algxanderp. 57,
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SECTION IL

Tur scriptures represent Christ SOME OTHER than
the Supreme God, and INFERIOR to him, in the same
terms and manner that they do prophets, apostles and
others ; and this without suggesting, that he possesses, at
the same time, a superior divine nature.

1. He is styled z42¢ SON of God. This title is so
generally applied to him, that, it is unnecessary to pro<
duce any particular instances. And whatever be the
meaning of the phrase, enly begotten, sometimes used in
connexion, it is plain, that it does not intend to deny him
to be @ Son. 'Theé term, Son, implies derivation of exis-
tence. 'This idea is inscparable from the prime meaning
of the word. It is the very first thought, which strikes
the mind when the term is mentioned. - ‘

The term, Son, implies also, that the being, thus de-
nominaied, began to exist, and is not so old as the Father,
who begat him. It is impossible for the human mind to
think of a SON ETERNAL; or that, as is the age of
;!lim who begat, so is the age of him who is begotten by

im, \

The term Son implies, further, that the being, who is
thus styled, is dependent for his existence upon the Fatkh.
¢r who begat. '~ It is not in the ability of any one to con-
sider, that the Son is, in the matter of existence, as inde.
pendent of the Father, as the Father is independent, in
this respect, of the Son. ’

Moreover, the term, Son, denotes distinetion of being
Jrom the Father. No one can think of a Father and a
Son, and yet imagine, that there is dut one individual be-
ing, any more than that the cause is the effect, and the
effect is the cause. : -

These considerations, to wit, deridation, beginning of
existence, inferiority of age, depcizdmce uponthe Father,
and distinction of being from him, go into the very idea of.
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2 Son. And this term, being applied to Christ in its lit.
eral sense, declares him not the supreme, eternal, unde-
rived, and independent God.

But, say our opponents, the term, Son, plainly implies,
that he is of the SAME NATURE with the Father ;
and, as the nature of the Father is divine, this must also
be the nature of the Son.

We know indeed, that whatsoever is born of the flesh
is flesh. But the Son of Power, is only the effect of a
cause, and may be inferior in its nature. Will our op-
ponents pretend, that the Son of Ged, as such, was be-
gotten or generated after the manner of the flesh ! Let us,
therefore, go away from human generation, when we
speak of an entirely different affair. Did God beget after
the manner of men, it would indeed follow, that the. Son
is of similar nature, that is, divine. This however, is
not the case. Still, That whick is born of the Spirit is
Spiriz. It has the powers and properties of rational in-
telligenee, but not to the same degree, as the spirit which
begets. Angels, who are styled e Sons of God, are in-
telligent, moral, and spiritual 'beings, like their eternal
Father. But, though not Sons after the manner of the
flesh, yet, all the considerations we have mentioned, to
wit, derivation, beginning of existence, inferiority of age,
dependence upen the Father, distinction of being from him,
go into the idea of their being the Sons of God. Adam
was the Son of God, strictly and literally so. Was he of
the same nature with the Father, who begat him ? He was
of the same nature only in the sense, which has been sug-
gested concerning the Angels ; and all theconsiderations,
above mentioned, go into the idea of his being the Son of
God. Christ is the Son of God, in every sense in which
man, or angel isso. To consider him a Son, notin this
sense, but in a sense wholly different, is to charge divine
inspiration with having represented him under a term,
calculated to impose upon our understandings. For, °
leave out the idea of derivation, inferiority of age, de-
pendence upon the Father, beginning of existence, dis-
tinction of being from him, and what meaning have we
'to the word Son of God 2 We know, that, unless taken
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in a moral and figurative sense, or as a name for the Mes.
siah, no meaning whatever would remain. Since, there-
fore, divine wisdom does not use * words without knowl.
edge,’” we conclude with assurance, that the Son of God
is not the underived, eternal, independent Being. ‘

We might further add, seeing some consider the
phrase, Son of God, to designate him the supreme and
independent God, that, were it implied in the term Son,
that /e is of the same nature, it would not follow that 4e
is numerically the same being.. The Sen after the flesh,
though of similar or like nature, is never the identical
being that begat him. In number, the Father and the
Son are always rwo beings. If each be a supreme and
independent God, then there are 7wo supreme and inde-
pendent Gods. ,

2. Christ is styled MAN, in innumerable instances.
Yea, he is thus styled in connexion with the one only
living and true God. 7o us there is but one God and ong¢
Mediator between God and men, the man Christ Fesus. %
The term, man, invariably denotes, when used for an in-
dividual, a finite dependent being, limited in all his ea-
pacities, and subject to mortality. It isa term, by which
every one, to whom it is applied, is supposed to be a
distinct being from God, and dependent upon him for
all things. E term therefore which declares the depend-
ence of Christ in the same ‘manner, as, the dependence
of every individual of the human race is declared.

But was he not incarnate by the overshadowing of the
Holy Ghost ? Born of a Virgin without an earthly father 2
And does not his miraculous conception afford evidence,

that he was not a man as other men are ?

The miraculous conception was ‘only a mode of his
becoming a man; and does not render him a different
order of being. It matters not how any one becomes.a
man, if he really be a man. ' This simple idea of man
takes into consideration only the qualities and properties
of mankind, as a peculiar order of existence.- It has
nothing to do with the manner of their formation, or in- -
troduction to their present state. It by no means implies,

*1 Tim, ii. §.
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that the person, styled man, was born in the common
way of generation. Adam was as completely a man, as
any of his posterity : Yet he was not conceived in the
common mode. The proper definition of a man is, 4
distinct personal being, constituted by a rational spirit, so
united to a human body that they mutually influence each
other. Wherever we see such a being, we see a man.
It matters -not how he became such. This is what he
actually is at present. Whether he were conceived mi-
raculously ; or in the ordinary method ; or formed with.
out any conception at all ; still he isaman, Heisa
distinct personal being, constituted by an intelligent spir,
it, so united to a human body, that they mutually influ,
ence each other. Nor does it matter any thing, as to
what he now is, whether his body were formed befere
his spirit, or his spirit before his body ; whether he were
once a mere animal nature ; or whether merely an intel.
ligent spirit. The question is, not what he once was,
or how he came to be in the present situation ; but #%q¢
is he now ? And this question is answered, by a consid.
eration of his properties, qualities, or description. If
his qualities, properties, or description be those of a man,
then he is a man, whatever he may haye been formerly,
or however he became what he is at pfesent. The pres.
ent properties only are to be considered, in determining
what any thing now is.  In order to determine one to be
a man, we no more take into consideration any thing
previous to what is now seen, than we do any thing sub-
sequent. Mankind, we are informed, are to live hereaf.
ter, with souls and bodies united. This is in the creed
of every christian, But suppose revelation should in.
form us, that President Jeflerson, who is now unques.
tionably a man, will, &ereafter, be a pure, etherial, dis.
embodied spirit, and be exalted into the rank and order
of Cherubim or Seraphim; would this distant circum-
stance render him a Cherubim or a Seraphim now ?
Would any philosophical connoisseur in the distinct or-
ders and grades of being, when he comes to analyze our’
President, bring in his verdict, that he is a nondescripe
ypon the earthi, Would he not rather decide, that he is °
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really and truly a man, and nothing more # Grant then,
that the Son of God was formerly a disembodied spirit,
in glory with the Fatber before all worlds ; that he lite-
rally came down from heaven ; took the body which God
prepared for him ; that he was miraculously conceived ;
and of the seed of David as to the flesh only ; still while
here upon the earth, he was perfectly man, in all things
like unto his brethren of our race. Notwithstanding
what he may have been formerly, and notwithstanding
what he may have become since, he was, #/en, a man,
constituted by an intelligent spirit so united to a body,
that they mutually influenced each other. Hence the

" scriptures declare, in the plainest terms, that he was a
““ MAN.” And, as they do not once hint, where they
use this term’ concerning him, that he was, at the same
time, possessed of a superior divine nature, as an essen-
tial property of his existence, the conclusion is obvious,
that they state him @ being dependent en God jfor his ex-
istence and all his powers, in the same manner, that this
is stated concerning others, when they are styled men.

3. He is said to be SENT, or to be a MESSEN.-
GER of God. ghis is a designation very frequently
applied to him. But nothing can be more evident, than
that the being, sent, cannot be that being, who sent him.
The very idea, of sending en an errand, involves distinc-
tion of being, No being can send himself. Christ, there-
fore, cannot be that God, who sent him. The same rep-
resentation is made cencerning a multitude of others, and
always proves, that they are not the great Supreme, what-

ever may be the powers they possess, or the high titles
which they bear. ’ 5 :

4. Curist is styled the SERVANT of God. Behold
my servant, whom I have chosen.®* He has, repeatedly,
this designation. The same style is given also to Job,
and a multitude of others, It is one method of proof,
that they are not the supreme God. ‘

# lsaiah, xlii, 1.
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The argument is this. A servant implies a master, a -
distinct being, and superior to him. No master can say,
Bekold my servant, whom I have chosen, and mean Aim-
self, No one can be a master, and, at the same time, a
servant to the same being. And since it is never hinted,
that Christ has, at the same time, a superior and divine
nature, -in’ which he is not the servant of the supreme
God, the conclusion is obvious, that he cannot be the
independent Supreme.

5. He is styled o Xeicos fex 2he CHRIST of God. The
term, Xopigos Christ signifies one anointed, consecrated, or
set apart to some important office or work. /e lave
Jound the Messiah, whick is (6 Xeisos the Christ) the an-
ointed* The kings of the earth stood up against the
Lara', and xeve 18 Xeis avTs, against his Christ.—Fer
of a truth against tiy holy child (waidn servant) Fesus,
whom thou hast apointed, (ov expioas hast made Christ).
both Herod and Pontius Pilate with the Gentiles and the
people of Israel were gathered together.t

ow the anointed is never the same being with him,
who anointed him, He, who consecrates, must also, be
Zreater than the consecrated, 'There must be two beings,
in order that the transaction be performed ; and the less is
anointed of the greater, Saul is styled the Loord’s Christ.
So is David, Cyrus and a multitude of others ; and this is
a consideration in proof, that they are not the supreme
God, Theapplication of this term to Jesus, without once
intimating that he possesses a superior divine nature,.in -
which he is not anointed, affords the same proof, which is-
afforded concerning others, that he, also, cannot be the sue
preme God.

6. The scriptures plainly distinguish him from God,
as much as one being can be distinguished from another;
and in the same manner that other beings are thus dis--
tinguished.  For the Son of man shall come in the glory
of his Father, with the holy angels. He is here as much
distinguished from the Father, as are the angels, The

% John,i.g1.——* Acts, iw, 26, b7.——} Matt. xvi. 27.
/
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Lord God shall give unto him the throne of his Fathes
David* He is here as much distinguished from the
Lord God, as king David. 4drd I appoint unte you a
kingdom, as my Father hath appointed unio me.t He is
here as much distinguished from God, as from his dis-
ciples. He that despiseth you, despiseth me ; and he that
despiseth e, despiseth him that sent me.y He is, here,
in the same manner distinguished from God, as he is
from the disciples. Knowing that he, whick raised up
the Lord Sesus, shall raise us up also by Fesus, and shall
present us with you.|] He is, here, in the same munner
distinguished from God, that all christians are. “1I .
charge thee before God, and the Lord Jesus Christ,
. and the elect angels, that thou observe these things.”§
He is, here, as much distinguished from God, as Paul,
Timothy and the elect angels. But ye are come to an in-
numerable company of angels, to the general assembly and
church of the first born, and to God the judge of all, and to
the spirits of just men made perfect, and to Fesus, the Me-
diator of the new covenant.Y He is, here, as fully and in
the same -manner, distingnised from God, as the angels,
the church of the first born, and the spirits of just men.
Go ye to my brethren and say unto them, I ascend to my
Father and your Fatker, to my God and your God.** But
why do we multiply examples ¥ He is every where -dis-
tinguished from the supreme God, represented ‘a distinct -
being from him, as fully and in the very same manner,
that any others, mentioned in scripture, are thus represent.
ed ; and this without once suggesting, that he has, at the
same time, a superior divine nature, in which he is not
to be thus distinguished. He cannot, therefore, be the
one Supreme God. ‘

7.-'THE scriptures represent Christ often PRAYING
to God. Father glorify thou me with thine own self with
she glory, which I had with thee before the world was.$1
Abba Father all things are possible unto thee ; take away
this cup frem me.}1 It is needless to enlarge. Christ was

* Luke, i, g8.——* Chap. xxii. 89.——1} Chap. x. 16.—|| II Cor. iv. 14.—
1 Tim.v. 21.~—% Heb. xii. 88, ——*# John, xx. 17.——11 Johs, yvii. gy—=
‘§} Mark, xiv. 36, .
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4 man of prayer; and God heard him always. He even
now ever liveth to make intercession. R

1t is one decided proof, that Paul and others were dis-
tinct beings from the Father and dependent upon him,
that they are often found offering up to him their petitions.
And itis on this principle. The very idea of petition, is
an address to another being on whom we are dependent
- for the things requested. No being can pray to himself.
The. very supposition is absurd. '

That Christ was not the being, whom he addressed, is
also evident from the words of his address, when on the
cross. My Gody my God, why hast thou forsaken me.*
If this passage have the construction, which our oppon-
ents put upon it, the proof against them is irresistible.
Pray what had become of the supposed divine nature, to
which he was united ? Had that really forsaken him? Or
did the man Christ Jesus forget, at this trying juncture,
his union with Deity? That he was a divine person only,
the infinite and supreme God himself ? Or shall we say-
that the divine nature separated itself from him for a sea-
son, and allowed him to be, once in his life, what we de-
clare he always was ? If the declaration, Ay God, my God,
why hast thou forsaken me, do not prove, to demonstra-
tion, that Jesus of Nazareth was a distinct being from his
- Grod, a-distinct person, entirely dependent upon hii, and
therefore not the supreme God himself; then it is vain to
search for any language, by which any being can be prov-
ed to be thus distinct from the supreme Gog. .

‘We notice another remarkable form of expression to
this point, in a prayer of our Lord concerning his disci-
ples, ¢ Thisis eternal life, that they might know thee,
the only true God, and Jesus Christ whom thou hast
sent.”’t . .

We are not ignorant of what our opponents say, in or-
der to elude the force of this passage. Nor shall we tres-
pass on the patience of the reader, by following the tedi-
ous round of their arguments ; arguments, which are of
no weight whatever, without the previous supposition of
the truth of their system ; and, even then, upon no other

* Matt. xxvii. 46,—-+ John, xvii. 3.
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principle, than a kind of necessity of endeavoring to recon.
cile this passage, as being a very apparent contradiction.
to it. That he does not 1tend to include himself, as be-
ing the only true God, is manifest :

First, From the consideration, that he is praying to the
only true God. The being addressing is not the one ad-
dressed. ' :

Secondly, He makes eternal life to depend on knowing
both the sender and the sent. A distinction of being, "
between himself and the only true God, is here also clear-
ly exhibited, : A

Thirdly, He acknowledges himself to have been sent
into the world by the Father, whom he styles the only true
God. No being, in prayer to himself, can acknowledge
that he has sent himself, ‘

It is worthy of remark, he does not say that they might
‘know thee, the only Gad, but the only true God ; excluding’
not only all false Gods of the heathen, but all inferior

- Gods; for the word true in this connexion, does not de.
note veracity but real and proper God, Now, though’
there are Lords many and Gods many, even those, who
are really commissioned by divine authority ; yet there is
no real and proper God, but the great Supreme, who is
God of Gods, Our Lord, therefore, confines real and
proper divinity wholly to the Father, exclusively of him.
self and all other beings, whether real or imaginary,




[ 159 3

SECTION IL

CHRIST DISCLAIMS the attributes of the divime
nature, UNDERIVED POWER, OMNISCIENCE,
and SELFEXISTENCE. I can of my own self do no-
thing.* ‘This declaration respects his high power and
authority of raising the dead and executing judgment ;
which, he says, were bestowed upon him by the Father.
It is a plain declaration of his incompetency to perform
these works, in and 3y himself, or by the essential pow-
ers of his own nature. And since surpassing power and
knowledge are requisite for their performance, the decla-
ration substantiates his natural incompetency in both these

particulars.

Or that day and hour knoweth no man ; no not the An-
gels which are in heaven ; neither the Son ; but the Fa-
ther.t Matthew has it but the Father only. Here it is
evident, that the representation rises in a climax. From
man it ascends to the Angels ; from the Angels to the
Son ; from the Son o the Father ; who is made the only
exception. In this exalted grade of superiority to the
Angels of heaven, the Son declares himself ignorant of
the precise time, when that day of desolation is to come
upon Jerusalem ; or, as some will have it, upon the world,
The advocates for the Deity of Christ are not a little
stumbled at this plain denial of omniscience, by the Sav-
ior, concerning himself, as well as men and angels.—
Their conscience, feeling the force of this climax, is un-
der no small degree of embarrassment, at resorting to the
generally convenient doctrine of the human nature, for
the explanation of the difficulty. The ingenious Dr.
Mec. Knight, though persuaded that the Son has here his
highest designation, yet, unwilling to see a passage of
scripture so pointedly against the omniscience of Christ,

# John, v. 26.———+ Mark, xiii. 32.
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says, that the meaning of the assertion, no one knoweth,
of that day, is, ** no one maketh it known, or maketh men
2o know it,”’ but the Father only. According to this state-
ment, though neither men, nor angels, nor the Son of
God, make to know, or specify to the world, the precise
day and hour of this judgment, yet it is made known by
the Father. -But the learned Dr. has forgotten to inform
us, in what subsequent part of scripture the Father has
specified this dreadful day. On the occasion, on which
this declaration was made, the Son informed of t#e pre.
ceding signs, by which men might know that it was at
hand: But we cannot obtain in any part of scripturé, fur-
ther intelligence, concerning the day and hour of that e-
vent. Hence our Lord should have said, ¢ Of that day
no one maketh to know; no not the angels in heaven,
neither the Son, nor the Father, instead of but the Father.
We shall, therefore, receive the passage in its natural
construction, and conclude it to be the declaration of our
Lord, that he is not omniscient.

 As the living Father hath sent me, and I live by the
Father ; so ke that eateth me, even hie shall live by me,”*%
I live by the Father. Whatis this, but disclaiming self-
existence ! Let his living by the Father be considered as
referring to his narural or moral life, the conclusion ig
exactly the same, It is an assertion, that he is not a self-
existent and independent being. : : ~

- ]oim, vi. §7
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SECTION 1V,

Tur scriptures . represent Christ possessed of such
COMMUNICATED or DELEGATED POWERS
from God, as fairly account for all his high titles and won-
derful works, without a necessary supposition of his su-
preme divinity. .

. For though he was crucified through weakness, yet he
liveth by the power of God—for we aio are weak in him,
but we shall live with him by the power of God.”"* ~We
adduce his text to prove, that, even for resurrection from
the dead, he is as much dependent upon the power of an-
other, as his fellows. = 'We now speak of the powers with

- which he is invested. And Fesus came and spake unto
them, All power is given unto me in heaven and in earth.t

‘Whatever power he has is given, or delegated unto him.
This language can never be tortured to signify, that he
has this power inferently. 0
.. But our cause does not depend on a single declaration.
The Father loveth the Son, and hath given all things inte
his hands. 'What neeessity of giving all things into his
hands, if he eternally had had them in his possession 2
Indeed where is the possibility of receiving that, which is
an eternal property of one’s own nature ?

¢¢ The Father judgeth no man, but hath committed all
judgment unto the Son ;——for as the Father hath life in
himself, so hath he given the Son to have life in himself;
and hath given him authority fsmav to execute judgment
also, because he is the Son of man.—I can of my own
self do nothing. As I hearI judge, and my judgment

is just, because I seek not my own will, but the will of

him that sent me.”§ What works or deeds more illus-
trious, than raising the universal dead, and executin
judgment upon mankind! Yet these things, our Lo
declares, are delegated to him, in consequence of his be.
ing the Son of man.

* 1I-Cor, xiii, 4‘.-‘_{‘; Matt. xxviii. 18,——1 John,iii. 3g.~—§ Chap. v. 20— -

5
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< But I know that, even now, whatsoever thou wilt
ask of God, God will give it thee.”* THhis is a declara-
tion of the faith of one, who, Jesus declared, had chosen
the better part. "She did not suppose, that he had inhe.
rent power to raise her brother from the dead, but that
- God would give him this power, should he request it. .
“For I have not spoken of myself: But the Father
which sent me, he gave me commandment what I should
say, and what I should speak.”t ¢ My doctrine is not
mine, but his that sent' me.””} Christ himself declares,
that his doctrines are delivered by the inspiration of God.
In prayer to God and speaking of his disciples, he says,
‘“ Now they have known, that all things, whatsoever thou
hast given me, are of thee.”] We hence learn it to have
been the faith of the disciples, that all Christ’s wonder-
ful powers, doctrines, knowledge, authority, &c. were
not of himself, but from God; and this full assurance,
our Lord, as appears from the context, urges in prayer
to the Father, that they were not of the world. -
" The apostle Peter asserts, that the word, which God
sent unto the children of Israel, and which was published
throughout all Judea, concerning Christ, is this; *‘ how ’
God anointed Jesus of Nazareth with the Holy Ghost and .
with power ; who went about doing good, and healing
all that were oppressed of the devil, for God was with
him.”§ This 1s unquestionably an assertion, that the
first preaching, concerning the powers of Christ, was,
that tAese powers were delegated to him from God. ‘
Paul,. inspired to give account concerning the exalta-
tion of Chnist, tells the Ephesians how he came by it ;
¢« The God of our Lord Jesus Christ, the Father of
glory—raised him from the dead, and set him at his
own right hand in the heavenly places, far above all
principality, and might, and dominion, and every name
that is named, not only in this world, but also in that
which is to come ; and hath put all' things under his
feet, and gave him to be head over all things to the
church.”q That Christ’s highest authority and ti-

# John, xi. 22.

+ Chap. xii. 49.——} Chap. vii. 16.——| John, xvii. 7.~
§ Acts, x. 38.

9 Eph. i. 20—22.
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tles are delcgated to him, by his God, cannot be more de-
finitely expressed in any language whatsoever.

¢ The revelation of Jesus Christ, WHICH GOD
GAVE UNTO HIM, to shew unto his servants things
which must shortly come to pass ; and he sent and sig-
nified it, by his angel, unto his servant John.”* Here
the futurition of all those events, contained in this book
of prophecy, is declared to be as much a delegated or in-
spired revelation from God to Jesus Christ, as from Christ
to John. God is considered as having this knowledge in
himself. This he communicates to Jesus Christ. Christ
communicates it to his Angel. And his Angel commu-
nicates it to John. _

In reference to Christ, John the baptist says, ‘ He,
whom God hath sent, speaketh the words of God, for
God giveth not the Spirit- by measure unto. him.”>t+ If
the Spirit, as here used, mean any thing, it means inspi-
ration ; for it is that, which enabled Christ 70 speak the
words of God. And since it is declared to be without
measure, it fairly accounts for all that he ever said or did,
without the strange supposition of his being the infinite,
eternal, and independent God. i

Finally— Let this same mind be in you, which. was also
in Christ Jesus ; who, being in the form of God thought it
not robbery to be cqual with God, but made himself of no
reputation—Here it should be remarked, that the word,
which our translators have rendered egual, is used adverb-
ially, and signifies resemblance, similarity, or likeness. It
is not scov but scz.f This part of the passage should be
rendered thus, o being in the form of God, (orof a
God) was not tenacious of his godlike station, (or did not

- greedily seize on the opportunity of being like a God ;)
on the contrary, he made himself empty (in this respect)
and took upon him the form of a servant, and was made in
tHe likeness of men, And being found in fashion.as a man,
he humbled himself, and become obedient unto death, even

* Rev. i. 1.——* John, iii. 34.
1 When our Lord says, concerning the children of the resurrection,

soayythos yze eics Luke, xx. 36, we do not suppose they are really equal
unto the angels ; much less that they are identically the same beings.
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the death of the cross.. Wherefore God also hath kighly

. exalted him, and given him a name above every name, that
at (o orin) the name of Fesus every knee should bow of
those in heaven, and of those in earth, and those under the
earth, and that every tongue should confess that Fesus
Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father.* How
came Christ by his high exaltation? This sage de-
clares GOD HATH HIGHLY EXALTED HIM.
‘Whence his dignity, illustrious titles, and lordship over
all? This declares GOD HATH GIVEN HIM
A NAME ABOVE EVERY NAME. Is he to be
respected as the great Supreme ? This declares,
that the honor, pgga to him, is 70 res, ectpt;alsz?an;‘aetc{y THE
GLORY OF GOD THE FATHER, T

. ?hl ii. Go-11.
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SECTION V,

BOTH Christ and his apostles declare the superiority of
the Father, in such a manner as to render it evident, that
Christ is a DISTINCT and DEPENDENT BEING.
My Father, which gave them me, is greater than all.®
This is urged as a reason, why none should be able to
ﬂuck his disciples from him and cause them to perish.
Here, then, is a donor and a receiver ; which, in the na-
ture of things, can never be the same being. The Fa-
ther gives Christ’s sheep into his hands. He is greater
than all, Therefore no gne shall be able to pluck them
_ out of the hands of the Son, To suppose the Father is
not essentially more mighty than Christ, as well as all
other beings, is to destroy the force of the argument.

“¢ If ye loved me, ye would rejoice because I said I go
unto the Father for my Father is greater than 1.7+ The
consideration, of the superiority of the Father, is urged
as ground of joy to affectionate disciples, upon the in-
formation that Christ is about to leave them, and go un-
to the Father. Wherefore ? The reason assigned, in the
context, is, that they should then be endowed with the
Spirit of inspiration and miracles, which would give them
to understand the whole of that system of divine truth,
many important patts of which, though he used the very
plainest langpege, he could not himself, on account of the
deep rooted prejudices of education, instill into their
minds. But, going unto the Father and receiving the
reward of his humiliation, he should then be able to con.
fer upon them the Spirit; which would enlighten their
minds into a just conception of all truth, and enable them, .
in confirmation of this truth preached by them to the
world, to exceed any wonderful works, which he himself
had performed. It is plain, from the latter part of the
thirteenth chapter, from many things in this, and from

. # John, x, 3g.~—t Joha, xiv. |8_.
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chaptcr the sixteenth, all of which are but one discourse,
that, by his going unto the Father, he had reference to
his receiving the reward of his sufferings ; to wit, that
glorious exaltation to be head over all things to the church
which would enable him to send, unto them the Com..
forter, for their own illumination and the illumination: of
the world. 'This he was not, at that time able to bestow
.upon them ; for he was not, then, glonﬁed by the Fath-
er. The completmn of that meritorious work, which en-
titled him to this reward, required his death. Hence he
says, ‘ Itis expedient for you that I go away ; for, if I
go not away, the Comforter will not come unto you ; but
if I depart, I will send him unto you ;*’ the meaning of
which we have stated above. We hence learn, that, by
the declaration, My Father is greaser than I, our Lord
acknowledges his own essential impotency, as to the gift
of the Spirit, and that he is dependent upon the Father to
enable him to bestow it upon his disciples.

*“ And ye are Christ’s, and Christ is God’s.*  In view
of this representation, it may as well be affirmed, that be-
lievers are not distinct beings from Christ, as that.Christ
is not a distinct being from God. Yea, it may as well
be affirmed, that believers are not Christ’s property, dis-
ciples or servants, as that Christ is not God’s property,
disciple, or servant. It plainly asserts, that whatever be-
lievers are to Christ, that Christ is to God.

But I would have you 1o know that the head of ew):y
man is Christ ; and the head of the woman is the man ;
and the head of Christ is God.t This is an idea, that he

- would impress upon their minds. - He would have them
rest assured of 1t, as a matter of absolute fact, that, not
only is man the head of the woman, and Christ the head
of the man; but God is the head of Christ. 'What
stronger evidence can be had of any thing asserted in
scripture, than is here afforded, that Christ is'a distinct
being from God, and a subject of the divine govem-

. Ament ?

* I Cor. iii, 23.~——1 I Cor. xi. 3.
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WE come, now, to a very memorable passage, which
embraces the whole economy of Christ’s exaltation, and
which states minutely the duration and issue of it.—
“ Then cometh the end, when he shall have delivered up
the kingdom to God, even the Father, when he shall
have put down all rule, and all authority and power. For
he must reign till he hath put all enemies under his feet.
The last enemy that shall be destroyed, is death. For
he hath put all things under him. But, when he saith
all things are put under him, it is manifest that he is ex-
. cepted, which did put all things under him. And, when
all things shall be subdued under him, then shall the
Son also himself be subject unto him that put all things’
under him, that God may be all in all.”#* In this pas-
sage the following things are worthy of observation. .

1. The Son is spoken of under his highest designa-

tion. This the most eminent advocates of his deity are
compelled to acknowledge; for he is spoken of in the
capacity of ruling and governing all things, and subject-
ing every thing to his dominion, excepting the infinite -
God : Which they say is beyond the power of a creature
to perform.
. 2. He is represented as a distinct being from God.—
To God he is to deliver up the kingdom, and God is |
excepted from the number of beings to be subjected to
him; which manifests that God is as distinct a being
from him, as those not excepted. Indeed if he were not
thus distinguished, there would be no propriety in mak-
ing the exception. ‘

3. The extraordinary powers, by which he puts down
all rule and authority, and subdues all thirgs to himself,
are represented as not inherent, but delegated powers
from that God, ‘“ who did put all things under him.”

4. Immediately after the subjection of the last enemy,
death, the Son is to relinquish the management of the
kingdom to God. .

5. Then the Son himself is to become a subject to
him, who did put all things under him. The meaning
of this plainly is, that the Son shall thea descend from

* I Cor. xv. 24—28.
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his exalted state of authority. He shall no longer be thé
ostensible governor, vicegerent, or medium through
whom God rules and manages all things; but shall ap-
ear in his own natural rank, without any authority over
gis fellow subjects; and God shall govern without any
vicegerent.

The whole of the above account coincides, perfectly,
with our scheme of sentiment; and is directly in the
face of the sentiment of our opponents. According to
their scheme the Son humbles himself to become Medi-
ator ; and is as mediator, -inferior to the Father: Upon
the conclusion of the mediatorial work; then, he must
tise to his former station, and take equal rank with the
Father. But this passage represents that he is v take a
lower station than he now has, and to become subject to
him, who put all things under him. -

Besides, how can the Son, as mediator; become sub:-
ject when he ceases to hold that character ? What is it
that is to be subject, if not the second person in the Trin:
ity ? : _

Further. Our opponents suppose that, when the e-
conomy of redemption is finished, the mediator is to de-
liver up the kingdom into the hand of God ; that is, of
the three persons jointly, between whom there will no
longer be any economical subordination. But this pas-
sage asserts, that it is to be delivered into the hands of
- God the Father, the first person ; who is here represent-
ed as having put all things under him. So that the Son
and the Holy Ghost will not hold a rank equal to the
Fathers.

Moreover, as no one is excepted from subjection to
the mediatorial Son, but he who did put all things under
him, which is the Father from- whom the Son received
the kingdom, and to whom he delivers it up, it is plain,
that the Holy Ghost is not excepted, and must be one
who is subjected to the Son. And as the Son is to give
all that government which he received, into the hands of
the Father, he must give the government over the Holy
Ghost into his hands, so that at the conclusion of the e-
conomy of redemption the Holy Ghost will still be under
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the rule of the Father : Contrary to their doctrine on this
subject.

Finally, If the Son is to deliver up the kingdom to the
three persons jointly considered, then he must deliver up
the kingdom to himself, he being one of these persons.

The Apostle, it is evident, was no Trinitarian. We
know indeed our opponents pretend, that the ¢¢ Father”
sometimes means the Son and the Holy Ghost » So that,
when the Apostle says, the Son is to deliver up the king-
dom to God, even the Father, he means the Father, Son
and Holy Ghost. Thus will they have terms, even ex-
planatory terms, to mean any thing and every thing, just
as their scheme may require. But, with us, the plain de-
claration of the inspired Apostle is sufficient autﬁority.

Thus evident is it, that both Christ and the Apostles
declare the superiority of the Father, in such manner as
to render it plain, that Christis a distinct and dependent
being,
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SECTION VL

THE scriptures speak of another Being, as THE GOD
OF JESUS CHRIST ; not the God of a part of him,
but ¢f HIS WHOLE PERSON. They make this rep-
resentation, in unqualified language, just as they speak of
the God of Paul and-of -others.  ¢* And about the ninth
hour Jesus cried with a loud voice, saying, My God, My
God, why hast thou forsaken me 2% -¢ ] ascend unto
my Father, and your Father; and to my God and your
God.”t+ The God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ,
which is blessed forever more, knoweth that I lie not.”’}
¢ Biessed be the God and Father of our Lord Jesus
Christ.” ¢ I ceasenot to give thanks for you, making
. mention of you in my prayers, that the God of our Lord,
Jesus Christ, the Father of glory, may give unto yeu the
spirit of wisdom.”]  “ Thou hast loved righteousness
and bated iniquity, therefore God, even thy God, hath
anointed, thee with the oil of gladness above thy fellows.”’§
¢ And he shall stand &nd feed in the strength of the Lord
in the majesty of the name of the Lord his God.”** ¢« Lo
Icome to do thy will, O my God.”tt ¢ Him that
overcometh says Christ, will 1 make a pillar in the tem-
ple of my God, and I will write upon him the name of
- my God, and the name of the city of my God, which
cometh down out of heaven from my God.”t1 ‘

"It is hence evident, -that prophets, and Apostles, and
Christ himself, all declare God to be HIS GOD. Inno
instance do they represent, that God is theGod of a parz of
him only,of a supposed impersonal nature. We never hear
them declaring, that he is the God of our Lord Jesus Christ
as to the flesh ; or any thing of the kind, by which it
can be inferred, that he is God over him only in a partic-

* Mzt. xxvii. 46. + John, xx.17. } 11 Cor. xi, 3t.——} Eph. i. g.17.
§ Heb. i. q. ##* Micoh, v. 4.—This passage is a complete refutation
of tMe argument, generally deduced from the declaration, that God will
not cive his glory te another. 1t is here declared, that he allows another
to stand and feed both in the strength of Jehovah, and in the majesty of
thename of the Lord his God.
++ Psabms, x1, 8.—11 Rev.iii. 19.

[J
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ular view. But they evidently assert, in plain and un-
qualified language, that the Father is thc God of our Lord
Fesus Christ. They assert this precisely in the same
manner, as they do thathe is the God of Abraham, of I-
saac, and of Facob. Yea they assert, that he is the God -
of Christ as OUR LORD. And what can be more de- -
cisive proof, that Christ himself is not the supreme God 2
Is Christ the God of Christ! Or is God the God of
himself ! Or are there two supreme, selfexistent, and in-
dependent Gods, one of whom is the God of the other !

The idea of a supreme God above us is, that he is our
Creator, Preserver, the Author of all that we are, and of
all that we possess. The inspired scriptures, by declar-
ing that the supreme Father IS THE GOD OF OUR
LORD JESUS CHRIST, affirm, in the most striking
and pointed manner, that Jesus Christ is not a selfexistent,
independent being ; that he is not the supreme God.
In what manner is it possible, 'that his supreme and in-
dependent divinity should be, more fully and definitely,
denied ? : :
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SECTION VIL -

\

THE doctrine, that Christ is, literally, THE MEDIL.
ATOR BETWEEN GOD AND MEN, asis beld by
our opponents, is wholly against the idea of his being the
only living and true God. :

Ina controversy, there are always two opposing par-
ties, A mediator, is one who steps in, and undertakes
to produce a reconciliation between them., He is not
himself one of the parties, but a distinct impartial being,
who will be a righteous umpire in the cause. . The idea,
that the Mediator is one of the contending parties, is as
absurd, as that there is a controversy where there is but
one being. A mediator is always ‘a third man, who stands
between the opponents.  If therefore Christ be, literally
speaking, a Mediator in the controversy between God
and sinful men, as our opponents contend, he can reither
be one.of those sinners, who are engaged in the contro-
versy ; nor that God, between whom and sinful men he
undertakes to mediate, But the absurdity of their doc-
trine on this head, will, if possible, be more: fully mani.
fest, when we consider their scheme of the covenant of
" redemption, .
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SECTION VIIIL

Tue commonly received doctrine, of three literal per-
sons in the Godhead, IS WITHOUT FOUNDA.
TION IN SCRIPTURE ; and is, moreover, A DI-
MONSTRABLE ABSURDITY. -

The doctrine is as follows. There are three persons in
the Godhead, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost,
strictly and literally capable of acting distinct or separate
parts i of covenariting and contracting ; of assuming dif-
Jerent qffices ; accomplishing different transactions ; coe-
qual and covternal ; the Father is not the Word, nor ei-
ther of these the Holy Ghost ; and yet there is, numerical-
by, but one God, one being, one consciousness, one infinite *
intelligence, will, power, wisdom, &c.

That the scriptures, by each of the terms Father, Word, ,
and Holy Ghost, spirit or spirit of God, designate the
only living and true God, we do not hesitate to acknowl-
edge, but firmly believe. That they teach, however, a
trinity of persons in this God, as stated above, we deny.
Our reasons are,

1. This doctrine is inconceivable by the human mind,
hot merely as to the mode, but as to the facz. The hu-
man mind cannot think of distinct literal persons, and, at
the same time, maintain in its conception or idea, that
these persons are, numerically, but one single being.—
There is nothing within the compass of nature, experi-
ence, or observation, which illustrates the doctrine, or by
which it can be illustrated. There is, therefore, no pos.
sible ground of its conception by the human mind ; z}ll
its ideas being derived from the sources mentioned. This
is certainly the case, if the word, person, when appl'xed to
the Trinity has the same meaning, as when applied to
any other than God. If it have not this meaning, but
something which cannot be defined or pointed out, then
also the proposition, which contains the doctrine, must
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be unintelligible. In either case the mind must be inca-
pable of conceiving of it, as a doctrine of‘ truth. 1Itis
therefore a doctrine, which is not, and cannot be revealed
to capacities like ours; for the very idea of revealing is
to make known to the mind, or to communicate something
20 the understanding, of which it had no conception be-
fore. ‘'The cry of MYSTERY here, is but a miserable
shift. To pretend that an unknowable something is re-
vealed, as an article of belief, of which the human mind
neither does nor can form an idea or conception, is infi-
nitely absurd. The ideas or conceptions of the mind are
definite. To suppose the mind -does or can receive a
doctrine, of which it forms no particular idea, is tp sup-
pose that man might as well believe without intelligent
understanding as with it. 'What if an angel were inspir-
ed to propose ABRACADABRA to mankind, as an ar-
- ticle of faith. Could any man believe what conveys no
ideas to his mind ! Or would it be any more a matter of
his faith, a something which he really belicves a fact in
&is mind, because the angel declares it to be an IN.
SCRUTABLE MYSTERY ? Should the angel reduce
this unknown tongue to English, and say, that, by the
three first syllables, is asserted that God 1s three distinct
rational beings, and, by the twolast, that these beings are
but one person; would this be a doctrine revealed, as a
matter of truth, to our minds? A mystery, which we
could be said to believe ? If the terms, being and person,
and zhree and one, be taken in their common sense, the -
proposition would be an absurdity, to which the mind
could not assent as a matter of fact : For there is nothing,
within the compass of nature, which is of this descrip-
tion; or by which it can be illustrated, as a consistent -
truth, The mind could indeed believe, that there are
three beings. It would also believe, that there is sucha
thing as a person. But'it could not believe, even upon
the authority of miracles, that' three rational beings are
but one person ; meaning one in number.

Why not? Where is the contradiction and absurdity
in the view of the mind ? Does the proposition say, that.
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.one person is three persons, or that three beings are but
one being ? . '
" It do.snotsay it in words, but according to the mind’s
understanding of terms, it says this iz ideg. It is evident
therefore, that the doctrine could not be revealed to ca-
pacities like ours. ‘
~ Suppose then the proposition mean something different
from what these terms ever suggest, when applied to men.
Suppose it mean ABRACADABRA ; three beings in
one person, in a sense which is no contradiction, though
altogether, beyond our finite understandings ; which sense,
of course, we can neither define nor explain : 'What can
it be said, in this case, that we believe about it ? Affixing
no definite meaning to the terms, it is plain, that we be-
lieve nothing at all of it as an article of creed, a doctrine
which we receive. 1f it be a true doctrine, yet as we do
not and cannot understand it ; as there is nothing by which
it can be illustrated to the human mind ; it is wholly in-
capable of being revealed to capacities like ours. No
man can be said to belicve it, seeing it is impossible for
. faith 20 outrun ideas. :

The doctrine of the numerical unity of the being of the
three persons, said to be believed by our opponents, is
evidently a twin brother of what we have stated above,
and could not be revealed, as an article of faith, to human
understandings. It cannot, therefore be a doctrine of the
scriptures.

2. AccoRrDINGLY it is no where asserted in the scrip-
tures, that there are three literal persons in the Deity ;
neither does the mode of argument, which our opponents
use in proof of the unity of the being of Father, Word and
Spirit, admit of this conclusion.

Even that famous passage, There are three that bear
record in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Spirit,
and these three are one* does by no means establish the
doctrine.  For it no more asserts that the Father, the
Word and the Spirit are. three distinct and literal persons
in one being, than the passage following asserts, that the,

* 1 John, v. 3.
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three witness on earth are such; to wit *“zhe water, the
spirit and the bleod.”” And the unity spoken of, if it be
any thing to the point, cannot be intended an unity of be-
ing, butan unity of testimony. If any one doubts wheth-
er this passage be an interpolation, let him read Michaelis,
and the no less learned Porson vs Travis. The Editors
of the London Evangelical Magazine, by quoting Mich-

aelis with approbation, in his rejection of this passage, have -

acknowledged it to be an interpolation. . There is not in-
deed, among the learned in Europe at this time, any pre-
tension to the contrary. It is granted on all hands, that
John never wrote the passage.

We give a summary statement concerning this passage
in the language of Christie. *The words in parenthesis
(in heaven, the Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost ;
and these three are one. And there are three that bear
witness in earth) have been fully proved by many able
writers to be sfurious, and Father Simon, Dr. Hall, Pro-
fessor Michaelis, and other learned Trinitarians, have gc-
knowledged them to be so. They are wanting in all the
Greek manuscripts, excepting two, which are of no au-
thority. They are not' quoted by any of the Greek Fath-
ers, in any work which is allowed to be genuine, although
some of them quote the verse immediately before and af-
ter. Nor doany of the Latin Fathers quote this text for
several centuries after Christ. During the time of the
Arian controversy, this text was never produced, although

“the bible was ransacked, and many passages, far less to
the purpose, were urged as proofs of the divinity of
Christ. These words are wanting in the Syriac, Arabic,
Coptic, Ethiopic, and Arminian versions, and although
they are in the Latin Pulgate, yet many manuscripts of
that version also want them. Lurher and Bullinger
omitted them in their translations of the German Bible
at the time of the reformation; and in the English Bi-
bles in the reigns of Henry the eighth, and Edward the
sixth, they were ecither printed in a different character,
or separated by a parenthesis, or both; as also in one
edition in the reign of Queen Elizabeth. This
was left out in several famous editions of the Greek Tes-

——— L e—
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tament, printed about the time of the reformation, viz.
in the first and second of Erasmus, in one of Aldus, those
of Wolfius, Cephalius, and Colineus, and one printed at
Hagenau, and another at Strasburg, and several Dutch
editions which followed them. And Harwood and Gries-
bach, in their late editions of the New Testament, have
also omitted them.” - In favor of the genuineness of this
passage have been alleged—the authority of two Greek
MSS.—the testimonies of Tertulian, Cyprian, and Fer-
ome ;—some spurious works in Greek, and Victor Vi.
tensis, and Vigilius Thapsensis, &c. who lived about the
end of the fifth century. As to the two Greek MSS.
the one of them hardly deserves to be called a MS. be-
ing a mere copy of the Complutense edition even to thé
errors of the press, written since the invention of print-
ing; and is f in the King of Prussia’s library at
Berlin: And the other which belongs to the university of
. Dublin, is, in the opinion of the best judges, a mere
- modern MS. of no value or accuracy.” (Itis. certainly
not earlier than the fifteenth century.) ¢ Tertulian does
not allude to this passage at all, but only gives his own
sentiments, and refers to John, x. 30 ; which he never
would have done had this passage been extant in his
time. The words of Cyprian, as we are assured from
the Testament of Eucharius and- Facundus, are only a
mystical interpretation of the 8th verse which prevailed
in the African church: And the preface which has been
ascribed to Ferome, in which this text is mentioned and
asserted to have been restored by him, has been itself -
proved to be spurious. Works confessedly counterfeit-
ed, are of no authority to establish the genuineness of
any passage. And the testimonies of Victer Vitensis and
other Latin writers in the end of the fifth century, are
too late in time to be regarded. In short from the uni.
versal consent of the Greek MSS. the silence of all the
Greek, and the earliest Latin writers, the omission of
this place in all the ancient versions (the Vulgate except-
ed, which is divided in regard to it) there is no doubt,
but that the words included in the parenthesis above,
haye been e'{;her willingly or ignorantly, thrust into the
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sacred text ; and they ought, therefore to be erased from
our bibles, that they may no longer deceive the igno-
rant; who, in this place, as well as some others, read
the words of men instead of the words of God.””* * -

«¢ It has been asserted, that the sense of the Apostle is i

not perfect, without these words. But on the contrary,
this interpolation rather darkens the tenor of the Apos-
tle’s _discourse, and breaks its connexion. What occa-
sion is there for witnesses. in Aeaven ? The Messiahship
of Jesus is unquestionably admitted there. The Spirit is
also made a witness both in Zegven and earth, which re-

duces the six witnesses to five, and is inconsistent even

with the interpolation itself. But when the passage is
read according to the Greek MSS. the sense is quite reg-
ular and clear, and runs in the following manner, vérse
6. This is he that came by water and blood, even Fesus
Christ ; not by water only but by water and blood. ~ And
it is the Spirit that beareth witness, because the Spirit is
truth. [For there are three that bear record, the Spirit,
and the water, and the blood : And these three agree in
one- ;- viz. one testimomy, that Jesus is the Son of God.
Some understand by the water and the b/ood, the bleod
and water that came from the side of our Lord when he
was pierced upon. the cross’; but others more. properly
refer the water to the baptism of Jesus when' he was de-
clared by a voiee from heaven to be the beloved Son of
God : Or to the spotless purity and innocence of the life
and character of our Lord, compared to water on that ac-
count : And the blood to his death' und resurrection, by
-which he was declared or defined to be the Son of God
with power. The Spiriz evidently relates to'the miracles
performed by Christ and his Apostles, and the supernat-
ural gifts bestowed upon them ; by which our Lord’s
* Tt was for some time imagined that scven of Stepben’s MSS. had this
passage ; but on a stricter scrutiny it has been found, that these seven
want the first epistle of John altogether. The above is a brief but just
account of this passage and the reasons for rejecting it. The subject is
discussed at large in Mill, Wegstein, and Griesbach in loco. In Sir Isaae
Newton’s Letters to Le Clerk, Dr. Benson’s dissertation : In Mr, Em-
byx’s full inquiry into this text, and his defence of that inquiry in reply

to Mr. Marsin *—and finally in Person’s letters to Trawis, which have
settled the controversy,
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divine mission and Sonship, were ascertained to the
world. So that all these three witnesses concur in one
testimony. And St. John adds with great propriety,
verse, 9. If we receive the witness of men, the witness of
God is greater ; for this is the witness, of God, which he
_ hath testified of his Son. If we admit the testimony or
evidence of two or three persons of veraeity to establish
the truth of any fact, ought we not much rather to admit
the testimony, that God has given in behalf of his Son,
particularly the miraculows works and gifts, which, being
performed by the spirit or power of God, may be calle
the very witness or evidence of God Aimself.”*

Nor is the doctrine of the Trinity proved by the di-
rection of our Lord, Baptizing them in the name of the
Father and of the Son and of the Holy Ghost. 'The pre-
position rendered iz, should be rendered into. It is ae,
not &, “ Baptizing them inso the name of the Father,
&c.” It is worthy of remark, that the word, name, is
not always a term by which a person is designated. It
is used in a great variety of senses. Cruden, in his con-
~ cordance, adduces examples of cleven significations,
. which this word has, when applied to God : Of tAree,
when applied to Christ; and of eig/s, when applied to
men. The true sense of the above passage depends,
therefore, very much upon the meaning of the word,
name. Now to baptize into any thing, is to baptize into
a profession or acknowledgment of that thing. When
the Israelites were baptized into Moses, they .were bap-
tized into a profession or acknowleigment of his divine
commjssien to lead them into the promised land. . When
the disciples were baptized by John, they were baptized
" into a belief or profession of éhrist, about to come. And
what is christian baptist, but to baptize into a profession
of the christian religien: 'When an infidel becomes con-
verted to the christian faith, into what ishe baptized ? Is
" he baptized merely into a belief and profession of the
doctrine of the Trinity 2- Unquestionably he is baptized
. into a profession of the christian religion ; that heavenly
* system of faith and practice, which originated in God the

" # Christic’s Disceurses in loco, -
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Tather, which was published by Christ his Son and Apos-
tle, and° which was confirmed by miracles. He is no
more baptized into a profession of one particular doctrine,
than any other. He 1s baptized into a profession and ac-
ceptance of-christianity at large. By the word name,
then, into which he is baptized, is meant religion. Heis
baptized into the religion of the Father and of the Son and
of the Holy Ghost. Accordingly this is one meaning of
the word name in the scriptures. Hence our Lord says
.to his disciples, . 2e shsll be hated of all men jfor my
NAME’s sake ;% i. e. on account of my religion. But
he declares for their encouragement, Every one that hath
Jorsaken houses, or brethren or sisters, or Father or Moth-
er, or wife or children,or lands for my NAME’s sake, skall
receive an hundred fold, and shall inkerit everlasting life.t -
The Apostles and early christians forsook these things,
. for the sake of the cPristian religion. To the church of
Pergamos our Lord says, Thou holdest fast my NAME,
and hast -not denied my faith.t Here the word name- is
explained, by our Saviour himself, to be the christian
Jaith or religion. ‘This churchbad been baptized into
the name of Christ. They adhered to their profession.
They persevered in cAristianity. Again it is said, Bar-
nabas and Paul have hazarded their lives for the NAME
of the Lord Jesus Chrig ;| Which certainly can mean
- nothing else, than that they did this an account of his re-
lJigion. In the same sense the word name is used, when
Paul says, I v&ily thought with myself that Iought to do
many things contrary to the NAME of Fesus of Naza-
veth ;§ which, he dechares, he actually did, by persecut-
ing those, who maintained and propagated Christ’s relig-
ion. In his second letter to Timothy the Apostle ex-
horts, Let every one that nameth the NAME of Christ
depart from iniquity.q i. e. every one who professeth his
religion.  Peter, to encourage christians under their per-
secutions, says, Ifye be reproached for she NAME. of
‘Christ, (the christian religion) Aappy are ye. %%
The name of God, also, is often used for the religion of
God. . Hence the Apostle tells the profligate Jews at

* Matt. x. 22.——+ Chap. xix. 89.——1 Rev. ii, 13— XV, 26—
§ Chap. xxvi. g— % II Tien, ii, 19.—*® I Bet. iv. 140 L
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Rome, The NAME of God is blasphemed ameng the Gen-
tiles through you :* i. e. your unhallowed conduct brings
reproach upon his religion, and prevents its progress.
Our Saviour uses the word in this sense, when, in prayer
to the Father, he says, O Righteous Father, I have declar-
édunto them (my disciples) thy NAME, and will declare
izt  Christ taught the disciples the religion of the Fath-
er. Paul in his direction to believing servants, says,
Let as many servants as are undar the christian yoke count
their own (ﬁ'eathen) masters worthy of all honor, that the
NAME of God, xas 4 didacxan even his RELIGION &
not blasphemed.t
. Itis needless to adduce any more examples to this point.
The word, name, in the passage, before us, has unques-
tionably this signification. In this sense the Apostles
themselves understood it in the commission, which they
received from Christ to baptize. They understood him
to say, “ Godisciple all nations to my religion ; to that
religion, which originated in God the supreme Father,
which is published to man through the medium of the
Son of God, and which is confirmed by the Holy Ghost,
or by miraculous powers and attestations, to be truly di-
vine. Here are not three religions, but one only. The
-religion of the Father is the religion of the Son and of the
Holy Ghost. My doctrine is not mine but his that sent
-me.” In this light the Apostles understood their com-
mission. Hence we never find them making use of the
particular words, now the common form of baptism, but
baptizing into_the name of the Lord [Fesus only : Into a
profession of ckristianity, in distinction from Judaism on
the one hand, and Heathenism on the other.
- Nor is baptism, as is affirmed by some, “‘ a solemn act
of worship.” Itis merely a rite or ceremony, denoting
spiritual purification, As well might it be prctended
that circumcision, which was of precisely the same im-
port, was an act of solemn worship. We know indeed,
that baptism is accompanied by worship at the. present
day : That a prayer is generally made, both before and
after the administration of the ordinance. This custom,

_ * Rom. ii. 24.——* John, xvii. 26.—~3 I Tim. vi. 1.
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however, is not sanctioned either by divine precept, or by
the example of the Apostles. '

Further; it is said by our opponents, that to join Jesus
Christ, in so solemn an act, with God the Father, would
be impiety, if he were not coequal and consubstantial with
him. '

To this we reply. It does not appear that the Apos-
tles ever administered the ordinance of baptism by saying
‘I baptize thee into the name of -the Father, and. of the
Son and of the Holy Ghost,” according to the practice of
the present day. The historian of the Apostles says noth.
ing more, than that they baptized into the name of the
Lord Fesus. Probably their manner was, I baptize thee
into the name of Jesus Christ of Nazareth. Be thisas it
may, there is no impiety in joining God and the creature
together in representations of this kind. Itisa very com-
mon practice with the sacred writers. It is said, “ Al
the people greatly feared the Lord and Samuel.”’* .¢The
people feared the Lord and his servant Moses.”t ¢ All
the congregation bowed down their heads and worshipped
the Lord [ Jehevah) and the king (Solomon.”}) “1 |
charge thee before God, and the Lord Jesus Christ, and
the elect Angels” &c.§ The last is a solemn adjuration. ‘
The one immediately preceeding is an act of worship. ‘
Are the inspired penmen to be charged. with impiety for |
thus connecting, in their representations, God and the |
creature ? Or will any one dare to say, that thisrepresen- |
tation is calculated to lead the unprejudiced inquirer after
the trdth t6 believe, that the creature and the Creator are
-one and the same being ? .

On the whole : This passage concerning baptism, is;
very far from being an argument in favor of a trinity of ‘
persons in God ; for it has no relation to: the subject. It
must be proved from another quarter, that the Spirit is|
literally a distinct person, and that the Son is the same |
infinite Being with the Father. ' .

WEe would however observe, that.the scriptures ex-
plain and assert not only the term Father, but also the

* I Sam. xii. 18.—~——+ Exeod. xiv. 81.—} I Chron, xxix: 20.——§ I Tim. v. 21
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terms Word and Spirit or Holy Ghost, to mean the only
true God. - And what is the conclusion from this ? Not
‘that they designate different persons, but the same person.

The scripture sometimes commands men to circumcise
the foreskins of their heart ; at others to cleanse them-
selves from all iniquity ; at others to put off the old man ;
at others to crucify the flesh ; and all these things it re-
duces to the command of loving the Lord with all the
heart, strength and understanding. But are we hence to
conclude, that these variously expressed commands re-
quire distinct and different performances, the whole of
which united amount to Love ? The just conclusion is,
that they represent the same thing in different points of
light only, in accommodation to the human understand-
ing. Had the scriptures asserted, that these three terms
indicate three distinct persons in God, it would be quite
another thing. But, asthey do not, the conclusion, from
the application of these three different epithets to God,
is, that they represent him to us in those different points
of lightonly, which are illustrated by the natural meaning
of the terms.

. By the term Father, God is represented the fountain
of being, the ruler and guardian of his people, and the
source of their felicity.

By the term #ord, he is represented revealing him- -
sclf, displaying his attributes, and making known his
will to mankind, as by our words we communicate our-
selves to others, our thoughts, purposes and will. Very
(()li;ten this term signifies his speeck, command, and ws-

m. -

The term Spiriz, signifies breath and wind ; and, by an
casy metaphor, secret, unseen, influence, energy, or power.
Hence, this term represents God to us as energizing all
things. Sometimes it signifies only divire power in the
abstract. - When the term, Aoly, is annexed, it many
timeés denotes divine influence, concerned in the work of
.redemption ; either inspiring Prophets and Apostles with
.salutary doctrine ; or attesting the truth revealed, by mi-
raculous operations ; or furnishing ministers with such
gifts and graces, as qualify them for their work ; or sub-
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jecting an apostate world to the duties and religion of the
spel.

goSlc)fmetimes the scriptures personify the Word and Ho-
ly Ghost. The Word is represented as a person, sub-
ject to the Father, and sent unto the prophets, command-
ing them, to speak thus and so to the people : The plain
meaning of which, when stripped of the figure, is, that
the Great Supreme inspires his prophets to preclaim
himself, his mind, and will to mankind.

Our Savior promises to send to his disciples the Holy
Spirit, or Comforter, who should tell them all things, and
bring every thing, which he had spoken, to their remem-
brance and understanding : The plain meaning of which,
stripped of its figure, is, that he would, when exalted to
universal dominion, inspire them with correct ideas of
the whole system of divine truth ; make them to under-
stand aright those things, which he could not then ex-
plain to their apprehensions, and which they accounted
to be hard sayings ; and also furnish them with such mi-
raculous gifts, as would qualify them to become teach-
ers of his heavenly doctrine with success. To this in.
terpretation it can be no objection, that the Spirit or Ho-
ly Ghost has ascribed to it all the properties and attri-
butes of a real person, such as change of place, power,
knowledge, understanding, will, &c. For the very idea,
of the figure of personification, is, to represent the thing _

rsonified, as though it were really and truly a person.

ence charity is represented as exercising patience, be-
ing free from envy, modest, unassuming, acting with dis-
cretion, not selfish, but benevolent, commanding her pas.
sions, meditating no evil to others, taking no satisfaction
in iniquity, joyfully embracing the truth, submitting to
divine providence, or- patiently bearing injuries at the _
hand of her fellow men, exercising faith, hope, and for-
bearance.* Charity, in itself, is merely an exercise of
the human heart. But, when this virtue is personified,
she is represented as an‘acting character, an intelligent
being, with understanding, will, and affections ; pay,
soul and body, with all that belongs to a real person.

*ICor. 13.
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We must expect, therefore, that, when the powers of tli¢
divine nature, or the different exhibitions of God are per-
sonified, they will have attributed to them every thing
which belongs to a real personality: This is the very
idea of the figuré of personification. And it is easy,; nats
ural, yea, according with the conception of common
christians, untrammelled by an imposing theory, to un-

_derstand this doctrine in the manner we have stated, So
far as we have conversed with the good Mothers in Israel;
who Hlave been long before us in Christ, or with common -
christians in general, we find this to be actually the case,
whenever they lay aside their catechism and talk in the
plain lahguage of their own ideas. However it may be
received, by high Trinitarians; it is no matter of hesita-
tion with us to say; that wé doubt not but more than
three fourths of the best disciples in the kingdom of the
Lord Jesus, are really with us in sentiment, though it be
the fashion to subscribe to Trinitarian creeds ; which,
however; they neither understand mor construe; as do
their theoretic teachers: A

-~ When common christians pray to the Father of mer-
&ies, that he would send down his holy spirit to convert
their family and neighbors from unbelief; and lead them
to a cordial reception of the gospel, they think nothing of
4 distinctiorn of personalities. All they mean is, that the
great God, to whom they pray, would put forth divine
influence and make these sinners the willing subjects of
his grace: So also when they pray; that he would send
forth his Word, to teach them the things of God, what
is meant is, that God would enlighten their minds witha
just understanding of the doctrines and duties of piety.
Indeed we very much scruple, whether the most rigid
Trinitarian, in serious and devout prayer to God in his
closet means any thing more or less; by the Spirit and
the Word,; than what we have stated. It was a conside-
fation of what we meant, by addressing the Deity in this
phraseology, that first started our mind on this subject,
and led us toits investigation. Whether right or wrong,
we found we could never go seriously into the presence
of the ONE ‘only living God, and carry with us the Trin-

Z
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itarian creed, for which, in theory, we had always con-
tended. o

Further : It is very commen with the scriptures to"
personify attributes and properties of beings.” But a real
person is never spoken of as anattribute either, of him-.
self or another. This would be a description in the
highest degree absurd. It is very certain, however, that
the Spirit of God is often represented the attribute of di-
vine power. If I cast out demons by the Spirit of God,
then the kingdom of God is come unto you.* Another
evangelist states it thus; If I by the finger of God, cast
out demons no doubt the kingdom of God is come upon you.t
That, which Matthew calls the spiriz of God, Luke calls
the finger of God. Finger is a word used to denote pow- .
er. 'Thus the magicians of Egypt confess, respecting
the miracles wrought by Moses, “ This is the finger of
God ;” that is, an expression of divine power. Now if
the spirit of God be a proper name, denoting a real and
distinct personality in the Godhead, then it is plain, that
Luke deprives him of his personality, and represents
him to us as a mere attribute, either of himself or of the
Father ; to wit, divine power. But as this is insupposa-
ble, on account of the singularity and absurdity of such
a representation, this instance of scripture affords deci-
sive evidence, that the spirit of God is not really and lit-
erally a person, distinct from the Father, but the divine
energy or influence only ; and that, whenever it is spoken
of as a person, it is thus represented by way of figure.
Numerous other instances of this kind occur in vari-
ous parts of the scriptures ; no doubt to prevent us froin
being led astray by personal representations in other
places. But it is unnecessary to adduce any thing fur-
ther to this point, seeing one plain example is as good as
a thousand. . B

To this we may summarily add the following conside-
rations. .

1. The word, mywwpa in Greek, rendered Spirit, or
Ghost, and the adjective, ayiov agreeing with it, are of
the neuter gender ; whereas all names of persons are, in-

- ® Matt. xii. ¢8.——* Luke, xi. 20. - -
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variably, of a different gender. Accordingly this is the
case with the Spirit, when personified under the name of
Comforter ¢ xagaxantos.

2. There is no address, no prayer, no doxology to the
Spirit in scripture ; which undoubtedly would have been
the case, if the Spirit were really a person.

3. Itis contrary to the divine wnity to consider the
Spirit a person, as we shall demonstrate presently.

LET us now attend to the mode of argument, used by
Trinitarians, to prove that the terms Father, Word, and
Spirit designate one and the same divine Being. They

- find in the scriptures, that the Father, Word, and Spirit
are, each of them, styled God, and that the creation of
the world and the same divine attributes are ascribed to
each. They hence conclude, that Father, Word, and
Spirit must be numerically the same being, the one and
only God. The conclusion is just. The explanation of
each of these terms by the term, God, and a predication
of identically the same actions, works, and attributes of
each of the three names, is undeniable proof, that they
designate identically the same being. The obvious rea-
son is, that identity of actions and attributes cannot be
predicated of distinct and numerically different things.
For instance : The particular action of a particular be-
ing, in creating the world, cannot be the action of anoth.
er being, from whom he is distinct. One being may
perform an action similar to the action of another being ;
but he cannot perform numerically the same action.

Moreover ; one being may possess attributes very si-
milar to those of another being ; but he. cannot possess
identically the same attributes : For, by distinction of
attributes and actions only,- do we conclude a distinc-
tion of being. : ‘

Now this mode of argument as decidedly proves, that
the Father, Word, Spirit, are numerically one person
only, as it does the unity of their being. God is a di-

- yine being and person. The terms Father, Word and

$pirit are, each of them, explained by - the term God.

~
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*Fherefore, Father, Word, and Spirit are terms descriptive
of that divine being and person.

Again, The divine being and person, described by the
term God, created the world. But creation is the work
of Father, Word, and Spirit, Therefore, Father, Word,
and Spirit are terms descriptive of that divine being and
person.

" Further : This divine bejng and person hag certain

eculiar attributes, or properties of his nature, But these
1dentical attributes are ascribed to Father, Word, and
Spirit.  Therefore, Father, Word, and Spirit cannot be
different beings and persons ; but identically the same
being and person.

This argument, respectjng personality, is the very same
with that, respecting being. There is no shadqw of dif-
ference, It is also grounded on the same obvious prin.
ciple, to wit, that the particular attributes and actions of
pne person cannot be the particular attributes and actions of
another personnumerically different. The argument of our
opponents, to prove, the unity of the being of the Father,
Word, and Spirit, is, therefore, directly and pointedly,
in the face of their conclusion, that they are really and nu-
merically distinct personalities. If it prove identity of
being, it proves also identity of person, ‘ -

WE now proceed to substantiate our declaration, that
the doctrine of a Trinity of persons in Deity, as held by
our opponents, is absurd and contradictory, o

The doctrine supposes three, literal, distinct persons,
in numerical unity of existence and attributes. By a
person, we all understand a being of certain peculiar qual.
ities or properties, which distinguish him from such as
are not personal beings ; or, in other words, a person is
a being belonging to the order of rational intelligence, A
stone is a being, and so isa horse. But neither of these
is a person.  Of personal beings we know of but three
orders ; divine, angelic, and human. These receive the
appellation of personal beings, because they are distin-
guished from all other descriptions of existences by the
possession of rational and moral powers, The idea of a
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persan, therefore, is always of a being of intelligent and
moral powers. A being of this description is always a
person, and a person is always such a being.
~If this be true, then distinction of such being necessa.
rily implies distinction of person. And distinction of
rson necessarily implies distinction of such being.—
‘The former no one will dispute. 'Why call in question
the latter ? If distinction of such being always imply a
distinction of person, and, a person mean a being of that
‘particular description ; then, surely, a distinction of the
one must be a distinction of the other, In other words,
if one person be one such being, then two persons must
be more than one such being; they must be 7o such
beings. In short a person and such being must be sy-
nonimous terms, conveying precisely the same idea to the
mind.
" "'Will our opponents say, that, though it be so with men
and anggls, yet is not so with God ? That in him there
are three distinct persons, each having the divine attri-
butes in common with the others ? This is what they say ;
and it destroys the true and only idea which distinction
of person conveys to the mind. It is saying, that, by dis-
tinction of person, and consequently person itself, is not
meant the same thing, when predicated of Deity, as when
predicated of other rational and moral intelligences, The
plain English of this is, ‘“We acknowledge, that our
doctrine 1s not true. We use words without jdeas,

¢ Our trinity is not a trinity of real and literal persons.”

‘Would our brethren speak out plainly, they would adopt
the language above. But they will not make this can.
did confession, They still contend, that the term, per-
son, has meaning. But the mode of divine éxistence,
say they, is very different, in this particular from ours;
and he may be three distinct persons in onc being, though
this bempossible with men.  #7%o by searching cen find
out God ? Who can find out the Almighty to perfection ?
His nature is all mysterious. And to say, he cannot be
three persons in one being, is to reduce the infinite One
to the standard of man, and to make the great God alto-
gether such as ourselves. '
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Toall this it would be sufficient to adopt the reply of
Job to his miserable comforters, when they adduced the
same argument against him. No doubt but ye are the
people, and wisdom shall die with you.* Our opponents,
notwithstanding its high and inscrutable mystery, seem
to arrogate to themselves the true and proper understand-
ingof it ; for they are so very confident that their own
views are accurately just, that they make no hesitation to
proscribe, as heretics and unbelievers, all, who - cannot
traverse this mystery so well, as themselves. It is a pity,
however, that defenders of the faith should take pattern so
fully after anoted infidel. Bolingbroke, if we do not mis-
remember, charges christians with blasphemy against
God, when they affirm, that holiness in God is the same
exercise or affection, that is in good men. This, says he,
is reducing God to the standard of men, and making the
infinite Being altogether such an one as themselyes. Bo-
lingbroke says this througha pretended reverence and re-

d for the honor of God ; while it is hisaim to overthrow
the christian religion, by setting God so far out of the
reach of the human intellect, that it is impossible for us
to have any ideas concerning him, And, why is not this
noted infidel right ? His argument and that of our op-
ponents is founded on one and the same principle. If the
latter be just, so is the former. We may as well affirm,
that moral goodness in God, seeing he is an infinite Be-
ing, must be different from moral goodness in men, asto
afirm this concerning his person : And the outery of
Bolingbroke, against christians, is as much an exhibi.
tion of wisdom, as the outcry of our opponents against us.

But is, it true, because God is an infinite, selfexistent
Being, that virtue, existence, power, rationality, wisdom,
knowledge, and person, according to our ideas of them,
are something different from these things in God ? If so,
men neither do_know, nor can they know any fhing of
their Maker. Yea, it is impossible that God should
communicate any just conceptions of himself to finite un-,
derstandings ; and the christian revelation is, as Boling-.
broke would prove, but the forgery of priests. ’

* Job, xii. 2.
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It is melancholy to see my christian brethren Verging
so closely upon Papal and Infidel ground. - Papal or In-
fidel reasoning, is suspicious; and nothing ought to be
received from them, until it be found to stand the test of
a thorough examination. Such examination the doctrine
before us will not bear. : :

The senses are the medium of all our ideas. No man
can possess ideas different from what.are derived through
this medium, and from what the things around him are
able to illustrate. Hence when we speak of existence in
God, we mean the same thing that we do by existence in
ourselves and others. 'When we speak of his independ-
ence, we mean what we do, when we speak of one man’s
being independent of another. The idea of his omni-
presence is formed, by extending the idea of our pres- -
sence in one place to presence in another, and another,
and so onad infinitum. ‘The idea of his immutability is
the continuance of the idea of what any thing now is,
through every period. By his eternity we mean, that,
let us fix on any period ever so remote or bigh in our cal-
culations, we have the idea that he exists in that period,
and was in existence before. It is the same idea which
we have of the eternity of our existence to come : There
is no completing the calculation. The idea of his just-
ice, goodness, mercy, truth, and faithfulness is also found-
ed on the idea of these virtues in ourselves and fellow-
men. To talk as though person were something different
in God from what we have stated ; that is, which does
not comport with the idea of person in application to our-
selves and fellowmen, is to pretend to hold to a certain
something, which something, in our idea is a mere noth-
ing; a thing of which we form no conception, and, con-
cerning which, we can neither think nor talk, unless we
think and talk without ideas. And is it really a celestial
virtue of the first order to darken counsel by words with-
out knowledge ! Shall he, who talks thus of the great Su-
preme, arrogate all wisdom and piety to himself'!

But, after all their outcry against us, distinction of re-
al and literal personalities is evidently intended by our
‘Trinitarian brethren: For their doctrine makes these
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pérsotis capable of distinct and separite actions, or of
.performing distinct and separate parts. - They say also,
that this is not an accidental, but essential distinction i
the Godhead : Consequently that the first person is not
the second, nor €ither of these the third person. Itis
involved, therefore, in the absurdity of acknowledging
distinction of person to be distinction of being, and yet
affirming that three distinct persons are no more than
one being. This is the same as to.say, that three per-
sons are no more .in number; than one person : For if
the existence and attributes, necessary to constitute/one
person, be not increased by the addition of the'two othet
persons, then that one person is equal to three combined.
Indeed the two additional persons; according to the state-
ment, must be meré€ nihilities. ) :
But Iet us pursue the subject a little furthier: The'
doctrine states, that the one is net the other. What is
meant by one? For instance; the Father. Does this
first person embrace the existence, understanding, pow-
er, wisdom, and every attribute of Deity ? This is the
creed. They say the same concerning the second and
third  persons: .The assertion, then, that one is not the
other, is not true. For the divine existence and attri-
butes aré the firsz person. Numerically the same exist<
ence and attributes are the second person. And numeri-*
cally the same existence and attributes are the t4ird per-
son. Pray, then, what difference or distinction can there
be between them ? Certainly none in existence ; none in
attributes. But what difference can there be in mere
personalities, abstracted from existence and attributes ?
Manifestly it cannot be a difference in point of existence ;
for that is numerically te same. Equally manifest is it,
that there can be no differehce in the mode- of existence §
for where there is no difference in existence, there caf
be no difference as 10 mode. Most evident, therefore,
they cannot differ at all. Here, then, is another absur-
dity. :
l}?rurthermore. The doctrine states, that they are ca~
pable of distinct and separate actions ; or that the actiofis
of the one are not the actions of the other. Neither can
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this be. true. .As numerically the same being, or exist-
ence and attributes, is predicable of each one ; it is plain,
that every action of that being must be the action of that
person, of whom that being is predicated ; consequently,
of every one whom that being composes.” As neither
the Father, nor the Word, nor the Spirit can be sep.
arated from that being, which belongs to him, each of
them must necessarily act, whenever that beingacts ; and
the particular action, of that being must invariably be the
action of each and every person.  Person and being can.-
not be so separated, as that the one, may lie still while the
other is at work. It is evident, therefore, to a demon-
stration, that the action of the one person must invariably
be the action of the other persons. . -

Thus, in whatever light this doctrine of the Trinity be
wviewed, it is a gross absurdity and self contradiction. It
is impossible, therefore, that it should be contained in
the oracles of inspired wisdom. Indeed an important ar-
ticle of this doctrine-is expressly contradicted by the
scriptures. Reference is had to that, which asserts, that
the action of one person is not the action of another.—
Trinitarians themselves affirm, in the moments of their
forgetfulness, that the action of creating the world is as-
cribed to the Father, and to the Word, and to the Spirit ;
and urge this consideration to prove the supreme deity of
each ; yea, that they are the same being. If the scrips
tures assert this, then they assert, that the action of the
one, is the action of the other ; directly in the face of
their creed.  Other instances, to this point, might be
adduced ; particularly the sanctification of sinners, ‘which
is ascribed to the Father, the Word, and the Spirit. So
. that the scriptures deny the essential article of the oggho-
dox creed. I say essential. For they contend that each
of the three persons holds a distinct office in the affair of
man’s redemption, so that it belongs to the Word or Son
to redeem, and to the Spirit to sanctify, and to the Fath-
er to send, and to receive satisfaction; without which, it
is said, that man could not have been saved. But where
is the advantage of three persons in the Godhead, seeing
the action of Xhe one is necessarily, and declared by the

A : .
\
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scriptures to be the action of the othér ? One persoh
would answer every purpose as well as more. ~ ° -

But, to go through with the subject, let us consider the
Trinitarian covenant of redémption. They supposea
rutual contract or stipulation between the Father, ord
or ‘as some will have it, Son aiid Holy Ghost. The Fath-
er sits as supreme. - The Word and Holy Ghost take“in-
ferior stations. The Father promises the Word ‘great
"honor and glofy on condition’he ‘will become incamite,
and die on the cross in behalf of sinners. The Word
‘agrees to be at his comimand ; and the Holy Ghost prom-
ises to be subservient to the' Father and the Word, i
carrying into effect their designs ‘concérning the redemp.
tion of man. Accordingly, the Father sends the Word,
‘or Son into the world, and the Holy Ghost begets his-hu-
‘man nature. The Word, or Son, fulfills his stiptlativh
'with the Father, obeys'in the flesh, and dies on the cross.
‘The Holy Ghost, makes his death effectual, by ¢onveft-
ing men to the love and obedience of righteousness.—
And the Father, according to his promise, -exalts the
‘Word, or Son, to be head over 4ll things to the church.
"~ 'Now what is'to be understood by thrs represetitation-?
Do our brethren 'mean to talk without ideas? Or do e
mean to advocate the ideas, which the Ian'gii&:g’z ‘hold
forth ? Either of these suppositions is in face of their doc-
trine.  If they mean this as mere gibberish of words, theh
their doctrine, which professes'to be something important,
can be nothing more. If they mean what is naturally 4nd
necessarily conveyed by the language, it is either rark
tritheism, or the very ultimatum of é%surdity, ' o

Here is a bargain, a contract, a stipulation, and ‘a cor
respondent performance. This is done, eithér by mete
abstract-personalities, without the‘consideration‘of heixs
and attributes ; or by mumerical iinity of being ‘and at:
tributes. By the ‘former it is obvidusly impossible: to
be "done : ‘For'that, whi¢h'is abstracted from beirig ‘and
. personal properties, can neither be “a-petson, nor capdblé
either of contracting, or of fulfifing a contract. ' ‘By the
very supposition it is destitute of the'polyers of épérdtioh.
* . Wpon-the-plan " of inerely abstract’ pérsdualities, the: cove.
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rizant oould.never have. been instituted, nor the condmons
of. m performed.

‘The supposition of its being done by the latter, re-
duces it ta the highest jargon. ~ It reads thus :—The di-
vine essénce and attributes, (the Father) the divine es--
sence and.attributes, {the Word) and the divine essence
and attributes, (the Holy Ghost) enter into mutual. cove--
nant. 'Thedivine essence and attributes sits as supreme.
"Fhe divine essence and attributes and the divine essence
and attributes take inferior stattons. The divine essence
and attributes promises to the divine essence and attri-
butes great honor and glory, on condition he will become
incarnate and die on the cross. The divine essence and
attributes agrees to be at his command, and the divire es-
sence and attributes promises to be subserw t both to
the divine essence and attributes and to the divine essence
and attributes, and-carry into effect their designs concern-’
ibg the redemption of man. Accordingly the divine es-
sense and attributes sends:thé divine essence and attri-
butes into the world; and the divine essence and attri-

butes begets his human mature. ~ The divine essence and -

attributes fulfils his stipulation with the divine essence
and attributes, obevs in the flesh, and dies on the cross.
Shall we proceed ! ?" Rather let us’ submit the rest of this
Jargonic story to the faith of all, who can muster patience

to read it. thtouo'h No.hmg can be more evident, than’

that the covenant of redemption, as held by our_ oppo-
aents; is wholly destitute of any mezmmg .or reahty A
real .tovenant can be entered into, and the conditicns of it

performed. only by DISTINCT BEINGS: Do a\\av'

distinction of being, and’ you render the covendnt an m,-'
surdity in the very suppos;txon.

Tr1s doctrine being set amde, tHe surreme Deity of
Clmst falls of course.” To suppose him stll the sypreme

y 1s. to- suppose him God the Pather, the only proper’

divihe person in the univers¢, And this involves the
gross absurdxty, that the Fatlier sends himself, obeys kim.
self] prays to himself, upholdslumself réwards himself. It
involvas. the aﬁsurdity, that he is' Mediator between him-
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self and the world. - In short, that he is his own Ged add
Father, and, at the same time, his own and only begot-
ten Son! !! : ‘

Nor will the doctrine of the preexistence of the human
“soul of Christ, as held by many divines afford the leastre-
lief. They also adhere to the doctrine of the i
cal union of natures. They, as well as others, deny the
Son to be a distinct being and person from the supreme

' Divinity. They hold that there are two natures in one
person. So that this scheme makes no saving atall in
the matters of absurdity stated above.

CONCLUSIOUN.

THUS we have given a general view of the important
controversy concerning God and Christ. Numerous pas-
sages, which are concerned in this- question, are indeed
omitted on the one side and on the other. It was our

. design, merely to exhibit a specimen of the testimonies
in favor of each. We have, hiowever, avoided no passage,
urged by our opponents, which is of more difficult solu.
tion, upon our principles, than those . already considered
in this. treatise, The passages and considerations, on
which they make the greatest dependence for the support
of their doctrine, are broughe into view, This, we pre-
sume, our opponents themselves will acknowledge. How
far we have succeeded in adducing evidence of the error
of their doctrine, the public will judge for themselves. If
our reply to their arguments, and the direct proof in fav.
or of our opinion, be insufficient, to invalidate, the com-

. mon sentiment of the divinity of Christ and the Trinity,
‘'we are certain our trinitarian brethren, instead of desiring
to embarrass the dissemination of our pamphlet, will, in
aid of their cause, endeavor that its Currency may be gen-
eral. We, as well as they, feel interested in the prome.
tion of truth. If we ure mistaken in our ideas on this
subject, we hope they will do their best, by fair and can.
did argument, to set us right. It is a doctrine with us,
that error is of no use to any one, but of pernicious ten-
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dency. We would therefore be always open to convie.
tion, and followers of real truth let it lead us where it
may. .
1t has been our endeavor to treat the subject in a can--
did manner, and our opponents with respect. If we have
deviated, in any instance, from this intention, or if there
be any. thing, which may be called Aarsk and unchristian
in tis work, we hold ourselves in readiness to make a
becoming acknowledgment to any one, who will do us
the kindness to point it out.

Should a reply be made, we hope it will be conducted
with christian decorum and decency, and that argument
will be allowed to take the place of all bitterness and rail-
ings. The former, if sound and solid, will have weight
to decide the cause in question. The latter cannot fail
to degrade, in the minds of the sober and judicious, him
who advocates even the best of causes. Upon this ground
-we are willing to pursue a free and general discussion of
the subject concerning God and Christ ; firmly persuad-
ed that a candid, accurate, and thorough investigation of
the scriptures, on this and every other point of doctrine,
will, instead of being detrimental, prove beneficial to the
cause of christianity. ’

Finally, Though we are fully persuaded of the doc-
trine here taught, yet it is by no means our desire that
any one- should assent to it, who is not really convinced
of its truth. * Let every man be fully persuaded in his
own mind.” Each is accountable for himself. There-
‘fore call no man Master on the earth : But, like the more
noble Bereans, search the scriptures daily to see whether
these things are so. - .

.+ If however the testimonies from the sacred scriptures,
which have been adduced, afford conviction to your minds
of the truth of the doctrine for which we plead ; if they
establish you in the belief, that God is one person only,
and that Jesus of Nazareth, the Christ, is not the su-
preme Divinity ; we exhort you to act in character, to
stand boldly for. the truth, to confess it before the world,
and to appear as its advocates. The doctrine-is certainly
* jmportant. If affects the christian practice. It enables
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us.tg worship God: without. distraction, It roakes the.
sacred seriptures speak a languaﬁc , which is intelligible ;.
and clears away the rubbish of mystery and absurdity:
from the christian_ system, which_has Jed thousands to
torn infidels, and involved: many a beligver in unhappy.
perplexities of mind.  If men, who are persuaded of the,
grass errar. of the commaonly recewed doctripe, do not a:
vow their sentxments and stand, in their defence, how ia
is error, which is taught our youth in creeds amlcate-
chisms, to be prevented from descending to pesterity ?
How, by failing to advogate the truth, do you let your
light shine hefare others for their benefit and. advantage ¥
- Haw, in this way, are you a faithful friend. of your fellaw
en, and of the cause of God ?- Did.the ancient. prophets,.
3‘ d Jesus Christ or the Apgs{dea, because ervor had become:
fashjonable, and, the prejudices of the age. in favor of it
. were such, ag ta render it hazardous for any ane to call it
in question, besitate, on this account, boldly te advocater
the truth ? To say: nothing of the lgss of repatation, (whick:
is the only evil we can sustain) did they not. even hazards
their lives in opposing the errors, with which men had ob-
scured the revelation of God.? Had: they heen: faint heart.
ed like some of the présent day, who profess the religion:
which they, tanght, had they consulted theijr personal ease,
reputatibn-and, camfort in life, and bowed, before the er-:
rars and prejudices of mankmd where should we have.
nmy bcen, but in the heathenism of our ancestors ? What:
the yenerable Reformers. hags concealed the: truth, ob
which they became possessed, and had made no oppasi-.
tion to-the torrent of Papal error, which shronded christi.
anity, in darkness. Europe and America would, in this
" nincteenth century, have been the blind: devotees of the
most, abominable errors, superstitions and.absurdities,-
"Fhe believers in truth muyst, openly espouse her cause, ar
there will be no reformauon. No medium.axists befweem
doing this and, giving our weight into the opposite scale. -
If we do not appear in behalf of truth, we sanction errar,:
mds:lently hand, down the pcmimous lcgacy to: future-
generatipns.
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