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PREFACE TO THE FIRST EDITION. 
As a conscientious man, I hove for a number of 

years believed Ihe sentimeuts contained in this work; 
indeed I may add, I ha,'e ever bclieve,\ Christ to be 
the prr:rper Son of God, sincc I was capable of think
ing for mysel£ On account of my views being COll

stantly misreprescnted, I published a pamphlet in 
1818, entitled the "True Ml'ssioh exalted, or Jesus 
Christ really the Son of God," in which I briefly dis
cussed the sllbject of the present work, Thot pam· 
phlet has undergone two large editions, nnd there is 
8till a pressing !lemnnd for lhem, which could not be 
answered without reprinting them. By the importu
nity of my IHends I have been constrained to im'csti. 
gate the subject more extensive.Jy, and now present 
it to the public in the present form, 

I hove been under nccessity of assuming more of un 
air of controversy in the present work than I conld 
have w.ishcd, as I have deemed it my duty to make 
some s:trictures upon two pmnphlets which have ap· 
peared in public, WrittCIl in reply to my former publi. 
cation. A neglect to notice these, by many would 
undoubtedly have been construed unfavorably, I 
have also thought proper to pass a lJrief examination 
ofMr, S. Luckey's book . 
• In replying to my antagonists, it has been my aim 

to treat them with tenderness. I think no candid per~ 
soa who has read the works I aUudeto,,, <;.a~ think I ~ 
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have'exercised undueseveritr. Indeed, it would b~ 
a grief to me to know that any thing of that cast had, 
escaped my pen. Jfany part of the work may have 
that appearance in the I{'ast, it is what 1 have f,tated 
upon Mr. Luckey's publication. Should any of those 
remarks appe.ar to 'frinitarians too scvere, they may 
do well in future to remember, that other peoplc have 
feelings as well as thcmselves. Indeed, when J ex
amine such abuses as are found in Mr. Luckey's book. 
I need a monitor within me to keep my pen undcr 
proper restraint. But i hope, in my remarks on his 
censorious publication, I have not sunk into a spirit 
of rctaliation. 

It will not be expected by such of my readers as 
are fumiliar with the subject, that this work wiII ex
hibit to them arguments which are entirely new. I 
have only pursued apath which has been trodden by 
many before me. The writingsofthe venerable Noah 
Worcester, have been a rit·h treasurc for years past. 
I think he stands justly cntitled to a rank with the 
first writers in our country upon this subject. His 
"Bible News" and his "Appeal to the candid," I could 
wish were in thc hands of every sineere inquirer 
after truth. Those works have been Bf great use to 
me in arranging tlus. I have also derived assistance 
from the writings of Dr. Channing, for which I would 
makc grateful aeknowledgments. However, ifthere 
are errors in this work, they are mine and not another 
mao's. 

To elegance of style I .make n6g,nll~ I ha,-e 
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only aimed to exhibit my views in plain familiar Jan
guage. I have not written for critics, bllt have used 
" plainness of speech." 

I now commit this work to the hand ofProvidencc, 
praying ifit is en-or, it may sink into oblividn soon, 
and neyer be the. means ofleadiug one soul astray.
Ifit is truth, may it circulate cxteusinly, and prove 
for the advancement ofthe calise of God. Dear readcr 
whoever you are, iuto whose hallll~ this little treatise 
may fall, give it a candid perusal beforc you pass 
judgment upon it, ami then search the scriptures to 
see whether these thiggs nre so. And may the Fa
ther of all mereies brillg you at last to possess eternal 
life, through the knowledge of thc only true God, and 
Jesus Christ whom Ii. '.as sent. 

THE AUTHOR. 
West Bloomfield, N. Y. March, 1823. 

PREFACE TO THE SECOND EDITION. 

The f .. vorable reception with whieh this work 
met, and the rapid demand for it, soon exhausted the 
first edition. The author retained a few copies to 
supply special calls, but all these were disposed of 
cight years ago. . He has ycry frequenHy been soli
eited to publish another edition; but till lately has de
clined, intending at a lei .. Ul·e period to write over the 
whole, and leave Ollt the controversiul part with 
Mcssrs. Lucky nnd Harmon. But as the writings of 
those gentlemen arc still in circulation, he has finally 
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concluded to gh-e the work a brief revision, and per
mit another edition appear before the public. 

This work was written fourteen years ngo, when 
the lIuthor was young;- in :relation to thc doc
trine it contnins, his mind has undergone no ehonge. 
He is decidedly convinced that nothing is to be fear
ed from the most critical investigation of the subject, 
for the more it is examined, the more it will spreod 
nnd shine. large number of persons, from reading 
this little volume, have bl'come deeided believcrs in 
the divine unity of God, and thl'Sonship of Jesus 
Christ; among whom onl se\-ernl able ministers of 
the gospel. Two instnnces ha\-e come to my knowl
edge persons commencing to write againFlt this 
work, oni nller expending' considerable labor, gave 
lip the efiorl, aeknowledging the flrgumcnts it ('on
l.ains be untlnsw('mble. ~rhe El<l('l' Elia!4 Lcc, 
of Bnllston Spring"', is the only mnn who hus publish
ed a pretended reply to thi" work. That appellred in 
1825, nnd is still in ,dreuhl.tlon. Many Mr. 1,lCe's 
friends, howevcl', admit that it is a failure. The some 
yenr published n reply ]\fr. Lee, two !eUers 
which nre now subjoined to this edition. For 1\11'. 
Lee I havee-ver ,,,,tcrtained very warm reppee'. He 
wa... vcnel'uble aml able Baptist minister, and not
withstanding the severity of his pamphlet against 
me, 1 ",hall eVI'r reRpeet his memory. I have un
der his ministry with profit when a child, as well as 
in Intel years, He was the first minister of any de
nomination lhat I distinctly recollect of hearing 
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The doctrine ruainly advocated in this work, hasre
vived in Europe during the present ceutury, with re
marlfable strengtb. The Presbyterians in England 
are, at the present time, nearly all UnitllJ'ians. In' 
Ireland, the same denomination have divided within 
a few years on this point, most of whom are on the 
Unitarian side. - The old General Baptists in Eng

many ministers 
decided Uni-

bas spread to a very eOIl!!IIJ€IrUIIUfl 

a-half a century, tbe spread to a 
vost extellt in Germany and Switzerland. Even at 
Genev .. , wbere Calvin caused Servetus to be burned 
to death on the charge of being an Uni:.ariall, the 
doctrine of the unity of God is the prevailing belie£ 
All the pnators of Geneva are Unitarians, with the 
e"ception of two or three. Even the college tOunded 
by Calvin, and guarded by 

Ullit.lrinn institution. 
because they are 

leaders in this country_ 
Religious Knowledge." 

the present century, of the 
these United States, wide and 

rapid. I(n ~addi.tion to the~ multitudes who openl'J" 
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avoW it, a large number now in membership with 
Trinitarian aects, are Unitarians in belie£ This fact 
is wen known. The recent revolution experienced 
among Calvinistic sectl!l, together w.th the spirit of 
he enquiry now abroad in the land, augur the time 
near at hand, when the mysterious and contradictory 
doctrine of the Trinity will be thoroughly exploded: 
when its remaining advocates will dwindle into sick
ly minority. In no sense has the doctrine ever bene
fitted christianity. It has rather been a hindrance 
than a help to its spread. It has furnisht'd objeetions 
to the inJidel, the JetD, and is even a stumbling block 
in the way of the heathen. A striking evidence of 
this occurred at Calcutta, within a few years, in the 
case of Rammohtm Roy, a learned Bramin. Also, 
the uncharitable temper which the doctrine has al
ways carried with it, ought to cause its present ad. 
vocates to pause and consider. 

The present edition, at the solicitation of many, is 
now submitted to the public. May it lead thousands 
to a more perfeet knowledge of the only true God, 
and .Jesus Christ. whom h .. has sent. 

THE AUTHOR. 
CtJI'IIUJtI, N. Y. NO'Dember, 1836. 
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.THE: TR UE lVIESSIAH. 
CHAPTER 1. 

THE UNITY OF GOD. 

SECTION I. 
THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY UNSCRIPTURAJ •• 

TIlE advocates of Trinity, like the Cl:i
nese mythologists, would fain make people be
lieve, that the records of their doctrine run 
back so far into ;;tntiquity, as to destroy the 
force of argument against it. They even tell 
us it has been a doctrine believed and affirmed 
by the most pious of all ages, that God exists in 
three persons. But before I acknowledge the 
assertion to be correct, I think it my duty 
to consult the scriptures of truth. If it be a 
fact, that the doctrine that God is three persons, 
was believed and ~ffirmecl by the pious in the 
first a~es of the world, it is from the Bible alone 
we can obtain such information. 

First, I examine the Old Testament for light 
upon the subject; but 1 can find no account of 
Rny such doctrine there. In all the revelations 
God was pleased to make- to the ancient patri-

D,g"i"dbyGoogle 
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a!chs and prophets, we have no accountthat 'he 
revealed himself in three persons. 

Moses, that eminent servant, who was with 
God in the mount, to whom God made the 
greatest revelation of himself, records nothing 
of his being three persons. Indeed he declar
ed to the Jews something very materially dif
ferent from it: "Hear, 0 Israel, the Lord our 
God is one Lord ;,,- not three Lords, nor three 
ptlrsons. 

It is, however, urged by Trinitarians, that 
Moses records language in the book of Gene
sis, from which the inference may be drawn, 
that God is a plurality of persons; such as 
"Let us make man." "The man is become 
as one of us," &c. To this I reply, the plu_ 
rality in these expressions does nQt necessarily 
imply more than two, and as God made all 
things by his Son, [Heb. i. 2.] it appears evi. 
dent to me, that it was the Son to whom Goa 
spake •. If it were God who spake, (which is 
not disputed,) it is evident he spake as one per
son in company with another, and not as though 
two or more persons were speaking at the same 
time. Instead of we will make man, the ex
pression is, "Let us make man." How absurd 
is the conclusion, that one part of God spake to 
another part of himself! And how preposter
ous the idea, to represent God as a family of 
persons conversing with each other! 

D,g"i"dbyGoogle 
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Again, if it be urged that the pronoun us, iu 
these instances, be applied exclusively to the 
being of Jehovah, why do we not find it occur 
in other instances in scripture, where we know 
God is exclusively speaking of himself1 Why 
is not God spoken to, and of, in the plural? 
Might we not in some instances expect, that 
the expression, "I am the Lord your God," 
which we meet so frequently in scripture, would 
be changed to We are the Lord your God 1 
Might we not expect among all the prayers we 
have recorded in scripture, in which God is al. 
ways addressed in the use of the following pro. 
nouns: thee, thou, thine, and thyself, to find the 
plural pronouns ye, YOtl, your, and you1'Selves, 
substituted in their room 1 If it be proper to 
speak of God as a plurality of persons, ought 
not christians to address him as such 1 But no 
where in scripture have we an account that God 
was addressed or prayed to in the plural. Da. 
vid in addressing God says, "0 God, to whom 
vengeance belongs, shew "thyself," not your. 
selves. "Lift up thyself, thou Judge of the 
earth." The f::OIl of God spake thus: "And 
this is life eternal,. that they might know thee, 
the only true God,.and Jesus Christ, whom thou 
hast scnt." 

'fhe Hebrew name Elohim, is often appealed 
(0 as proof that God is a plurality of persons. 
The argument used is, that this name must ne· 
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cessarily be of plural comprehension. 'I'his 
every learned Jew denies, and says it is a mere 
idiom of their language. Some of our most a
ble Hebrew critics clearly prove, that instead of 
the name establishing a plurality of persons in 
one God, if it must be regarded as of plural 
comprehension at all, it must prove a plurality 
of Gods. But when the fuct comes to be con
sidered thatthe name Elohim is applied to men 
and things in the scriptures, the argument loses 
all its force. It is applied to Moses in Exodus 
vii. 1. "See I haV'C made thee a god, [lleb. 
Elohim,] to Pharaoh." Certainly it will not be 
argued that Moses was a plurality of persons. 
The children. of Heth gave the same title to 
Abraham. " Thou art a mighty prince among 
us." Genesis xxxiii. 6. In Hebrew, this passage 
reads, " a mighty Elohim among us." It will 
not be contended that Abraham was three per
sons. It is sufficient to state that the name 
Elohim is also applied in scripture to Aaron's 
molton calf, and to Llagon. Wilh these fucts con
sidered', the argument falls like" the balieless 
fabric of a vision." 

Secondly, examining the New Testament, I 
find the doctrine that God is three persons, e
qually unsupported. Through the whole of 
the gospel, God, instead of being spoken of as 
three persons, is plainly represented as one per
Bon-II the express image of his [God's]person. 

. D,g"i"dbyGoogle 
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[Heb. i. 3.] Scri pture further states, "To us 
there is but one God, the Father," [1 Cor. viii.O.] 
This passage not only asserts God to be one~ 
but also' that one God il3 the Fatlier. "A me
diator is not a mediator of one, but God is 
ONE." [Gal. iii. 20.] "The holy One." "The 
high and lofty One." How different are these 
expressions from stating God to be three! 

The only pnssage found in our present trans
lation of the New Testament, which comes any 
where near expressing the doctrine of three per
sons in one God, is 1 John v. 7_ "For there 
are three that bear record in heaven, the Fa
ther, the Word, and the Holy Ghost, and these 
three are one." In the former edition of this 
work I admitted this passage, with all the argu
ment it could afford on the Trinitarian, side of the 

• question, believing if it was really genuine, it 
did not establish the doctrine. But while I find 
that about every learned and candid Trinitari
an gives up the passage as a mere interpolation, 
and also that evidences of its spuriousness are 
overwhelming, I see no cause why I should con
tend for its genuineness. 1 will here state some 
of the strong evidences against the passage as 
constituting any part of divine revelation, and 
then leave the candid reader to judge for him-
self. . . 

Mr. Buchanan, in his researches among th,e 
Assyrian christians in the east, says, that thiS 
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text is wanting in all their ancient manuscripts. 
In the new translation by Campbell, Doddridge, 
and l\fcKnigh~ which bas recently been pub
lished in this country, the text is rejected as 
spurious. In the improved version of the New 
Testament, we find the following note on this 
disputed passage: "1. This text, concerlfing 
the heavenly witnessess, is not contained in any 
Greek manuscript which was written earlierthan 
the fifteenth century. 2. Nor in any Latin ma
nuscript earlier than the ninth century. 3. It 
is not found in any of the early versions. 4. It 
is not cited by any of the Greek ecc\esia§til!al 
writers, though, to prove the doctrine of fhe 
Trinity, they have cited the words both before 
and after the text. 5. It is not cited by 
any of the early Latin fathers, even when the 
subject on which they treat, would naturally lead 
them to appeal to its authority. 6. It is first cited 
by Virgilius Tapsensis a Latin writer of no credit 
in the latter end of the fifth century, and by 
whom it is suspected to have been forged. 7. It 
has been omitted as spurioLis, in many editions 
of the New 'I'cstament, since the reformation: 
in the two first of Erasmus, in those of Aldus, 
Colinaclls, Zwinglius, and lately of Griesbach. 
It was omitted by Luther in his German ver
sion. In the old English Bibles of Henry Vnl. 
Edward VI., and Elizabeth, it was printed in 
small types, or included in D~i~~~~J~~lebut be • 
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tween the years J 566, and 1580, it began to be 
printed as it now stands; by whose authority it 
is not known." 

Dr. Adam Clark, the Metho.t commenta. 
tor, gives the passage up as spurious. He says, 
" One hundred and thirteen Greek manuscripts 
are· extant, containing the fil'st epistle of John, 
and the text in question is wanting in one hun. 
dred and twelve. The first place the Terse ap. 
pears in Greek, is in the Greek translation of 
the Acts of the council of Lateran, held in A. 
D. 1215. Though it is found in many Latin 
copies, Yflt it does not appear that liny written 
p'reviously to the tenth century contain it. All 
the Greek fathers omit the verse though many 
of them quote both verse 6 and verse 8, apply. 

- ing them to the Trinity. It is wanting in the 
German translation of Luther, and in all the 
editions of it published dllring his life time. In 
short, it stands on no authority sufficient to nu. 
thenticate any part of a revelation professing to 
have come from God." 

Such testimony as the foregoing, it is pre. 
sumed is sufficient to set at rest the question 
relating to 1 John v. 7. But should any still 
contend for its genuineness, let it'be explained 
in connection with John x. 30. "1 and my Fa. 
ther are one." It is urged from this passage, by 
Trinitarians, that Christ and his Father are o~e 
aad the same being; but if we compare this 
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with other passages, where the w6rd one is used 
in a similar sense, we shall find thnt 110 such in. 
ference can r~onably be drawn from it. Tho 
word one £tiJ'various uses in the scriptures. 
Paul tells his Corinthian brethren," He that 
planteth and he that watereth are one ;" [1 Cor. 
iii. 8.] but in a few verses preceding this, he 
had told them, "1 have planted, Apollos water. 
cd." Here Paul and Apollos are said to be 
one; Jlet Paul and Apollos are two persons. 
Of the church it is said, "ye are all' one in 
Christ Jesus." [Gal. iii. 28.] Though all be. 
lievers in Christ are said to be one, yet not one 
person. In Christ',;; prayer to his Fa,ther in the 
17th chapter of John, speaking of his disciples 
he says, "And the glory which thou guest 
me,l have given them"that they may be one', 
evell as we"are one." Now as Christ prayed 
that his disciples might be one, ellen, or just as 
he and his Father are one, must it not follow, if 
the conclusioll be cOl'l'ect that Christ and his 
Father are but one being, that his discipl~s 
must become but one being 1 Which then 
ought we to admit, that the Trinitarian doc. 
trine is incorrect, or that Christ's prayer can 
never be ans\9'ered 1 

If it cannot be ad~itled, from comparing 
scripture with scripture, that this text Dleans 
that Christ and his Father are but one being, 
(and that such a conclusion would involve the 
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greatest absuJ'dity 1 have clearly shown,) nei
ther can we admit that the three mentioned in 
1 John v. 7, are but one being .• The onene88 
mentioned in both passages, m s the same, 
and the extent of it is defined in Christ's pray
er to his Father, that his disciples might be one 
as he and hi& f'lther are one; not a oneness of 
being, but a oneness of union. The Lord has
ten the happy day, when all the disci~ of 
Christ shall thus be united. 

Before 1 proceed any further, I must here 
notice a remark made by Mr. Tbomas Harmon, 
in his pamphlet entitled" The true dignity of 
the Son of God, affirmed and defended." As 
this pamphlet was particularly written against 
my former pyblication, entitled "The true 
Messiah exalted," &c. 1 shall have frequent 
occasion to nOlice it, in the course o£ this work. 

In my former work, my remarks were simi. 
lar to my present upon the above passages, on 
which MI'. H. observes, "it cannot be that his 
observationi' are correct. If they prove any 
thing, they prove too much, They prove what 
he himself is not wi1 ::ng to allow; that Christ 
approaches as near' I '. i I is Father in the union he 
has with him, as P ,~ ') ~pollos, or one be-
liever to another." :. That there'is as 
much ofa onell P ,O," ."1, between Christ and 
his Father, as ttL .~ :"etween Puu1 and J\ pol-
los I fully beJie\<:' 'Rnd that I will con~cnt to 
th~, Mr. H. need n610nger %~~i~H~~6ogle .... 
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Mr. H. further tells that the word e1Jrn'1 
the text, means likewi,Ye; and that Christ 

prayed that. he and his Father were one, so 
likewise dm'ciples might be one. Now ad. 
mitting this statement to be correct, I do not see 
that the sensc of the passage is very materially 
varied. The meaning of "likewise," accord. 
ing to Walker, is, "in like manner!' In this 
Mr. ]I. has i'ldirectly acknowledged what I 
contend viz: Ihat as Christ and his Father 
are one, so " in like manner" his disciples might 

one. But Mr. H, adds, "not one in the 
same manner that he and his Father were." 
This appears to me to come very ncar contra. 
dicting himself and the text too. First he tells 
us that "even," in the text, means likewise, 
which is in like manner," and immedi. 
ately argues, .that they are one in a very differ-
ent manncr. hope he will retract this 
take, nnd pray God to forgive him, for indirect. 

asserting that Christ's prayer cannot be 
swered, by saying the di'lciples cannot be one 

the same manner that Christ and his Father 
are one. 

With thi'3 view of above passages, 1 ban 
find nothing in th~9nl'iptures, to teach me that 
God is three person~, ., 'lIe writers ofthe Bi-
ble, particularly the 1\ stament, meant to 
have us believe that GOl.'· 'lhree persons, in
etead of one, we no.: 'ell.s0!lably suppose, 
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lhey would have recorded the doctrine in the 
most plain and unequivocal terms? That a 
doctrine so important os this ie.mid to be, at 
the same time so difficult to understand, should 
be left so undefined as to be made out by infer. 
ence only, is u difficulty which needs much in. 
genuity to explain. 

Christianity, it must be remembered, was 
planted in the midst of sharp sighted rmemies, 
who overlooked no ohjectionable part of the 
system, and who would have fastened with earn. 
estness on a doctrine involving such apparent 
contradictions as the Trinity. 1 cannot con. 
ceive of an opinion again3t which the Jews (who 
prided themselves in asserting the unity of God) 
would have raised an equal clamor. I would 
thEln ask, how it happens, that in the apostles' 
wl·itings which relate so much to objections to 
christianity, not a word is said implying that 
objections were brought against the doctrine 
that God is three persons? Does not this con. 
Sideration argue that the doctrine of the Trinity 
was not lmown at that timn, to be objected 
against? 

The Jews, while they stand as a monument 
for the truth of the ·scriptures, are a cloud of 
witnesses against the doctrine of the Trinity. 
They reject it as being contrary ,to their scr.ip. 
tures. If, as Trinitarians assert, "the doctrme 
of the Trinity has been believed and affirmed ..... 
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by the most pious in all ages'" why have not 
the Jews some knowledge of it from the Old 
Testament, ifpot by tradition 1 If God is to be 
worshipped now as three persons, he certainly 
was worshipped in the same manner in Old Tes. 
tamflnt times. If Abraham and all his pious 
successors, believed and taught that God is 
three persons, how is it possible that the knowl. 
edge of this should be utterly lost to all the 
Jews, from the days of the apostlt!s to the pres. 
ent time 1 

Mr. Buck, in his theological dictionary, gives 
a summary of the Jewish tilirteen articles of 
faith, which all professed Jews arc bound to live 
and die in the acknowledgement of. The first 
five articles relate im-mediately to God, but in 
none of them is there the least appearance.of 
Trinity. The second article reads thus: "That 
God is one; there is no.unity like his. He on. 
ly hath been, is, and shall be eternally our God." 
In respect to the doctrine of the Trinity, the 
Jews of the present day give it flS their united 
testimony. "we have no sllch wOI'cls, 01' f(JI'ms, 
in the writings of Moses and the prophets; our 
fathers never worshipped a three.one.God." 

As Trinitarians aflirm that their doctrine is 
found in the Old Testament, to which the Jews 
exclusively adhere as the rule of their faith, 
why is it that no Old Testament Jew is a Trin. 
itarian 1 Are not learned JewsCwho arc a~. 
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quainted with the customs of theil' nation, more 
capable of understanding Hebrew words and 
phrases, than we can pretend to be? And what 
peculiar temptation could a Jew be under to 
mislead him in respect to what the bible testi. 
fies concerning God? Why then do the Jews 
contend for the unity of God, that he is one per. 
son, and one only 1 Indeed, I think the only 
reason is, that in this they are supported by 
the true meaning of their scriptures, and by the 
well known faith and worship of all their pious 
ancestors. 

Another argument may' be considered against 
the doctrine that God is three persons, which 
in itself amounts almost to a demonstration. It 
is this, that God is uniformly in scripture wor. 
shipped as one person only. We have many 
prayers recorded in the scriptures, but in none 
of thell1 do we fi:lll God addressed as thr2e pel'. 
sons. If God be three persons, how shall we 
account for it that the scriptures afford us no 
example of his being worshipped us such 1 At 
tbe present day, we scarcely hear a Trinitarian 
pray, but we hear him c1oso with a doxology 
to olle God in three persons. But is this a 
scriptural manner of praying 1 Irso. why have 
we not some scriptural example of it 1 Why 
did not the apostles and ancient saints prny to a 
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three~one.God 7* We have sereral of their 
pray£'rs recorded. Why did .not the Son of -
God teach his disciples to pray to a God in 

. three persons 7 Have we 110t strong reasons 
to believe that mode of prayer was then not in 
use, but that it was an invention of ~ later age 1 
To say, that in all the prayers and 30ngs of 
praise recorded in the Bible, God is no where 
addressed, or spoken of as three persons, may 
be considered by some a bold assertion,. but it 
is 110 more hold than true, Trinitarians them. 
selves being judges. Let ·them shew me an in. 
stauce, in all the. scriptures, of God bcing ad. 
dressed or prayed to as three persQns, and] will 
confess my error in dissenting from the doc. 
trine of th(; Trinity; but until they do, 1 must 
believe that the s[lints anciently did not -pray as 
Trinitarians do now, and ,consequently must 
suppose there is un elTor somewhere. . 

"I hope it WiJIllot be considcrt"d that I ust" the term 
"three-one-God" by,vay of burlesque, as it is an t"x· 
pression which 'l'rinitnrions tlse tht"mselves. I only 
borrow the. phrase froul them. 
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SECTION II. 

THI: DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY UNREUONAlILE. 

Having shown from the foregoing investiga
tion that the doctrine of the Trinity is U7&8crip
tural, I shall now proceed to show that it is also 
unreasonable. I am however aware that Trin
itarians arc opposed to huving their doctrine 
_brought to the test of reason. But what point 
of doctrine is thero laid down in the New 'res
tament, 011 which the apostles did not reason? ,. 
'fhey abundantly reasoned, that Jesus was the 
Christ, and that there would be a resurrection 
of the dead. On these important points, it is 
said, Paul, in 11 certain place, reasoned three 
whole Sabbath days. "He reasoned of righ
teousness, temperance and judgment to come," 
while Felix trembled. The Lord said, "come 
now and let us reason together." If therefore 
I should attempt to reason upon this subject, I 
have not only the example of the apostles to 
warrant me in it, but also the command of the 
Lord God. 

In the 15th chapter of 1 Corinthians, we 
have a specimen of Paul's reasoning in order to 
obviate objections raised against the doctrine of 
the resurrection. He shows from analogies in 
nature, that there was a propriety in believing 
in the resurrection of the body. He brings the 
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figure sowing grain; Ihat, which 
,sown must perish, but should spring up lind 
bear fruit; so the body must perish in tho 
grave, but should spring up in the resurrection, 
and bear a body such as God should prepare. 
But why did Paul eondescend reason upon 
the subject at all 1 Why did he not tell the Co. 

the doctrine of the resurreetion is 
mystery, which we can neither comprehcnd nor 
explam; but you must believe it because it is 
so. Had he done this, he would have assumed 

'the Trinitarian mode of argument. 
I must object to the contemptuulls mam;ter 

which many Trinitarians..speak human ruu· 
son. Reason is the noblest faculty that dist:n. 
guishes man. Take away his reason and he 
an idiot. A man who does not exercise reason, 
is an unreasonable man; from such Paul pray. 
ed to·be dolivered, and this my prayer. 

1 contend that the gospel is a system of rea. 
son as well as truth. I honor revelation 

. highly make it tl.e antugonist of reason, or 
to believe it sinks into dormancy our noblest 
faculties. I honor our heavenly teacher 
much, to ascribe to him such a revelation, if a 
revelation it might call ell. revelation 
a gift light, not ealculated thicken our 
darkness, and multiply our perplexities. Truth 
never can suffer by scrutiny like the pure gold, 
it has no dross; but a doctrine that shrinks 
from investigation, betrays its origi.n. 
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Dr. Adam Clark, in his Commentaries on the 
Scriptures, has made one of the best remarks 
on this point, that I ever S'l.W from the pcn of a 
'frinitarian. He says, "the doctrine which 
can not st~nJ the tcst of rational im'estigation, 
can not be true. "\Ve have gone too far, when 
we have said such and sllch doctrines should not 
be subjected to rational investigation, being doc. 
trines of pure revelation. I know of no such 
doctrines in the Bible. The doctrines of this 
book are doctrines of eternal reason, and they 
are revealed because they are such." 

Whether the doctor ineant to I'eprove some 
of his Trinitarian brethren for going too fur or 
not, I cannot tell, but jt is certain his l't!mark 
looks right at them. How frequent do we hear 
Trinitarians say, the doctrine of tht! Trinity is 
above reason, and therefore cannot be investi. 
gated by it; but that it is a doctrine of revela. 
tion, and we are bound to believe it. Mr. Sam. 
uel Lucky, in his treaties, entitled "A defence 
of the doctrine of the 'rrinity," &c.lal)ors hard 
tn make people think that it is heinously wick. 
ed, and "a species of ostentation not becoming 
a christian," to attempt to explain the doctrine 

'of the Trinity. p. 106. Thi<; looks to me like 
a popish scheme to keep people in ignorance. 

Mr. Harmon not only represents Trinity as 
something which. we cannot understand, but ~l. 
so tbat it is that of which we are perfectly Ig. 
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norullt. He says-" But he seems to intimate. 
[alluding to mE',] that the idea of a Trinity of 
persons in the Godhead implies a contradiction. 
But 1 would ask how he can make it appear a 
contradiction unless he fully understand it? 
Observe it is 110t the fuct, but the mystery of 
that fact, which he supposes contradictory. Of 
the mystery, that is, the manner in which there 
are three persons existing in Olle God, he has 
no knowlE'dge. 'fhen how can he pass judg
ment upon that, of which he is perfectly igno
rant." p. '3. 

·Whether 01' not Mr. H. meant to have us 
think that he considered me more ignorant con
cerning this mystery than himself, he has 110t 
told us; however, it is most probable that he 
would be understood to represent that we Ilre 
all perfectly ignorant of it. Now if he admit 
that he is perfectly ignorant concerning it, as 
well as myself, I know 110t why he should ques. 
tion what I state concerning it, even should I 
say it implies a contradiction. If neither of us 
can have any knowledge of his supposed myste
ry, he has no more authority to say it does not 
imply a .oontradiction, than 1 have to say it 
does. From his representation, it may, or it 
may 110t; how does he know 1 But that the 
contradiction consists in a hidden mystery, is a 
mistake; it is in the doctrine taught by 'frini, 
tarinns, as I shall endeavor to show. 
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The doctrine of the Trinity teaches that God 
is three persons, and yet but one being. Now, 
how to define the diffarence between person and 
heinl!, wheJ.:e both terms are applied to rational 
intelligences, I am at entire loss. It is tr,ue, in 
speaking of the brutal creation, we may call 
them beings, but not persons; but wherever we 
apply the term person we naturally conceive of 
a being alluded to. In no instance can we form 
an ioea of one. being comprising three persons, 
or three persons constituting one being only, 

. Therefore, in my view, it would be no more abo 
surd to say God is three beings, than to say lw 
is three persons; consequently, if the former 
be absurd, the htter is alsC'. . 

Again, the doctrine asserts that each of these 
persons is God. That the Father is God, the 
Son is God, and the Holy Ghost is God; and 
yet that it takes all these three to constitute ene 
GOd. But says Mr. HarlUon-" If he mean to 
be understood as saying that Trinitarians sup. 
pose each person in the Godhead, individually 
and -separately considered, is God, he labors al. 
together under a mistake. It is not so. They 
do not suppose tbat each person, separately con· 
sidered, is God; but only in conjunction and 
inseparable union with the other two." 

Here mal·k the expression, "each person ill 
the Godhead, individually considered." As 
much as th~ugh there are three individuals in 



the Godhead. What is this short of acknowl. 
edging three beings in the Godhead 1 

If Trinitarians do not suppose that each per. 
son in the Trinity is God, then ill f: H. is not a 
Trinitarian, or otherwise he has asserted what 
he did not suppose. In speaking of the person 
of the Father individually, he calls him "the 
self-existent God." In speaking of the person 
()f the Son individually, he calls him "the very 
and eternal God," ." the true God," "the self. 
existent God," and" the only wise God." In 
speaking of the Holy Ghost individually, he 
calls it God repeatedly, and through the whole 
labors to prove that Father, Son, and Holy 
Ghost ~are only one God. 

For Mr. H. to pretend to be a Trinitarian, 
and deny that Trinitarians assert what he as
serts .himself, looks to me like trying to cover 
absurdity with something worse. In this place 
he reproaches me very severely; accusing me 
with a want of candor, &c. and adds, "if they 
believe our system to be erroneous, let them 
shew it by plain scripture, fair reasoning, and 
legitimate conclusions.". p. 4. Thi-; is my 
present business; and the fair, legitimate COIl

elusion is, that Mr. H. with other Trinitarians, 
believe there is a God the Father, God the Son, 
and God the Holy Ghost, and that these three, 

. whom they individually call God, are only one 
God. If,this is ft~t the case. Mr. H. ought to 
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retract some statements found in his pamphlet. 
That this is mode ef Trinitarian argument, f 
am prepared to show from a numuel' of perti. 
nent extracts fwm their writings, now in my 
posseslsion. is therefore hoped that no 
in future, like i\1r. Il. will have the presump. 

to 
ask, is there· £Illy reason in the doc. 

trine that God is di vided into three persons, 
each of which persons truly and properly 
God, and yet the three together constitute no 

than one God? Can one God 
or Ihre!J only one? Who could form any 
tional conception of sllch a mode of existence? 
If it t[<ke three persons compose one 
neither of these persons, inrlil'idlllllly consider. 
ed, can be God, utly more than third 130nstit. 
uent part can tho whole that IS a pM! 
of. Or if there ai'tJ three self.existent persons, 
each of which and properly is 

.not a manifest absurdity to sny there is no 
more than one God? This would be no more 
consistent than to say one - . or three 
only one, Ot· three times oue uro only one. 

But says r. they intimate 
the contradiction in our saying three 
times one are one. This is a false representa-

of sentiments. doetl'ine 
of us only to maintnill that (hTee or any other 
number more than one may exist jn one. Of 
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the possibility ·of this, we have examples in ve. 
ry ordinary things. Instance the letter H. 
which is constituted of two straight marks con· 
nected by a hyphen. Thesc marks make one 
letter; also the English spelling of the word 
GOD, which depends on three letters fol' its ex· 
istence, though it is but one word." p. 166. 

I thank Mr. L. for so mnch of an explanation 
of Trinity, although in another part of his book 
he reproves all \vho attempt to explain it. He 
says it is a false reprt'sentation of their senti. 
ments to say their doctrine teaches that three 
times one arc only one. If Trinitarians do not 
directly say it, it is an irresistable c)ncillsion 
drawn from tneir doctrine, and Mr. L's contra· 
dicting it does n:>t clear them from the charge. 
"Our doctrine (says Mr. L.) requires us only 
to maintain that three, or any number more than. 
one, may exist in one." But is this a true rep. 
resentation of Trinity 1 That three parts may 
exist in one whole, I admit; but that three 
wholes are· only one 1chole, is a very different 
thing. In the letter H, composed of two 
straight marks connected by a hyphen, three 
direct parts constitute a whole. But that each 
of the straight marks and the hyphen, distinctly 
considered, should be called H, Mr. L. would 
agree with me would be absurd; yet this should 
be the case to make the letter H represent 
Trinity. 
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Mr. L. further observes-" Should it be said, 
that, if three persons constitute but one God, it 
wonld be impl'oper to apply the word God to 
either of them separately, 1 would remark, that 
in the scriptures, the word is applied to each 
of them, and what God has said we cannot 
justly alter." p. 167. 

That the word God is applied to all of them 
in the scriptures, is II mistake. The Holy Ghost 
is no where in scripture called God, as I shall 
hereafter show. -But I cannot but remark Mr. 
L's manner of getting rid of the difficulty, by 
laying it to the charge of the Lord God; and 
adding, "what God has said we cannot justly 
alter." Where has God said he exists in three 
persons, each of which is God, and yet that the 
three together constitute him but on~ God 1 Un. 
til Mr. L. can shew us from scripture that God 
has said or taught us this, it will not answer for 
him to lay such an ~bsurdity to the cJ1arge of 
Jehovah, to clear hImself. 

Furthermore, the doctrine of the Trinity 
teaches that these three are three self.existent 
persons, of one substance, power, and eternity; 
and yet that tbe second person, viz •. the Son, 
was begotten, and that the third person, viz. the 
Holy Ghost, proceeds trom the Father and 
Son. . 

But, says Mr. Harmon, "who has eyer af
firmed that this is contained in the scriptures 
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of truth 1 What that the three persons in the 
Godhead are three self.existent persons 1 That 
three persons exist separately and independent
ly of each other? Yet observe, l\h-. 1\1. well 
knew that his saying he never read thi's in the 
scriptures of truth, was calculated to lead his 
readers to suppose Trinitarians affirm they 
have. 1 have already remarked that they deny 
this: and 1 know of no apology. that can be 
made for Mr. M. but that hp. .was driven to this 
subtel·fuge for wallt ofsilund urgul11.enl." p. S. 

f n what manner Trinitl1rians .diirm th:!t th ree 
persons exist in the Godhead, whether separate. 
ly, independently, 01' r.ot, I have not yet stated ; 
but tnow slate that Trinitarians havc affirmed 
that God is thrce self.existent persons'. HOlY 

Mr. H. C'lD presume to deny this, is to me un. 
accountable. Will hc stale thut God is partly 
self.existent, and parlly not, or I', ill he am I'm 
that he is wholly self~existent? If he is wholly 
self.existent, and constituted of tht'ec persons, 
those three must be i·hree self. existent persons. 
But to prove tilat iiiI'. H. hus uilirmed whathc 
here denies, 1 need only revert to other parts of 
his pamphlet, where he labors to prove that each 
of the three persons ~ individually" considered, 
is the self.existent God. In this, however • .Mr. 
H. is not alone. Dr. S*****, a noted Trinita
rian, says, "we ju~ge tIiat the orthodox have 
believed that there are three distinct tJelf-e:ris. 
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ltn~ per80n&, or substances in the Godhead, be
cause the Bible, in view of impartial readers, 
most directly supports the incomprehensible 
doctrine." The general association of New 
Hampshire in their adjress on the Trinity reo 
mark, "Fa ther, Son and Holy Ghost are names 
of office, not of essence, these three are self. 
existent persons in one God; they are persons 
in a peculiar and exalted sense." Thus we 
have the testimony of a body of Trinitarians, 
that thev -believe there arp. three self.existent 
persanli in one God, and it is hoped Mr. L. will 
flot implicate his character so much as to denY' 

,itagain. -
Now supposing that the three persons in the 

Trinity are self.existent, how can we reasona. 
bly suppose that either of them was begotten t 
Can the Son be begotten, if self.existent 1 Or 
can the. Holy Ghost proceed from the Father 
and Son', if it be aself.existent person 1 Is not 
the assertion, that a person is self.existent and 
yet begotten, II gross absurdity- 1 And is it ju. 
dicious, is it wise, to wrap up such' a perversion 
of common sense under the covering of "mys. 
tery." . 

If we admit that the "one God" mentioned 
in scriptu're, is three persons, Father, Son and 
Holy Ghost, who have we left for a mediator 
between tbis "one God" and men 1 However 
many persons there may be in lhe "one God,,' 
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it is between this Ie one God" and us that. the 
mediator needed. Who then it that stands 
as mediator between this "three-one-God" and 
men 1 Was he a "three-one-God," who sent 
his Son in the likeness of sinful flesh 1 who also 
spared not his own Son and was JesuS Christ 
this" three-one-God 1" Was he a "three. 
one-God" who anointed Jesus of Nazareth with 
the Holy Ghost 1 and ordained him to be the 
judge of the Ii ving and the dea.cl? and was Jesus 
this same "three-one~God," who anointed 
and ordainedhimself1 Js the HOLY ONE, 
"the MIGHTY ONE," the high and Jofty 
ONE, who inhabiteth eternity," a "three. 
one.God If so, why were not these titles 
assumed 1 the holy three_one, the mighty threc. 
onc, the high and lofty three-one? Rnd why did 
Christ and his apostles omit to say a single 
word about a "three-one-God 1" 

From the entire silence of scripture about 
"three.one-God," may we not justly infer that 
no such being was known to the Holy One of 
Israel, nor to his Son Jesus Christ, nor to any 
of the prophets or apostles, or that they were 
all of the opinion that the know ledge of such a 
being would be useless to mankind 1 

Once more_ If God is as much three per. 
&ons, how do we know by the lame rule that 
he ill not more than three 1 If the Bible has 
taught us that God is as much a.a t~ree penoDS, 
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has it stopped at that exact number 1 Has it 
told us thut he is no more than three? When 
we leave the divine unity of God, where shall 
we find a rational stopping place 1 Sil!ce we 
read of " the seven spirits of God," to which 
add the Trinity, and how do WE' know but that 
God is len persons 1 It id easy, on the same 
principle to fancy that he is ten thousand per
sons; or even thirty millions, and equal the 
whole number of Hindoo deities. Where is 
the place for the mind to alight, when it bas 
once commenced its airy flight in the boundless 
regions of conjecture 1 Is it not much safer to 
rest on the simple testimony of divine truth, 
that "the Lord our God is one Lord 1" 

SECTION m. 
_ THE DOCTRINE OF THE TRINITY OF HUMAN ORIGIN. 

Believing the doctrine of the Trinity to be 
unfounded in either scripture or reason, I shall 
now search for it among the inventions of men. 

Mr. Luckey states, that in order to confute 
the assertion that the doctrine of the Trinity is 
an invention of men, he collected a number of 
quotations from the writings of the ancient fa
thers, to show that this doctrine was acknowl
edged by the christian church from the earliest 
period of its existence; but that perceiving the 
same thing could be accomplished in a shorter 
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way, he de~)ined introducing them into his 
book. p. 102. If Mr. L. had such extracts as 
he states above, I regret that he did not "in
troduce them," and I very much wonder he had 
not, since such evidence .would have borne with 
far morEl weight in testimony, than his mere 
unqualified assertion. Indeed, I very much 
doubt whether l'wlr.L. or any other person, can 
produce testimony from any writer, as early as 
the third. century, that the doctrine that God i'l 
three pel'sons, was believed or known in .the 
days of the apostles. From all I have been 
able to gather from church history, I Jim still 
inclined to think, that the doctrine of the Trin
ity was invented 1011g sinc::e the days of lhe 
apostles. 

In respect to what I am now about to exhi
bit, relative to the origin of the Trinitarian doc
trine, I shall have particular recourse to Mr. 
Milners' Church History, Dr. Mosheim's Ec
clesiastical History, and Dr. PriestJey'sChurch 
History; but more particularly to the two for
mer works. Mr. Milner w..as a zealous Trini
tarian, and it is evident that his principal object 
in writing was, to support the 1'rillitm'ian doc. 
trine. He has collected every expression be 
could find in the writings of the aacient fathers, 
which be thought in the least favored. his 
cause. In this one particular, his history has 
been of use to me, as it has given me a view of 
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certain ideas, which first laid the foundation for 
the doctrine of the Trinity, as taught at the 
present day, and the manner in which that 
doctrine progressed, till it received its "finish. 
iAg touch," as Mosheim expresses it. Dr. 
Mosheim was a Trinitarian, but wrote with 
candor, as also did Dr. Prle~tly, a Hu. 
manitarian. * 

*1 must here remtll'k, that the quotations which 1\1r. 
Harmou has Il,"iven in hi" pamphlet, as he li'llY'" fi'om 
Dionysin.<;, bi~hop of Alcxaudrin, nnd Justin 7IIartyr, 
nrc no! found Mr, M.lner' R, nor nny church history 
whieh has ('orne undl'r my in~pectioll. 'The writings 
of I)ionysius and Justin ~\Jnrtrr not known in this 
eOllllh-y: except. SlWi! eAiracts' from them as arc pre
""1'veu in chm'eh IIistol'ies. Dionysius, ami Justin 
Martyr, nre both palticulnrly notked by Mr, Milller, 
and e\-er~' thing undoubtedly quot('d by him, which he 
Ih<mg-ht li,vorcd the docidne of the Trinity. The eir~ 
eumstan('e mentioned by 1\11-, Harmon, Of DionysiuR 
being summont'd before ('o[lIlcilnt Rome, to del,md 
him"'elfagainsl the susp,eiol1 that he was not ortho
dox, is particularly reloted by Mr. Milner, ond the 
words of Disnysiuf< 011 the oei'asi()" quoted; bllt "oth· 
ingmentioned like what Mr, H. has stated. Mr. Mil. 
ner mentiuns Justin l\1'"'tyr'!4 apology the ['lllpe-ror 
Antoniou", and his dialogue with Trypho the Jew, 
anu quol/'s f"om lJOli:l wOl'ks, hut nothing like whot is 
found in :\fI'. H's pttmphlet. Is it probable. or eVen 
possible, that with the above work;: before him when 
he wrete, ihat 110 SlIch expressionl'l asnTe found ill Mr. 
H's pamphlet nre ginn by !\Jr. Milner, when be ~p. 
pears to hove been 140 diligcnt in search ofevcry .thlIlg 

. be could find, that he thought fuvored the ductrmo of 
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That the doctrine that God is three per$ol1s, 
or that Chrisl is the self.existent God, was not 
known as early as the first part of the second 
century, to me appears evident from a certain 
work mentioned by Dr. Priestly, written at 
that period, entitled the Clementine Homilies. 
Of this work the Doctor remarks, "with res. 
peet to ingenuity and information, it is not in· 
ferior to any of the \fritings of those usually 
called the Fathers." . Again he says, ., the 
author introduces all the theological knowl. 
edge of the times." Nothing, however, he in. 
forms us, is found in this work, which so much 
as intimates that the doctrine of the Trinity was .. 
then known of. In obviating the objections 
brought against christianity, (probably by the 
Jews,) that according to tbe rule laid down by 

the Trinity t I sllaIl therefore question the genuine
ness of" Mr. H's quotations, until I have better evi
dence. He has not told us .who he got them from, 
and in this he is certainly inexcusable. 

It is with equal astonishment that I view MI'. 
Lucky's effort to prove that Dionysins was a Trinita. 
rion, by giving his defence before the can neil at Rome, 
in two places in his book, in very different words. 
In page 27, Mr. L. gives the words of Dionysius as 
recorded by Mr. Milner, and in page 103, he pretends 
to give the words'ofDionysius on the same occasion 
l'.ntirely different from the former. Was Mr. I •. sO 
blinded by part)- zeal, as to suppose both Cluotntion_ 
were genuine 1 
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Moses, Jesus ought to have been rejected, ei. 
ther as a false prophet or another God; the 
author replies, "To us there is one God, who 

. made aJol things, and governs all things, whose 
son Christ is." Again says the author, "Our 
Lord, never said that there was any other God 
besides him that made all things; nor did he 
ever call himself God, but pronounced him 
Messed who called him the Son of God. Had 
the doctrine of the Trinity been acknowledged 
by the church at that early period, without nny 
dissention, is it not remarkable to find such Ian. 
guage as above quoted from an author at that 
day t Also, if the doctrine that God is three 
persons, or .that Christ is the self.existent God, 
was known at that time, why was it not noticed 
among all the theological information contaiD.. 
ed in the work alluded to 1 

It will be remembered that the first learned 
men who embraced christianity after the apos. 
°tIes, were generally such as had been eduqat
ed in Platonic schools, and these for the tirst 
tBree centuries were the principal writers in the 
church. It is evident also, that they brought 
with them much of their vain philosophy, and 
by degrees mingled it with the gospel, by which 
means the "pure testimony" became adultera. 
ted. Filled with philosophical notions, the,. 
interpreted scripture in an allegorical, myste. 
rious lIense, and darkened council by worda-



without knowledge. Mr. Milner and Dr. 
Priestly, have quoted much ftom the earliest 
writers after the apostles, the one to prove the 
Supreme deity of Christ, and the othe~ to dis
prove it; but in all they exhibit. many of the 
ideas of earty writers relating to God and 
Christ, as well as on other subjects, are confus
ed -and unintelligible. AlLhough the title of 
God is given to Christ by some of them, yet it 
appears evident to me that it was in a simi/a'!' 
sense to which we calf a person man, because 
he is the son of a man. One of the ancient fa
thers. speaking of Christ, calls him "God. the 
8011. of the Maker of the universe." This not 
only shews the sense in which that title was 
understood when applied to Christ, but also 
represents a distinction between the Father and 
Son. 

About the middle of the third century. Ori. 
gen flourished, who. according to Mosheim, be. 
came the great model whom the most eminent 
of the christian doctors followed in their ex. 
planations of scripture. In order then to un
derstand what the principal doctors in tl)e 
church were conformed to. we will enquire a 
little concerning their model. Both according 
to Mosheim and Milner. Origen was remarka. 
ble for giving allegorical meaning (0 the Ian. 
guage of scripture. Dr. Mosheim observes, 
"the christian doctors who had applied them-
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selves to tbe . study of letters and philosophy, 
abandoned the frequented paths, and struck out 
into the devious wilds of fancy. Origcn was 
at the head of this speculative tribe. This 
great man, enchanted wi~h the charms of PIa. 
tonic philosophy, set it up as a test of all reli. 
gion, and imagined that the reasona of each 
doctrine, were to be found in that favorite phi. 
losophy, and their nature and extent to be de· 
termined by it." Agllin, speaking of Origen, 
he says, "Having entertained a notion that it 
was extremely difficult, if not impossible to de. 
fend evert thing contained in the sacred wri. 
tings, from the cavils of heretics anti infidels, so 
long as they were explained literally, he had reo 
Murse to the fecundity of a lively imagination, 
and maintained that the holy scriptures were to 
be interpreted ill tht! 3ame allegorical manner, 
that the Platonists explain the. history of the 
Gods." 

Origen, in his Stromata, book x. expresses 
bimselfin the following manner: c. The source 
of many evils lies in adhering 10 the carnal, or 
external part of scripture. Those who do so, 
shall not attain to the kingdom of God. Let 
us therefore, seek after the spirit and the sub· 
stantial fruit of'the word, which are hidden and 
mystt'rious." 

Such was the model of the principal christian 
doctors of i'hat age; a man literally spoileq 
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through vain philosophy. And what may we 
suppose the consequence was of the principal 
christian doctors imitating Origen in his man· 
ner of explaining scripture 1 May we not na· 
turally suppose a rapid degeneracy in the church 
from gospel truth, as well as a rapid growth of 
error 1 Dr. Mosheim says, "the disciples of 
Origen, breaking forth from the limits.fixed by 
their master, interpreted iii tht' most licentious 
manner, the divine truths of religion according 
to the teDOr of the Platonic philosophy." 

While I trace the account further, I cannot 
but mourn for the adulteration of the gospel at 
that age, W'ffile I view the many inconsistencies 
hatched and brooded over in this nest of vain 
sophistry •. Many at tbe present day, if they 
can light upon testimony from some father of 
the third or fourth century, in favor of some 
darling sentiment, they receive it with almost 
as much sanctity as they would scrip.ture. Bu~ 
if such persons would search the history of the 
church in those periods, they would see abun
dant cause not to attach too much -confidence 
to what was believed then. 

It was in this age of darkness, that the foun
dation was late for the doctrine of the Trinity; 
fOI it is believed that no correet account can be 
given, that the doctrine that God is three per
sons, was believed previous to Origen's day. 
The tiNt avowed step towards the ~doctrjne was 

D,g"i"dbyGoogle 



48 

Sabellianism, a doctrine which began to be pro. 
pogated by Sabellius, about the middle of the 
third century. He maintained that God, though 
only one person, acted in three distinct offices, 
which were those of Father, Son" and Holy' 
Ghost. "That the Word and Holy Spirit are 
only virtues, emanations, or functions of the 
Deity. 1'hat he who is in heaven is the Fa. 
ther of all things; that he descended into the 
Virgin, and became a child, and was born of 
her as a son; and that having accomplished the 
myster~ of our salvation, he diffused himself 
on the apostle\! in tongues of fire, and was then 
denominated the Holy Ghost." 

This was a Trin,ity Of offices. I say this is 
Ii. step towards the doctrine of the Trinity, and 
jpdeed I might have said, a great part of Tri
nitarians are on the same ground, viz.: that 
one God only acts in three distinct offices. 
They sometimes, indeed, call those offices per- • 
80ns, as they say, for want of a better term, but 
when confuted upon the ground of three persons, 
they immediately assert that God acts in three 
Dj/ice8, which is direct Sabellianism. It is 
therefore worthy of remark, how near many 
Trir.ital'ians approach to the old doctrine of Sa. 
oellianism. "The Sahelliansexplained their 
doctl'line by resembling God to the sun; the il. 
luminating virtue or quality of which was the 
Word, and its 'warming virtue the Holy Spirit." 



I have heard \"ery similar arguments from 'rri. 
nitarians; that the Siln was light, heat, and col
or, and yet but one fountain; so God is three 
persons, and yet but one being, say they. Or, 
as Mr. Lucky has it, that the letter H is con
stitued of two straight marks connected by a 
hyphen, and yet but one letter. So near ~a. 
bellians and 'l'rinitariansapproach each other 
in their arguments. 

We will now hear what Dr. Moshf'im savs of 
the decision of the church, relative to the- Sa. 
bellian doctrine. We have already beard of 
one God -in three offices, and we shall now hear 
about one God in three person~. 

The doctor says, "soon after its commence
ment, [the fourth century,] even in the year 311, 
a new contention arose in Egy_pt, upon a sub
ject of much higher importance, and with con. 
sequences of a yet more pernicious nature. 
The subject of this futal controversy, which 
kindled such deplorable divisions throughout 
the christian world was the doctrine of three 
persons in the Godhead; a doctrine which, in 
tllreB preceding centuries, had happily escaped 
the vain curiosi.ty of human re~enrches, and 
been left undefined and undetermined by any 
particular set of ideas. The church, indeed, 
had frequently decided against the Sabellians 
and others, that there was a real difference be. 
tween the lather and Son, and that the. Holf 
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Ghost was distinct from ~hem both; or, as we 
commonly ,speak, that three distinct persons 
'exist in the Deity; but the mutual relation of 
these persons to- each other, and the nature of 
that distinction that subsists between them, 
are matters thut hitherto were neither dis. 
p.tted nor explained, and with rCi'pect to which 
the church had consequently oBserved a pro. 
found silence. Nothing was dictated to the 
faith of christians in this matter, nor were-there 
!iny modes of expression prescribed, as requis., 
'e to be uS,ed in speaking of this mystery. 
Bence it happened, that the christian doctors 
ootertained different sentiments upon this sub· 
ject, without giving the least offence, and dis. 
coursed variously, concerning the distinction 
between Father, Son, and Holy Ghost; each 
following bis respective opinion with the utmost. 
liberty. In Egypt, and the adjacent countries; 
the greatest part embraced in this, as well as 
in other matters, the opinion of Origen, who 
held that the Son was in God, that which rea. 
son is in man; and that the Holy Ghost was 
nothing more than the dit'ine energy, or active 
force." , 

Although the doctor was a 'frinitarian, his 
impartiality is worthy of notice, as he lets us 
know that he made use of those terms used in 
his own times by T!initarians, in speaking up· 
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~ l on this subject." as WE commonly speak 
that three persons exist in the Deity." Not 
tbat the fathers used that mode expression in 
the third century, but that it was the language 

Trinitarians in defining what they considered 
the fathers believed then. It is believed that 

correct can be produced, that that 
mode of expression was in use at that period 

which the doctor writes, 
If the doctor is correct, we may learn, re

specting the doctrine of three persons in one 
God, that it had escaped the vain curiosity of 
human researches till thecommencement of the 
fourth century, and that the church, previous to 
that time, had, consequently, observed a prO
found silence relatiye it. They had decided 
against the Sabellians and others, that there was 

renl difference between the Father and Son, aId 
that the Holy Ghost was distinct from them both. 
That was dictated to the faith of chris. 
tians in thiS' matter; the christian doctors dis
coursed variously upon the subject without giv-

. ing the least offence; each following his respec-
tive opinion with the ulmost liberty. . 

Now, I would ask, does this account indicate 
the doctrine of tho Trinity was that time 

received into the church as an article of faith 
If 80, it must have been something very differ. 
ent from what it now. As to Origen's Trin
ity, if one it may be called, I think orlhoclox 
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Trinitarians would not pronounce it very oor. 
rect at the present day. He asserted that the 
Son was in God, that which reason is in man, 
and that the Spirit was no more than the divine 
energy or activef()1'ce. If this is Trinity what 
man is there that has reasrm and active force, 
but is a Trinity of himselfl Besides saying 
the Son was in God, that which reason is in 
man, is very different from saying the Son was 
the very God, and asserting the Spirit to be only 
a divine energy or activeforce, is very different 
from affirming it to be a persoll. 

Perhaps what Origen founded his belief upon, 
that the Son was in God, that which reason was 
in man, was from the 8th chapter of Proverbs, 
where he considered Christ personified under 
the title of Wisdom, and that before the hills 
were settled, he was brought forth. However, 
1 shall neither attempt to defend or explain O,io 
gen's doctrine, but am led to conclude that ev. 
ery candid 'l'rinitarian will acknowledge, it is 
not the doctrine of ..-the Trinity as taugh t at the 
present day. Yet Dr. Mosheim says," fu 
Egypt, and the adjacent country, the greatest 
part embraced Origen's doctrine in this respect." 
It must, therefore, be acknowledged, that the 
majority were not Trinit~rians. Besides, does 
it appear probable that Origen's doctrine would 
hav.e been 80 generally received, if the doctrine. 
of the Trinity had been correctly taught at that 
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day? It is evident that Origen considered God 
but one person, and of course two-thirds of his 
Trinity only allegorical. 

We will now follow Dr. Mosheim, in his ac
count of the result of this controversy, which 
we,shall fi.nd hegan between Arius. a presbyter, 
and AI~xander, the bishop of Alexandria. "In 
an assembly of the presbyters of Alexandria, 
(says the doctor,) the bishop of that city, whose 
name was Alexander, expressed his sentiment 
upon this head with a high degree of freedom 
and confidence; and maintained, among other 
things, that the Son wa~ not only of the same 
eminence and dignity, but also of the same es. 
sence with the Father. This assertion was op_ 
posed- by A rius, one of the presbyters, it man 
of ~ subtile turn, and remarkable for his elo
quence. Whether his zeal for his own opin-_ 
ions, or personal resentment against tire bishop; 
was the motive that influenced him, is not very 
certain. Be that as it wiIl, he first treated as 
false tht> assertion of Alexander, on account of 
its Ilmnityto the Sa beman errorli~ which had 
been condemned bv the church; and then, run
ing himself into U;e opposite extreme, he main
tained that the Son was totally and essentially 
distinct from the Father; that he was the fint 
and noblest of those beings, whom God the 
.Father had created out of nothing, the instru. 
ment by whose subordinate operation the Al· 
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Mighty Father formed the'universe, and there. 
fore inferior to the Father both in nature and 
dignity., 

.. The opinions of Arius were no sooner di
vulged, than t~ey found in Egypt, and the 
neighboring provinces, n multitude o,f abettors, 
and among these many who were distinguished 
as much by the superiority of their learnipg 

'and genius, as by the eminence of their rank 
and station in the world. Alexander, on the 
other .hand, in two councils assembled at Alex
andria, accused Arius of impiety, and caused 
him to be expelled from the communion of the 
church. Arius received this severe and igno
minious shock with great firmness and constan
cy of mind; ,retired into Palestine; wrote from 
thence several letters to the most eminent men 
:nc thoso times, in which he endeavored to de. 
monstrate the truth of his opinions, and that 
with such surprising success, that VlUlt numbers 
were drawn over to his party, and among those 
Eusebius, bishop of Nicomedia, a man distin
guished in the church by his influence and au
thority. " 

In ~ODsequ8nce of these contentions, the fa
mous council of Nice was called, by Constan
tine the, great, in the year 325. We will noW 
go with Milner to this council, and see wbat 
ligbt we can .obtain there. . .. ' 

}J$ Mr. MIlner wrote under a full persuasIon 
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that the 'council of Nice supported the doctrine 
of the Trinity, in his sense of the term, and as 
he wrote mainly to support that doctrine him
self, we may weU suppose that his representa
tions are as favorable to his cause as he could 
make theqt, with a due regard to truth. If then 
it should be made to appear from Mr. Milner's 
own exhibitions, that even this council did not 
express the doctrine that God is three persons~ 
we may safely conclude, that it was not yet 
adopted in the church, as an article of faith. 
We will then attend to Mr. Milner's represen
tation of the decision of this council, upon the 
subject in question. 

'rhe council was composed of 318 bishops, 
trom the various parts-of the chridtian world; 
and, as many presbyters were there besides 
the bishops. It is supposed by Mr. Milner, that 
the whole number of persons assembled in the 
council was not less than 600. "They collected 
together the passages of scripture (says !\ir. M.) 
which represent the divinity of Jesus Christ, 
and observed, that, taken together, they amoun
ted to a proof of his being of the same sub
stance with the Father. That creatures were 
i~deed, said to be of God, because not existing 
of themselves, they had their beginning from 
h1m; but that the Son was peculiarly of the 
Father, being of his substance Q.8 begotten 01' 
him." 'fl 
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Nothing is {ound in the decision of the coun· 
cil at Nice; that God is three persons; or that 
Christ is the true, and self·existent God; or 
that the Holy Ghost is a person. They went 
no farther than to decide against the sentiment 
of Arius, who taught that instead of Christ be
ing begotten of God, he was the tirst being God 
created out cif nothing, which sentiment I view 
as derogatory to scripture, as did the council of 
Nice. Instead of Christ being created out cif 
nothinn, the scriptures affirm that he "proceeded 
forth ~nd came from God." [John viii. 42.] 

I do not say, however, that all this council 
were with me in sentiment; it is highly proba
ble that a great part of them, had embra
ced Origen's sentiment, "that the lSon was 
in God, thut which reUlson is in man, and that 
the Spirit is only the divine energy or active 
force." But if they were OR this grountl, they 
were yet unprepared to assert the doctrine, that 
God is three persons; for Origen's system as 
plainly tcuchcs that God is one person only, as 
it does that a man who has reason and energy is 
but one person. How much advance had been 
made in the minds of a certain part of this 
council from Origen's system is not known; 
however, it is certain, frorr. all that Mr. Milnel' 
has exhibited, that they did not yet establish the 
doctrine of the Trinity, as it is now taught; that 
work was yet reserved for a later period. 
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Room would fail me hete, fo particularize aU 
the conteQtions, and revolutions that succeeded. 
Arius and his adherents were condemged ill this 
council, and sent into exile. Constantine, how. 
ever, in a few years afterwards, by the inHu. 

_ ence of the Arian priest, who had been recom. 
mended to him in the dying hours of his sister, 
Constantia, recalled Arius from his state of banJ 
ishment, and repealed the laws which had been 
enacted against him. Athanasius, who was at 
that time bishop of Alexandria, refused to re
store Arius to his former rank and office, in 
consequence of ' which Athanasius was excom· 
municated by the council at Tyre, held in the 
year 3!l5, ami was afterwards banished into 
Gaul. The people at A lexandria still refused 
Arius a place among the presbyters, upon which 
Constantine invited him to Constantinople, in 
the year 336. llere Arius died * shortly after 
his arrival, and the emperor Constantine sUl'vi. 
ved him but a short time . 

.. The cause of Arius' death ha'J becD a subject of 
IIpeculation among modern writel'$. In· Dr. Mos· 
heim's history it is thus stated: "The ancient wri. 
ters, who considered this event a judgment of heaven 
miraculously drawn down by the prayers of the just, . 
to punish the impiety of Arius, will find little credit 
in our times, among such as have studied with atten· 
tlon and impartiality, the history of Arianism. After 
Ilaviol' eOnllidered this matter, with the utm"t ('are, 
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The controversy, however, did not CE'ase with 
the death of Arius. After the death of Con. 
stantine, his .empire was divided between his 
three sons, lJonstantius, Cons tans, and Constan. 
tine the younger. Constantius, the emperor of 
the East, was warmly attached to the Ariaft 
sentiment, while Constans and Constantine, the 
emperors of the West, warmly maintained the 
sentiments of the Nicenes. Hence arose ani· 
mosities, seditions. treacheries, and acts of vio· 
lence, between the two great contending par. 
tics. Council was assembled against council, 
an<i their jal'l'ing and contradictory decrees, 
spread perplexity and confusion throughout the 
<!hristian world. Although it is evident Ihat 
dilferencesof opinion existed in bOlh, yet the 
church, generally considered, was divided into 
two grand contending parties. 'fhe shift of 
pOlVer from one party to the other, (which al· 
ternately enabled Ihe greater to vent their mao 
Iignity on the lesser,) was various during the 
successive reigns of several emperors, till the 
year 379, whtln Theodosius came upon the 
throne. 

it appeal'S to me e"tremely probable that this unhappy 
msn waR a victim of the resentment of his enemies, 
and was destroyed by poison, or some such "'iolenl 
means. A blind nnd fanaticnl :real for .certnin sys. 
tems of faith, in nil ages, has produced such horrible 
eo&. of eruett)' and injustice." 
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This emperor, like Constantine .the great, 
was a convert to christianity; but when he be· 
came such, does not appear; he, however, waS 
warmly opposed to Arianism. When he first 
commenced his reign, he had not been baptised; 
but being taken ill at Thessalonica, and finding 
the bishop of that place with him in sentiment, 
he was baptised by him. Upon his recovery 
he published a law to oblige all his subje~ts to 
profess· the doctrine of the Nicene creed, and 
ordered,- that aU the churches in which it was 
not professed, should be considered heretical. 

In 381, Theodosius called the famous coun· 
cil of Constantinople. This council was com· 
posed of such bishops as he supposed, agreed 
with him in sentiment. Dr. Mosheim says, 
" an hundred and fifty bishops who were pres· 
ent at this council, gave the finishing touch to 
what the conncil at Nice had left imperfect, and 
fixed, in a full and determinate manner, the doc. 
trine of three persop,s in one God, which is, as 
yet, _ received among the generality of chris. 
tians." _ 

Here then, the doctrine of the Trinity 
waS' modelled out, and whether it was done by 
the majority or minority of this council, reo 
maine; yet a. question. Mr. Milner- states the 
nUlnber who composed this council, to be 350, 
and Dr. Mosheim states. that an hundred and 
fifty bishops gave "the finishing touch" to the 

D,g"i"dbyGoogle 



55 

.. uctl'ine three persons in one God. The fin
ishing touch, therefore, nlust have been given 
by the minority, or otherwise there is 11 mistake 
between writers, relative the num· 
ber who composed the council. Be that as it 
may, the doctor has very obligingly told us when 
" the finishing touch" given to the doctrine 
of three persons in one God. We might, how
ever, have supposed, had that doctrine been 
so important as it is stated to be; that the fin
ishi1~g touch would .have been given it in the 
scriptures truth. 

We will now hear what Mr. Milner says of 
this council. " The council, (says M.) was 
very confused nnd disorderly, greatly inferior 
in wisdom and piety to the coun.cil at Nice." 
•• Faction was high, and was low this 
time.'r "This council very accurately defined 
the doctrine of the Trinity, nnd enlarged a lit
tle :\ icene creed they delivered it we 
now have it in our communion service." "The 
Ma<lcdonian heresy, which the Ho
ly Ghost, gave occasion to a more explicit rep-

• resentation of (he third person in the Trinity." 
Here we have from this bigoted Trintari

an, that this council enlarged a little tht! Ni
G,ene creed, and gave more explicit reproseH. 
tation of the third person in the Trinity. It 
does not appear that the council at Nice gave 
any. representation of the Holy Ghost as per· 



56 

$on, nor any idea of three distinct pef&'On~ in 
bne God; and the additions made to their creed 
by the council at Constantinople, may perhaps 
be justly attributed to the spirit and character 
of that council, as given by Mr. Milner. He 
not only states that faction WIlS high, and char
ity was-low, at that time, but also that the 
council was v('ry confused and disorderly, and, 
greatly inferior in piety and wisdom, to the 
council at Nice. . 

The church in the fourth century, both ac
cording to Mosheim and Milner, made very 
rapid advances in degeneracy. and if we may 
give credit to what has been collected (rom 
these historians, I think we are justly entitled 
to the following conclusion: that the doctrine 
of three persons in one God, was conceived in 
Platonic philosophy; brought forth in allegory; 
had its growth in the degeneracy of the chureh; 
and its maturity, or "j.nislting touch" in a "very 
confused and disorderly council," when factiDa 
was high, and charity low. And shall it be 
deemed a crime to question the correctness ofa 
doctrine thus produced, or bring it to the oracles 
of God for examination 1 

It is my firm belief tbat no evidence bu 
been produced byeither"Mr. Milner or Dr. Mos
heim, that the doctrine that God"is three per-
80ns, was known in the first three centuries, 
(lor any idell that approached nearer to it than 
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Origen's aJ\egoricalTrinily in unity, which was 
that "the Son was in God, that which reason is 
in man, and that the Holy Ghost was only the 
divine energy, or active force." This, no Tri. 
nitarian would be willing to admit to be a cor. 
rect view of their sys~em. 

Nothing is given us of the decision of the 
council of Nice, that proves the doctrine that 
God is three persons, w~s then agreed upon. 
A part of that council had probably embraced 
Origen's system of all allegorical Trinity, 
which by the heat of controversy was probably 
by degrees, trunsformed into a real Trinity, so 
that in fifty six' years, an hundred and fifty 
bishops beCame prepared for the business, and 
gave the "finishing touch" to what the council 
of Nice had left imperfect, and fixed in a full 
and determined manner, Ihe doctrine of three 
persons in one God. A worse character was 
perhaps never given to any council which bore 
the christian name, than Mr. Milner has given 
to the council of Constantinople. Yet it ap. 
pears that this is the first council that ever as' 
ser.ted the doctrine that God is three persons. 

Although the council of Constantinople was 
eomposed of Rueh bishops as the emperor The. 
odosius considered with him in sentiment; yet 
it is evident from history. that even in that coun· 
cil, when the article of three persons in one God 
come to be adopted, there was a large number 



of dissenters; and tbat afterwards, gren 1 
numbers exposed themselves to the most violent 
pefsecutions by to subscribe it 

At a time so near the apostolic age, can it be 
possible there could be such contention among 
christians, upon a point which the first chris
tians received expres~ly from the apostles of OUi' 

Lord? Can it be, that all who attended Oli the 
ministry of the apostles, heard tbem teach as 
Trinitarians now teach, and heard them WOI

ship as Trinitarians now woi'ship, and yet that 
the knowledge of it should become confused as 
to cause such serious dissention within less than 
three hundred years after the ministry of the 
apostles was ended? Is it not evident respecting 
the point in question, that the apostles and pri
mitive christians did· not teach and worship as 
Trinitarians now? In short, to lhis scri
OilS fact, the explicit testimony of Mr. Milner 
and Dr, Mosheim, goes to confirm Mr. Mil
ner expressly says, "Flavian" (of the fourth 
ce.nlury,) " was the first who invented the dox
ology," "Glory be to the Father, Son, and the 
Holy Ghost," And Mosheim says," in 
earlier periods of the church, the worship of 
christian!'! was confined to the one supreme God, 
and his Son Jesus Christ." Ecc. Hist. vol. 2nd, 
p,176. 

As thc doctrine of Trinity has often been 
anerted to be a doctrine of the reformation, 1 
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further remark. 
fixed in the" confused 

Constantinople, 
deemed a cardinal point in the creed of the 
church of Rome. What then was done by 
Luther and his coadjutors in regard to this mat
te:- 1 Certainly they did not originate an article 
of faith which had existed nearly a thousand 
years before their time; nor did they revive the 

that article, for the .it had never 
discontinued in the from 

they revolted. It that the 
had no contention church of 
this point. As 

while of that 
Protestants. Nor strange, 

that they did not perceive at once, and in every 
particular, how far the papal church had wan_ 
dered from the way of truth. It is rather won
derful that they, in so short a time, affected so 
much as they did, by way 'Of reformation. If I 
do not mistake, 1 have somewhere rearl of the 

Melancton, that he triune 
~ili,ro ~mt~ 
of divine testimony, wept in 

controvesy some time 
lll":lI"'UU among the Protestanls, 
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SECTION IV. 

TUB T1UIllTARUN DOCTRINE OF INCARN~TIOli EXAlIlINED. 

By the Trinitarian doctrine of incarnation, 
we are taught that Jesus Christ is composed of 
two whole' distinct natures, human and divine ; 
that in his human nature, he is truly and proper
ly a man, and that in his divine~nature, he is the 
very and eternnl God. 

This doctrine to me nppears as difficult to un
derstand, as the assertion that God is three per
sons. Not content with .asserting God to he 
three persons, Trinitarians would also teach us 
that the S6n, one of the three, is two persons • 

. I am, however, aware that they will be unwil
ling to admit this statement; but if their doc
trine does not plainly imply it, 1 am at an en
tire}oss to know the meaning of the terms they 
use. 

As man, they tell us Christ possessd a human 
body and a reasonable soul. Everyone knows 
that a human body and a reasonable soul, con
stitutes acompJete person or being. This is one 
person. In his divine nature they assert that 

. he is the very and eternal God, and this, accor
ding to their system, must be at least as much 
8S one person more. As one and one make two, 
tbe plain ~onclusion follows, that tbe Trinitari-
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an dot\trine asserts the Son of God to be ttco 
pef~S!! ! 

But it is asserted, that .. tbe two natures are 
so mysteriously united as to constituttl but one 
person." Before I admit the correctness of this 
statement, I must require some other definition 
of the two natures, than to state the one to be 
very man, and the other very God, for I need 
not to be taught Ihat "very man" is one person 
and very God another. It· would be no more 
absurd, for Trinitarians to aSflert that God is 
three persons, and yet but one person, than it 
is to say, the Son of God is very God and very 
man, and ytll but one person. 

Did I believe that Jesus Christ was" truly 
and properly a man," and also thEt " very and 
eternal God," I would far sooner give up the 
idea that God is three persons, than that the 
Son is two. How 'l'rinitarians get along wilh 
this difficulty I know not, for they are generally 
pretty silent about it. The Nestorians in the 
fifth century, in asserting the doctrine of incar. 
nation, frankly owned their belief that Christ 
was two persons. And why are not Trinitari· 
ans, at the present day, willing to acknowledge 
tbe same sentiment, while their doctrine plainly 
implies itJ lit it because they know it would 
involve a palpable absurdity? and do they aid 
their cause, in the least, by endeavoring to 
conceal an absurdity which their doctrine so 
plainly involves? D,g"i"dbyGoogle 
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In arguments used by Trinitarians, they ac. 
knowledge a plain distinction between ~e two 
natures, as much so IlS to assert they are' two 
persons. They say Christ sometimes spake as 
man, and sometimes as God. That somtimes 
the human nature spake, and sometimes the di
mne nature. That the two natures conversed 
together; that' the one nature prayed" to the 
other nature. And from these statements, what 
conception can we form of the two natures, but 
that they are two persons 1 But to acknowl
edge this, the support of scripture would still be 
needed. What scripture even asserts that 
Christ possesses two whole and distinct natures 1 
When and wherl} did he say, this I speak as 
God, and this 1 speak as man 1 this 1 affirm of 
my divine nature, and this of my hllmBn na
ture? Where, in the sCl'iptures, have we an ex
ample of this strange phraseology 1 No where. 
It was demanded by the errorll of a later age. 

In the Methodist discipline, the incarnation of 
the Son of God is thus delicri-bed : 

- ARTICLE II. "Qf the Word, or Son of God 
.w1w was made very Man." 

"The Son, who is the Word of the Father, 
the very and eternal God, of one sl1bstance with 
the Father, took man's nature in the womb of 
the blessed Virgin; so that two whole and per
fect natures, that is to say, the Godhead and 
manhood, were joined together in one penon, 
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never to be divided, whereof is one Christ, very 
God and very man, who truly suffered, was 
crucified, dead and buried, to reconcile the Fa
ther to us." 

Here we are told, firstly, that" the Word, or 
Son of God was made very man ;" and second
ly, that this Word or Son" is the very and eter
nal God," and, of course, from the two .senten
ces connected, we are to understand the very 
and eternal God was made man! ! Here some 
very serious questions natur811y arise. 

Did the very and eternal God experience no 
ch.ange when he was made man? When he be
came man, was he not as liable to suffering and 
death as any other man 1 Who was tben "able 
to save him from death 1" Who has governed 
the world, and who has been the Trinitarian 
object of worship since the very and etemal 
God wus made man 1 Is the supreme object of 
Trinitarian worship a man 1 But is it argued 
that only one person in the very and Nernal 
God, is meant 1 Be it so, I may then ask, did 
it imply no change in the very and eterllal God, 
to have one person out of three made man 1 
How many divine persons remained, when one 
out of the three was made man 1 After the 
W Old was made man, was this man .equal with 
God the Father? Besides, what sect ever gave 
the Messiah a lower character than to suppose 
be was a man 7 
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. Further, says the article, "Tim very and 
eternal God, Qf substance with the Father, 
took man's nature." HMe ,)ve may remark: . 
1. tell a l'ather be the very and eter
nal God, looks rather preposterous. 2. By the 
expression, he "teok man's nature," is, I sup' 
pose meant, that took a very man into union 
with himself j on which I again remark-for 
the very and eternal God to be made man, is 
one thing jand to take a man into union with 
himself, is another, and a very different 
thing. Yet both of these are asserted by Tri
nitarians, and implied in the second article of 
the Methodist diseipline. 

The urti.cle continues, "so that two whole and 
perfect natures, that is to say, the Godhead and 
naanhood were joined tegether in one per80'll 
never to be divided." Here mark the expres
sion, ~wo whole and perject nai.nres." Now if 
they were u,hole natures, they were not paris of 
natures only; and \0 render it definite what 
tbe>!o two whole natures are, are said be 
"the Godhead and manhood. By the God-
head is m~ant the whole being of God, which 
'rrinitarians assert to three persons. Will 
it not follow th_en, according to this article, that 
three persons were joined human nature 
never to be divided; and that the Son of God 
is three divine persons, and one human one? 
I""O'Y"'''. what is this short asserting, thlJ.~ 



three divine parsons and one human nature, 
make but one person 1 Did the human nature 
of Christ die, aud while dead, was the God
head still united to it, never to be divided 1 Or 
did they all die together 1 

From the next »art of the article,~we might 
rather conclude the latter was meant-"Where
of is one Christ ",ery God and very man, who 
truly suffered, was crucified, dead and buried." 
If Christ, who was very God and very man, 
was actually "crucified, dead and buried," we 
must conclude that they all died; and the third 
article strengthens -the conclusion-cc Christ did 
truly rise again from the dead, and took again 
his body." It is not said that the human na
ture arose from the dead, and united again with 
the divine nature, but that which arose from 
the dead is represented as taking again a hu
man body. As a human body could not take 
"again a human body," of course the article 
asserts, that the very God arose from the dead! 
And to finish the climax, tho whole took 
place, according to the articles, to reconcile 
God to us, instead of reconciling the world to 
God, according to scripture! 

A few years ago, it' was published in the
Methodist minutes, that a preacher belonging 
to that connexion, was expelled from the Meth
odist church for rejecting this second article' bf 
their discipline. I cannot but commend his 

e 



candor and honesty, {or a man who can believe 
at such a rate, in little danger lost, 

believing absurditi<}s would save him. 
Notwithstanding this article, Trinitarians, and 

even Methodists themselves, assert that only 
the human nature of eh rist suffered nnd died. 
But if nothing but human nature sufft)red and 
died, I am at a loss to know what more they 
have than a human sacrifice. 

This Mr. Harmon, indirectly acknowledges, 
though he labors hard to conceal it. He says, 
page 14, "It is admitted that the self-existent 
God did not die. But it is not aomitted that the 
.acrifice is no better than a mere human atone
ment." !,'or this conclusion he tells hi" rea. 
sons are brief and full. He then states three 
reasons why he does not consider the sacrifice 
a mere human one, though nothing but human 
nature suflered and died. _1. "'rhe saerifice 
wail appointed of God the Father. 2. Christ 
was without sin. 3. The human nature was 
united with the divine." Upon the last reason 
he states, " if' we may be permitted to use a fig. 
ure, his humanity was offered upon the altar of 
his Divinity; the altar sanctified the gift, and 
Itamped the sacrifice with infinite value." 

To these I remark; as Mr. contends that 
the sacrifice was infinite, his first two rea8OH.lr 

are nothing to his purpose. His third reason, 
,...ltilh 18 that Christ's humanity was Qifered on 
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the altar of his divinity. is wholly unfounded 
in scriptl¥'e, as there is not a passage to support 
it. However, I shall examine :Mr. H.'sjigure, 
aod show that it exposes what he has been la
'boring to conceal. " His humanity was offered 
upon the altar of his divinity," says Mr. H. 
Now, we need not to be told that the altar is 
one thing, and the sacrifice another. As Mr. 
H. represents divinity, or the very God t:> be 
the altar, and human nature the sacrifice, what 
is this short of indirectly ackrtowledging the 
sacrifice to be only a human one 1 The follow
ing questions naturally arise: If the very God 
was the altar, who wall the human sacrifice of
fered to 1 Was it offered to the altar? _ IJ the 
very God was the altar, and human nature the 
sacrifice, Mr. H. ought to have told us who this 
human sacrifice was offered to ! ! 

Upon the whole, 1 think Mr. H.will see he 
has been allowed to use afigure, which is un
Bupported by either scripture or reason, while 
it also exposes that which he is laboring to con
ceal. 

As to this human sacrifice being connected 
with the divine nature, and this sanctifying-it, 
and stumping it with infinite value, looks no 
better to me than Socinianism. Sociaians hold 
that Christ was .only a man, but that God the 
Father dwelt in him by the fulness of his spirit 

. -that his Father, by this union, assisted Christ 
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to perform miracles, and supported him in the 
hour of deflotb. It may be tlten askld, in what 
degree has the Trinitarian hypothesis the ad
vantage over the Socinian theory 1 Might no.t 
th~ Socinians, with equal propriety, insist that 
though Christ only died as a man, yet his be
ing united with, or filled with the divine nature, 
that union" sanctified the sacrifice, and stamp
ed it with infinite value 1" I am free to own that 
I have not discernment enough to see, that the 
Trinitarian doctrine of incarnation exalts Jesus 
above a mansupernaturaliy endowed .• Is there 
any thing more implied in the asseriion, that 
the very God was united to a proper man ? 

Many Trinitarians openly confess that they 
believe in no more"than a human sacrifice, and 
this is plainly implied by Mr H., though he la
bors to conceal it. His whole argument ap
pears to rest upoIj,the idea, that a human sac
rifice may be so sanctified as to render it infin
ite. The merits of a sacrifice is to be determi
ned by its quality or kind; and that which suf
fered and died was the sacri6.ce. If, therefore, 
nothing but human nature suffered, th& sacri
fice could be no more than a human one. How 
the death of human nature can be so sanctified 
as to constitute an infinite sacrifice, is left for 
Mr. H. to explain. . 

For the sake of argument, we will, for a mo
ment, admit what Mr. H. contends- for, viz. : 
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that an infinite sacrifice w~eatosatisfy 
the dema.ds of jU~lice. ~Ve will admit the 
ground of equivalency, which he contends for, 
and I would then ask, could the death of one 
h..etau atone for millions of human beings con
demned· to die 1 Could the death of mere hu
man nature constitute a sacrifice sufficiently 
meritorious to anSW11Ir all demands? Admit for 
a moment, the high Calvinistic schemE', that 
Christ died for the elect only; would not as rna
ny;human sacrifices be needed, as there are elect 
ransomed? 

That thrist died for all men, is a scriptural 
fact; and that the sacrifice is sufficient for the 
salvation of all who exercise repentance and 
faith, is my full belief; but the Lord pity those 
who trust in a mere human sacrifice for salva
tion. 

The Trinitarian doctrine of incarnation, not 
only reduces Christ's humiliation to a mere shad
ow, but it almost wholly destroys the impres
sions with which his sufferings ought to be 
viewed. According to this doctrine, when fully 
explained, Christ was comparatively no sufferer 
at all. It is true, his humanity suffered, but 
this they tell us was an infinitely small part of 
Jesus, bearing no more proportion to his whole 
person, than a single hair of our head to the 
whole body; or than a drop to the ocean. The 
infinite Godhead of Christ, that which they say 
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was most propt.ly himself, was infinitely-happy 
at the very moment of the sufferinO' ctf his hu. 
manity. While hanging on tne ":'oss he was 
the happiest being in the universe; yea: as hap. 
pyas the infinite God could be; so thnL hi.> 
pains, compared- with his felicity, were nothing. 
This Trinitarians do and must acknowledge. 

The doctrine ~oes still farther. It teaches 
that the Son of 'God never suffered and died. 
It is true that Trinitarians bewilder tliemselves, 
and many otherS. by the pretext that the Son 
of God suffered in his human nature. But let 
their views be propprly stated. By the Son of 
God they mean no other than the ~econd per
son in the Godhead; whom they call the very 
God himself, and whom they suppose to be ab
solutely incapable of suffering at all. By the 
human nature they mean n" real man," to 
whlJm this Son of God was united. This" man" 
and the Son of God, of course, must be distinct _ 
from each other. Can anyone then make him
self believe, that the sufferings of human na
ture, distinct from the Son of God, can with nny 
propriety be called the sufferings of God. or 
the sufferings of the Son of God in his human 
nature? 

No possible union of God to a person dis
tinct from him, can render it proper to denomi
nllte the sufferings and death of that person. 
the sufferings and death of God. If God be 
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- absolutely incapable oC But'l"ering at all, he is 
certainly incapaule of suffering by an union 
with human nature. If Trinitarians would on
ly state their views in an intelligible manner, 
the difficulty would be easily perceived. In
st~ad of saying the Son of God" suffered in 
his human nature," Jet them say as they believe, 
that the Son of God did not suffer at all, but 
that only a real man suffered, to'whom the Son 
of God was united. Thi'l is stating the Trini
tarian view of the subject, in a plain, CQrrect 
manner. But as this happens to contradict the 
explicit language of the bible, they cast a mist 
over the whole affair, by saying, "the Son of 
God suffered in his human nature," while they 
at the same time positively deny his capability 
of suffering at all. 

The 'Iuffering of the Son of God is thus illus
trated by Dr. Lightfoot, an eminent Trinitarian • 

• In reference to Gen. xxji. the doctor says, thu8, 
"Isaac and the Ram, a true type of Christ's 
two natures. the one only suffering, and the, 
other not; yet that, that suffered not, giving va
lidity and value to that that suffered."-Light_ 
foot's Remains. 

According to the doctor, Isaac, who" sufFer
ed not," represents the Son of God; and "the 
Ram that suffered," represents the man to 
whom the Son of God was united. What lan
guage could more emphatically convey the idea 



man suffered as a Son 
and that" the Son of 

a mere illusion, This 
is very substance of the ancient Cerinthian 
heresy, that .. the Son of God only suffered in 
appearance on the cross." \Vhile the Trinita· 
rian declaims the Cerinthian, might not the 
latter, with propriety, reply to the former in 
the lnnguage of the penitent thief, " Dost thou 
not fear God, seeing thou art in the same con-

there ever a more em-
a human mind 
palpable deception 
suppose, that by 

the Son of God, is 
and death of a " very man, 

the room of the Son of God? 
0, thou blessed Jesus, is this a true represen

tation of thy sufferings J Did nol the sun re- .. 
fuse to shine, the rocks rend, Rnd the earlh 
quake, when thou suffered? when thou hung 
bleeding ·on the cross? when thou died for sin-

Yea, creation still shock; 
sever~d rocks echo sound, 

THE SON O:V GOD 
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SECTION V. 

TUm HOLY GHOST BOT .a. PII:8101l". 

In this section, 1 shall firstly examine the 
principal arguments brought to prove the Holy 
Ghost a person; and secondly, endeavor to 
show. from scripture, that it is not a person. 
It is ackn9wledged by Trintarians, if the per
sonalityof the Holy Ghost is proved at all by 
scripture, it must be done by inference only, as 
no pertinent scripture can be produced to the 
point. 

The first argument that I shall notice, which 
is frequently brought to prove the personality 
of the Holy Ghost, is that the personal p'ronoun 
he is in some instances applied to it in the scrip
tures. To which I reply, that much scripture 
might be quoted to prove the same ofa number 
of inanimate things. ". The depth saith it is not 

- in me, and the sea saith it is not ift me." Job 
xxviii. 14. "Destruction and death say, We 
have heard the fame thereof with our ears." 
Job xxviii. 22. "When they were past the 
first and second ward, they came unto the iron 
gate that leadeth unto the city, which opened 
unto them of hill own accord." Acts xii. 10 • 
• , And he prayed again, and .the heavens gave 
rain, and the earth brought forth her fruit." 
J arne. v. 18. Here the 'ea, de,truaion, death, 
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an iron gate and the earth, are personifted; yet 
no one considers them persons. My whole de. 
sign is here to show that many things have per. 
sonal pronouns applied to them in the scriptures,. 
that lire not persons, which is the case with the 
Holy Ghost. 

In several instances the Spirit is represented 
as speaking, whi.ch is used as .in argument in 
favor of its personality. The Spirit said unto 
Peter, "Behold three men seek thee." Acts 
x. 19. 'rhat is, the light of the Spirit revealed 
this to Peter. " The Spirit and the bride say 
come." Rev. xxii. 17. By its inward draw. 
ings the Spirit invite'!! us to the waters of life. 
" The Spirit itself maketh intercession for us." 
Rom. viii. 26. . The Spirit influences our minds 
aright to pray; by its light unfoldiag our needs,. 
and by its operations endiling our petitions. 
Though speech is applied to the Holy Ghost in 
these instances, it is no less emphatically appli. 
ed to the starry heavens, by the psalmist. 
"The heavens declare the glory of God, and 
the firmament showeth his handy work. Day 
unto day uttereth speech, and night unto night 
showeth knowledge. There is no speech nor 
language, where their voice is not heard. 'rheir 
line is gone out through all the earth, and their 
'IlJOrds to the ends of the world." Ps. xix. 1; 4. 
It is presumed that in no instance is speech 
more plainlyappJied. to the Spirit in Scripture, i . 
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than is here Ihe ,tarry and day 
and night. 

" And he that searcheth the hearts, knoweth 
what is the mind of the " Rom. viii. 27. 
That the Holy Ghost is meant here, is admitted, 
and the argument rai"ed frum it by Mr. Har. 
mon, is, " if it not persnn, how can have 
a mind 7" By the mind of the Spirit, here 
mentioned, is undoubtedly meant the things 
which God made known by Spirit. for 
instance, 1 sometimes say, 1 give my mind to 
others upon certain things, and whelher they un. 
derstand me or not,-1 know what is the mind or 
intention of my medium of communication. 
The Spirit is very frequently the medium, or 
organ, through which God makes known his 
mind to men, 

"The Spirit of God hath made me. Job 
xxxiii. 4. "Here," says Mr. Harmon, " the 
work of creation is applied the Spirit; but 
the work of creation is the work of God, there. 
fore the Spirit is God," This I flm convinced, 
is wresting scripture from ils proper meaning; 
and in this instance we may see what may be 
accomplished by detaching part scripture, 
without quoting its connection. The words 
quoted, are the worns of Elihu to Job. In the 
preceding he stated the Spirit eoo
strained him, and after rebuking Job's three 
nendl, he addresses "Wherefore, Job, I 
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pray thee, hear my speeches, and hearken to 
all my words. Behold, now I have opened my 
mouth, my tongue hath spoken in my mouth. 
My words shall be of the uprightness of my 
heart; anj my lips shall titter knowledge clear. 
ly. The Spirit of God hath made me, and the 
breath of the Almighty hath given me life. 
If thou canst answer me, set they words in.or· 
der before me, stand up." 
. It a~pears evident to me that Elihu had no 

allusion to his creation, when he said the Spirit 
of God hath made me, but ihat the Spirit of God 
had made him do thus. Do what 1 Address 
Job as he did, while the breath of the Almigh
ty gave him life, or animated his soul to do it. 
lt is useless to multiply words; the meaning is 
obvious to every impartial reader. It 

The next scripture which Mr. H. pretends to 
give, is Ps. cxxxix. 7. "Whither shall I go 
from thy Spirit 1 or whither shall I flee from 
thy presence 1 If I ascend up into heaven thou 
art there: if I make my bed in hell, behold 
thou art there." I have but very few remarks 
to offer upon this passage, for it presents no dif. 
ficulties relative to my views. That God is ev
ery where present, no christian denies. But I 
cannot but remark the mangled form in which 
Mr H. presents the passage in his pamphlet. 
He quotes it thus, "Whither shall I go from 
thy Spirit? If I ascend into heaven, thou art 
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there," &c. It will be perceived, in this quota· 
tion, that an important sentence is lert out of the 
text. * . By thus mutilating the text, he doubt· 
less meant to have the reader suppose, that the 
pronuoun thou, referring to Lord understood, 
was identified with the Spirit mentioned in the 
passage. He says, " the passage identifies the 
Spifit with God." If this is not wresting scrip· 
ture, I know not what is; but it is not the only 

-instance of the kind which occurs in Mr. H.'s 
pamphlet, as 1 shall have cause hereafter to no· 
tice. 

But, says Mr. H., " in Acts v. 3. Peter says 
to Ananias, • Why hath Satan filled thine heart 
to lie to the Holv Ghost l' and in the 4th verse 
he says, • thou hast not lied unto men, but unto 
God.' " So confident is Mr. H. that these two 
passages put together prove the Holy Ghost a 
person, that he adds, " How it is possible for any 
one calling himself a christian, to say in oppo· 
sition to these words of holy writ, that the Holy 
Ghost is not God, I know not." p. 9. 

What Mr. H. founds his argument upon is, 
that becal1se Peter, in this instance, accused 
Ananias of lying to the Holy Ghost, and also 
assured him that he had not lied unto men, but 

• This passage is presented by Mr.·J..uckfly, in the 
lIame muulated fOrDl, (see his treatise, page 225,) and 
similar arguments used. Query. Wall it an ll)ad· 
'Yertant mistake in both these author. T 
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unto God, he draws the inference that the 
Holy Ghost and God are the same. That this 
is a mistaken view of the subject, to me appears 
very certain. If the inference be 8 just one, 
that lying to the Holy Ghost and lying 10 God, 
,prove the Holy Ghost and God to be the same, 
may we not, with equal propriety, draw the fol
lowing inference: As Christ said to his disci
ples when he sent them to preach, " He that 
heareth you heareth me," that Christ and his 
disciples are one and the same being 1 and that 
there is no distinction between them 1 

God has been pleased to place in every hu. 
man breast a certain principle called conscience; 
this monitor reproves of falsehood as well as 
all other known iniquity. Who would not be 
willing to admit, that whoever is guilty of wil
ful falsehood, lies to his own conscience, and 
that he also lies to God, who placed this repro
ver in his breast 1 But would the inference be 
a just one, that a man's conscience is the very 
God himself? In like manner God, by the light 
of his Spirit in this instance, impressed the mind 
of Ananias with the importance of honesty, 
and taught him better than to keep back part of 
the price for which he sold his possession. 

Therefore, in attempting to deceive, he lied 
to the Holy Ghost, by which he had -been in
structed, and also lied to God, who had given 
his ~pirit, thus to instruct and reprove him. 
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Mr. H. next brings the following: "Holy 
men of God spake as they were moved by the 
Holy Gho~t." 2 Pet. i. :H. That the ancient 
prophels prophesied as God moved upon them, 
by the operations of his Spirit, is evident, nor 
can 1 see that the passage asserts any thing. 
more. 

The argument" noticed, comprise the 
whole of Mr. Harmon's evidence, that the Ho
ly Ghost is person; but if this is all, we may 
yet venlure write tipon it tekel." 

We will now hear some of IHr. Luckey's tes
timony upon the He says, " '1'he idea 
that the Holy Ghost is~ternal sufficiently es
tablishes its divinity; ane this is infe.rred fi'om 
the consideration that it is created or self.exist
ent, derived eternal. That it not derived 
or created is clear from the absurdity that God 
derived or ereated his own Spirit, or that there 
was a time when it did not exist. Of course it 
is eternal, and whatever is eternal God; there
fore the Spirit is God. p, 224. 

it would appear from this testimony, that Mr. 
L. would make distinction even between the 
attributes of God, and God himself. God pos
sessed eertain attributes from eternity •. We will 
Bay, for instance, that God possessed power from 
all eternity, and will L. say that power is 
the very God 1 Will he say, tha~ frorr. the pow
jr thQ devil pOlllilesses, that the devillloisse'liI~j8 
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tire very God 1 We may admit that God dele
gates 'pOwer to creatures, yet such creatures 
may possess no part of God; he may still be 
infinite in power himself, and they be "without 
hope and without God in the world." . 

Light may be as old as the sun, yet the light 
we enjoy is not the sun itself, but is only that 
which is caused by it, or that which emanates 
or proceeds from it. In like manner the Holy 
Ghost is a divine emanation from" the Lord 
God, who is a sun and shield." Ps. lxxxiv. 11. 
Jesus said," But when the Comforter is come, 
whom I will send youfrom the Father, even the 
Spirit of truth, whicIP proceedeth from the Fa
ther." Can the Spirit of truth, which is here 
represented as proceeding from God, be the God 
it proceeds from 1 

"Go ye, therefore, and teach all nations, 
baptising them in the name of the Father, and 
of the Son, nnd of the Holy Ghost." Mat. 
xxviii. 19. This text, as it stands, is highly 
worthy of notiee. It is generally understood 
by Trinitarians, to represent the authority by 
which the disciples were to administer baptism; 
as they concieve the authority is as much rep
resented from the Holy Ghost, as from the Fa
ther and Son! they form the ~onclusion that the 
Holy Ghost IS a person, equal with God the Fa
ther. 

This argument may appear plausible" af fi)'$t 
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8ight, but 1 think a more minute investigation 
will expose its fallacy. 1t does not appear to 
me that the WOM name) mentioned in the text, 
is intended to represent the authority by which 
the disciples were to baptise. It is ,veIl known 
that the word name, is many times used in the 
scripture in the place of character, as "A good. 
aame is better than precious ointment." It is 
also used for renown, glory, and praise, such as 
"his name shall be great." In this sense, in my 
opinion, it is to be understood in the text under 
consideration. As much as if the Savior had 
told his disciples, "go teach all nations, bapti· 
sing them in honor of the Father who sent his 
Son; in honor of,the Son who has lived yout 
example, and in hOBor of the Holy Ghost which 
guides yon into all truth." . 

It is well known that the preposition in used 
in the passage, is translated from the Greek 
word eis, and which may here be as well reli. 
dered for as in. For the name of the Father, 

-Son, and Holy Ghost; or for the honor and 
glory of them. 

It appears that Mr.'Luckeyhad doubt, wheth. 
er this passage could prove the real personality 
of the Holy Ghost, and indeed be had rp.a9Ol1 
to, for. it is the only solitary one which he qUI~tes 
for 'that exprels purpose. <c But whether '" 
tfo or do not receive tlie Holy Ghost alii .. !: 
!!net peJlSdn in tbe 0t~." IIlY~ ., 1 
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divinity forms conclusive argument in my 
mind in favor of the divinity of the Son." As 

the dilJinity of the Holy Ghost, and the divin-
of 80n of God, I feel disposition 

question; I acknowledge them both in a proper 
scriptural sense; but the question to be decided 
is, whether the Holy Ghost is person, or the 
Son of God the very God he is the Son of. 

-" Whether we do or do not receive the Holy 
Ghost a distinct perSOll in Deity" says 
Mr. L. If Holy Ghost not 
person from the Father, the doctrine that God 
is three persons falls once." matter 
whether we say there a personal distinction 
between the Holy Ghost and'the Father, 9r 
not," says Mr. L. 227. But why not 
much matter" say there.is personal dis
tjnction between the Father IUld the Holy Ghost, 
as to say there is a persollnl distinction between 

Father and Son, upon the bypothesis that 
tflere are three distinct persons in the Godhead 'I 
If Mr. L. would tea~h us that the Holy Ghost is 

Father, he has but two distinct 
persons in his Trinity, the orthodox Trini-
tarians of course stand corrected by him. 

Is it not to find such remarks 
r:rctn the pen a " X e matter 
Wtkt~ we say \here is a per'lonal distinction 
bet~,~e.- ~e Father and tpe Holy Ghost, 
not. Th •• flppcars to me ~l>out eCJuiyaJtm~ 
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laying, it is not much matter what we say, if 
we only say we believe in Trinity; and it is a 
manifest fact, that Trinitarians say and believe 
very differently about their doctrine, yet their 
fellowship for each other remains good, while 
they contend for Trinity, and declaim all who 
conscientiously dissent from them. It is not, 
however, to be thought strange, that people 
should think and talk very differently about that 
of which they themselves confejs they have no 
knowledge. 

I shall now adduce a number of scriptures, 
which, in my view, represent the Holy Ghost 
as something very different from a person. 

The Spirit is represented as something with 
which a person caa be anointed. " The Spirit 
of the Lord God is upon me; because the Lord 
bath anointed me to preach good tirlings unto the 
meek." Isa. Ixi. 1. 'fhe Lord Jesus in this 
passage, is represented as one whom the Lord 
God had anointed with his Spirit. In ano'ther 
passage this same Spirit is called oil. "There
fore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee 
with the oil, rif gladness, above thy fellows." 
Heb. i. 9. Here God is represented as anoint
ing his Son with the oil rif Gladness, which in ' 
the former passage is called the Spirit. Again 
the Spirit is represented as the oil rif joy. "To 
give unto them beauty for ashes, and the oil of 
joy for mourning." John, in writing to hiS 
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brethren, calls the Ghost an unction. "Ye 
have an unction from the Holy One, and ye 
know aU things." 1 John 20. And Peter 

. says, "God anointed Jesus of Nazereth with 
the Holy Ghost, and with power. Acts x. 

Now I would ask my candid ,reader, how ht' 
can form any consistent idea of those passages 
of scripture, if he believe the Holy Ghost to be 
a person It is represented by oil, and by an 
unction which God is represented as o'llointing 
his Son with. God sllid, " 1 will pour out of 
my Spirit upon all flesh." Acts Ii. 17. Here 
the Spirit is represented as something that may 
be poured out. When descended upon the 
disciples on the day of Pentecost, 1 think it 
must have appeared to them something very 
different from a pelsoll. The nr:count is thus 
given: And when the day of Penteeost was 
fully come, they we~e all of one accord in one 
plaee. And suddenly thero came sound 
from heaven, as of a rushing mighty wind, and. 
it filled all the house where they were 
And there appeared unto them cloven tongues, 
like as fire, and it sat upon eaeh of them." 
Acts ii. 1, 3. Who could form any consistent 
idea from this account, that the Holy Ghost is 
a person 1 Did person descend upon the disci. 
pies like a rushing mighty wind, and fill the 
room whore they were sitting 1 Does God 
POUT out a perlOn upon all flesh? Did God anoint 

,()O 
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.Jesus of Nazareth with a person 1 What con
ception can we form of a God in three persons ; 
the first person takes the third persoD, and 
anoints the second person with him 1 Does Dot 
the idea appear shockingly absurd 1 '1'0 me it 
really does, and 1 would to God that every Tri
nitarian would see it. 

It may appear to some of my 'l'rinitarian 
brethren, as bordering rather too near to sacri
lege, to advance so far into their mystical san<:
tuary, but I would assure them that DO harm is 
intended. 

We can find no example in IIcripture, of wor
ship being pnid to the Holy Ghost, as 0. person. 
Weare commanded to worship the Father and 
Son, but no where in the scriptures are lye com
manded to worship the Holy Ghost •. The hea
venly worshippers sung "Glory to ·God and 
the Lamb," but no mention is made that they 
sung glory to the Spirit.. John mentions the 
thtone of God and the throne of Christ, but no 
mention is made of the throne of the Holy 
Ghost. Stephen saw Christ sta~ding at the 
right hand of God, but mentions nothing ofllee
ing a third person. Indeed I can see no more 
consistency in callipg the Holy Ghost, or Spirit 
a'person, than I could in saying the seven Spir
its of God, mentioned in Revelations, are seven 
persons; add to these Father,. Son and. Holy 
Gbost, and we should have ten persons 10 one 
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God! Instead of the holy Ghost being a dis. 
tinct person, it is represented in scripture as 
the Spirit of 0. person; or 0. divine emanation 
from God, which he diffuses or pours out. 
. I shall now close the present chapter, and i. 
the next shall give my views of the Son of God, 
by showing that he is properly a.Son, aDd con •. 
sequently . Dot self. existent, or the Father of 
himself. In the foregoing inves:iglltion 1 have 
presumed to call in question the correctness of 
the doctrine of the Trinity, and if the system I 

. am now about to establish, will not stand the 
test of scriptural IlDd rational investigation, 
there is no man on earth who wilt be more hap. 
py to see if overthrown; than myself; for I Call 
God to witness the sinr,erity of my heart in what 
I profess to believe. I f I am in error 1 sincere· 
ly desire to be set inthe ri~ht way. 1 can, witb 
all my soul, adopt the language of the pioua 
and celebrated Dr. Watts, who had written to 
vindicate the doctrine of the Trinitv: but iii 
his more advanced life, gave it up. ".,; his soi. 
emn invocation to the ever"blessed God, he thus 
expresses himself: 

"Hast thou not ascribed divine namee, anel 
titles, lind characters to thy Son and thy Holy 
Spirit, in thy word 1 And yet art Dot thou, and 
thou aW1le, the true God 1" ... ... ... ... • ... 

... ... III ... ... ... J(I ... ... ... III ...... 

" Hadst thou informed me, gracious Father. 
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in Ilny place of thy word, that this divine doc. 
trine is not to be understopd by men, and yet, 
they were required to believe it, 1 would have 
subdued all my curiosity to faith, and sub. 
mitted my wandering and doubtful imagina. 
tions, so far as was possible, to the holy and 
wise determinations of thy word. But I can. 
not find thou hast any where forbid me to un. 
derstand it, or make'these enquiries. My con. 
science is the best natural light thou hast p~t 
within me, and since thou hast given me the 
scriptures, my own conscience bids me search 
the scriptures, to find out truth and eternal life. 
It bids me try all things, and hold fast that whil!h 
is good. And thy own word by the same ex. 
pressions, encourages this holy practice. 1 
havo therefore, been long searching into this 
divine doctrine, that I may pay thee due honor 
with understanding. Hurely, I ought to know 
the God whom I worship, whether Ite be one 
pure and simple being, or whether thou art a 
threefold DeilY, consisting I)f the Father, tho 
Son, and the Holy Spirit. 

"Dear and blessed God, hadst thou been 
pleased, in anyone plain scripture, to have in. 
formed me which of the different opinions about 
the holy Trinity, among the contending parties 
of christians, had been true, thou knowest with 
how much zeal, satisfaction, and joy, my unbi. 
aased heart would have opened itself to recein 
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and embrace the divine discovery. Badsi thou 
'told me plainly, in one single text, that the Fa. 
ther, Son, and Holy Spirit, are three real dis. 
tinct persons in thy divine nature, I had never 
suffered my mind to be bewildered in so many 
doubts, nor embarrassed with so many strong 
fears of assenting to the'mere inventions of men, 
instead of divine doctrine; but r should humbly 
and immediately accepted thy words, 110 far as 
it was possible for me to understand them, as 
~he only rule ormy faith. Or, had!t thou been 
pleased to express and, include this proposition 
In the sev."ral scattered parts of thy book, from 
whence my reason and conscievce might with 
ease find out, and with certainty infer this doc. 
trine, I should have joyfully employed all my 
reasoning powers, with the utmost skill and ac- ' 
tivity, to have found out this inference, and eJ;). 
grafted it into my soul. But how can such 
,weak creatures (men) ever take in so strange, 

, so difficult, and so abstruse u doctrine as this, in 
the explication and defence whereof, multitudes 
of men, even men of learning and piety, have 
lost themselves in infinite sub~leties of dispute 
and endless mazes of darkness." 
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CHAPTER II. 

ON THE SONSHIP OF CHRIST. 

SECTION I • . 
.;r IIVIf CHlIIST THE PROPER 1011 01' GOD. -

IN the foregoing sections, I have endeavored 
to show the hypothesis that God is three per
sons, to be ausurd and unscriptural; that on the 
contrary, "God is one." I shall now endeavor 
to show that Christ is properly the Son of the 
" one God;" and as such, a being distinct from 
his Father. 

It is affirmed by Trinitarians, that the Son of 
God is the same being of his Father, or in other 
words, that there is no distinctio.n of being be
tween them. Now, if the reverse of this can 
be proved, every argument in support of their 
theory must fall at once. On the contrary, 
if this cannot be maintained, all my arguments 
are equally futile. The whole dispute may now 
be reduced to this single question, "Is Jesus 
Christ properly the Son of God, and as such, a 
being dilitinct from his Father1" And 1 a~ 
willing to risk the whole controversy upon tbls 
ODQ iuming point. If 1 fail of proving this from 
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the scriplure~, then let alII have written against 
the doctrine of the Trinity, be consigned to ob. 
livion; the sooner forgotten the better. If, on 
the contrary, J shall fairly prove this one point, 
that Christ is properly .the son of God, and as 
such, a being distinct from his Father, then let 
Trinitarians candidly renounce their mysterious 
doctrine, and yield to the dictates of scripture 
and reason. 

It will, no doubt, be acknowledged by my 
- reader, that if the apo&tles ond other writers of 

the New Testament, in delivering the revela
tions given them by the Holy Ghost, did not use 
Buch expressions as are to be understood accor
ding to some known acceptation of terms, their 
writings are not a revelation; for what they 
meant to cpmmunicate still remains to be re
vealed. It would then appear, that although 
they used words and phrases, which we perfect
ly understand in our common place conversa
tion, yet, when they are found in the language 
of inspiration, we are at an utter loss for their 
meaning. Such a mysterious use of language 
would be the very reverse of revelation; it 
would be concealing rather than maldng known; 
it would ,perplex, but not instruct. Let it then 
be fixed in mind, that language relating to God 
nnd Christ, must be interpreted according to 
Borne known acceptation of terms. If, there
fore. by, this rule, the scriptures fairly imply a 



distinction of being between the Son of God 
and his Father, let them thus be understood; 
and if, on the contrary, they imply that they 
tleo are the being, let decision be 
dingly, for would be folly the PV"l'AI't'IA. 

suppose revelation designed for 
benefit of men, both learned and unlearned, that 
language is to be used in a sense foreign to ev. 
ery analogy. 

We are abundantly taught the 
tbat Jesus Christ is the t:on God. 
ans say believt't this, the same 
they affirm Christ and Father are 
and the same being. This at once sets aside all 
revelation; respecting Ch rist being the Son of· 
God. The scriptures which say Christ is the 
Son of this no revelation 

us; the Son, is sense 
every with which human 

is acquaint~d. as foreign as it would be to use 
son for daughter, or father for mother. It is 
said, for instance, that Isaac was the son of 
Abraham, which is admitted once; 
the back it is immediately said 
same person, Isaac was Abraham, 
there was distinction of between ; 
would not any rational man Il<\y the two state. 
ments were palpably contradictory to each oth. 
er 1 If it iuaid that Isaac was·the son of Abra. 
ham, we suppose, according 
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use of language, that he was a distinct being 
from his father; but if it be said that Isaac was 
Abraham, we say it is manifestly absurd to af. 
firm that he was A braham's son. In no in. 
Stance, according to the use of I~nguage, can 
we form any conception of a son, without n 
distinction of being existing between him and 
his Father. 
. But, say Trinitarians, "we know nothing of 

the modes of divine existence, nor in what seDse 
God uses the term 80n." Here we are at once 
thrown into the boundless regions of conjecture, 
in regard to all God says of himself, and his 8on. 
On this ground, we can know nothing what is 
meant by God's so loving the world' as to give 
his only begotten Son. And if we know not in 
what sense God uses terms respecting himself 
and his Son, no more do we know in wha t sense 
he uses terms respecting us, in his requirements, 
prohibitions, his promisE's and his threatenings. 
Of what use then is the bible, any more than 80 

much blank pnper, to be filled with our own 
conjectures 1 And in what sense is the bible a 
r.evelation of the divine character and wil17 

If we reject the hypothesis of aproper 8on. 
we must then, like the Arians, have a strictly 
created 80n, or,an allegorical 80n, fol' the Son 
of God must be one of these three. All who 
reject the idea of a proper 80n, and 11 created Son. 
can have nothing better than an a1lei:orical SOft ; 
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and if we must admit an allegorical Son, I would 
as freely admit Origen's hypothesis, as any 1 
know of. But if we adopt the hypothesis of an 
allegori~al Son, .what shall ,we sl\y of the love 
of God in giving his Son? Had we not ought 
to view the love of God, in this event, as a kin'd 
of allegorical love? And is it not viewed too 
much in this light by' those who reject the idea 
of a proper Son? But if the Son of God.be 
not a proper, but an allegorical Son; and the 
love of God in giving his Son an allegorical 
love, what better have we to expect than an al. 
legorical heaven? _ 

To say that Jesus Christ is " the very God," 
and yet the SOIl (If the very Goll, to me is equi. 
valent to saying, that God is his own Son, and 
yet the Father of himself; ~hich would be 
such a Son and Father, as co\.t\d only exist in 

. allegory. Or, to say that Jesus ·Christ is the 
only·begotten Son of God, and yet the unbegot. 
ten God himself, would be about equal to saying 
the un begotten God begat himself, and that all 
this took place without any" variableness or 
shadow of turning." Or, to say that Jesus 
Christ is the 8elf.existent Goa, as Mr. Harmon 
does, is to me a denial that Christ is " God's 
own S·on." . 

But, says Mr. H., cc Mr. Millard's second 
Jetter is a labored and useless attempt, to proyo 
that Christ is truly th~ Son of God, and ,a diS. 
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tinct being from the Father. That he is truly 
the Son of God, Trinitarians never denied; 
and I chaIiange Mr. M. to produce from any 
of their writings a'll assertion which amounts to 
a denial. He is altogether inexcusable for re· 
presenting them in this" lig~t. They ever ac
knowledged this important truth, in terms sO 

explicit, as not to be misunderstood." p. 17. 
If Trinitarians agree so well with me, that 

Christ is "truly the Son of God'" why does 
Mr. H. raise such a clainor against my views 1 
'fhis is the principal thing for which I contend, 
viz.: that· Christ is the true and proper Son of 
God. But Mr. H. challeges me to produce from 
the writings of Trinitarians, an assertion that 
amounts to a. denial of this. To gratify him, I 
will produce one from his pamphlet, which 
comes about as near to it as any that I have 
ever seen. In page 13, ~Ir. H. says, "Ghrist 
is the God of the Israelites, the self-existent 
God." If Mr. H. will tell me how aself-exist
ent being can be a begotten Son, I will acknowl
edge that this assertion does not amount to a 
denial that Christ is truly the Son of God; but 
till he does, I shall still hold the charge pertin
ent. As well mig!)t he say, the earth was cre. 
ated and yet eternal. . . 

"SO bere is the ground of his charge," says 
Mr. H., "Trinitarians deny that Christ is the 

' .. Son of God, because they say he is the self-ex· 
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istent God. 1 confess 1 do not see the propriety 
of this conclusion·" p. 17. And the reason is 
very obvious, because Mr. H. is determined not 
to see any impropriety in the Trinitarian system 
tet it be ever so glaring. 0 higotry, how dost 
thou blind the minds of thy infatuated votaries! 

There are cartainly no two characters which 
we can name, that express a clearer distinction 
of being between them, than !J.father and son, 
al)d if Mr. H. can see no absurdity in saying 
tbere is no distinction between them, I despair 
of helping him to see any thing. 

But, says Mr. H., " the Bible declares Jesus 
Christ to be ' the true GOQ,' 'the Mighty God,' 
'the Lord ot: Lords,' &c., and yet says he is 
the Son of God. If Mr. M. says this is deny. 
ing that he is the Son of God, let him lement
ber that it is against the scriptures he brings 
his charge, and not so much against the Trini. 
tarians." p. 17 • .I have reserved another part 
of this work to notice the divine titles given to 
the Son of God; and J hope to make it here. 
after appear, that Mr. H;'s assertion, that Christ 
is the " true God," &oc. is a perversion of scrip. 
ture. Consequently.! shall show that the charge 
is not against the JCriptures, but against T rinita. 
rians in full force • 

. Mr. H. says, that Trinitarians have ever ac· 
knowledged that Christ is truly the Son of Goc:!. 
io ierm. 80 ':t;plicit 1M not to be misunderstood. 
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But I appeal.to Mr H. whether he ca~ under. 
stand himself, in what sense Jesus Christ is the 
Son of God, while he repc.esents him to be the 
seif-emtent God 1 Does he not, as well as oth· 
er Trinitarians, represent Christ to be a Son, 
in some unknown or mysterious sense 1 How 
then can he so confidently assert, that Trinita· 
rians ever acknowledged this truth, in terms so 
explicit as not to be misunderstood 1 I under. 
stand that when Christ is represented as a Son, 
it implies a distinction of being between him 
and his I!'ather; and is Mr. H. willing to ac· 
knowledge this? If he is, he is by this time wil. 
ling to renounce some of his hidden, mysterioUII 
absurdities. ... 

Dr. Adam Clark takes the astomshing ground 
that aU the Son of God which the Bible reveals 
to us is human nature, and 1 have in a few instan
ces, heard the same sentiment advanced by Me
thodist preachers. The doctor in commenting on 
Luke i. 35, remarks, "we may plainly perceive 
here that the angel does not give the appella
tion of Son qf God, to the divine nature of 
Christ, but to that holy person, or thing," which 
was to be borl'! of the Virgin. The divine na
ture could not be born of the Virgin, the human 
nature was born of her. Two natures muSt 
ever be distinguished in Christ, the human na. 
ture in reference to which he is the"Son of God, 
and inferior to him; and the divine nature whick 

- ", 
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wall from etertJity. Is there any part of the 
Icriptures in which it is plainly said, that the 
divine nature of Jesus, was the Son of God 1 
Here, 1 trust, I may be permitted to say, with 
all due respect for those who differ from me, 
tbat the doctrine of the eternal sonship of, 
Christ is aOli-scriptural, and highly danger
ous." 

N ow if' these remarks of the doctor be true, 
what becomes of his favorite Trinity 1 The 
doctrine of· the Trinity teaches that God is 
three persons, Father, SOD, and Holy Ghost. 
Is the Son, one of those three persons, no more 
than human natui'e7 la.me-third con8ti~uent 
part of the eternal God, human oature 1 If tho 
~Oll of God is nothing more than human oa· 
tule, this conclusion is irresistable, or other
wise tItere is no Son in the Godhead. nut if 
God is now three persons, Falher, Son, and Ho
ly Ghost, he was eternally thesamej and ifthere 
WAS not eternally a Son in the Godhead, then 
the doctrine of the Trinity was not eternally 
true, and some later change must have taken 
place in the Godhead to make it true now. I 

- fully honor the doctor's judgment, that the doc .. 
lrine of" the eternal Sonship of Christ is anti
I!Icfiptural," but let Bim, or any other man sus
tain the doctrine of the Trinity without an ~teJ:
pal Son, jf he can. How plainly is it ~nlfe8t 
~hat this learned commentator, io struggJmg ta 
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extricate himself out of glaring absurdity, 
bluilders into a palpable refutation of his own 
darling doctrine. But find that 
rejects Dr. Clark's system; and Mr. Harmoll 
intimates the same thing; while they both 
present Christ as a Son in an unknown or hidden 
sense. 

As Trinitarians envelope the sonship of 
Christ wholly in mystery, I shall now enquire 

what sense the scriptures represent him as 11 

Son. 
The scriptures represent Christ as being with 

his Father before the world was. " And now, 
Father, glorify thou me with thine own self, 

with the glory wh1bh J had with thee, bflfore 
tbe world was!' John xvii, is admitted by 
Mr. Luckey and Mr. Harmon both, that Wis· 
dom mentioned in the 8!h chapter of Proverbs, 
alludes to Christ, which is opinion. This 
appears to be confirmed by apostle Paul, 
who informs us, that Christ" of God made 
ul?-tous wisdom," and says, "we preach Christ 
----- the power God, and the wisdom of 
God." 1 Cor. i. 24. 

We wm now at 17th verse of the 
8th chapter of Proverbs; and see whether the 
words of Wisdom, will not appear to he the 
words of Christ. " I love them that love me; 
and those that seek me early shall find 
Riches and honor are with me, yea, durable 
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riches and righteousness. My fruit is better 
than gold, yea, than fine gold; and my revenue 
than choice .silver. I lead in the way of right
eGusness, in the midst of the paths of judg
ment; That I may cause 1hose that love me to 
inherit substance; and I will fill their treasures. 
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, I was 
brought forth; when there were no fountains 
abounding with water. 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 htl prepared the heavens, 
I was there: when he Bet a compass upon the 
face -of the _ depth : when he established the 
clouds above: when he strengthened the fount
ains of the deep: when he gave to the sea hi~ 
decree, that the waters should not pass his com
mandment: when he .appointed the foundations 
of the earth; then I was by him us one brought 
up with him; and I was daily his delight, re
joicing always before him." 

N ow, admitting this to be the language of 
Christ, every thing is acknowledged necessary 
to prove Christ a distinct being from his Fatber. 
The Father posseSlSed him in the beginning of 
nis way, before his works of old. He was set 

D,g"i"dbyGoogle ~ 



100 

up from everlasting, or ever tbe earth was; 
that is, he was with his Father before time be; 
gan. It not only appears thut the Father pos
ssessed the Son before time began, but also that 
the Son was brought forth from the Father be
fore the world was. Mark these expressions: 
"wlien there were no depths 1 fDU brought 
forth. Before the mountains were settled, before 
the hins fDtU I brought fortk." Now compare 
these expressions with Christ's words to the 
Jews. ··Jesus &aid unto them, if God were 
your Father, ye would love me! for I proceed. 
edforth and came from God." Here we have 
Chribt's own words for it, thllt he .. proceeded 
forth and came from God." 'fwo thinge may 
safely be inferred from scripture testimony: 
That Christ was brought fort", or thal he pro
ceeded forth and. came from God. These being 
admitted, (Which I think cannot be denied,) the 
conclusion follows, that Wisdom, the Word, or 
Son, was brought forth before time began. 

Some have wholly denied the pre-existence of 
Christ, while others who have acknowledged it, 
have entertained different views in respect to it. 
lt is not so important for me to explain in what 
manner Christ existed with his Father before he 
was made Besh; it appears that he did thus ex. 
ist, and that he was then denominated Wisdom 
or the Word-I, therefore, leave the subject 
where the Bible leavea it. 
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SomQ ha\"O atated tbut they could make no 
distinction between a created aad a derived ex- • 
istence; but to me the difference is obvious. 
The original and strict meaning ()f the ,vord 
create is to bring someth~ng into existence from 
no'1l.entiJ.g.* [s~e Encyclopedia.] wt.ich could not 
be said of the Sun of God. He did not come 
into existence from notlting, as Arians suppos
ed, blJ.t proceeded forth, or was brought forth 
frwn God, 'and conseqnently partook of that 
nature from whence he proceeded. It is true, 
we have nU, by successive generation, derived 
our existence from Adorn, the lather of us ull ; 
hut lie being created, our. existence is at best a 
creuted one. But as Christ derived his exis
tence, or was brought forth from the self-exist
ent God, he was not a strictly created being. 

Mr .. 1·Jarmon has represented my views of 
Christ lUI bejn~ exactly those of Arius. He 
says "A ril.lfl was expelled from the eommun
iOIl of the church. And why 1 For assert
ing that the Son was totally and essentia41y dis
tinct fl'om the Father. But according 16 Mr. 

* Although tho word created is variously applied in 
8cripture, yet in a slrict 8ense, I have stated the true 
meaning of it. It is applied in scripture to the chang
ing of the dispensatio7lS, as also to the converl'lion of Il 
suul into Christ; bqt it is believed that whoever ex
amines the subject critically, will tiD,l thai the term 
JAeOB8 a. I have .tated. 
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Anus was perfectly 
of the RiMe." p. 

has either discovered his ignorancp. of Arius' 
views, or a ",ilful disposition to misl'Ppresent 
the truth and stigmatise me. In what part of 
my former woi'k, 1 have intimatcd that Arius' 
sentiments were peyfeetly orthodox, remains fur 
him to show. It was not for asserting that the 
Son was distinct from the Father, that Arius 

from the church, for asserting 
Soo was not 

distioct from the 
being that God 

nothing." If 1\11'. 
distinction bel ween and 

Son, he is 11 Sabellian, and consequently an ad
vocate for u doctrine which was condemned by 
the church before Arianism was known. My 
belief is that the Son proceeded forth from the 
Father, " being of his substance as begotten cif 
him." Thus I partly borrow the language to 
express my views, from the decision of the 

of Nice. I wish that Mr. 
labors to prove me 

at .all in the presellt 
citadel, in which him, 

pbantom of his own 
But fur~her, (Bays Mr. Christ pos-

sessed but one nature, and this nature was cre
ated-andit we admit that Wisdom in the 8th 
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chapter of Proverbs refers to ClIrist, the strange 
conclusion is that God created his own Wisdom." 
p. 44. In what part of my former work 1 hate 
stated that Christ was created, remains again 
for Mr. H. to show; consequently 1 know il8 
little ahout God's creating his own Wisdom. 
But shoul:l I even say that God created his own 
Wisdom, (which I never did,) would it be mor$ 
absurd than to intimate, as Mr. H. does, that 
God's Wisdom is himself. 

That Christ is in scripture styled" the Wis. 
dom of God ;" " the Power of God," and .e the 
Word of God," Mr. H. well knows; but who 
would inrer from this, that distinct from the SOD; 
the Father has no wisdom or power, and is uoa
ble to utter a word 1 They are only figurative 
titles given to the Son of God. These remarks 
may apply equally well to Mr. Luckey'. sOph-
istry, p. 122. . 

Again Mr. H. observes, "the paelage which 
Mr. Millard has quoted from Proverbs to ptov~ 
that Christ is a distinct being from his Father 
clearly implies the eternity of our Savior. • I 
was set up from everlasting.''' p. 39r To tbia 
I reply, that previous to the commenc,!m8nt of 
time, nothing is known but eterltif1/, which i. 
here called everlaating, as the same term fre. 
quently occurs in scripture, in the roam or etef~ 
"itg. The meaning of the term bere is 8U8\· 
ciently explained in its connection. II 1 was aee 
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up from ~erla.lng. from the beg1nfIMg. or ~ 
the earth wru." From the beginning of creation, 
or before the earth was., Christ was set up by 
his Father. But is Mr. H. so unacquainted 
with the m~ning of language, as to say, re· 
specting that which was. set up, there was DO 

p~riod before it was set up, as well as a period 

-

when this took place 1 . 
1 have already remarked tbut Christ is styled 

in scripture" the Wisdom of God," and .. the 
Word of God;" aDd IUr Luckey acknowledges 
that lbe Word mentioned in John i. I. means 
the same as Wisdom in the Proverbs. p. 125. 
As this passage comes forward in this place, 1 
shall offer a few cotnments on it. It reads thoa , 
"In the beginning was tbe Word, aDd the Word 
was with God, and the Word was God. The 
same was in the beginni!lg with G8lI." 

That the Word here alludes toCbrist 1 admit. 
Twice in tilis passage tile WOld is said to be 
with God, and once the Word is called God. 
As tbe Word was said to be with God, which 
implies a distinction, the only difficulty that ari. 
lies is, if the Word was not the God it was with, 
why is it said" tlle Word was God 1" To tbis 
I reply, the word God is variously used in scrip .. 
ture, and is IJPplied in different characters. Da. 
vid says, " worship him all' ye gods." Ps. xcvii. 
'7. What David called God, Paul calls angels. 
,ad I18i's, "let all theaDBel. of God wOl'llh~p 
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mm." neb. i. ". Hence IlDgeis arc called 
gods. Different c1asses of Oleo have the title 
of God given them. "God standeth in tho 
congregation of the mighty; hejudgeth among 
the gods." .. I have said, ye are gods; and all 
of you are children of the Most High." Ps. 
lxxxii. t, 6. That men are alluded to here is 
plain from Christ's own words. When the Jew3 
accused him of blasphemy, for saying he was 
the Son of God, he answered them, " Is it not 
written in your law, I said ye are gods? if he 

_ .called them gods, unto whom the word of God 
came, and the scriptures cannot be broken; say 
ye of him, whom the Father hath sanctified and 
sent into tbe world, thou bl8sphemeth; because 
I said I am the Son of God 7" Johnx. 34-36. 
Judges or rulers are called gods in the law giv
en by God himself. "Thou shalt not revile 
the gods, nor .curse the ruler of thy peeple." 
Exod. xxii. 28. Moses was a god and had a 
prophet. cc The Lord said unto Moses, See, I 
have made tbee a god to Pharaoh, and Aaron, 
tby brother, shall be thy prophet." 

"Angels and 1}Ien are sometimes called god, 
jt is tr~, (lays l\f.r. Halmon) but always in 
Buch a manner that it is imJlo3sibie to mistake 
the meaning." And had Mr. H. acknowledg
ed the same respecting the Son of God, he 
would have done well. It is evident where 
Christ is caUed God in scripture, that it i" as 
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plainly in distinction from his "God and Father" 
as words express 

But the question is asked, " why is he called 
God he is not the very God 1" might ask 
with the same propriety, "why do the other 
characters which I have noticed, have th~ title 
god applied to them, they are not so many 
persons in the Godhead 1" But it is here em
phatically said, the Word was God!' True; 
and God himself has equally emphatically spo
ken of prophets "I said ye'are gods." "Thou 
shalt not revile gods," is language of Je
hovah, in allusion to Judges; and the title of 
god equally emphatically applied to 

But it is still argued that where this is 
given to anyone besides the Supreme Being, 
the connection shows the very God not 
intended. 'This is granted; and it is equally so 
when the title is given Jesus Christ. In John 
i. I. we repeatedly told "the Word was 
with God," that is with his God and Father. Is 
it given to him Heb. i. 8, by God jlimself1 
"Thy throne, 0 God, is forever and ever." 
The reason is also assigned because" thou 
hast loved righteousness hated iniquity: 
therefore God, even God, hath anointed 
thee with the oil of above thy fel-
lows. 

When we are told in the passage under con-
lIideration) that the Word was God," are 
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not to understand, that he was identically and 
literally the Supreme God, but that he was so 
bright and elear an expression of God's mind, 
that it was not so much Jesus, as God himself, 
who appeared- and taught mankind. In accor
dance with this explanation, we find Jesus fre
quently expressing the sentiment, that it was 
not he .but God whom the people saw and heard 
in his miracles and instructions. " He that be
lieveth on me, believeth not on me, but on him 
that sent me; and he that seeth me, seeth him 
that sent me." Thus the Word was God. 

I can illustrate my meaning by a familiar 
case. Suppose we were to meet an ancient 
book, written for thil purpose of recommending 
Plato 10' the ~dmirers of Socrates, and tbat 
among the various declarations of Plato's stri
king resemblancfl to Socrates, and his peculiar 
intimacy with him, we should find expressions 
to this effect," That Plato waS in the begin
ning with Socrates: that whoever saw and 
heard Plato, saw and heard.not Plato but Soc
rates: and that as long as Plato lived, Socra
tes lived and taught;" What would we infer 
from these expressions 1 That Plato was liter
ally Socrates 1 that Socrates and Plato were 
numerically one and the same being? Should 
we not rather consiaer the language as a 
strong and emphatic manner of teaching us 
how entirely Plato was formed on the doc .. 
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trine, aod imbued with the spirit or Soorates 1 . 
It is not unusual to call olle person by the 

name of another whom he resemhles. Thus 
John the Baptist is called Elias, because he 
carrie in tho spirit and power of Elias. So Q. 

distingl1ishedorator is .called Cicero. We say 
of a son who has a strong likeness to his father, 
"he is his father in every respect." 

If we compare the Word mentioned in John 
i. 1, with what is said of it in the 14th verse of 
the same chapter, we shall find it difficult to ac
knowledge it to be the very God. The 14th. 
verse reads. thus: "And the Word was made 
flesh, and dwelt among us (and we belield his 
glo~y, the glory as of the only begotten of the 
Father) full of grace and truth." Here it is 
said the Word was begotten; and also that it 
was made flesh. But would the candid scrip· 
torian say the verg God was begotten 1 If he~ 
was; when 1 and by whom 1 But will it be ur· 
ged, that it was the human nature only that 
Was begoUen? Be. it so. Let the nature be 
what it may, it was the Word that was begotte •• 
But will anyone dare to affirm that the Suo 

. prome God was human nature? It is a)lIo sta· 
ted that" the Word was made flesh;" but was 
the Supreme God made flesh? nnd did thq 
flesh die? 

But here, perhaps, the Trinitarian woul4 
bring up hiJ viewliJ of i1lCa7'JWion; that the verJ 
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God was onlydothed with human natare •. But 
for the Word to be made flesh. to me appears to 
be one thing; and for the Word to be only 
clothed with flesh, is another and a Tery differ· 
ent thing. 

I cannot refrain from here noticing a charge 
which Mr. Luckey asserts against Mr: Smith, 
for some extracts which he had fuund in his 
writings against Trinity. The charge he al· 
leges to Mr. S. so accurately describes the dif. 
ficulty which all Trinitarians labor under, that 
it is to be hoped, some Nathan will yet say to 
Mr. L. "thou art the man." Relatiye to Mr. 
S. Mr. L. observes: "He says that the 
Word refers to the power and wiarlom of Christ. 
If so, tbe Word was not made flesh, but was 
merely an inhabitant of it; an¢ the Bible 
stands corrected by Mr. So's dictionary." 
- If the Word was the very and eternal God; 
f1b Mr. L. confidently asserts, and charge!! all 
with dishonesty who conscrentiously dissent 
£i-om him, in what better situation is he than 
Mr. S.1 Mr L. intimates that all the apostle 
meant by saying" the Word was made flesh," 
was that divinity became veiled in humanity, or 
that the very God was clothed witb human na· 
ture. "If so, the Word .was not made flesh, but 
was merely an inhabitant of it," and the apostle 
John 8tandB co",cted by the Trinitarian theory. 

According to' the Trinitarian theory that 
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"Christ was very God and very man,'" it is im
possible for them to assent to the apostle's tes
timony as it stands, "the Word was made,fiesh'; 
as well as" begotten." They confidently as
sert this Word to be the self-existent God; con
sequel'ltly not begotten; and that the Word was 
not only clothed, with a human body. and of 
course was not made flesh, but was merely an 
inhabitant of it. 1 will not state of Mr' Luck
ey as he does of us, that we can only .support 
our doctrine by contradicting scripture, but 
would only entreat him to examine for a mo
ment how much his system is at war with scrip
ture here. Trinitarians may tell us they be-

.lieve " that the very and eternal God was made 
man," or made flesh, but when they explain 
themselves, their belief is very different from 
what they state. Indeed I am bold to assert, 
there is not a man on earth, who can believe 
that the very God was made man, and I doubt 
whether there ever was a greater absurdity 
proposed for human belief, than to say the very 
and eternal God was made man! It is a mono 
strous tax on human credulity, anc! the popish 
doctrine oftransu.bstantiation is but a mere shad· 
ow to it. But that the Word was made flesh is 
perfectly consistent. 

Trinitarians may still urge their doctrine, 
that as man, Christ was born, but as GOfl, be was 
not; that as man. he suffered and died, but as 
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God, he did not; and 1 would ask in what pRrt 
of scripture their strange doctrine is asserted 1 
In what part of holy writ, has either God or 
Christ, the prophets or apostles, assured us of 
what Trinitarians declare to be the doctrine of 
the Bible. They tell us that Christ was com
posed of two whole and distinct natures, but on 
what scripture do they found their strange doc
trine 1 They tell Ui the Bible is full of it, but 
I challenge them to produce one text that af
firms Christ is very God and very man. It is 
.true Christ is called God and he is called man 
in scripture. And so are angels as well as the 
supreme Jehovah himself. The prophet speaks 
of "the man Gabriel; and the angels who aF
peared to Lot and Abram are in the account 
called men; yet it is believed by all that Gabri. 
el, as weH ns the angels before mentioned, 
were not mere men. Moses sung" the Lord is 
a man of wdr;" but who would infer from this 
that Jehovah was strictly a man '! • 

But it is urged thnt from statements given 
of Christ in scripture, tbt the inference may 
be naturally drawn, that he is possessed of two 
whole natures, as he is called God; and that it 
is stated, "he took on him the seed of Abram." 
It is frankly acknowledged that Christ is a su
perior character; superior to either men oran
gels; and of course different in his nature; yet 
every thing said of him in scripture, when 
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rightly considered, will appear perrectly con· 
sistent with the 'idea, that he is aproper Son. 
When we hear of an extraordinary person, it 
is natural to enquire who he is, and from 
whom he descended; and of course his pedi. 
gree iR traced, both in relation to his father and 
mother. No more than this is asserted iB 
scripture, rQlative to Christ. God is declared 

- to be his fc'llther, and the Virgin Mary his mo
ther. Of his descent from his Father, it illt 
said, he" proceeded forth and came from God,'· 
and of his Mother it is said, he was made 
flesh; that be took not upon him the nature of 
angels, but the seed of Abram; that the children 
being partakers of flesh and blood, he also took 
part of the same. . But in what respect do
these passages assert, that Christ became pOSe 

sessed by his mother, of one whole hutTl"n na
ture? .. He also took part of the same," snys 
scripture; that is be partook of bis Father as 
well as his mother, yet not a whole complete na· 
ture from each; but that which proceeded from 
both, constituted one complete Son, composed 
of a holy, pure nature, which the scriptures catl 
divine. ., 

From the explanation given by Trrnitarians 
of the term "nature," they make nothing Jess 
of it than a complete penon. Tbey tell us 
that Christ possessed two whole and distinct na
tures- Ii divine flature and a h"ma,..' "'.r8, 
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They affirm that the di'Cine nature was the very 
and eternal God; and that the human nature 
was really a m!ln. But with the view of scrip
ture testimony, that the very and eternal God 
was the Father of Christ, and the Virgin Mary 
his mother, 1 am at an entire loss for the pro. 
priety of such a conclusion. To say that a 
Son derives a whole nature from each of hispa. 
rents, in the sense represented by Trinitarians, 
is to affirm that he is born two whole persons or 
beings, which is as great an absurdity as can be 
asserted. 

That the Son of God partook of or proceed. 
ed forth from God his Father, and that the 
children being made partakers of flesh and 
blood, he also took part (not the whole,) of the 
same, is perfectly consistent with scripture. 
With this kept in view, we may see a perfect 
consistency in whatever is said of the nature, 
(not natures) of the Son of God. Do the 
scriptures affirm, that he " proceeded forth and 
canie from God 1" It is perfectly consistent as 
God is his Father. Do the scriptures say he 
was the seed of David 1 It was so by descent 
from his mother. Do they say he took not up. 
on him the nature of angels but the seed of 
Abram 1 -It is true in his descent by his :noth. 
er, who was of the seed of Abram and lineage 
of David; nor do 1 now recollect one passa~e 
of scripture, but is perfectly harmonious wllh 
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the view that Christ was really and properly a ' 
Son, All Mr. Luckey:'s arguments, as well as 
those of Mr. Harmon, to prove that Christ pos. 
sessed two 'Whole natures, are only like shadows 
wh6n we view Christ as a proper Son. Nor 
can they amount to any thing, unless it be to 
prove that Christ is not properly a Son, or that 
he is a Son in a sense foreign to every analogy 
that the mind can cenceive. 

John says, "the Word was made flesh," 
which I fully believe. That which proceeded 
forth from God before the foundation of Ihe 
world, was made flesh in the womb of the Vir. 
gin, by the power of the Holy Ghost; so that 
Christ's flesh being made of the Word united 
with the seed of the woman, was and is far suo 
perior to hvman nature. As Christ proceeded 
for~h from God and was made flesh, he is far su
perior to human, and is DIVINE. Hence the an· 
gel said to Mary, " the Holy Ghost shall come 
upon thee, and the power of the Highest shall 
overshadow thee, therefore also that Holy thing 
which shall be born of thee shall be called the 
Son of God." 

It will be remembered lbat that which was 
born of the Virgin, was the SOl'J OF GOD; but 
ean anyone be so presumptuous as to say that 
human nature was the holy SOft cf God, that 
was born of the Virgin T It nothing but bu. 
J,l'IaJIl nature \Val born, (unl .. the Son of God 
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be human nature,) the Son of God never was 
born, and this idea would flatly contradict the 
angel Gabriel. 

"But we see Jesus, who was made a little 
lower than the ungels, for the suffering of death, 
crowned with glory and honor, thnt he by tho 
grace of -God shoult.l taste death for every 
man." It was needful that he should be made 
flesh, that is lower than angels that he might 
sufter anll die. All that is meant by his being 
made lower -than angels, is his being made 
flesh; Christ's nature is far superior to either 
men or angels. Being made flesh, he became 
subject to pain, sickness, sorrow, and death; 
and thus, in all things he was made like unto 
his brethren, being touched with the feeling of 
their infirmities. As he proceeded from God 
and from the woman, he is called the Son of 
God about forty.five times, nnd the Son of man 
nbout fifty times in the scriptures, and hl'nce is 
.n proper mediator between God and men. 
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SECTION 11. 

THE SON OF GOD A DISTINCT BEING I'ROII HIS FATHER. 

I shall now introduce a number ofseriptures, 
which, in my view, clearly prove the Son of 
God a being distinct from his father; I must 
here again urge the importance of the scrip_ 
tures being considered a revelation, or " a record 
which God has given us of his Son." If they 
are a revelation to men, they are to be under. 
atood by men; and if they are for our .under. 
standing they must be interpreted according to 
some known acceptation of terms. If then it 
shall appear that the channel of gospel testimo
ny, plainly implies that Christ is a distinct be. 
ing from his Father, the fact must be considcr. 
ed as established beyond a question. . 

How plainly then docs scripture read, that 
God "gave his Son," and that God "sent his 
Son." These expressions are so familiar to my 
readers that 1 need not quote passages where 
they occur, to prove. them scriptural. .. But I 
ask, what language can be more explicit of a 
distinction of being between the Son of God 
and his Fatht3r 1 Can we suppose that these 
expressions mean that God gave himself, sent 
himself, or even a part of himself? Or would 
the Trinitarian resort to his two nature scheme 
to defend himself, and say it Willi the divine na· 
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ture that gave and sent the human nature. But 
hear the words of Christ, "1 came down from 
heaven, not to do mirle own will, but the will of 
him thaLsent me." John vi. 38. As no one 

, would argue that human nature came down from 
heaven, it must be admitted that it was the di. 
vine ftature. But upon the hypothesis that 
Christ in his di'oine nature is the supreme God, 
I would ask who sent hin: 1 as that which came 
down from heaven was sent. Is it said his Fa. 
ther sent him 1 I again ask who is the Father 
of the Supreme God? Besides, Trinitarians 
affirm that Christ and his Father are one and 
the same being: and of course, from their hy. 
pothesis, the conclusion must be that God sent 
himself. But I again ask, whose will did, he 
come to do 1 Is it said he came to do his own 
will 1 Let it be remembered that Christ said, 
" I came down from heaven not to do mine own 
will, but the will of him that sent me." There 
is no wily for Trinitarians to conform this pas· 
sage So their system, without making it contra· 
diet itself. And can anyone be so blinded, as 
to suppose Iluch language implies no distinction 
of bt'ing betll een Christ and his Father 1 " Je. 
sus saith unto them, my meat is to do the wiII 
of him that sent me, and finish his work." ,,[ 
can of mine own self do nothing: as I hear, 1 
judge: and my judgment isjust; because I seek 
Dot mine own wiU, but the will of the Father 
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which lent rue." "My doctrine is not 
mino, but his that sent me." Surely, my rea~ 
ders arc too acquainted with language to 

ignorant of the meaning these expres-
sions. 

We read in scripture of " the Lord and his 
Christ. " The ldngs the earth slood up, 
and the rulers were gathered together against 
the Lord and against his Christ." Acts iv. 26. 
Wherever the Lord and Ids Christ are mention. 
ed, the language is very definite. The mean. 
ing of Christ is the anointed of God, or one 
unointed and sent. "The Lord and "is Christ," 

the same as Lora and allointctl meso 
senger. But to say the anointed mcssenge-r was 

"llIlTPrn .. God himself, who anointed him, 
to render the apostle's words without 

meaning or propriety. 
Many may perhaps have overlooked this with 

similar expressions in or have looked 
upon tl~em indifferently, supposing they bore 
but little weight in argument; but a clear-exa. 
mination of will show they involve 
the Trinitarian theory in serious difficulty. As 
often as we read of ,. ale Ch:rist," and" his 
Christ, scripture, so often we nre reo 
minded that "the is being distinct 
from" the Lord" whose Christ he is. 

The apostle said to his brethren, ye are 
Christ's and Christ is God' ... " COl", ~ii. ~3. 



I H' 

I Here instead of Christ being represented as the 
supreme God himself, the apostle says, " Christ 
is God's." The apostle also represents a un
ion existing between his brethren and Christ, as 
well as between Christ and God. " Y e are 
Christ's; and Christ is God's." What unpre
judiced mind is tbere, but from this passage 
would draw ,the conclusion, that the God and 
Ohrist mentioMd were two distinct beings 1 

John says, " Who is a liar, but he that denio 
eth that Jesus is the Christ 1 He ill 8ntichrist 
that denieth the Father and the Son." 1 John ii. 
22. While the scriptures represent Jesus to 
be the Christ of God, what would it be sbort of 
denying that he is the Christ, to represent him 
as the very God, whoH Christ the scriptures 
IItate him to he 1 And to represent Christ and 
the Father, to be the same being, what is it short 
of den-ying the plain scriptural expression of 
" }'ather and Eon 1" 

Again says the apostle: "But I would have 
you know, thnt the head of every man i. 
Christ; the head of the woman is the man; 
and the head of Christ is God." 1. Cor. xi.- 3. 
f<'rom this passage we learn the following 
things. J. The man is the head of the wo
man. 2. Christ is the head of the man: and 
s. God is the head of Christ. Now might Dot 
a penon conclude from this passage that the 
II011fCID WAltbe maD, or that the man was e"M 
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a. that· Christ toa8 the God spokenof1 As clear 
a distinction of being is represented between 
Christ and God, as between the man and Chrtst, 
or the woman and the 11Ian. Cons~quently, 
from this "jew, Christ must be a distinct being 
from his Father. 

Our Savior said to .tiJe Jews: ." It is written 
in your ~aw, tho testimony of two men is true. 
I am one that beareth witness of myself, and 
the Father that sent 11Ie, beareth witness of me." 
John viii. 17, 18. In this passage eur Savior 
represented himself and his father, to be as dis
tinct witnesses as ., two men," and I would ask, 
are not two men, two beings? A nd would it not 
be an insult to human understanding, to say tbat 
one being is two distinct witnesses? 

" Jesus saitb unto them, if God were your Fa
ther, ye would love me; fof I proceeded fortl 
and came from God; neither came I of myself, 
but he sent me." If Christ be not here repre
aented as a distinct boing from his Father, I am 
at a loss to know the meaning of language. 
Weare firstly taught that he proceeded forth 
and came from God. Can he be the God be 
proceededfortk and came from? Is it stated that 
it was his human nature that proceeded forth 
Crom god 1 But do not Trinitarians state, that 
the human nature was made of thewomao, aDd 
was "of the eartb earthy 1" He who proceed. 
ed iolth and Came from God. was the same who 
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said, "I came down from heaven." In what 
sense can we suppose he proceeded forth and 
came from God, and yet be the same being he 
proceeded from 1 

We are taught secondly, he that "came not 
of himself, but the Father sent him." What 
language can more plainly express a distinction 
between Christ and the supreme God 1 Seethe 
following passages: "For the Father himself 
loveth you, because ye have loved me, and have 
believed that 1 came out from God. ] came 
forth from the Father, and am come into the 
world; again, I leave the world, and go to the 
Father." The disciples said unto him, "by 
this we believe tliou earnest forth from God." 
John xvi. 27, 29. Again said Jesus to his Fa
ther, "for 1 have given unto them the words 
which thou gave8t me; and they have received 
them, and have known surely that I came out 
from thee, and they have believed· that thou 
didst 8end me." khn xvii. 8. Surely these 
passages are too plain to need a comment. 

The Lord Jesus is frequently spoken of as 
one who has a God as well as a Father. Paul 
speaks of" the God of our Lord Jesus Christ," 
and several times of" the t10d and Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ." In every other case 
at least, he who has a God and Father, is a be· 
ing distinct from the Stlpreme God. However 
highly any person may be exalted; whatever 
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titles of dignity may be given to hilll; whatever 
work may be done by him; whatever homage 
Illay be paid to him; as surely as this person 
has a God and Father, so surely he is not the 
"only true God," or the same being as his Fa
ther, unless the Father also has a God-and Fa
ther. What could be more repugnant to corr.
mOll sense than to say the Father has no God, 
but the Son has a God, and yet the :Father and 

,Son are the same individual being 1 
Christ is frequently represented as praying to 

his Father. Trinitarians, however, have a rar, 
skill to dispose of this as well as Ii hundred oth
er thiags by resorting to their two nature scheme. 
They tell us it was only Christ's ',uman natur, 
that prayed to his divine nature. Were there 
no scriptures to overthrow this assertion, every 
candid mind ought to despise 80 poor 0. subter
fuge, as to assert that one part of Christ pray-

. ed to another part of himself. But what will 
not a 'rrinitarian rather resort to, than. relin
quish his mysterious, self-contradictory doctrine? 
Will scripture support the assertion that it wos 
only human nature thftt prayed 1 t think not. 
"Now, 0 Father, glori(v thou me with thine 
own self, with the glory 1 had with thee before 
the world was." John xvii. 5. 'fhat which 
prayed was with the Father before the world 
waa, while human nature was Dot created till 
Ilfter the world was made; therefore it muat 
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have been his divine nature that prayed, if ,it be 
true he possessed two whole natured. But if 
in hid divine nature he was the supreme God, I 
a~k wio did he pray to 1 and what cause had 
he to pray at all? 

But says Mr. Harmon, "Mr. M. has a curio 
ous comment on this passage. belonging, as he 
supposes, Lo tho Trinitarian system." p. 19. 
Mr. M. ilcver supposed the above passage be· 
longs to the '1'rinitarian system, and if Mr. H. 
does, he is welcome to all the support he can 
derive from it. "The language, {adds Mr. H.) 
if coming from the mouth of a professed infi· 
del, would not only be ridiculous, but highly 
lIavoring of a spirit of determined opposition 
against the mystery of godliness." Here Mr. 
H. has again manifested the weakness of his 
cause, by resorting to slanderous declamation, 
when argument, if he had any, would have done 
much better. And I cannot but remark the hos· 
tility discovered by him, whenever he finds his 
cause effectually overthrown. In such cases, 
like the present, he deals out invective in the 
room of arguments. Are these things speci· 
mens of Mr. H's candor and veracity 1 

I am here accused of using language that 
would disgrace a deist, merely for calling in 
question the propriety of the self.existent G~d 
praying to himself, or of one part of Chl'lst 
pl'llyiog to another part of himself. But doe. 
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Mr. H. suppose that his pronouncing me worse 
than an infidel, will support the argument that 
the self-existent God prayed to himself? 

"I shull not enquire at present, (says ~. II.) 
whether one nature prayed to the other nature, 
or the self-existent God prayed to the self-exis
tent God." And indeed I think Mr H. has 
been more wise, in deferring this inquiry, than 
in all he has said on the subject. I hope he 
will consider such an inquiry, (while be holds 
his present .view,) too absurd to make. To 
say the self-existent God ever prayed, is down
right presumption; and to assert that one na
ture of Christ prayed to the other nature, is 
too poor a subterfuge to substitute in the room 
of argument. .' 

The Lord Jesus is said to have been anointed 
of God. "God anointed Jesus of Nazareth 
with the Holy Ghost and with power." Acts x. 
38. In what' sense can we suppose the su-

. prame God anointed JesulI, if it be a fact that 
Jesus is the supreme 'God himself? Besides if 
the Father is the" true God," and the SOD the 
cc true God," and the Holy Ghost the" true 
God," which shall we say is the" only true 
God" mentioned in scripture 1 Or if it take all 
three to constitute the only true God, who 
is this JesU9 of Nl\zareth; whom the only true 
God aBointed, and what Holy Ghost did t1e on-

. 11} true God anoint Jesus of Nazareth with 1 
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Was Jesns the being who anointed himself-? 
We learn from scripture, that God raised 

Christ from the dead. Peter said, " But ya 
denied the Holy One and the just, and desired 
a murderer to be granted unto you; and killed 
the Prince of Life, whom God raised from the 
dead." Acts iii. 14, 15. Is the poor subtf'r. 
fuge again resorted to that one nature of Christ 
raised the other nature from the dead 1 Hear 
his words to Mary after he had risen," touch 
me not; for I am not yet Mcended to my Fa. 
ther: but go to my brethren, and say unto them, 
I ascend to my Father and your Father; and 
to my God and your God." When Christ thus 
spake to Mary, his person must have been com· 
plete: that is, according to the Trinitarian the. 
ory, his two natures must have again become 
united. But upon the hypothesis that his di. 
vine nature was the very God, to whom did he 
ascend 1 

Stephen, filled with the Holy Ghost, saw 
the heavens open and Christ standing at the 
right hand of God. Mark says, "So then af· 
ter the Lord had spoken unlo them, he was reo 
ceived up into heaven, and sat on tbe right hand 
of God." Mark xvi. 19. Peter says, "This 
Jesus ',ath God raised up, whereof we are all 
witnesses. 'rberefore being by the right ha,!!d 
of God exalted, and having received of the F ah 
ther the promise of the Holy Ghos~, he bat 
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shed forth this which ye now see and hear." 
Acts ii. 32. 33. Paul says of Christ, "who 
for the joy that was set before him endured the 
cross, despisiDg the shame, aDd is set down on 
tl,e right hand of the throDe of God. Heb. xii. 2. 
How frequently is Christ represeDted in scrip
ture as sittiDg at the right hand of God T Does 
this mean something, or nothiDg 1 Surely if it 
meaDS aDY thiDg, it means somethiDg too plaiD 
to need aD explanatioD. 

Speaking of the day of JudgmeDt, Christ J 

says: "Of that day, and that hour, knoweth 
no man; no, not the angels which are in heaven, 
neither the Son', but my Father." Mark xiii. 32. 
Matthe~ has it "my Father oDly:" Here my 
oppoDents reselrt to the two nature scheme agaiD 
iD order to evade the force of this text. They 
say Christ ooly spake of himself here, as a 
man; that is, in his human nature, he did not' 
know when thnt day would be, but that io his 
ditJine nature he did know. This is a very UD
fair disposal of the text, besides it is indirectly 
accusing the Son of God with dishonesty. That 
TriDitarians may see the result of their mode 
of reasoning, we will suppose the following fig. 
ure: A certain person is standing before me, 
and another asks me, do you see that person f 
I shut up one eye, and look at the person with 
the other eye and answer-No. I only mean, 
I do not lee the per.on with the eye tbat i •• hut. 
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although 1 lIee him all the while with the one 
that is open. Who would not accuse me with 
,dishonesty thus to conduct? Yet let Trinita
ria~ remember, they lay just such dishonesty 
to the charge of the HOLY JESUS, in their 
explanation of this passage. All Trinitarians, 
ackno.wledge that the Son, even in his divine na
ture, and the Father are two distinct persons. 
'To assert tben that the Son, even in his divine 
nature, is the same person of the Father, would 
be an absurdity. No matter (in aid to the are 
gument,) how many natures the Son had, it 
could not lessen the difficulty, since the Son did 
not know that day, but' his Father only. 

At Mr. Harmon's remarks on this passage, I 
am not u little astonished, and indeed I serious
ly doubt when he comes to examine them again, 
whether he can believe them himself, if he ev
er did. He says," Mr. M. excludes the notion, 
thnt Christ spake of himself here 8S a man, 
while as God be knew that day," p. 22. So 
far Mr. H. is correct; 1 exclude it as a notion, 
that originated when many other notions did. 
"But (says Mr H.) let us attend to what thEi 
Bible affirms. Peter addressing Christ as God 
says, 'Lord thou-knowest all things.' But 
Christ speaking of himself as man, ,'lays, tho 
Son knoweth not." That Peter addressed 
Cbl'ist as God, is only Mr. H.'s unqualified ~
.ertioD, as well as hi, statement that Cbnst 
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spake of him.self as man. Why have not the 
apostles given us some specimen of Mr H. 's 
mode of reasoning,. if it be correct 7 and told 
us this is to be understood of Christ as God. 
and this of him as man; this has allusion to 
his divine nature, and this to his numan nature, 
And is it not a monstrous tax on the scriptures, 
to urge such unqualified assertions on them 
without their consent 7 1 need only refer the 
reader to the passage quoted by Mr. H. (John 
xxi. 17,) to determine whether or no, he is cor
rect in his assertion, that Peter addressed Christ 
as God. And [ furthermore think, jf we ex
amine the connection with candor, we shall find 
what the "all things" mentioned, allude to. 
John writing to his brethren, thus addresses 
them: ,'But yEl have an unction from the Ho
Jy One, and ye kno70 alJ things." 1 John ii. 20. 
Indeed M-r. H. might with equal propriety. have 
quoted these words of John, to prove that John's 
brethren knew when that day would be, as to 
quote the words of Peler, to prove that the Son 
did know, what Jesus said the Son did not 
know. 

But fearing this comment on the text would 
not stand, Mr. H. has given us anotper and very 
different solution of it. He says, "but admit
ting that Christ did not speak as man exclu
sively, I think the passage is perfectly consist. 
~nt with the Trinitarian system. "Of tbat 
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day knoweth no man, no not the Son." The 
word know, not only _ signifies to fJ/l&derstafJd, 
perceive, <tc. but to make known, and see-diBooo-
ered." p. 23. - -

Now admitting this to be correct, that to 
know that day was to make it known, or ate it 
diBcovered, it follows, thl1t although men and 
angels and even the Son of God, did not make 
that day known, or see it diBcovered, yet the Fa. 
ther does, Of course then, it can no longer be 
a secret from Mr. II, at least, and he had ought 
to have told us when it would be, How Mr. 
H. can think this passsge is perfectly consist
ent with the Trinitarian system, I know not. 
That bis arguments upon it bear a very strong 
resemblance to the doctrine of the Trinity, I 
admit, for they are very myateriow and contl'a-
dictory. , 

When Christ arose from the dead, he spake 
to his disciples saying, " All power is given nn
to me jn heaven and in earth." Matt. xxviii. 18. 
Let an unprejudiced person reason upon this 
text, and I think he must"be convinced, that 
Christ is a distinr.t being from his Father. If 
all power was given to Christ, there must have 
been a time when he had not all power; for to 
say he possessed all power from all eternity, 
and yet had it given to him, is too gross an a~
surdity to merit notice. Upon the.,hypothes!B. 
that Christ is the supreme God, .n WIlS lr. 

E 
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that be did not possess all power in himself'1 be· 
sides, who gave the very God all power, in bea
ven and earth 1 Let Jesus answer who it 
was that gave bim all power! "All things are 
delivered me of my Fatber." 

But says Mr. Harmon, " If Jesus Christ was 
Dot the true God, and all power was given into 
his hands, then he possessed all the powers of 
the self·existent God. According to Mr. M.'s 
notion, he must either have possessed it alODe 
and len the Father destitute of all power, or 
there were two self.existent Gods at the same 
time." p. 23. Is it possible that Mr. H. is so 
short sighted as io suppose his readers will not 
see he is raising his objectioDs against scripture 
and not particularly against me 1 Christ said, 
" all power is. given unto me jn heaven and in 
earth," and Mr. H. intimates that this can Dot 
be, or it would leave the Father without any 
power, or suppose there were two self.existent 
Gods at the same time. It is to be hoped he will 
settle this controversy with the SOD of God, 
before be meet. him in judgment. 

Relative to the extent of . power gi~" to 
Christ, it is highly probable to me, that it was 
all power in heaven and earth, relatiAg to his 
kingdom or church, or as Paul defines it, l'God 
hath given Christ to be head over all things to 
the church, which is his body." Epbes. i. 22 • 

." It will not answer to say this was delega. 
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ted to him," says Mr. H. p. 40. If Mr. H. 
will tell me how power, or authority, can be 
given and not delegated, I will confess he has 
told me "a new thing under the sun." To del~ 
egate power, or authority, means to intrust or 

. give it, and Mr. H. might equally as well have 
said, all power was not given to Christ, as to 
have said, all power was not delegated to him. 
Indeed it appears to me that Mr. H. not know
ing how to dispose of this text and support his 
theory, thought fit to give i,t Il. modest contra
diction and set it aside. 

I do not feel disposed to contend, whether we 
should say in this case, ihat all power was given 
to Christ, or delegated to him, as both terms 
arc synonymous; unless it be that J like scrip
ture terms the best. Yet it is worthy of re
mark, that some people, not thinking it 3nfe to 
contradict scripture in the use of scriptural 
terms, do it in unscriptural ones. They vocif
erate their invectives against delegated power; 
but why nre they not willing to leave their un~ 
scriptural phrases of delegated power, a:!d come 
out opeRly, and object against all power being 
given to Christ, and thus contraqict scripture in 
the use of scriptural terms 1 In such cases~ 
common people would know what they mean. 

"Then cometh the end, when he [Christ] 
shall have delivered up the kingdom to God, 
even the Father, when he shall have put down 
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all rule, and all authority and power. For he 
must- reign till he hath put all enemies under 
his feet. 'rhe last enemy that shall be destroy
ed, is death. For he hath put all things under 
his feet. But when he saith all things are put 
under him, it is manifested that he is excepted, 
which did put all things under him. And when 
all things shall be subdued unto him, then shall 
the Son also himself. be subject unto him that 
put all things under him, that God may be all in 
all." 1 Cor. xv. 24-28. }'rom this passage 
we learn that Christ will again deliver up his 
power, or kingdom, to God his Father, and be
come subject to him. lIer.e the same difficulties 
follow the Trinitarian system, that do from the 
passage I have just noticed .. If Christ be the 
very God, who will he deZiller up the kingdom 
to 1 Who will put all things under him 1 Who 
will he become subject to l' .-. 

AU. the arguments I have ever heard or read 
on this passage, have never borne with the least 
weight on my mind; and it is astonishing to me 
that men should contend for nothing better than 
that Christ received all power of himself-that 
he will deliver it up to himself, and become sub
joot to himself. The two nature scheme cnn ren
der no assistance here-that is to say, the hu
man nature possesses all power in heaven and· 
earth, and will at some future time deliver it up 
to the divine xature. Is it said, it is the media-
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rorial qffice that ill to be deliverel.l up 1 If Christ 
be the sup:,eme God, and has now the mediato
rial <dJice, what God will he deliver it up to 1 
Would he do any thing more th'!n to throw it 
away? 

Mr. Luckey occupies threepagcs and a half 
in commenting on this passage, but after read
ing it over, and over again, 1 am unable to tell 
what he means, and I am almost ready to .y, 
1 question whether he can himself. .Mr. Har
mon paises it over entil'ely in silence, no doubt 
because he lmcw not wiHlt to dfJl wilh it. 

" For tbere is one God and one mediator be
tween God and men, the man Christ Jesu;;!." 1 
Tim. ii. 5. If it be a fact, as Trinitarians'say, 
that 'Christ is the one God mentioned in this pas
sage, I woult.! ask who the mediator. is between 
this one God and men 7 If Christ be the self-ex
istent God, the true God, and the only wise God, 
as MI'. ~lurmon states, it is between him and 
men, that 11 mediator is needed. Who then is 
the mediator betweeu Jesus Christ and men? 
\Vhat is a mediator! Let the apostle answer. 
"Now a medialOr is not a mediator of one, but 
God is one." Gal. iii, 20. That is, a mediator 
is not. one of the parties that he mediates be
tween, but is a middle person, or one that stands 
between two, A mediator and day's.man meau 
the same. Job said, "neither is there any 
day's-man betwixt us, Uuft he might lay h;s 
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hand upon us both," Job ix. sa. Thus Christ 
is represented as standing bfltween God and 
men, that he might lay his hand upon both, and 
thus make reconciliation. Is God a mediator 
between himself and men 1 Does the supreme 
God stand between himself and men, to make 
reconciliation 1 Is it urgeJ that only one person 
of the three, is the mediator 1 Be it so. Is there 
one whole God. and one mediator between God 
and men? Would this leave any more than 1\"0 
constituent parts of a God for the other third 
to mediate betfN'een, and men 1 Besides, does 
one part of God mediate, or intercede with an
other part of himself? 

Is it said that God only acts in the l!fJice of 
mediator? Be it so. Who does God, in the office 
of mediator, intercede to? What God does he 
in the office of mediator, stand between, and 
men 1 This \\ auld be a~ C!lJice mediator, instead 
of a personal one, lind would be direct Sabel
lianism. 'fa me it is a palpable absurdity to 

/' say God is a mediator between himself and 
men, nor ought the covering of" mystery" to 
conceal it from examination or flxposure: With 
how much more consistency than they do, 
might I assume the Trinitarian mode of treat
ing opponents, and say, thut to affirm Christ to 
be the supreme God, is denying the mediator; 
and also that to deny the mediator, is to deny 
tho Lord that bought them? Let Trinitarians 
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. show me how Christ can be the supreme God. 
and at the same time the mediator between God 
and men, and I will give up the point. The 
request is certainly reasonable, and it is hoped 
they will try to do it. 

In the fifth chapter of revelations, God fa 
represented as sitting upon a throne, with a 
book in hi& right hand, and Christ is represent
ed as taking tile book out of the right hand of 
him that sat upon the throne. Can it be sup
posod, that he that took the book out of the 
hand of him that sat upon the throne, was the 
same being that sat upon the throne, out or 
whose hand he took the book 1 ' 

So plain is the distinction manifested between 
the Father and Son, that it is very difficult for 
Trinitarians to pray without ncknowledging it. 
They thank God for the gift of his Son. They 
pray for all blessings for th~ Son's sake, and 
thank God for all blessings received through 
the Son. This is a scriptural mode of praying, 
and is acknowledging all I ask. . 

When we take the example of Christ in 
praying, how clear does he acknowledge a dis
tinction between his Father and himself. In 
the 17th chapter of John we have a prayer of 
Christ's recorded, the longest prayer in the 
New Testament. Had I forged a prayer for 
the Son of God, In order to favor the sentiment 
I vindicate, could I have invented one mON et-
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pl'8lJdtye c1( my news? "And thta ts li~ eter
nal that they might know thee the only true God 
and Jesus Christ whom thou hast ,em." John 
xvii. 3. Instead of Christ asserting himself to 
be "the only true God," as Mr. Harmon sup
poses, he- acknowledges his Father to be the 
only true God, and he the one whom the only 
true God had sent. Did the only true God send 
the only true Ggd 1 Were he who was sent, 
and he who sent him, one and the same being? 
O! when will the eyes of people be open to dis
cern between trut], and absurdity. 
, There are many good christians who are pro
fessed Trinitarians; but when they pray to God, 
or relate the dealings of God to tbeir souls, 
they overthrow their doctrine. How many 
have I heard, in relating their experience, ad
vance sentiment3 like these: ***** I discov
ered myself a sinner, in a lost state, from 
whence 1 could not extricate myself. My sios 
rose as a cloud, that intervened b,etween God 
and my' soul. I saw them in the darkest die. 
a\ld thought I deserved eternal banishment. 1. 
tried to pray for mercy, but my hurd; my wick
ed heart seemed unwilling to relent. The more 
I prayed, the viler I appeared in my own view. 
Justice seemed to cry, .. cut the sinner dowu," 
while my own conscience oWAed the sentence 
just. But at this moment, I cried, save Lord, 
o ~r the sake of Jesus thine only Son, who 
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died for sinnets, save me from hell-let his 
blood cleanse me from sin-O God, for Jesus' 
sake, have mercy on me! **** Jesus at that 
moment seemed interceding with God for me. 
" Save him Father, I have died." His bleed
ing wounds opened as it were afresh, seemed to 
plead in my b~half! His tragic sufferings on 
Calvary, seemed all ill view! His"groans, his 
sweat, his blood, seemed to say forgive! while 
to me they said, "ye ar!i bought with a price!" 
**** My hard heart melted at the scene! I said, 
," Lord, here I am: into thy hands I fall; I 
commit myself to thee for time and eternity." 
At this moment God-smiled upon his Son; He 
cast a look of compassion upon-me, and fOI'gave 
my sins. 

What christian is there, but in a good degree 
could witness to an experience like this. Who 
when they discovered their lost state, but view. 
ed Christ as an advocate with the Father 1 At 
that moment, they viewed them to be two dis
tinct beings. They could glorify God, for the 
gift of his Son; adorE' the Lamb that was slain; 
and rejoice in salvati<m obtained for Christ'~ 
sake. 0 the glory of a scene like this! my 

. soul is enraptured with it! Yes, my dear read-
et, my experience was similar to this; such 
WaS the view I had of a Father and Son, when 
God for Christ's sake cast his mantle over me, 
and said, LIVE. Never, never, shall 1 forget 
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the soul enrapturing sceno. Yea, with an "eye 
of faith I still review it, while my soul exults 
in the prospect of viewing the Father and Son, 
in endless day, without a veil between; there to 
join the glorified millions in ascriptions of 
praise to the Lord God and the Lamb. Give 
me, 0 give me, an advocate with the Father; 
take not away my mediator. 

My christian reader, were the Father and 
Son thus revealed to you by experience 1 Did 
you receive Jesus as "an advocate with the 
Father 1" If so, "as yo have therefore reo 
ceived Christ Jesus the Lord, so walk yo in 
him." Think of your experience often; and 
do not barter it away for the notions of men. 

Thus I have exhibited I\. number, which I con· 
sider conclusive reasons for viewing the Father 
and Son two distinct beings. However, those 
who are well acquainted with the scripture, 
know that much more might be quoted to the 
same purpose; but I forbea r to enlarge. If all 
these are to be explained in a sense for which 
we have no analogy in the use of lanEtuage, it 
must. be in vain to appeal to the Bible, for a de· 
cision of the point in debate. To me the scrip· 
tures bea'r testimony that Christ is the proper -: 
Son of God, and a distinct being from his Fa· 
ther. Reason uniles its testimony to the same 
truth; and while christian tDOTship acknowledg. 
es it, christian experience confirms the fa'.rt. 
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CHAPTER 1lI. 

SECTION I. 

DIVINE TITLES GIVEN TO THE SON OF GOD. 

From the title of God being given to Christ 
in the scriptures, many have endeavored t9 
prove the Son of God to be that being who is 
called" the God and Father of our Lord Jesus 
Christ." This at first sight may appear so un
reasonable as to scarcely need a refutation to 
show its inconsistcncy; but, however, a few 
things shall be stated i.n addition to what 1 have 
already said upon the same subject in another 
part of this work. . 

Whoever considf;rs the different applicat10ns 
of the name God in the scripturcs, mun, I think, 
be convinced f.hat this title is not a positive 
proof of Christ's self-existence. In another 
part of this work, I have shown from scripture, 
that the title God is given to different charac
ters in an emphatical manner, in several in
stances 8S much so, as it is any where given to 
Christ. And that wherever this title is giv~n 
to the Son of God in the scriptures, it as plain
ly implies a distinction between him and his 
God and Father, as the application of it to an-
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gels and men, does bet~een them and the lau· 
preme God. 

If Chri1>t being called God, prove him the 
self.existent God, by the same rule we may 
prove a multiplicity of self.existent Gods. Paul, 
however, explains the whole in 1 Cor. viii. 5,6. 
"For though there be that are called gods, 
whether in -nea ven or in earth, (as there be 
gods many, and lords many,) but to us there is 
but one God, the Father, of whom are all things, 
and we in him: and one Lord Jesus Christ, by 
whom are all things, and we by him." AI· 
though the name God is given to several differ· 
ent characters in the scriptures, and even to 
the Son of God, yet we are to understand there 
is strictly speaking but one God; and hesides 
this one God, one Lord Jesus t:hrist. 

Isaiah ix. 6. "For unto us a child is born, 
unto us a Son is given; and the government 
shall be upon ~i8 shoulder: and his name shall 
be called Wonderful, Counsellor, The mighty 
God, The everlasting Father, The Prince of 
Peace." This passage is thought by Trinita· 
rians to be an incontestible proof that Christ is 
the self. existent God. We will then enter into 
a minute investigation of it. Here are five 
~ifferent tit!es given to a cldld born; but the 
titles on whICh particular stress is laid are those 
of "mighty God," and" everlastin': Father." 
From these titles it is affirmed that Je~us Chriet, 
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is truly the self-existent God yea, the God and 
Father of our Lord Jesus Christ. 

But that Trinitarians may see the fallacy of 
their arguments, we will interpret the text ac
cording to their views. We will suppose for a 
moment, that this child born and Son given, was 
actually the supreme God of the universe. It 
may then be asked if this child. was the su
prame God, who was his Father 1 If the Fa
ther of all things be Ii son given, who is he son 
to 1 who gave him 1 Who is the Father of 
the Father of all things 1 Is it said that only 
the human nature of Christ is meant 1 But as 
Trinitarians allirm this cbild to be the mighty 
God and everlasting Father, it may again be 
askcd, is human nature the mighty God 1 Is 
human nature the everlasting Father 1 Is the 
government on the shoulder uf human nllture 1 
Surely this would be" making bad, worse. 

Again it will be remembered that according 
to the Trinitarian theory, God is three persons, 
Father, Son and Holy Ghost. They admit tha~ 
Christ is the second person- of the thr~e, viz. : 
the Son. Now if we say the Son is the Father, 
it would destroy the distinction of personality, 
which would again overthrow the doctrine of 
tbe Trinity. If God be three persons, to say 
the Son and Father are one and the same per
son, destroys the idea of three persons in one" 
God. By the same rule we may say that Fa-
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ther, Son and Holy Ghost are but one person; 
and thus argue SabeHianism in the extreme. 

I am persuaded that Trinitarians cannot 
be fully satisfied with their interpretation of 
this text, for as they constru!o: it, it proves too 
much. According to their comments, it proves 
that the very God was a cldld born, and a son 
given; and also that Christ is the Father of the 
Son, which sets their system at variance with 
it>lelf. 

Let the reader now view this passage with an 
unprejudiced mind; and in order to rightly un
derstand it, let him [or a mon:ent imagine him
self to be a Jew, living in the day when this 
prophecy was given. Let him imagine him
self to be well acquainted with the Jewish prac
tice of giving significant names. Let him rc
member there were men among the Jews, who 
were thus named-" God the Lord, or strong 
Lord," which in Hebrew is Elijah. "The tiod 
of conversion"-in HelJrew Eliashib. " The 
God of deliverance"-in Hebrew Eliphalet. 
" God with them, or him"-in Hebrew Lemuel. 
Let him then inquire of himself, do these names 
mean as much as that name mentioned in Isaiah 
IX. 6, the "interpretation of which is," Wonder
ful, Counsellor, The mighty God, The everlast
ing Father, The Prince of Peace 1" Let him 
ask himself, do I believe that the man who"e 
name was Elijah, was that very being whose 



143 

character his name expressed 1 Was Eliasllib 
actually" the God of conversion 1" W as Eli. 
phalet " the God of deliverance 1" Was Lem· 
uel actually" God with them or him 1" I say, 
let him make this rumination in bis mind and 
see what the effect will be. See if he can be· 
lieve that this "child borll," and" Son given," 
was actually the supreme God, any sooner than 
that Eliphalet was actually the God of deliver· 
ance. 

The passage is frequently very wrongly quo· 
ted, as Mr. Harmon has done it, by saying he 
is'tl.e mighty' God, and the everlasting Father, 
when the pa~age reads, "his name shall be 
called," &c. and then stales what that name is, 
when translated. into our language. 

Whoever will take pains to examine the tao 
ble of names at the close of our large Bibles, 
will find that all Hebrew names had significa. 
tions. A child was generally named express
ive of some event that transpired about the 
time of its birth, relative either to the parents 
or the lewi.sh nation. Persons were also pro. 
phesied of. under names expressive of what God 
would do in their day, or accomplish by them • 

. When these facts are kept in view, we need not 
be misled by the import of Hebrew names. 
We shall not think strange that Christ should 
be named Emanuel; by interprelation, "God 
tDitk w," which name signifies no more than 
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Lemuel, which is .. God with them or him." 
No' Jew, acquainted with the custom of then

nation in this respect, would be likely to be mis
led by their significant names. In Hosea iii. 5, 
Christ i~ prophesied of, under the name of Da· 
t,id; but would any Jew be likely to suppose 
that the Messiah was to be the man who killed 
Goliath? And have we any evidence that any 
Jew, learned or unlearned, ever understood the 
divine names giveo to the Messiah as importing 
that he should be the self-existent God 1 If 
any Jew from the prophesies, understood that 
the Messiah was to be the Supreme God him
self, why do they now so generally reject that 
view, as well as the whole Trinitarian system 1 
The JI;lWS maintain that God is one person only. 

Jeremiah xxiii. 6, "This is his' name whereby 
he shall be called, the LOl"d our righteousness." 
Although I may consider this name, in the same 
manner I have all other significant Hebrew 
names, hut that my opponent'! may see what 
their manner of treating them will lead to, I 
will go a little further with the title. It is ar
gued that" Lord" in this passage is the same 
as Jelwvah, and implies self.existence. Be this 
as it may, it is certain' that the same title is giVe 
en to Jerusalem, by the same prophet. Jer. 
xxxiii. 16," In those days shall Judah be saved. 
and Jerusalem shall dwell safely: and this is: 
the name wherewith she shall be oolled, The 
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Lord our righteousness." . Would it be infer. . 
ed from this significant name that Jerusalem was 
the self.existent Jehovah 1 'rhe same title i. 
here given to Jerusal.')ffi that is given to Christ. 
Rev. xxii. 13," I am Alpha and Omega, the 
beginning and the end, the first and the last." 
Much stress 'is hlid on these titles given to die 
Son of God. Alpha is the first letter, lind Ome. 
ga the last letter in the Greek alphabet; con. 
sequcfttty these titles mean the same as thejir'" 
.and the last. The importance of them is. bow· 
evel' areued, from the eODsideration that they 
are in scripture applied to the supreme God as 
well as to Christ. Isaiah xliv. 6, .. Thus saith 
the Lord the King of Israel, and his Redeemer 
the Lord of hosts: I nm thejirst, and I am the 
last; and besides me there is ·no God." From 
.this scripture Mr. Luckey presumes to say that 
"J esus Christ is the Lord of Hosts. the King 
and Redeemer of Israel, besides whom there is 
no .God." Now if Ihis be fair reasoning. we 
may draw the following conclusion. viz.: that 
,. the God and Father of our Lord Jesus Christ." 
is not God." Is it 110t amazing that Mr. L. 
should reason in such a manner 1 In several 
instances, his conclusions as fully exclude the 
Father from being God, as it is possible fo~ Ian· 
guage to do it. In Isaiah, God did not say be
sides us there is no God, but besides me there 
is nv God; his words therefore as fully ex· 
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elude every other person, as every other ~eittg • 
• When Christ said, "1 am tho first and the 

last," he immediately I1dded, "1 am he that 
liveth 1100 WQS dead." He is therefore to be 
considered as the first ana the IMt, in a sense 
which is consistent with his having been dead. 
There .ne several senses in which Christ may 
be considered the first and the last. He may 
be 110 called as the author and finisher of our 
faith. As the constitut.ed head of the ChUTC" ; 
and as such the first in authority under his Fa-
ther, when he received all power in heaven aDd 
earth; and the last ill autliority under him, 
when he shall deliver the kingdom up to God 
and become subject to him. Thus he is the 
Alpha and Omega, the first and the last •. 

Mr. Luckey, in comparing scripture and 
drawing conclusions from such comparisons, ill 
as unfair as any author, whose writings I have 
ever perused. By one wrong conclusion he liS

serts that" Jesus Christ is the Lord of Hosts 
himself; besides whom there is no God." From 
this wrong conclusion compared with another 
scripture, he confidently asserts that Christ is 
the creat.or·ofall things. '1 hus in his own way, 
by one false conclusiolJ'l he lays the foundation 
for another, and compels the Bible to speak his 
own mind. What might not a person prove by 
scripture, in the same way 1 That the reader 
may see the .event, I will try the experiment on 
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Mr. Luckey's plan. In Exodus xxxii. 7. it was 
said to Moses, "Go, get thee down; for thy 
people, which thou broughtest out of the land o~ 
Egypt, have corrupted themselves." In Levit
icus xix. 36, the Lord says, "I am the Lord 
your God, which brought you out of the land or 
Egypt." In the last text we are told that the 
Lord God brought the children of Israel out of 
the land.of Egypt; but it is said in the first 
verse, that Moses did it, and the people are call
ed Moses' people. Therefore, according to Mr. 
Luckey's mode of comparing scripture, Moses 
is the Lord God of Israel. 

I could bl'ing pasages of scripture to show 
that the children of Israel prayed to Moses
that Moses promised and commanded; and that 
the law was given by Moses. 1 should then 
only have to compare these passages with somE! 
in which the sume things are said of the Lord 
God of Israel. I should then only have to com
pare thisfalse conclusion, with some scriptures 
to prove Moses the creator of all things, and 
the upholder of the universe. All this I could 
do, by only pursuing the Course which Mr. L. 
has taken to prove Christ thQ supreme God. 
But who would not ~ee the fallacv of it? I 
shall, however, say more upon this particular 
hereafter. 

In Isaia!J.xliii. 11, God says, "I. eTen J .. am 
the Lord; imd besides me there is no SavIOr." 
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But Jesus Christ is called Savior, and hence 
']'rinitarians affirm, that he is the only Lord 
God. But if this argument be good we shall 
find that many othf;rs- have claims to the same 
dignity. In Nehemiah ix. 27, we find the Jews 
acknowledging the goodness of God to their 
forefatht>rs; and that he had given them satli. 
ors. In the samo' sense that God said, " be· 
sides me there is no Savior," we may say, be· 
sides him there is no king; yet he sat his Son 
as king on the holy hill of Zion; and sent him 
to be the Savior of the world. 
~ In order to rightly understand the subject, 

we should remember, there was a time when 
Christ was sent 10 be a Suviur, and consequent· 
Iya lime previous to it. That a Savior mear.s 
the saml') lUI a dehverer, or preserver. That 
the supreme God was a being who had fre. 
quently effected the salvation or deliverar.ce of 
Israel; therefore he taught the:lI to look to him 
alone for preservation and deliverance, by say. 
ing, "1, even), am the Lord; and besides me 
there is no Savior." This was long previuus 
to his sending his Son to be a Savior. But he 
afterwards sent his So,\ into the world, and 
taught the world to believe on his Son, as the 
one whom God had sent to be the Savior of the 
world •. 

Whenever the titre of Savior is applied to 
the Son of God in the scriptures, it is no where 
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intended to teach us that he is the supreme God, 
notwithstanding the same litle is also given to 
God. Under Ihe gorspel, God may be called 
our Savior, because he saves by his Son; and 
Christ is our Savior, because he hath redeemed 
us by his blood. God in giving his Son, is tIle 
giver of salvation; and Christ by dying for us, 
opened the way for OUI' salvation, to bring us 
home to God. 

Mr, Harmoll quotes Jude 25. " To the only 
wise God our Savior," and adds, "that this is 
the J:..ord Jesus Christ, I presume will not he 
questioned." p. a6. Why Mr. H. should thus 
presume, after reading my former work, to me 
is unaccountable; however, I shall presume to 
question it now. Mr. H. further intimates, 
that if· Jesus Chl'ist be not tile supreme God, 
that he so far transcends all <>thers, thnt "the 
Father compared with him would be n foolish 
God" ! ! ! p. 36 It is to be hoped that iH r. H. 
will never accuse others of using language that 
would disgrace an infidel, without retracting 
this extraordinary sentence. However; I shall 
not ('ensure Mr. H. alone, since he hus copied 
the sentence verbatinl from Mr. I.uckey's book, 
where such specimens of polite.ness arc found in 
superabundance. Yet the expression, bnd liS it 
is, can easily be reduced to a fact, providing 
Mr. H's inference be n correct one. If our 
Lord JIl6US Christ be the only wise God, what 
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kind of a God must "the God and Father of 
our Lord Jesus Christ" be 1 Let :Mr. H. an
awer. 

But says Mr. Luckey," admitting the doc-' 
trine of the Trinity to be true, there is no im
propriety in saying that Jesus Christ is God, 
though he was sent to bo the Savior of the 
world." p. 130. Admitting the doctrine ofothe 
Trinity to be .ruc, and we can pass over impro
prieties very easily, for that doctrine abounds 
with them. Yes, then it will be no improprie
ty, to admit that the very God was sent to be a 
Savior of the world, though we could conceive 
of no bein~ who sent him. 

Mr. L. continues, "Jehovah says that there 
is no Savior besides himself, and sent his angels 
to announce the approach of his Son into the 
world under that verv'title. Now the conclu
sion is, that the doetJ:ine of" the 'rrinity, which 
recognizes the con, as both God and man, is 
true, or Jehovah uttered a falsehood, when he 
said there is no Savior besides Ilimself, or sent 
his angels with a lie in their mouths, when he 
authorized them to say to the shepherd, "Unto 
you is born, a 8avior who is Christ the Lord." 
p,40. . 

Such is the language of a Trinitarian.; and 
perhaps !\Jr. L. conclu~es that "admitting 'the 
d()ctrine of the 'rrinity to be true. there is no 
impropriety in" such language. B,ut that such 
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language comports with christianitYf 1 think will 
be very difficult to prO\'e. Is such presumptu
ous arrogance the fruit of the humble religion 
of Jesus 1 to assert that the doctrine of the 1.'ri
nity is true, or Jehovah uttered afal6ehood, and 
sent his angels with a lie in their mouths 1 O. 
Lamb like spirit of humility, where hast thou 
tied!" . 

But when was it that Jehol'ah said, there wna 
no Savior besides himself? Was it not hun
dredsof years previous "to his sending his SOD 
into the world 1 Could not Jehovah. hun
dreds of venrs before he sent his Son to be a 
Savior, say there was 110 Savior beli1:les him
self; and afterwards send his SOD to be a Sav
ior 1 Could not all this take place without Je
hovah's uttering a falsehood, or sending his an
gels with n lie in their mouths? and yet the Son 
be a distinct being from his Father 1 If so, it 
is to be hoped that 1\lr. L. will withdraw hiatJC. 
cusation against the Lord God. 
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SECTION II. 

DJ$'lIfE WOBK8. 

The miraelee of Christ, such as·his heali1l{f 
t1ae sick, raising the dead, casting out devils, still. 
ing the tempest, etc., are all regarded by Trin. 
itarians as evidences th,at he waS the supreme . 
God. But it may be observed in regard to 
miracles wrought by othf'rs, thllt Joshua com. 
manded the sun to stand still; nnd some of the . 
apostles not o.oly healed the sick and raised the 
dead, but also c~st out unclean spirits. With 
t_e things k.ept in view, no difficulty arises, 
from the consideration that the Son .of God 
could perform even greater miracles than men, 
anc! yet not be the very God himself. 

Mark ii. 10 "The Son of man hath power 
.on earth tq forgive sins." From the circum. 
ataoce of Christ.forgiving sins, Trinitarians 
have frequently asked the Pharisaic question, 
"who can forgive sins but God only." But 
Jesus, instead of affirming himself to be tbe S,U' 

preme God in thi& work, calls himself the Eon 
qf man; from which no Jew could have suppos. 
ed he intended to represent himself as the very 
God. But instead of this being the work of 
God exclusively, it appears that Christ com. 
missioned his apostles to remit sins. " Whose 
~ver sina ye remit, they nre remitted unto 
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them: and whose Boever sins ye retain, they 
are retained." John xx. 23. 

John x. 17, 18. j, Therefore doth my I"ather 
love me, because I lay down my life, that I 
might take it again. No man taketh it from 
me, but 1 luy it down of my. elf. I have power 
to lay itdown, and I have power to take itaga,in. 
This commandment have I received of my Fa. 
ther." The circumstance of Chri~t saying he 
had power to lay down his life, and power to 
take it again, is considered by some, an evi. 
dence of his being the supreme God. But to 
me the passage is a strong proof to the contr:;· 
ry. To say. the immortal God, laid down his 

,life and took it again, would be an assertion too 
preposterous for credibility, " 

The word power in the passage, imports the 
same as authority, which Christ said he had reo 
ceived of his Father. That is, his Fa!her had 
empowered or authorized him, to lay down his 
life and take it again. Tlte scriptures, howev· 
er abundantly teach us, that God raised Christ 
from the dead. In rlli~ing Christ £i'om the dead, 
the l"lltherrestored that to the Son which the Son 
committed to the Father on the crOBS, when he 
said, "Father, into thy hand 1 commend n,y spil·· 
it." Thus he laid down his life and took it again. 
, Matthew, xviii. 20. "For where two or 
three are gathered togeth~r in my name, thero' 
am I in the midst of them." " 'fa be present 
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with all, (says Mr. Luckey,) who are in every 
place gathered together in church fellowship or 
otherwise, Christ must he omnipresent. Here 
I find an argument in fa vor of the Deity of the 
Son, which every effort of our opposers to an.' 
II\Ver, the more convinces me that it is unan •• 
swerable." p. 148. He adds on the next page, 
" until it can be made to appear how a finite 
creature can be so, the consequence, that he is 
Jehovah, is just, or the text is false." 

'l'he reader will not be surprised at the lut 
sentence, 8S it is so common for ·Mr. L. to as. 
sert his doctrine to be true, or the Bible false. 
We arefhowever, only entitled to the conclu. 
sion, that he is bent on embracing infidelity if 
he cannot make his doctrine stand. 
. Mr. L. appears determined that we shall tell 
him how Christ can be omnipreSflnt, if he be not 
the supreme God. If I wished to dispose ofthi. 
text as Trinitarians do many which they can. 
not answer, I should' only have to say "it is a 
mystery,' which we can neither comprehend or 
explain; "and it is a species of ostentation, 
not becoming a christian, to attempt it." This 
on Trinitarian ground would settle the affair at 
once.· 

But such a subterfuge, I eonfcss, would be too 
poor for me to resort to. I am willing t~ meet 
this question,. as well as' all Trinitarian argll. 
ments, on flCr.pture ground. 
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It appears evident to me that Christ is repre· 
lented in scripture, as present with his disciples 
in distinction fj'om his God and Father. Joho 
xiv. 23. "Jesus answered and said unto him, 
If a man love me, he will keep my words; and 

. my Father will love him, and we will come un. 
to him, and make our dbode with him." The 
word we, al ways implies as much as tWlJ; and 
who would have supposed from reading this text, 
that Christ and his Father are one and the same 
being 1 "And we will come unto him, and 

. make our abode with him." Let the passage 
speak for itself. 

So far would Mr. L. be from maintaining 
that none but the infinite God can 'be present in 
different places at the same time, that he will 
no doubt acknowledge that even' Satan is in 
very many places at once. He.mllY probably 
say there are legions 'tIf devils, but that the 
word devil is applied to different things in scrip. 
ture, he no doubt knows. But that old serpent 
which is the devil and Satan is the one I allude 
to. That this old accuser of the brethren is in 
many places at the same time, he no doubt be. 
lieves. If he is willing to admit thie, (and 1 
think he wiII not deny it,) why should he think 
it impossible for the Son of God to ite present 
at different places with his disciple" at the same 
time, and yet not be the very God himself1 . 

It is aaid that creation is ascribed to ChrISt; 
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and that he is the creator of all, things. This 
1 :l.ispute. We will, however, examine the pas. 
sages brought to prove that Christ is the crea. 
tor of all things. John i. 3. "All things were 
made by him; and without him was not any 
thing made that wa.s made." Colossians i., 16. 
" For by him, [CIII'ist] wore all things created, 
that are in heaven, and that are in the earth, 
visible and invisible, whether they be thrones. 
or dominions, or principalities or powers: all 
things were cl'eated by him, and for him." 

It will be noticed that it is not said in either 
of these passages, that the Son made all things, 
or created all things; '01' that he is the maker 
of all things, or the creator of all things. It is 
however, slaled that all things were made by 
him, and that all things were created by him. 
By comparing these t\lt,o passages with others, 
we shall ascertain their true meaning. Beb. i. 
J,2. "God, who at sundry times and ill divers 
manners spake in times past unto the fathers by 
the prophets, hath, in these last days spoken 
unto us by his son, whom he h!lth appointed 
heir of all things, by whom also he [God] made 
the worlds." In this passage we learn tbal 
God made the worlds by his SOil. Question. 
How were all things made by Christ 1 Answer. 
God made all things by him. 

"All things were created by him." For a 
parallel passage see Ephesians iii. 9, "And to 
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make all men see what is the fellowship of the 
mystery, which from -the beginning of the world 
hath been hid in God, who created all things 
by Jesus Christ." Now there is no way for us 
to have any consistent view of this passage, un
less we admit that Christ and his Father are 
distinct beings. To say the passage means 
that God created all things by -himself, 1 would 
beg leave to rank high on the list ofabsurdities. 
AnJ to say that divimty created all things by 
humanity, is worse and worse. All ihings were 
created by Christ, because God created all 
things by him. By making these comparisons. 
the meaning of the abCI'Ve passages is at once 
understood, but for want of this, mistakes are 
frequently vindicated for truth. 

In further illustration of this subject, I subjoin 
the- following able written article from the pen 
of Elder Charles MOl'gl idge, of New 8edford, 
l\Iass, 

" I. It is perfectly analogous. So far as we 
are acqultiot'Jd with the economy of God, WA 

find it is hil:l general method to operate by the 
agency of some intermediate minister. We do 
not know but this has ever been an established 
principle in the divine administration; from 
which there has been no departure. The uni
formity, which appears wberever we can d,is
cover his method of operation, seems to reqUIre 
us to believe that God made the world and all 
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things ,by the instrumentality of some agent. 
And as his Son existed, not only before Abra
ham's day, but also 'before the world was," it 
appears to me impossible to avoid the conclu
sion, independent of any particular information 
on the subject, that God must have performed 
the work of creation by the instrumentality of 
the same agent by which he now accomplishes 
the work of redemption. 

"2. This conclusion, thus founded on analo
gy, is 8upperted by the plain unequivocal testi
mony of the apostle Paul, who says-' God 
hath in these last days spokea unto U8 by his 
Son, whom he tll~th appointed heir of all things, 
• by wllom also he made the world.' On admis
sion of the doctrine of the Trinity, this passage 
is quite unintelligible. For if Jesus be God and 
man both, if he be the only true God, OR well 
as the mediator between God and man, what can 
the word' Son' signify? It cannot signify the 
divine nature, for God cannot be appointed heir 
of all things, inasmuch as he is the originul pro
prietor, and independent owner' ofal! things.' 
An heir by appointment, is dependent for his 
heirship on him who appointecl him. The word 
, Son' cannot signify the human nature, for it is 

.impossible for the worlds to have been made by 
the human nature of Jesus, thousands of years 
before that human nature existed. And no 
Trinitarian, I believe, admits the pre-existence 
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of the human nature of Christ. Tbe word 'Son' 
cannot signify tbe constituted cbaracter of Jesus, 
comprising the human and divine nature, be. 
cause it woUti involve botb tbe difficul~ies just 
stated, and 'render tbe 8Cntence more unintelli. 
gible and contradictory than either of the above 
exyositions. But if, without any-deference to 
the doctrine of the Trinity, we take the testi· 
mony of the apostle just as we find it, the sense 
of the passage is too plain and easy to 1>e mis. 
taken; and the doctrine it contains analogous, 
scriptural and important. It teaches us that 
God made the worlds through the instrumental. 
ity of his Son; acting upon the same principles 

, whi~ he con~tantly regards in the works ofre. 
demption. 

"3. I add one argument more taken from a. 
rule of Greek syntax, well known to the learn
ed. The Greek preposition dia, which in our 
common transJa.tion is rendered by, in all those 

-passages that mention the creation liy Jesus 
Cbrist, does not signify by anyone as an origi-
nal orjirst cause; but it denotes by anyone or 
. any tblDg as an instrumental cause. Tbe noun, 
signifying the original or first cause, is govern
ed by another preposition, hypo. This rule may 
be illustrated by the first passage in the New 
Testament, in which the prepositions dia and 
hypo occur. "Now alI this was done, that it 
might be fulfilled which ·was spoken (hypo) by 
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the Loru (dia) through the p,·ophet." Passnges 
like this in the New Testament, which are quo
ted frum the prophecies in the Old,~re very nn-
merous, and illustrate this rule. The 
word denoting cause is uniformly 
verned by hypo, Ihe word denoting 
instrumental governed by dia, 
I am aware is one passage 
most cqmmon the New Testament, 
this country, to some TIinitarians, 
to be nn exception to this rule. llut if they will 
carefully examine the best copies of Gl'icsbach, 
1 think they will not avoid the conviction 1hat 
the rule was of universal application with the 
Greek writers of the New Testnment; and tllat 
hypo, and not dia, is the true reading in that pas.. 
sage. historian, who was 
temporary blessed Savior, and 
wrote in observed the distinction 
tween dia their different 
cation pointed difference between 
original and instrulnental cuuse of n 
tion. 

" Origen, of Alexandria, a Greek scholar of 
the most profound erudition, and the bright
e.!lt luminary with which the church was blessed 
in the third century, noticed thesam'e distinction. 
In his commentary on the beginning of John's 
gospel, he remarks tlws j 'if all things were 
made throug14, word, they were 
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made by (hypo) the word, but by one more pow. 
erful and greater than the word. 

"Eusebiu. bishop of Cresarea, who flourish. 
ed early in the fourth century, a man of exten. 
sive knowledge of ecclesiastical history, tbor. 
oughly versed in all the branches of sacred lit. 
erature, and whose well known accuracy in the 
knowledge of the Greek, together with his sue. 
cessful application to.polemical theology, shows 
us that he could not possibly be ignorant of the 
meaning and use of two prepositions which he 
constantly used in conversation and writin~, in 
his annotations on the first of John's gospel, has 
these words: 'And when he says, in one plaee, 
(ver. 10) that the world, and in another, (ver. 3) 
that all things were made through (dill.) him, he 
declares the ministration of the word to God. 
For when the ev.angelist might hft'Ve said, "All 
things were made by (hypo) him, and again, 
'The world was made by (hypo) him;' he has 
not 8Ilid by (hypo) him, but through (dia) him; 
in order that he might raise our conceptions to 
the underived power oflhe Father as the origi. 
nal cause of all things.' From such testimony 
as the above, as well as my own observation 
upon the different application of dia and hypo, I 
am satisfied that the writers ofthe Greek text in 
the New Testament, designed, by the use of 
dia, to mark the instrumefJtal, and by tbe :use 
of h'l'IIII the original cause of a productIOn. 
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Hence the meaning of those pasSages which reo 
present the world, and all things as made by 
Jesus Christ, must be, that they were made by 
Christ, as the instrument employe8 by God, the 
ori~inal Creator. The true meaning of all 
these passages is literally expressed by St: Paul, 
who says, .. God created all thi1'IJ8 by Je&'Iu 
ChriBt." 

SECTION DL 

D1VIBE BOIIOBS DVE TO THE so. OJ" GOD. 

On this point, I shalI in the first place exa
mine the arguments of my opponents; and ill 
the second place, endeavor to exhibit the scrip-
t!Ire light of the subject. . 

"It is written, Thou shalt.worship the Lord 
thy God, and him only shalt thou serve." From 
This passage, it is confidently affirmed, if 
Christ be not the very God, it is idolatry to 
worship. him. But it appears to me, that with 
a little attention to the. subject, we shall discover 
things differently. I ask when was it thus writ. 
ten; and when was this command gi ven? Was 
it not hundreds of years befOre" the first begot
un" was brought into the world? It certainly 
w:as. This command was given at a 1ime wbea 
Qod declared there was no Savior besides him-
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lIelr. A new dis-pensation, brought in a new 
command. Under the gospel, the Father 
.. when he bringeth in the first begotten into 
the worle, he saith, And let all the aogels of 
God worship him." lleb. i. 6. Can anyone 
be so presumptuous as to suppose, the self.exist
ebt God alluded to himself when he command
ed the angels to worship his "first begotten? and 
that the angels were to recognize the supreme 
God as a begoUen Son to himself in their wor· 
ship 1 Let Trinitarians then, remember that 
the command given under the law, before the 
first begotten was pTougltt into the world, dges 
not affect his worship as the begotten Son of God 
under the gospel. 

Again it is urged, cc that all men should honor 
the Son, even as they hOllor the Father." True; 
but what does this "Icripture teach us more than 
that we are as equally commanded to honor the 
Son, as we are to honor the Father. When 
we closely examine the passage with its connec
tion, I think we shall find nothing in it that 
teaches us to c[)nsider the Son in our worship, 
to be the very being who in the passage is call
ed the Father. It stands thus: "For the Fa· 
ther judgeth no man, but hath committed all 
judgment unto the Son: That all men should 
honor the Son, even as they honor tRe Father. 
He 'tnat honoreth not the Son, honoreth not the 
Father which hath sent him"'John v. 22, 23. 
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. The subject appears to me in this light. To 
honor the Son as one sent, is honoring the Fa
ther who sent hi~. 'l'o reject Christ,.is reject· 
ing the Fl\ther who sent him. As Christ said to 
his disciples: " He that despiseth you, despiseth 
me; and he that despiseth me, despiseth him 
that sent me." An ambassador sent by a king 
to negotiate, if rejected and insulted by those to 
whom he was sent, the insult operates equally 
against the king who sent him. If received 
and honored, it is also honoring the king who 
sent him. Thus we are to honor the Son as oHe 
sent, even as we honor th(l Father who sent 
him. 

Isaiah xlii. 8. "I am the J .. ord: that is my 
name : and my glory willI not give to another, 
neither my praise to graven images." The ar
gument urged from this scripture is, that if we 
worship the Son as a distinct being from the 
Father, we take that glory which is due to God 
alone, and give it to another. This may ap
pear plausible, but in my opinion it is a mista
ken view of the passage.W e may honor th~ 
Son of God, and at the same time pay supreme 
worship to God his Father, because the· scrip
tures represent that to honor the Son who is 
sent, is at the same time honoring the Father 
who sent him. "And that every tongue should 
confess, that Jellus Cl)rist is Lord to the' glory 
f!l God tke Father." Phil. ii. 11. How then 
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can it derogate from the honor of the supreme
God,. to honor his Son whom he has sent? . 
What Father would consider himself dishonored 
iii witnessing due respect paid to his Son 1 par~ 
ticularly a king had sent his son to nego
tiate with his subjects. 

But says Mr. Harmon, " Mr. M. says, we no 
where learn that [Christ] was worshipped 
as the supreme God. I ask then, as what, or 
how was he worshipped As of Ihe idols 
of heathenism Or as a subordinate Deity 1" p. 
28. How little do such irrelevant questions be
come the humble- minister of Christ IIad 
H. asked the following questions, r should ha.ve 
thought it my duty to have answcrp,d him: "If 
Christ is not to be worshij,ped the self-exis
tent God, as what or how is he to be worship-

? A.s the first begotten, and as the Lamb 
was slain?" To these I would hn ve an

swe'red in the affirmative; and would again ask 
l\ir II. whether are worship seH:ex
istent. God, as "the first begotten of the Fa
tlier;" and a Lamb that was 7" If 

answer Jles, I would again ask who is the 
Father that the self-existent God is the" first be
goUen" of? And when was the self.exislent 
God slain 7 

Mr. H. continues: "Mr. Millard worships 
two beings-two Gods. But the Bible teach
es us that 'the Lord our God, is one Lorrl.' " 
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And I should have been glad if Mr. H. had reo 
membered this passage and writte~ according to 
it. If he really believed that" the Lord our 
God is one Lord," I wonder he should labor so' 
hard to prove tha,t "the Lord our God" is 
tltree. 

As to Mr. II's charge that I worship· two 
Gods, it is unjust. .My views,on this subject 
are stated too plain to be misunderstood. I wor· 
ship one God, and one begotten Son 7 one God, 
and one Lamb that was slain." How would. 
Mr. L. relish the statement, should I say that 
he worships three Gods. And would not my. 
charge be better supported than his 7 Let the 
candid judge. . 

We will now attend a little to Mr Luckey: 
He stutes that "Jesus Christ claims, and the 
Father commands angels and men to address to 
him the same worship that we are called on to 
address to the Fatbel·. And the conclusion is, 
th-it he must be God in the sacred Trinity of 
persons, or the Bible is a dangerous source of 
idolatry." p. 219. This is a statement which 
I challenge Mr. L. to prove. When and where 
did Christ claim to be worshipped as the very 
God 1 When did God command men and an· 
gels to worship l1is Son as any other than "his 
first begotten," 01' as a " Lamb that was 8lain 7" 
Who was God's first begotten 1 Was it the suo 
prcmf) God himself1 Are we oommanded to 
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worship Jehovah as the first begotten, and aa a 
Lamb that was Blain? What will not Mr. L. 
rather advocate than relinquish his strange mys· 
terious doctrine? 

He winds up his remarks by saying, that 
Chril:lt_must bQ God in the Trinity, or the Bible 
is a dangerous source of idolatry! Is it not 
astonishing to meet such remarks so frequently 

. .from the pen of o~e who professes so much re
gard for the scriptures 1 As much as Mr. L. 
had said, Trinity must and shaH stand; and if 
the scriptures will not support it, away with 
them, they are net fit to be among people. 

As the Bible teaches us to worship the Lord 
God and his only begotten Son, it is the stand. 
ard for us to go by. But Mr. L. instead of 
making the· Bible his rule to determine what 
idolatry is, makes Trinitarianism a rule to 
judge the Bible by; and. asserts if the doctrine 
of the Trinity he not true, the Bible is a dan7 
gerous source of, idolatry. 0 preposterous 
thought! What if lUre L., after all his strug
gle to support the doctrine of the Trinity, 
should like the amiable Robinson, who had 
written volumes to defend it, or the pious Dr. 
Walta, be constrained to give it up 1 Would he 
then think the Bible a source of idolatry 1 How 
would· his hard,_ censorious remarks look to 
him 1 

In page 232, Mr. L. tells what he considers. 
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idolatry to be: that it is " the act of addreSsing 
the worship due to God only, to any of .his 
creatures." I feel no disposition to reject this 
definition of the term; but in my view, there is 
a difference between the worship we are to pay 
to the Son of God, and that which is due "to 
God only." As I do not consider the Son of 
God to be the very God himself,'of course I do 
not pay· to him,that worship which belongs to' 
God only, but worship him as one begoUen, and 
one alain; and of course, on Mr. L's explana
tion of the term,l am free from idolatry. 

While Trinitarians contend that it is idolatry 
to worship any thing but the very God, 1 would 
ask, is their system free from dange:- in this re
spect 1 They tell us thoy worship Christ, R!ld 
that he is very man as well as very God. I 
would then ask, do they worship the whole of 
Christ, or only a part of him 1 If they worship 
only a part of him, t!ley are certainly dishon
est in their :worship; and if they worship the 
whole of him, they must worship very man as 
well 'as very God. But on this principle, their 
own statements would prove them idolaters, 
since very man cannot be very God. Some Paul 
may yet arise and say to the rigid Trinitarian, 
" Therefore thou art inexcusable, 0 man, who
soever thou art that judgest; for wherein thou 
~udgest, thou,condemnest thyself; for thou that 
jIulaeat doest the sa~e things." Rom. ii 1. 
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trinitarians affirm that nothing but human 
nature was born. and til at nothing but human 
nature either suffered or died. What view 
have they then while they worship "that which 
was begotten and slain? The heavenli host 

"sung "glory to the Lord God and the Lamb," 
But how would the Trinitarian note chord with 
the heavenly song? "Worthy is a human sac
rifice sanctified on a divine altar. Worthy is 
human nature that was slain, to which the Son 
of God WIUI united. Worthy is human nature 
that suffered and died, jn the stead of the sec
ond person in the Godhead, who could not 
·die." . 

nut says Mr. H. " 1 shall not stop to inquire 
whether if we worship only a part of him we 
are dishonest in our worship, or if we worship 
the whole of him, we must 1corship human na
ture; because the Bible has put no such ques
tion to me, nor has it demanded of me an an
swer." p. 28. Neither has the Bible involved 
such a palpable absurdity. 1 honor revelation 
too highly, to disgrace it with such, a charge. 
But why has he deferred this inquiry 1 Is it be
cause he knew it would expose the absurdities 
of his system 1 "Because the Bible has put 
no such question to me," says Mr. H. No, 
verily, for the writers of the Bible nevertnught 
Mr. Hal'mon's mysterious doctrine, . 

Again says Mr. H. "Divine w?rship is paId 

D';"i"dbyGoogle 



170 

to Jesus Christ; 'let all the angels of God 
worship him.' 'At the name of Jesus every 
knee sball bow, of things in heaven, and things 
in earth.' Mr. Millard acknowledges the wor_ 
ship of the Son, but refuses him the honor that 
belongs to the Father. But the words of Mr. 
M. have not so much weight with me as the 
words of our Lord Jesus Christ, who declares 
'that all men should honor the Son even as 
they honor the Father.''' 'P. 46. 

The principle thing I have to notice in this 
quotation i3, that these passages of scripture 
are wrested from their real meaning. Why 
did not Mr. H. quote a little of their connection 1 
How different will the first passage appear with 
its connection~ " When he bringeth in his first 
begotten into the .world, he saith; and let all 
the angels of God worship him." It would not 
reflect much hOllor to Mr. H's understanding, 
to quote this passage to prove that Christ is. the 
self-existent God; and perhaps this is the rea
son why he presented it in a maimed form. 
The second passage he quotes would appear 
equally different with its.connection. Phil. ii. 
10. ".That at the name of Jesus every knee 
should bow, of things in heaven, and things in 
earth, and things under the earth." Here Mr. 
H. stops; we will, however, read a little fur
ther. .. A nd that every tongue should confelS 
'that Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God 
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the Father." That 1 worship the 80n of God 
is a fact; yet I do not worship him as " the 

\ God and rather of our Lord Jesus Christ." 
Mr. H. insists "that all men should honor the 

. Son, even as they honor the Father;" and who 
disputes )tim 1 But wou.ld he have us honor the 
Son, a. the Father of himself, or the Father as 
the Son of himself1 or how are we to under-
stand this strange phraseology 1 . 

'I'he subject appears to be plainly stated in 
scripture, that we ought to worship the Lord 
God and the Lamb. To say i.t is idolatry to 
worship any being but the supreme God, is to 
accuse the supreme God himself of instituting 
idolatry, since he has commanded angels to 
worship his first begotten. Can we suppose that 
thejirst begotten was the self·existent God him· 
self? Let the truth have due weight, however 
much it may cross the creeds of men. Was 
the Lamb that tDa8 slain, whom tbe heavenly 
hosts worshi pped, the supreme God himself 1 
It is to be hoped that my readers will view this 
point with candor. 

Mr. Harmon and Mr. Luckey, have dealt 
out their anathemas beyond measure against our 
views, while they have not noticed a single ob. 
jection against the mode of worship for which 
they contend. It really appears to me that they 
have only aimed to accomplish that by decl~. 
mation, which they knew they could not by fair 
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Ilrgumen'; and I am sorry to say that thil\is a 
practice too generally resorted to by our oppo' 
sers. If J am ever so happy as to join the hea. 
venly worshippers, I expect to sing, glory to 
the Lord God, and to the Lamb that was alain. 

SECTION IV • 

DIFFICULT PASS.~GES OF SCRIPTURE EXA3UNKD. 

A few more pasages of scripture remain to 
be examined. 

Johl1 xiv. 9, 10. "Jesus saith unto him, Have 
I been so long time with you, and yet hast thou 
not known Ine, Philip1 he that huth seen me 
hath seen the Father; and how sayest thou 
then show us the Father 1 Believest thou not I 
am in the F dther, and the Father in me 1" 
Those who suppose the above passage estab. 
lishes the supreme Deity of Jesus Christ, sup' 
pose too much for their own system. If it 
proves his Deity. it also proves that he is the 
}<'ather, whieh destroys the doctrine of the 
Trinity. If the' Son is the Fatller, then they 
are not two distinct persons; The Athanasian 
creed says: "We worship one God in Trinity, 
and Trinity in Unity. Neither confounding 
the persons nor dividing the substance. For 
there is one person of the Father, another of 
the Son, and another of the Holy Ghost." As 
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the doctrine of the Tloinity asserts there are 
three distinct persons in the Godhead, and also 
that the persons must not be confounded, the 
text in question proves too much for 'frinitari
an. use. It completely spoils the doctrine. 

Again, understanding the Savior to mean lit
erally that they who saw him, saw the invisible 
Jehovah, is to suppose the most palpal1le con
tradiction to other plain scripture testimony. 
John said, "No man hath seen God at any 
t.ime; the only begotten Son, which is in the 
bosom of the Father, he hath declared him." 
John i. 18. Speaking of the invisible God, 
Paul says: "Who only hath immortality, 
dwelling in the light I whom no man hath seen 
nor can see." 1 Tim. vi. 16. The Lord said 
to }Ioses, "Thou canst not see my face, for 
there shall no mqn see me and live." Ex
odus xxxiii. 20. Now as no christian will fur 
a moment admit that the Bible contradicts itself, 
or that our Savior designed to contradict the 
above plain scriptures, we are bound to search 
for a more rational meaning of the text in 
question, than that generally affixed to it by 
Trinitarians. . 

Whenever we t>ee thefarm, image, or likenes8 
of a particular person, we always, in a certain 
sense, see the person; because the person is ~e· 
.flected in his irr.age, or likeness. 'I'JJUs the dIS' 

ciples saw the prophet Elijah in the person of. 
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John the Baptist. It is also eertain dlat our 
Savior said John was Elijah, who had been pre
dicted should come at the opening of the gos
pel day. In Malachi iv. 6, we read, "I will 
send· you Elijah the prophet, before the coming 
of the great and dreadful day of the Lord." 
This prediction related to the introduction of 
the ~08pel, and Was made several hundred years 
after the old prophet Elijah had taken his exit 
from this world. We are then to understand 
that if Elijah was sent, he must figuratively 
come in some other man, who would be a like
ness of him. This was John the Baptist, of 
whom our Savio.r snid, cc If ye will receive it; 
this is Elias which was to come." MaUh. xi. 
14. Also see Matth. xvii. 10-13. No scrip
ture can possibly be quoted as stronger proof 
that th~ disciples in seeing Christ, saw the in
visible God, than th!'l above passages are that • 
the same disciples in seeing John the Baptist, 
saw the old propbet Elijah. Yet no one sup
poses that John was literally Elijah the proph
et, but that coming in the spirit of Elijah, they 
who saw him, saw Elijala reflected. Our Sa
vior came in ·the spirit of his Father, and was 
the representative of the invisible God to men. 
He is said tb be the "image of the invisible 
God." Col. i. 15; and also cc the express im
age of his [God'sl person." Reb. i. 3. In 
Christ the image or likeness of the invisible God, 

D.g"i"dbyGoogle 



175 

the disciples ·saw all they could of the invisible 
tiod. They saw him reflected in the person of 
his Son.; This is the only rational construction 
that ean be given to this passage, unless we 
wish to make the Bible contradict itself. 

" Believest thou not that I am in the Father, 
and the Father in me 7" This portion of the 
passage is also clung to, as proof that .Christ 
and his Father are one and the same being. 
As a parallel passage, see John xvii. 20, 21. 
" Neither pray I for these alone, but for them al· 
sO whicb shall believe on me through their word; 
that they all may be one; as thou, Father art 
in me, and 1 in thee, that they also may be one 
in us." There is always a beauty in the scrip
tures when they are permitted to explain them
selves, but when bent to the shape of a human 
creed, they are often compelled to spea, a Ian. 
guage never designed by the pen of inspiration. 

Rom. ix. 5. "whose are the Fathers, and of 
whom as concerning the flesh Christ came, who 
is over all, God blessed forever." I feel dispo. 
sed to question that the word Goil, in this pas
sage, has an allusion to Christ. Paul had been 
speaking of the Israelites and their peculiar pri
vileges, and then adds, " Whose are the fathers 
and of whom as copcerning the flesh Christ 
C:1me, who.is over all." Here comes in a note 
of punctuation; and then the apOstle adds, 
" God blessed forever." If Christ was the God· 
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spoken of in the passage, to have had it cor. 
rectly punctuated, it should have stood tbus: 
"Christ came who is over all God;" but it 
will be remarked by the careful reader, 'that 
.the note of punctuation comes before the word 
God, and that God is immediately connected 
with "blessed forever." As much as if the 
apostle had said, " Christ came who is over all 
those of whom I speak, for which may God be 
blessed foreyer." 

Phil. ii. 5, 6. "Let this mind be in you, 
which was alsoin Christ Jesus: Who, being in 
the form of God, thought it not robbery to be 
equal with .God." This passage is frequently 
urged in proof that Christ is the self·existent 
God; but for two grand reasons I dissent from 
that idea. . 

1. Christ is represented in the passage as the 
form of God. No person naturally understands 
the form of a thing, to be the thing that it is 
the form of. This expression means the same 
as the image of a thing. Christ is said to be 
the image of God. Everyone knows that a 
person and the image of a person are two dif· 
ferenl. things.. If Christ be the form or irrwge 
of God, we cannot rationally suppose wm to 
be tbe very being he is the form or image of. 

2. The word .equal always implies two or 
more. Should I say one thing, (no matter 
what,) was equal with another thing, would the 
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reader' understand me that both these things 
are but one thing 1 Or should I say a thing iJ 
equal with itsel, would he not say I talked non-
sen~e 1 T ri nitarians will first say that Christ i. 
the self.existent God; they willllext affirm that 
he is equal with God, and the -sum of both ex
pressions must be, that God js equal with him. 
self! One at first sight might suppose that 
such arguments originated at Babel, where lan-
guage was confounded. . 

Furthermore, it appears to me that the Trin
itarian theory, makes Christ more than equal 
with God. They tell us he is very God. and 
very man. N ow as very God. is one being, and 
very man another, Christ must be one being su
perior to God;. at least it must be admitted, 
that he is superior to God by an addition of one 
whole man, providing the Trinitarian theory be 
truc. If this be the case, God is not equal witla 
Christ! ! Dr. Macknight, who was a Trinita
rian, and whose correctness, as well as candor, 
is admitted by both the learned and unlearned, 

. in his notes on the epistles, gives the following 
rendering to the passage in question: "Now 
Jet this disposition be in you, wliieh was also in 
Christ Jesus; who, though he was in the form 
·of God, did not affect to appear in divine ma
jesty, but divested himself; taking upon him 
the form of a servant, being made in likeneo 
of men, he humbled himselr, and became obe-
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. dient to death, .even the death of the cross." 
This rendering strips the passage of all diffi.-
culty. _ 

CoIl. ii. 9. ''In him dweJleth all the fuloess 
of the Godhead bodily." It will be remarked 
that this text dQeS oot say, the Godhead dwells 

,in Christ bodily, but the fulncss of it. The 
question then to bedetermioed is, what ismeaot 
by the" fulness of the Godhead." The term 
GODHEAD, is used to express the being _or per
SOB of God. I see 00 differeoce between the 
meaning of two expressions found in scripture, 
viz.: "The fulness of , God," and" the fulness 
of the Godhead." Paul desired that hisbreth. 
ren might be filled with all the fulness of God. 
"And to know the love of Christ, which pas· 
seth knowledge, that ye might be filled with all 
the 'fulness of God." Eph. iii. J9. Not that 
Paul desired that three persons bodily should 
dwell in each of his brethren, but that they 
might be filled with the Spirit of God. Christ 
bad the Spirit given to him without measure. 
"For he whom God hath sent~ speaketh the 
words of God: for God giveth not the Spirit 
by measure to him," John iii. 34. From the 
above expressions, in the sense they are used, it 
is plain that "the fulnoss of God" and" the 
Iblness of the Godhead" mean the same as the 
Spirit of God. Should the question he asked, 
Where can Wfil have.access to the divine Spirit? 
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the answer is given, In Christ; for "in him 
dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead bodily." 
He is the only medium" through which we can 
have access to God. Through him the Spirit 
flows to the soul of every believer. In Christ 
we have access to all the communicable per
fections of God. Thousands of happy believ
ers often sing a hymn containing the following 
stanZd: 

" 0, the rapturous height, of that holy delight, 
Which I fHt in the life giving blood; 

Of my Savior possess'd, I was perfectly blest, 
And was fill'd with tM julncss of God." 

If Christ was filled with the same, does this 
prove him to be the supreme God 1 In a word 

"if this text proves that Christ is the supreme and 
eternal God, then every believer who is filled 
with thefulncssl!f God is the same. 

1 Tim. iii. 16. "And without controversy; 
great is the mysterY' of Godliness: God was 
"manifest in the flesh, justified in the Spirit, seen 
of angels, preached unto the Gentiles, believed 
on in'the world, received up into glory." The 
infere~ce drawn from this passage by Trinita
rians IS, that the supreme God came down from 
aeaven, and was clothed with flesh, by taking 
upon him a human body, and that in this con
sists the great mystery of godliness. We will, 
then examine the subject, to see whether su~h 

. an infere!l.ce is warrantable. 
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In the first place, I would remark that the 
reading of the text, as it stands in our common 
version, is very doubtful: and, in all probabili
ty, incorrect. It is so pronounced by Gries
bach, who is consider~d by Trinitarians,. a 
standard critic in the original Greek. The text 
from Griesb~ch is rendered thus: "W i thout 
controversy, great is the mystery of godliness: 
He who was manifest in the flesh, was just-ified 
in the spirit. seen of angels, preached unto the 
Gentiles, ~elieved on in the world, received up 
into glory." * This, beyond a doubt in my 
mind, is the correct reading of the passage; 
and with this reading, it presents no difficulty 
whatever. The whole connection of the pas
sage seems to render this reading indispensible 
to make sense. -If it be the supreme God who 
is alluded to in this text, who was it that Justi. 
fied him in the Spirit 7 or whom was he justifi. 
ed before 7 A nd who received him up into 
glory 7 It would involve the inexplicable abo 
surdity, that the throne of God in hea,ven, was 
vacated during the whole period from the birth 
of Christ to the time of his ascension. And 
even then, if Christ was the supreme God, 
there was no other God to receive him up into 

if See" The New Testament, in common version, 
('onformed to Griesba('h's standard Greek text."-
Boston edit.ion. • 
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glory. But as the Trinitarian may still insist 
on the reading of the text as it stands in our 
common version, 1 feel no fear of the issue, by 
meeting him on his own grouncl. Admitting 
the supreme God to be alluded to in the text, and 
then to say he was manifest in the flesh, or 
manifest in Christ, presents no difficulty to the 
doctrine I advaHce. That God was manifest 
in Christ, or revealed in the person of his Son, 
I have alre.!J.dy state:!. Of Christ, the apostle 
Paul says, "Who being the brightness of his 
[God's] glory, apd Ihe expl'ess image of his 
[God's] person." Heb.'i. 3. Now an image is 
the likeness, representation, or manifestation of 
whatever it resembles. Thus God was mani· 
fest in Chril!t, who was the image or likeness 
of God. In the other part of the text, the Trin. 
itarian has to meet the same difficulty that I do, 
in determining who it was that. received him up 
into glory. 

Before I dismiss this p;lssage, however, I 
cannot but remark the use which Triuitarians 
make of the word myste.ry in It. They would 
represent that this great mystery consists in 
the doctrine of the Trinity, which the passage 
says nothing about. The passage does not say, 
great is the mystery of the Trinity; nor great 
is the mystery of a God.man; nor gl'eat is (he 

.mystery of a being who is llery God an~ t'ery 
tJl4n. None of th~e things are taught \11 thiS 
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paSS::lge. simply states-" grsat is the mys
tery of godliness," and then informs us, that 
"God was manifest in the flesh;" all of which 
I freely admit. Hut I Illink docs not require 
much skill to dcn'\onstrate, that godliness and 
Trinity are two different things~-that Trinity 
is thing, and godlilless anoth(;f. Surely, 
if the doctrine of the Trinity be presssed out of 
this it must be done you would press 
cider out cotton wool; IImt is, you must first 
put it in, before you can press it out. 

isaiah 13, 14. Sanctify Lord of 
hosts himself; nnd let him be your fear, nn-d let 
him your dread. ho si'ull for sanc-
tuary: bUI lor a slone stumbling, and rock 
of offence to both the honses oflsrueL" 1 P-et. 
ii. 7, " Tho slOno which buildors disal. 
lo\vod, tho same is made the head of the corner, 
and stone of stumbling and a rock of of
fence." 

From thes') two texts compared, Mr. Luck
ey draws lhe coneiusion: Jesus 
Christ is the Lord of hosts himl!.elf. That by 
tho Lord of hosts is here meant tho self-exist
ent Uod, admiltod, It also IlGmiHed ill 
the text quoted from PeIP!", that Christ is called 
a slone vI' sturn Lling roek of offence, Isa
iah says the Lord of hosts, " He shall be 
for a stone of stumbling." Hut how shall the 
Lord of hOi:its tbus -F I answe.r, in sending 
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his 80n in the manner he did. In this he did 
that at-which the Jews stumbled; and Christ in 
coming in the way he did, became a stumbling 
stone and rock of offence to the unbelieving of 
both houses of Israel. How absurd is Mr. L's 
conclusion! 

1 John v. 20. "And we know that the Son -
of God is come, and hath given us an under
standing, that we may know him that is true; 
and we are in him that is true, even in his SOD 
Jesus Christ. This is the true God and eternal 
life." 'fhis passage is generally urged with 
the utmost confidence thai it affords incontesti
ble proof, that Jesus Christ is personally the 
true and self-existent God. Let us then ex
amine it impartially. Sometimes the sense of 
a passage is rendered obscure by the repetition 
of pronOU7&8; and it is ever safe to substitute 
noun8 for pronoU7&8. Let us do so in examining 
this passage. The apostle had mentioned God 
in the preceding verse; he then goes on and 
says, "And we know that the Son of God is 
come. and hath given us an understanding, that 
we may know God that is true; and we are in 
God that is true, even in God's Son, Jesus Christ. 
This is the true God and eternal life." Now 
who would be at a loss to understand from this 
reading, that by the true God, John had refer
~nce to the very being, of whom Jesus Christ 
lYlJIi Ii SOD. -
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The whole strength of Trinitarian argument 
derived (rom this text, consists in refering the 
pronoun this to Christ, the nearest antecedent. 
But it mU!lt remembered, pronouns 

thU, do always refer nearest 
cedent, but frequently to subject matter 
discussion, though more remote. I could briog 
a number of examples from scripture to war
rant what I here state. I will, however, con-
fioe myself one passage, which will demen. 
Itrate all necessary this time. 
fer to 2 John " Many deceivers are An,,,,'An 

mto the who confess that Jesus 
has come in the flesh; this is a deceiver and 
an antichrist." Now let any Trinitarian affix 
the same rule of gram mer to this passage, that 

does to v. 20, will prove 
lesos Christ deceiver antichrist. 
inTite him make the experiment. I repeat 
if the pronoun this in 1 John v. 20, refers to 
Jesus,f::hrist, to prove that he is "the true God 
and eternal life;" then the pronoun this in 2 
John 7, refers Jesus Christ, and proves 
he is "a and -an antichrist." Let 
Trinitarian hold of horn of the 
lemma which chooses. 

But this same apostle John declares, that the 
Father is the ooly true God, in contradistinction 
to Jesus Christ. Our Savior, in praying to his 
I'ather, uses words This is lifa etemal, 
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that they might know thee, the only true God, 
and Jesus Christ whom thou hast !lAnt." John 
xvii. 5,. If Jesus was the only true God, who 
was the Christ whom the only true God sent 1 

The expression of doubting Thomas, on his 
unexpectedly seeing his Savior after hI! had ari· 
sen from the dead, is sometimes br~ght for
ward as proof of the supreme Deity of Christ. 
On his unexpectedly meeting his Lord, Thom
as exclaimed, " My Lord, ,and my God !" John 
xx. 28. But this expression of surprise and 
admiration, neither proves Christ to be the su
preme God, nor that Thomas addressed him as 
such. There is no probability that Thomas 
believed Christ to be the supreme God, because 
prior to then, he had not believed that the Sa
vior was alive; and .affirmed that he should not 
believe it, unless he should thrust his hand into 
his side, and his finger into the print of the nails. 
Is it at aIr probable, that Thomas would be in
stantaneously converted into the opinion, that 
the person whom he had seen crucified, and 
who, to that moment, he had thought was dead, 
was the supreme God, and had just come to 
life 1 Such a supposition would be in the face 
of all probable evidence. My opinion is, that 
Thomas' words were nothing more than a sud
den exclamation, on seeing such an unexpected 
sight. Many persons will ery out,-My God, 
or My Lord God, on seeing a person killed by 
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accident, or on unexpectedly meeting 1\ friend 
whom they thought was dead. In this case, 
the expression like that of Thomas', would on. 
ly be an expression of wonder and surprise, 
which should not be regarded as direct evi· 
dence te prc.ve any thing. 

The et[pression of Peter to our Savior after 
his resurrection, "Yea, Lord, thou knowest 
all things, thou knowest that 1 love thee," is of
ten brought forward to prove, that Christ is the 
supreme, omniscient God. The disciples on an
other occasion, used a very similar expression. 
" Now we are sure that thou knowest all things, 
and needest not that any man should ask thee; 
by this, we believe that thou comes~ forth from 

-God." Now the force of evidence that Christ 
is the supreme God, is destroyed by the last 
cla'Use of the verse just quoted. If Jesus Christ 
cameforthfrom God, he certainly was not that 
God he came forth from. This fact is as plain 
as a demonstration in Euclid. Besides, the 
very same language which Trinitarians regard 
as evidenco of the supreme Deity of Christ,lthe 
apostle applies to his brethren. " Ye have an 
unction from the Holy One, and ye know all 
things." 1 John ii. 20. It will be observed, 
that the knowledge here attributed to chris
tians, is I'epresented as arising from their UfIC

tion Qr inspiration by the Almighty. Why 
then might not our Savior's knowle~ .rise 
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from the same cause? If the expression on 
the one hand, proves Christ to be the supreme, 
omniscient t:od; on the other hand, an expres-
sion in the words, the same 
John's brethren. In bOlh a 

all things, simply means extensive 
variolls knowledge. Every :lttentive student 
knows, that the word" all" in scripture is ma
ny times used to signify a very great number and 
1,ariety. there are things 
Christ did from his 
words. did not 
w hen the would be. Mark 
xiii. 32. 

Acts xx. 28. "Feed the church of God 
which he hath purchased with his own blood." 
This passage, beyond a in my 
not properly rendered in eommon 
version. Some of the commentators, 
among which are severnl Trinitarians, substi
tute the word Lord in the room of God. This 
alteration is strictly conformable to Griesbach's 
standard text. In translation 
New made-conformable to. 
bach, the stands thus Peed the 

the Lord, which he purchased 
his own blvod." \Vilh this rcnding, the text 
presents no difficulty whatever. And the read
ing of the passage ns it stands in our common 
version, presents as much difiiculty to 
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Trinitarian as it does to \IS. To say the suo 
preme God shed his blood to purchase the 

, church, is awful in the extreme. 



CHAPTER tV. 

SECTION I. 

TJU: TRINITARIAN IIODE OF ARGlll1J:NT Alll8VIlED. 

FC!.r a further investigation of tbe subject, I 
shall now adopt the Trinitarian mode of rea· 
soning, and see what may be accomplished in 
.that way. 

1. That we may have a more perfect view 
of the arguments used to prove Christ the very 
and eternal God, let us see how far the same 
arguments would go towards proving the su
preme deity of Moses. Moses as well as Je
sus, has the titles of Lord and God. Thus said 
Jebovah to Moses: "I have made the a God to 
Pharaoh; and Aaron thy brother shall be thy 
prophet." Exod. vii. I. Wherever such a title 

,is given to Christ in sc)'ipture, Trinitarians af
firm that they prove Christ the supreme God, 
because God will not give his glory to another. 
On the same ground we should say that Moses 
had an independent claim to the dignity of God, 
and that this was acknowledged by anothE't 
person with him in the Godhead. 
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In several instances we find one and another 
of the people of Israel, mal{ing supplication to 
Moses, and giving him the title of Lord. I 
shall mention two instances in which this was 
done by Aaron, his high priest. "Let not the 
anger of my Lord wax hot." Exod. xxxii_ 22. 
" And Aaron said unto )'loses, Alas! my Lord, 
I beseech thee, lay not the sin upon us, where
in we have done foolishly, and wherein we 
have sinned." Num. xii. 11. Now let it be 
asked, who sholild know the character of Mo
ses better than Aaron 1 and why should Aaron 
beseech Moses not to lay the sins of the people 
upon them, if he had not been truly God, ac
cording to the Trinital'ian mode of reasoning? 

The supplications . mad", to Jesufl, and his not 
rebuking those who offered them, have been 
regarded as affording a very weighty argu
ment of his being the very God. Hut we have 
seen that not only ignorant people, but eTen 
Aaron made supplication to Moses, nnd prayed 
to him, " lay not the sin upon us/' Yet" who 
can forgive sins but God only 1" say Trinitari
ans. And why did not Moses rebuke Aaron 1 
According to 'frinitarian argument, MORCS 

might be considered a person in the Godhead, 
or an arrogant impostor. . 

That Christ is the supreme God, is also af
firmed on this ground-the same divine works 
are ascribed 10 the Father and Son. Our be-
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jng positively told in scripture, that God 
did these things "by Jesus Christ," is not ad· 
mitted asan answer to the argument. Let us 
then' see what may be done in favor of Moses. 
'rhe miraculous deliverance of the Israelites 
from their bondage in Egypt, was certainly a 
divine work.; yet this work is repeatedly as· 
cribed both te God and Moses. God ascribes 
it to Moses, and Moses ascribes it to God. "And 
the Lord said unto Moses, Go, get thee down; 
for thy people, which thou broughtest out of the 
land 0/ Egypt, have corrupted themselves~" 
Here the deliverance of Israel is clearly nseri. 
bed to Moses, and the people are considered his 
people. What more could Moses do, in giving 
the honor of this work to God 1 He did it sev· 
eral times, in nearly the same words. I might 
easily show that this work is many times ascri· 
bed to God, and many times to Moses; but it, 
is needless to multiply quotations. Therefore, 
if the Trinitarian mode of argument be good, 
"Moses ought to be considered the God of Is
rael. 

The giving the law at Sinai, is another di. 
vine work. This is often ascribed to God, and 
the Jaw is called the law of God; but it is 
equally true~ that the giving of the Jaw is ascri. 
bed to Moses, and the law is called the law of 
Moses. John says, "the Jaw was given by 
Moses, but grace and truth came by Jesus 
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Ghrist." John i. 17. Our Savior himself ~ives 
this honor to Moses; "For Moses said, Honor 
~hy Father and Mother." Mark vii. to "All 
things must- be fulfilled which Were written in the 
law of Moses." Luke xxiv. 44. "Did not Moses 
give you the law 1" John vii. 19. Thus evi •. 
dent it is, that if the Trinitarian argument be 
good, there is no want of evidence that Moses 
s,hould be considerfld the God of Israel, who 
gave the law at Sinai. . 

The style of Jesus in giving commandments, 
has also been urged as an evidence that he was 
the sup~eme God. "1 say unto you," wa!l the 
style he adopted; but Moses adopted a style 
not less imperative. " 1 command thee," " 1 
command you," was the manner of Moses; and 
this we have repeated nearly forty times in the 
one book of Deuteronomy. 

It is a truth, which I um willing to admit, that 
Moses was careful to let the people know, that 
what he said and did was by God's direction 
and assistance. Rut Jesus was not less r.arefuI 
than Moses, in this particular, yet his testimo. 
ny on this point is so explained as to go for 
nothing in respect to his personal dependence. 
He could say" I can of mine own self do na
thing." "I do nothing of mysel1, but as my 
Father hath taught me I speak these things." 
Yet Trinitarians as confidently say, he was the 
self-sufficient God, and that he wrought miracles 
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and gave commandments" in his own name." 
Why have 1 not as good ground to affirm the 
same in favor of Moses 1 There is, in truth, 

. as much ground for the latter, ae for the for
mer. 

To those who are acquainted with the pres
ent controversy, it is well known that much. 
pains has been taken, to find something in 
Christ's own testimony in favor of the doctrine 
that he was the very God. We will now see If, 
little of what might be done by a writer M 
much disposed to prove that Moses claimed the 
dignity of Jehovah. In the lIth of Deuteron
omy, Moses speaks of God in the third person, 
until he comes to the 13th verse, and then says, 
" And it shall come to pass, if ye shall hearken 
diligently unto my commandments which I com~ 
mand you this day, to love the Lord your Go"~ 
and serve him with all your heart, and with aU 
'your soul, that I will give you the rain qf YOUf 

land in his due season, the first rain and the 
latter rain, that thou mayesl gather ill thy corn, 
nnd thy wil\e, and thine oil. and 1 willsen4 
grass in thy fields." . 

In the same book, chap. xxix. 2-:-6, we read 
thus: "And Moses called unto all IlI(ael, and 
said unto them, Ye have seen all that the Lord 
did before your eyes in the land of Egypt, !lnto 
Pharaoh, - Yet the Lord hath not ~lven 
yoq an heart to parcciO' and eyes to see, and 
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ears to hear, unto this day. And I ha/celed 
1/OU forty years in the wilderness: your clothes 
are Dot waxen old upon you, and thy shoe is not 
waxen old upon thy foot. Ye have not eaten 
bread, neither have ye drunk wine or slrong 
drink; that ye might know that I am the Lord 
your God." • 
. If any passage could be produced from the 
testimony of Jesus, that had haU' the appear
ance of his assuming the dignity of God, that 
these have that Moses assumed such dignity, 
might we not expect to find them quoted in ev
ery attempt to prove that he is the very God 1 
1n that case, would it not be in vain to tell Tri· 
nitarians that Jesus spake as the representative 
of God 1 Would. they not reply, "No! he 
spake in his own name as Jehovah. There is, 
howerer, nothing in the testimony of Jesus, 
which corresponds with the manner of speak
ing here adopted by Moses; nothing which has 
half the appearance of assuming the dignity of 
God. In no instance did his language so much 
as apparently imply, that his works were done, 
that the people might knolD that he was the Lord 
God of Israel. On the contrary, he taugbt 
that his miraclt's were performed, that people 
might believe that God had. sent him. . 

If I were disposed to support the doctrine 
that Moses was cc verg God and verg man," I 
should need only to borrow the Trinitariap mode 
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of reasoning, to accomplish the llurp( .. se as fair
ly as has ever been proved that Jesu s was such 
a being. I should say that Moses was consti
tuted of two whole and di8tin~ na..tures, divine 
and human. That some things WI bl'e spoken of 
and by him as God, and other t'pings as man. 
Should objections be made ·onthe ground of 
his praying to God, his owninr; that God sent 
him, &c. these things, I should say, respected 
him as man. Tha't as a mlln~ he was depeoo
flnt, or that although he WilS God, yet he had 
consented to act in a subordinate office a8 medi
ator. Nor am I aware of 11 single objection, 
but might be answered irl the very manner 
which Trinitarians am.we r objections to their 
system, by saying Christ '~us very God and 
very man. And I may veature to add, that I 
can produce much more from the writings of 
Moses, in which he app"rently assumed the dig
nity of God, than eWJr has been, or ever cnn 
be produced, from thE) testimony of Jesus, in 
favor of the Trinitari"n view of his character. 

Let any candid, judicious Trinitarian set 
down and write an aD.swer to the arguments in 
favor of the proper deity of Moses, lhen apply 
the same reasoning to his own arguments in fa
~or of Christ being the supreme God, and it is 
believed he would renounce both the systems 
as absurd and faWe. 

I shall now, ro\' a moment, assume the Trini-
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tarian ml lde of invention, and in room of their 
two nature scheme, invent one full as sCJ'iptural 
and ration.~. Trinitarians affirm that some 
things are - said of and by Christ as God, and 
some things as man. That this is actually the 
case" they CR.n bring no positive scriptural proof, 
as they ther.1Selves must allow; they state, 
howe1er, that they infer it as a necssury con· 
clusion. And the plain fact is, they cannot 
vindicate their d oetrine without it, therefore ne. 
cessity has driven them t(l this subterfuge. 

Instead of supp-osing that some things are spo
ken of Christ as God, and some things of himas 
man, we will suppose that some things are said of 
him literally, and s()me. things allegorically. With 
this invention I should only have to pursue the 
Trinitarian track to evade every argument they 
could raise. A 11 the scriptures which plainly im
ply a distinction between Christ and his Father, I 
should say were spoketl of him literally, and if 
any should be urged in proof that he was God, I 
should say they were spoken allegorically. In 
this way I could support absurdities with' ease. 

Should anyone tell me that my invention' was 
unscriptural, I should replythatalthough I had 
no positive scriptural proof of it, yet it was a 
necessary conclusion, as I knew no other way 
to interpret certJlin passages of scripture rela
ting to Christ. I must therefo.re conclude that 
some things were literal, and some things alle-
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gorical. Should I be told it was unreasollable, 
f should only reply that it was a!;OL'C rcasOl land 
was a mystery; that although we could not /"Ully 
understund it, yet we must believe it. 'l'his 
would only be supporting my inventions, as 
Trinitarians do theirs, uor am I in reality aWlIre 
that it would be more objectionable. 4t tile 
candid Trinitarian examine his t/l'O natu~'e 
scheme by the side of this one, and I think he 
will, like me, be willing to pronounce them both. 
unseriptural and absiJl'd. 

The sarna moJe of argument adopted br 
Trinitarians, will as clearly support the doc· 
trine of Trans.'J.bstantiution, as the doctrine of: 
the Trinity. Trinitarians urge thut their doc
trine is a mystery, and Papists urge the same of 
theirs. Trinitarians, however, say they do not 
found their doctrine wholly on the argument of 
mystery, and P"pists say the Bame of theirs. 
If we must appeal to the scriptures for testimo
ny in (avor·ofeither doctrine, I ean findfnr 
more in support of Tl"ansubstantiation than of 
Trinity. The Popish doctrine of Transub
stantiation is, that by the cnnsecrating prayer 
of the priest, the brt)ad and wine at the com
munion, a're changed into the renl fl:'sh and 
blood of Christ. In proof of this they quotn 
the words of Christ, who said of the bread) 
i'this is my body';" and of the wino," thi§ is 
my blood." Again," except yo eat Iho flesn 
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of Son of man, and drink his blood, ye have 
no lif e in you." 

It must be that Trinitarians 
can[i,ot bring more pertinent scripture in favor 
of fheir doctrine, than these are of Transub
stautiation. But says the Prutestant Trinitari· 
an" ., it cannot be tfiat literal bread. and wine 
can be changed into the real flesh and blood of 
C hrisl." But says Papist, " is inferred 
from plain scripture." " It is unreasonable and 
a'bsurd," the Trinitarian, " cannot be 
absurd." says the Papist, for it is taught in 
sc:ripture, nnd our reason cannot investigate it, 
Because it is above reason and is mystery." 
"n is a palpable absurdity," says the Trinitari
an Protestant, "and Oil common sense teaches 
us " But hold," says Papist," will 
not answer 10 bring sacred mysteries to the test 
of human reason. We indeed acknowledge, 
that 10 short sighted mortals it may appear ab
surd to suppose that the bread and wine in our 
holy communion, should be the relll flesh and 
blood of Christ, yet Christ has said of the bread 
and wine, "this is Lody," this my 
blood," and yet you not believe that literal 
bread and wine ImlY be changed into the flesh 
and blood Ch rist, ieclluse it is mystery and 
YOIJ cannot comprehend it. On the same ground 
you may the holy doctrine of the Trinity, 
whie;l you profess to believe well us· It 
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is no more difficult to bdieve in the holy doc
trine of Transubstantiation, than it is to believe 
in the doctrine of the Trinity. We only say 
that bread and wiDe are changed into the flesh 
and blood of Christ, by the prayer of conse
cration. You profess to believe that the very 
and eternal God was .made man. That the 
very God was born of the holy Virgin, whom 
we call the mother qf God. That God is three 
distinct persons, and yet bul one being. That 
Christ is very God and very man and yet but one 
person, and Ihat he is the Son of God and yet 
the very God that he is the Son of. These things 
we believe as well as you Protestants, but 
we marvel, that while you believe in the holy 
doctrine of the Trinity, that you cannot also 
believe in the holy doctrine of Transubstantia
tion, for it is no more difficult to believe in tbe 
one, than it is to believe in the other." 

Should a Protestant Trinitarian thus be head
ed by a Papist, 1 am at a loss to know wliat 
defence he could make. The Papist certainly 
has it right when he says he has but one diffi
culty in his doctrine, which is the transforma
tion of the bread and wine, while the Trinita
rian has a numbar in his doctrine, full as ab
surd and mysterious. It really does appear to 
me, that if a Trinitarian would candidly look 
over his argument against the Popish doo&rie 
of Transubstantiation, he would find them 
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equally beattng agatnst the doctrtne oC the 
Trinity. 

Trinitarians boast much that thf.lir system is 
calculated glory to God 
his Son, which I now advocate. 
They can confidence 

the f;lon of 
and of even sapping 

foundation To their comfort, 
however, I hope they remember that" 
ertheless the foundation of God stafldet h sure." 

Respecting the Father and Son, 1 am unable 
to discover 'so great a difference as many pre
tend to, between the Trinitarian and SO\'ininn 
lIystemll. The Socinian believes about as much 
relative to God and Christ, 8S the Trinitarian 
does, though different way. Trinita. 
rians believo God, and a very 
constitute Son. Socinians 
Iieve the same. Trinitarians believe that 
a man suffered cross, and Socinians 
lieve the Trinitarians say that God 
ing united with Jesus, that union 
tified the sacrifice. Socinians say that God by 
the fulne .. s of his Spirit dwelt in the man Jesus, 
and sanctified him, and contend that they have 
1&8 great a sacrifice as Trinitarians rlUve. Now 
the only re,,1 difference I can see in these two 
systellJll thus far, is that the one asserts that 
God aDd beityJ, while t~e 
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er asserts them to be two, yet the one believes 
just d much as,the other upon the whole. The 
sense in which Trinitarians view Christ to be 
God, and worship him as such, is, they say God 
was the divine part of Christ. Though Socin
ians can see no propriety in saying that God 
and man are but olie being, yet they worship 
the· very being which Trinitarians call the di
vine part of Christ_ Who then does not see 
that 80cinians have as much to constitute the 
J!d.ther and Son, as Trinitarians have 1 Socin
ians have one God and a mere man, and Trini
tarians have no more than one God and human 
nature. 

A candid examination of the subject will dis
cover my view to be far more exalted than 
those of either Trinitarians or Socinians. In
stead of believing in one G()(l and human nature 
only, to constitute the true God and Jesus Christ, 
I believe in one God, self-existent and infinite, 
and in the room of human nature, in one holy 
divine Son <if God, far superior to either men 
or angels. Instead of believing that mere hu
man nature suffered on the cross, I affirm that 
this holy Son of God actually died for the sins 
of the world. 

Is it not then plainly'seen, that my views of 
God and Christ, considered together, are far 
more exalted than those of my opponents 1 
When closely. scanned it must be confessed, that 
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'rrinitarians have no more than one God and a 
." real man," to constitute the God and Christ 
which they believe in; while I acknowledge 
one God, and a Son far superior to men or an
gels, and consequently have a sucrifice far more 
dignified than theirs. Why then am ~ thus re
proached 1 Why charged with stripping the Son 
of God. of his glory 1 Mr. Harmon considers 
that I have" debased the Son of God from his 
lruo dignity." Let him carefully examine his 
own system by the side of the one which I ad
vocate, and see which believes in the most. 
Let him frankly confess who it is that believes 
in ol1e God and human nature only, for a Father 
and Son. Let him acknowledge that Trinita
rians believe in no more than a human sacri
fice. 
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SECTION n. 
ADDITIONAL RE~ARltS ON IIR. LUCKEY'S PUBLIC.A.TIOIf. 

1 have already noticed a considerable con
tained in Mr. Luckey's book, but on account of 
paying a more strict attention to Mr. Harmon, 
who had written particularly in reply to my for
mer work, much more remains to be noticed 
relative to Mr. L's perfol·manees. However, 
room ot present will nol permit me to notice 
Mr. L. as extensively as I could'wish; yet I 
determine to examine some of the lea.diog fea
tures of his work, believing it to be my duty to 
clear the connection in which I stand, of some 
of his hard censorious charges.-

Mr. L. appears to please himself by repre
senting all heresies relative to the point now in 
debate, as being particularly raised in order to 
overthrow the doctrine of the Trinity. He in
timates that the Cerintldans, Gnostics, and 
Ebionites, raised their heresies particularly 
against the doctrine of the Trinity, as taught 
at that day. Such statements, 1 think, reflect 
either against the honesty or understanding of 
Mr. L. when he ought to have known that the 
doctrine that God is three persons, was not 
taught in the days of those heresies. 'fhat the 
errors of the Daceta, and Ebionites, were her-
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esies of apostolic times, he need not tnform 
those who have paid a 'proper ..uttcntion to 
church history; but does this prove that the 
doctrine of the Trinity was known in apostolic 
times 1 That the apostles opposed those here. 
sies, is admitted, but we have no account that 
they taught the doctrine of the Trinity in do
ing it. 

Mr. L. continues: "The writings of the 
apostles give clear evidence, that this opposi
tion to the doctrine of the Trinity existed in 
their time." p. 22. This is an unqualified as
sertion. When have the apostles stated that 
they had to encounter opposition to the doctrine 
of the Trinity, any mora than to the doctrines 
of Transubstantiation, Purgatory, or Penance, 
when none or lhase doctrines were known at 
that time 1 The doctrines of Purgatory and 
Penance, were brought into the church by Pia
tonists, as early as the second cent.ury; which 
entitles them to as much credit from antiquity 
as Trinity, for they are undoubtedly ai old doc
trines. 

Again he observes; "I have rese¥ved it for 
another place, to enquire after the apostles' 
faith concerning the Trinity."p. 24. And that 
place is perhaps not contained in his book, for 
he has presented us with no quotations from 
the apostlea concerning any such faith.; and 
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It how could they believe in that of'which they 
had not heard 1" , 

Speaking of Messrs. Smith and Plummer, he 
says-co When these polemical gentleman, or 
any of the people at whose head they appear, 
are presented with the plain declarations of the 
word of God, in favorofthe deily of Jesuli Christ, 
they will meet them with such queries as these, 
"how can a Son be as old as his Father1" or "if 
begotten, there was n time when he was not be. 
gotten, and a period when he was begotten," 
&c. A nd all the arguments' that Can be 
brought from scripture, or elsewhere, are by 
them over ruled by this single question about 
the relation between Father and Son." p. 33. 
As the whole connection are classed together, 
in this remark, I reply: such declarations from 
the word of God, as Mr. L. speaks of, cannot 
be produced. Christ is no where in scripture 
represented in any other light than as the begot· 
ten Son of God, while .the supreme God is de· 
clared to be the Father of Christ. Where then 
is the impropriety of that mode of reasoning 
which Mr. L. condemns 1 Does he condemn 
it because it so plainly exposes the absurdity of 
his system 1 

Again says Mr, L. : "To what can all these 
queries amount, while the word of God proves 
that Jesus Christ is the Son of God, and that 
the Son of God, is very and elel'nal God,1-
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Thus it is expressed in our articles of iaith
And in this point of light we should contend 
for it-We receive Christ as our Savior-We 
adore him as our proper object of worship
We find ourselves authorized to ascribe to him 
all the perfections of the Deity. We rejoice 
that for us, he was manifest in the flesh-We 
believe in him as a mediator and trust in tbe 
mel'its of his death, lor our salvation." p. 40.. 

In my opinion this is laying rather a heavy 
tux on the scripture~, to assert that they prove 
that Jesus Christ is both the Son of God, and 
the very and eternal God ; that is, the Son of 
himself and the Father of himself. I should 
not think I honored revelation very highly, to 
attribute to it such palpable absurdities; and 1 
may venture to suy, that from reading the sa
cred oracles, I have not so learned Christ. 

"This is expressed in our articles of faith, 
and in this poiDt of light we should contend for 
it," says Mr. L. Its being thus expressed in 
the Methodist discipline, makes it no better for 
me. In that same discipline it il stated in sub
stance, that the very and eternal God was made 
man! ODe of the most glaring absurdities ever 
proposed for human belief. 

In what sense Mr. L. believes in the very 
and eternal God as a mediator, is left for him 
to explain. Who does the very and eternal _ 
God mediate between 1 'We read of a media-
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tor ~eiwee1l tiod and men; and if Christ be the 
very God, it is between him and men that a me
diator is needed. I am at a serious loss to 
know, who Mr. L. has left for a mediator. Let 
him beware of denying tho mediator, lest he 
"deny the Lord that bought him." 

Mr. L. continues, "what is it to us in what 
sense the Holy Ghost styles him Son 1 If it 
has not revealed to us that he is an eternal Son, 
it has revealed to us that the Son of God is 
eternal. 'If it has not told us that the term Son 
is used only in relation to his human nature, it 
has told us that the Son in the sacred Trinity 
sustain;g a dignity equal to that of the Father." 

Such metaphysical reasoning may suit such 
as are in the habit of making great use of the 
. word mystery, but to plain people, I think it not 
very instructing. If we know not in what 
sense the Holy Ghost styles Christ Son, the 
scriptur~s on that 'point are no revelation to us. 
The meaning of the term Son, is familiar to the 
weakest capacity, and if we must ·be at a los8 
to know what it means in one part of the Bible, 
why may we not be at a loss to know what it 
means in every part 1 If we know not what is 
meant by familiar terms in scripture, how are 
we to understr..ud them 1 Our minds can cer
tainly form no conception of a hypothesis, that 
a father and son are the sam'e individual being. 

To tell of an eternal Son, is a gross I!obsurdi-
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ty; yet Mr. L. thinks this sufficiently revealed 
in scripture but where he has told us. lIe 

that Bible told UII, that" Son 
in the sacred Trinity, sustains a dignity equal 
to that of the Father." And I am at a loss to 
know what will lay to charge the 
Bible. Bible told nothing about 

sacred 'l'rinity," or a" in the sacred 
Trinity." Mr. L. remarks in his preface, that 
he ha'l written more particularly for the in-
struction common people; does 
pose common people have never ruad their 
bles 1 This is making rather large allowances 
for the credulity of his readers. 

Again Mr. L. The why have 
enlarged mnch this subject, is all 
the opposers of the doctrine of the Trinity, 
have dwelt particularly upon the point to which 
Arius so striclly adhered, in his cfiorts to 

heresv, which I think tends darken coun-
sel rather than any thing else, and in my opin
ion all who wish to come at the truth, ought 
strictly to avoid it." 41. 

As to manner which spread his 
heresy, Or particular point dwelt upon in 
doing it, is not what I am now concerned in, as 
I am not an Arian: but my object is the point 

debate. Is Christ Ihe Son of God, and the 
that is the of1 this 

darken counsel? If it does; it must be such co",,' 
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861 as Trinitarians give. This is one of the 
important questions now pending, and if Mr. L. 
·had known his business, he ought to have given 
a satisfactory answer to it. But instead of do· 
ing this, he states that it is darkening counsel, 
aod in his opinion, all who wish to come at 
the truth, ought strictly to avoid it. But why 
o:eoid it? Is it not n scriptural fact, that Christ 
is the Son of God? And who can form auy 
concGption of a. Son being his own Fatker, or a 
Father being Son to himself? The only reason 
why Trinitarians wish to avoid it, is beCause it 
is a barrier in their way, which they cannot ea
sily surmount. 

"The Bible can speak but one language, 
(says Mr. L.) Rnd if it speak in favor of the 
deity of Christ, it cun no where speak against 
it." p. 95. This is a true remark; but the Bi
ble no whe~ mentions the deity of Christ. 
Mr. L. of courHe will be willing to allow me 
the same privilege; that is to say, if the Bible 
asserts that Christ is the Son of God, it does 
not contradict it. But cnn he say his system 
does not 1 

Mr. J... occupies a number of pages in com
menting upon the word God, and acknowl
edges it is given to different characters in the 
scriptures besides the supreme Jehovah. He 
then .,ery unfeelingly calul,Dniates ,us for ma
king the same lise or it, that the scriptures. do. 

G2 
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He remarks, there ,be no reason for them 
to use the word God as they but to subserve 
their interest, and decei ve the unwary. A nd to 
contend, because creatures C!alled Gods 
the way above described, that Jesus Christ may 
be, in the way he is, though he be not equal 
with is shrewdly conceal all dis. 
tinction with and his creatures; and is 
cuIated to lead people direCtly from the knowl. 
edge of the true God, into the deepest recess of 
idolatry!' p. 

I am persuaded that this remark will bear 
equally as much against the scriptures as against 
me, if it may admitled that it possesses 
weight in argument. is certain a num
ber of different characters have the title of God 
given them in as unequivocally as 
Son God is shrewdly conceal. 
ing all distinction between God and his crea· 
tures, Bible for which I do 
believe the case. remark does not 
fleet much honor to a man who ,profe!'ses so 
much regard for the scriptures as Mr. L. does. 

Instead of saying there is distinction 
tween God and his creatures, I assert that there 
is a very obvious distinction. That although 
creatures may receive the appellation of God, 
yet it in very subordinate sense; yea, al. 
though even the Son himself receives this 
t~.tle, th.e Cod Father of our Lord 
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Jesus Christ is to bear it in a superlative sense. 
But this, says Mr. L. is calculated !o lead 

people directly from the- knowledge of the true 
God,' into the deepest recess of idolatry. It 
w{)uld appear as though he had set up his own 
judgment as a criterion by which to determine 
what is and what is not idolatry. Which' is 'the 
safest rule for us to determine by, what is or 
what is not idolatry, the doctrine of the Trinity 
or the Bible 1 

Again Mr. L. observes, " There is something 
unaccountable in the manner the Smithites dis
pose' of the word God, with.the distinguishing 
epithets of "the mighty God," " the only wise 
GoJ," &e. when applied to Christ. They rea
dily say all these ~itles arc. applied to him, but 
they gravely inquire, where is he called the 
self-existent God 1" p. 115. Respecting the 
manl!er in which the Smit4ites dispose of the 
word God, I have nothing to do, neither have' 
my brethren, for we are not Smitkites. Mr. L. 
must therefore settle his difficulties with the 
Smithites, if he knows who they are. '1 am, 
however, unwilling to admit, that the epithet of 
"only wise God," should be applied to Jesus 
Christ, because the Bible does not apply it to 
him. Respecting the term" the mighty God," 
I shall refer the reader to my remarks 011 lsa. 
ix. 6, in another part of this work. 

On page 129, Mr. L. has given us acommtlnt 
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on Jude, 4th verse, "Denying the only Lord 
God, and our Lord Jesus Christ." lIe insists 

. that the Lord Jesus Christ, means the same as 
the only Lord God, mentioned in the text, and 
says the text may be thus transposed: "Deny
ing the only Lord God, even ou·r Lord Jesus 

• Christ," or "denying our Lord Jesus Christ, 
who is the. only Lord (}Qd." It is one thing 
for Mr. L. to make such commenls on scrip
ture, and another thing to make people believe 
them. To me this appears like wresting scrip
tUre. Jude mentions an only Lbrd God, and 
besides him a Lord Jesus Christ. But do Tri
nitarians tea~h this 1 

After occupying a number of pagos in prov
ing that such mysteries exist as no person dis
putes, he asks the following ql1estions-: "Now 
how is it possible for them to support their cause? 
How dO'they certainly know that Christ can
not be very God and ve.ry man 1 Or that the 
doctrine of the Trinity cannot be true 1 While 
they admit of mystery, they connot, and of 
course, cannot support their cause." p. 163. 

What Mr. L. means by saying Christ is very 
God and very man, is, that he possesses two 
tDhole and distinct natures; and by the doctrine 
of the Trinity,. that God is th ree persons. We 
will now suppose that it is asserted, that Christ 
is composed of four distinct natures, and that 
Ood is nine persons. The Bible docs not ex-
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pressly say that Christ does not possess four 
natures, 01' that God is not nine persons; and 
how will Mr. L. prove it is not so, on his prin-
ciple of 7 If should pretend 
reason Inight 

you admit there are and this 
of them, now how is it possible you to sup-
por~ YOlll' cause." 1 do not say mysteries do 
not exist, but the above remarks are intended 

show absurd use makes 
term mystery argument, 

Again Mr. L.-" certain 
apostle by our 'Lord Jesus Christ the 
same as the Loru God, or inspil'Ution has erred 
in applying these titles to him, and is calculated 
to support idolatry ruther than suppress it." 

Christ called and God in 
ture, provo to be only Lord 
we may prol'o l\Ioses and the 
the'same rule; for Moses had tht! titles of 
and God. given·to him. But Mr. L. insists, if 
Jesus Christ be not the only Lord God, inspi-
ration has and is ca!culated to 
idolatry! not cerlailll\fr. L. 
tormined condemn the if it will 
support his mys!eriou> docl rine 7 How 
Mr. L, knolv what idolatry is, if the Bible diu 
110t inform him 1 The issue then lies between 
him and the Dible, wholly upon the supposition 
that the of the Trinity must be 

Coogle .... 
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there no possibility for him be mistaken 
It really appears to me that he does not depend 
upon the Bible for information upon this point, 

he would no! say the scriptures are source 
of idolatry, even _if they do not teach the doc
trine of the Trinity_ 

Preposterous us'sueh statements may nppenf, 
Mr. L. has gone yet farther. After repeating 
it over and over again, that his doctrine is true 

the Bible is false, a sourc~ of idolatry, 
adds, "If Christ not and proper 

object of worship, tbcn the conclusion, tbat he 
was an l:mpostol", is a one," 245. In page 
246 he slates, "if Jesus Christ not God he 
un impostor, and the Jews did un act incumbent 
on them to crucify him, as a transgressor of the 
laws of God j" and in page :J57 assert" Christ 
to be the supreme God, or Mahomedanism is an 
important reformation to ch ri:.>tianity. 

How slich remarks msy to rend-
ers I know not; but me arc shocking. 
What! is a professed minister to set up his sys-
tem of faith a not only to judge the 
sCI-iptures by, also arraign the c!u~rac1er 
of the divine Son of God to! To virtually say, 
"if my doctrine ill not true, thou art base im. 
l)ostor! The doctrine the Trinity mllst and 
shall stund, or I shall say Mnhomedanism is an 
essential reformation to christianity." Is this 
the language Trinitarianism ,. 0 my sou}, 
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come not thou into their secret; unto their u
sembiy. mine honor, be not thou united-cursed 
be their anger for it was fierce, and their wrath 
for it was cruel. I will divide them in Jacob, 
I will scatter them in Israel." Gen. xlix. 6, 7. 

Mr. L. very freq\lently accuses those who 
dissent from him, of having little or no regard 
for the scriptures; but what for a picture has h. 
drawn of himself? That he would rather throw 
away his Bible and become a deist, than give up 
his mysterious doctrine. He even tails us that he 
sees no place for him between being a Trinita
rian or a deist. Are w.e not then entitled to the 
conclusion, that he considers there is but one 
step between his syst~m and deism 1 That they 
are so nearly allied that all other systems are 
farther off than his? I do not say this is ac
tually the case, but I think his statement looks 
like it. 

Mr. L. insists that all our arguments are 
founded upon the supposition, that the doctrine 
of the 'rrinity is not true; and appears to rep
resent that people would so naturally believe 
that doctrine from reading the scriptures, that 
they would scarcely ever have thought of any 
other,in the room of it. Might I not with equal 
propriety assert that all Mr. L's arguments are 
founded upon the supposition that the doctrine 
of the divine unity is not true? A very mod
est remark indeed for Mr. L. to make .. 
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So incorrect is the statement that all our ar
guments are founded upon the .upposition that 
the doctrine of the Trinity is not true, that we 
found our arguments upon scripture testimony, 
OUt enemies themselves being judges, for they 
Ilcknowledge that we bring much scripture to 
our support. How many there are who had 
been conversant with their Bibles for many 
years, who never thought of such an idea as 
that God is three persons! and when they first 
came to hear a controversy upon the subject. 
~ave been astonished at if. Many hav.e said. 
"why, 1 never had such a thought enter my 
mind, that Christ is tho very-God that the Bi
ble says he is the Son of. I never had any 
other view of God and Christ, than as a Father 
and Son." Marly old and pious christians have 
made remarks like these .. while they have maD
ifested an astonishment that people should coo
tend upon a point so plain! Thege indeed were 
my impressions from a child. 

Again, Mr. L. would make people believe 
that those who reject the doctrine of the Trini
ty, have no system 0/ faith in the room of it. 
Po 64. But does Mr. L. suppose he can make 
people of common sense believe this assertion t 
that before a person can be made to believe in 
Trinity, he has no syst£m W faith! \Vbile I con
tend for the divine Unity of God, have I not an 
equal right to say that none but such as belie\'e 
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as I GO, lJa,·e a system qf faith? 'rhe Trinita
rian system of faith in substance is, that God 
is three persons, and yet but one being; and that 
Jesus Christ is two beings, and yet but one per
son! Can there be no system of faith without 
believing this 1 Suppose we conscientiously be
lieve that God is but one instead of three; that 
is,that he is one person only; that Jesus Ghrist 
it. properly" God's own Son," and that the Ho
ly Ghost is a divine emanation from God ; should 
we not have as really a system of faith, rela
tive to this subject, as Trinitarians have 1 
These things we contend for as conscientiously 
as Trinitu.rians do tor their theory, though it is 
to be hoped in not so censorious and uncharita
ble a manner. 

Mr. L. may probably contend that all Uni. 
tarians do not think alike.· This I.readily ac
knowledge. neither do all Trinitarians. 1 have 
now before me about twenty different views, 
published by Trinitarians, relative to their doc
tl"ine, which [ am prepared to exhibit when 
called· for. Can Mr. L. tell of twenty differ
ent views relative to this subject, among pro
fessed christians who do not believe in tho doc
trine of the Trinity? It is a fact, which I am 
prepared to .prove, that Trinitarians dif~'er very 
much jn their views. Yet aU these thmgs are 
overlooked by them, jf tthey are only wiI-
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ling to bear the Trinitarian name, and fight 
well for their cau!le. 

SECTION ilL 
, . 

REMARKS 011 lilt. LUCKEY 8 BOOK, COIiTIlWED. 

Dismissing Mr. L. for the present upon the 
'rrinity, I shall now turn my attention to some 
of his censorious remarks particularly aimed at 
the people with whom I stand connected. A~ 
he has taken the liberty to stigmatize and reo 
proach, as well as to warn people to beware of 
us, it shall be my business to show that his cen. 
sures are unfounded, as well as unfeeling. 

The first thing which I shall notice, in llis ef. 
fort to fix on us certain names which we have 
neTer assumed. Such as Ohrist.ians, pronoun· 
ced by giving the i in the first syllable a long 
sound, and Smithitell. He says," If I have 
been rightly info·rmed. they adopted the Ilame 
of Christians, with pretensions that the adop· 
tion of every other name was a species of idol. 
atry, and that they alone were what this name 
imports; to whom all others must come to con. 
Itjtute a mille~nial church." p. 76. This state· 
ment is ('!orrect only in part. The first in the 
connection adopted the name of Christians, it 
il true, considering n the most proper name to 
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distinguish the disciples of Christ from the 
tOOTld. Also that this name, if properly revi
ved, was calculated to bury all party names, 
nnd thus far promote a union in the christian 
world, so much to be desired. 1'0 this princi
ple, we, as a oonne6tion, still aohere. We think 
uns.criptura! party names, injurious tothe peace 
of the church, calculated to foster pride, and 
covet popularity. At least they are of no ben
efit to the church, and must one day be laid 
aside. • 

Weare perfectly free to adopt and address 
each other, by any name or title, which Cbrist 
has given to his disciples, as recorded in the 
scripturcs:or themselves have assumed; wheth
er it be Chrilltians, friends, brethren, 8aints, or 
disciple8. But we reject all unscriptural names, 
considering that we have no more right to ex
change the. name or titles, which our divine 
Master has given us, than a child has to ex
change the name given him by his parents, for 
another. 

But Mr. L's assertion that we assumed the 
name of Chriatiam, considering that we alone 
are what this name imiJorts, is an unjust charge. 
This would suppose that 'we disfellowship all 
other professing christians, which is not the 
case. We fellowship all as christians, whom . 
we c.nn gain an evidellce have the jeZ/rJfMhip ~f . 
tbe Father. and Scm. We bE!lieve all God 8 
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children are one, and we profess a union witb 
all such, and if a want of union still exist, we 
resolve it sball be on their part, and not.oo 
Ours. far from being indiffer· 
ent in person believes, 
do not certain controverted 
among to be made the 
fellowship,. or the love of 
in the soul, can constitute it. 
do not set ourselves up as infallible, and there
fore dare not judge a brother for whom Christ 
has died. We are willing to live and let live, 
to think and let think. We esteem the right of 
private judgment a privilege too .dear to be de
prived of; then why should we wish to usurp 
that from others, which we esteem so precious 
ourselves. withhold the hand 
fellowship brothel', whoever 
be, nor virlually aland by, I am more 
ly than thou. believe where true 
reigns in the union of soul 
enjoyed and even where a great 
ference of sentiment exists •. 

"Then why should drcumstaDtials mar 
That union so divine 1 

OI'Colltl'ocersials ever bnr. 
Thoso whom they cannot join 1 

" No forms, or teDets can unite, 
Or bring one soul to heaven; 

'fhen fol' them let no Christian fight, 
Where (lod all forgiven." 
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Mr. L. continues, " But it was cbanged from 
Christians to Christ.ians, in conformity to their 
characteristic vociferation against human inven. 
tion." But who made the change 1 Mr. L. 
ought to have told us. The mode of pronunci. 
ation is a boil barity of language, and the name 
one which we do not assume. Our opposers 
ha~e endeavored to palm it upon liS, for which 
we do not thank them. 

Mr. L's effort to fix on us the appellation of 
Smithites, is equally disgusting. If he ha~ pos
sessed good manners enough to treat us with 
common place civility, we might supposed be 
would have despised the low habit of giving 
nicknames, and have given us the name which 
we assume. How would AIr. L. l'elish the 
statement should I pronounce him a papist? It 
is certain that all papists are Trinitarians. We 
call ourselves Christians, in conformity to scrip
ture, and we wish thus to be considered, as fal 
as we live like such; and I hope that our oppo
sers in future, ill respect to this request, will at 
least show themselves possessed of good breed
ing. Why should others envy us this name 1 
We do not assume it as ours exclusively. We 
shall rejoice. when all the followers of Christ, 
shall be willing to lay aside their unscriptural 
names, and share this in union with us. 

Mr. L. represents that our assuming this 
name, begets in him a suspicion that it is for an 
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. improper use. To this I reply, if assuming the 
best and most proper name we could find in the 
scriptures, must su~iect us to such suspicion, J 
would ask what we should do to escape it 1 
Ought we to assume an unscriptural name, in 
order to escape censure? What! has it come 
to this, that Christians are to be susp~cted the 
most, who conform the nearest to scripture! 
And must we abandon the scriptures to escape 
the censure of those who profess christinnity ! 
Christians, look at this! 0 shame, where is 
thy blush!. . 

In respect to what we believe, Mr. L. ob
serves: "If it be asked, as it frefJ.uently has 
been, what this sect believe in, I am ouliged to 
say I cannottell. But when it is recollected that 
they are not only destitute of any established 
system qf faith, but make it a virtue, if not a 
prineipalpart of their religious duty, to decry 
them witb clamorous vehemence, it ·will not be 
thought r.trange that this queslion cannot be an
swered." p. 77. 

But would Mr. L. assert that the Bible is not 
an established sY$tem of faith? or does he sup
pose \\·e are destitute of the Bible 1 If Mr. L. 
prefers any thing t.() the Bible for a system of 
faith, I only hav~ to regret that he does not re
spect his Bible more. What rule can we have 
ltUperior to the scriptures? 

Is it not astonishing that those who adhere 
D,g"i"dbyGoogle 
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801ely to the scriptures for their religious belief, 
are pronounced destitute of any established sys. 
tern of faith 1 We know that infidels do not reo 
.ceive the Bible as a rule for their belief, but do 
Christians reject it as Ii. system of faith 1 Had 
Mr. L. said that we reject all systems of faith 
but the Bible, and make this our only written 
rule of faith and practice, he would have told 
the truth. • 

Mr. L. says he cannot tell what we believe 
in; but darkness is not farther from light, than 
this statement is from one found on the very 
next page, where, ia respect to our belief, he 
remarks. "nut in relation to this we shall !Jer· 
ceive in the sequel, that their writings afford us 
an ample source· of information concerning 
their view~, with which to acquaint the public 
I took much pains when I first entered upon this 
work"; but as their notions have become more 
notorious, "'0 be less definite will suffice." 

Notwithstanding Mr. L's pretended ignor
ance of our views, he has, in the course of his 
work pretended to investigate our very leading 
sentiments. I do not say he has been correct 
in his representations, but for him first to state 
that he cannot tell what we believe, and then 
undertake to expose our !lelief to view, is calcu. 
la~ed to sink his candor and veracity into very 
Jaw repute. 

Mr. I~. not only intimates that he does not 
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know what we believe, bllt that we conceal our 
sentiments only when we see fit to divulge them. 
He says, he sl.ales this with the utmost confi. 
dence, from an acquaintance with our practice 
in this respect. The object of Mr. L. in such 
representations is very obvious, but the correct. 
1Iess of them remains in question. Indeed, a3 
far as my acquaintance has extended with the 
connection, I know him to be incorrect. It has 
very frequently been my practice, on visiting 
strange places, to deliver one sermQn embracing 
my general belief; and this I know to be the 
practice of a number of my brethren in the 
ministry. At any proper ,time for conv.ersation 
upon the subject, rever have. and still do pledge 
my honor, to freely 'giv~ my belief on any 
point in theology; and 1 hope this remark may 
influence people to usc a freedom in conversa
tion with my brethren in the ministry, and 
thereby prove either the truth or fal"lity of Mr. 
L's statement. 

Mr. L. further nsserts, that there is not a uni
furmity of sentiment existing among us. That 
we do 'not all think alike respect, 
I freely admit. And what sect there 
in which all its mem bel'S think exactlv alike in 
every thing 1 Can he even say the Methodists 
themselves do From my acquaintance with 
the Methodists, which has been considerable, I 
know that difference of opinion does exist 
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.' among them, notwithstanding their articles of faith. 
Mr. L. well knows thllt Mr. John Wesley asserted bis 
belief in the resurrection of the brutal creation to a 
statc of eternal felicity, which sentiment I do Dot 
think all the Methodists believe. Some of the prea
chers in that Bect have· advocated the belief that the 
soul and body die logether, and remain in state of 
insensibility till the resurrection ; which sentiment 
I'll'. L. condemns, Some of their preachers contend 
f(lr the tt~raal Sonship of Chri~t, while others contend 
that it only commenced with his birth of the mrgin. 
Some advocate sprinJdi:ng for baptism, while others 
wbolll{ disbelieve that mode. Some contend for 
their Episcopal mode of church government, while 
others believe it to be not only 'unscriptural, but tyr
annieal. '£l1cge are few of the differences ef SSII

timent which do exist among the Methodists, ond 
whi!'h Mr. L. cannot deny. Why then doe!! he con
dcmn othels for the very thin.g which he allows him
self? rhe plain truth is; w~ contend that a christian 
union doea not spring from n strict in be-
liif in every point, but from holiness heart, which 
constitutes a union with God, and oug'hI to constitute 
a union with another. It is evident that the I'l?a· 
F.lon why MI'. L. raises this clamor, is because we re
ject human C1'eeds, platjorm.s, artialfJs, Bud IlOfI/MftoR8 
qf fiIJltlt, useless lDventions of men, believing the 
scriptures to be a sufficient Mile for f .. ith and practit'e. 

Relative to article!! of faith, 1\1r. L. remark!l
"Whethcr having artides of faith reduced to writing, 
be denying the people the right of priVllte judgment, 
and binding their consciences not, a DUltter we 
arc willing to submitto a candid public." 

"If I have right understnndin~ of tbe subject, 
(continues Mr. L.) two tbin~s are necessary to con
stitute the offence of binding men's consciences and 
denying them the right of privatc judgment. :rhe 
fir",t I!'! to Rdopt nrticlcs of faith, Rud the seco~d IS to 
(lompl11 them to I!ubscrih" ilillm.~eccH"'L~ litIS Ill ... t, ... 



which Is lndlspenably necessary io eon"tilnte the of
Jenee, is notrel;ogllized in tbe<:bnrge, it is altogether 
futile." p. 85, 8(;. 

'fbi ... isn very plausible representation of bis cnuse, 
it must be confessed i but 1 am prepnred to sllOW it to 
be an incorrect one. It is not strictly ncc{'ssnry to 
('ompel people snbscribe'lnen-maue .utides, in or
der for them to hind their conseicn~es; ns they may 
opernle to that etIied ufter they hnve eons('ientiousiy 
subscribed them. Nine cuses in ten, COllYerts, when 
tbey first profess reliGion, hllve But su f1<e rnn tnred 
controverted sentiments in religioo, IIS·to adopt a con
scientious view of them. Even if thev have done 
this, their bounds nre now set as suon as Ihey have 
set tbeir !lames to the men-mude "ode. It is' virtually 
said, ,. tkus JM shall thou go and '10 flulher." ''''ho 
-then does not see, that theil' belief is restrietetI to 
w.hat is expressed in the art;£·)Ps 10 whi"h they have' 
subst'ribt'd 1 If their minds should dllu)!(e, to what 
they mil~ht conscientiuus!y ""nsi,lt'l' n m~)I"e I'erfi'ct 
knowledge of the trllth, they nrc liable.to be dena 
with lor h(we~y, allli eXc\ll!led C.'om dllll'eh commun
ion, and thns be l'XpOSCJ to denuneblioll" nntI dis
grace. An,1 there is no dOIlLt in my lIlin.!, bllt tbat 
UlallY thl'ough/GILl', have 1I1l1~ slmi>wi their minds to 
constantly COIl,cnt to whnt tl",y would gladly have 
had ot he rw isc. 

Tbere have ll1lmber of ill!Stann's, to my 
knowledge, among dillerclll uenom;nation", ill which 
eonilcicntiolll'l cbrlstinns have. had to expose them
sch-es to be dealt with fill' heresy, lind have an ex-

· comlnunicaf.lon put upon them, OJ' gr'o:1ll nuder are .. 
steicUoll of privilege. on tht, veey Rubject of ,1ellIIte 

,in this·wor:t. Some h",-e huldlypreicrred the former 
· while sPllle have timidlv "lIbmiUcd tIu; laUe I'. ' 

Im<tnnt'CS hnye been, -whe)'e n vole has b,'en taken 
· in l\fctho,lisl c1assc_, tllU~ all who helieved that Jesus 
,Christ is I:"" (iod,. wOllld manifest it by rililing 
up. A pm t /lnd ,"omctllncs the g,'entest part kt'pt 
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their seats; in consequence of which their name. 
were dashed from the class paper, by the pl'P.al.'her 
pl't.'sent. Frequently the most pious and spiritual 
have been among the number tbus thnlstollt. The,. 
',:,cl'e then denounl.'ed as heretics, by those with 
whom they had stood in fellowship; and why 1 be
cause they were honest people, and would not deny 
what they I.'onscientiously believed. Should this state
ment bc questioned, I am prepared to inform the pub
lic where such OCI.'UI·rences ha\'8 transpired. 

I have already noticed in another pert ofthis work, 
a cirl.'umstanl.'c rl.'l.'orded h~thc Methodist minntes, 
that a preRl.'her was expellcd theil' oonn("l.'tion, for re
jectins;- the second article of their discipline." A lIum
bel' of others have shared a similar fntc in this part of' 
the country. Several preachers in that connection, 
who had become convinced tbnt the doctrine of the 
'1'l"inity is unsI.'IOiph!rnl, frecly nclmowledged their 
chnage, nml.requestcd a dismission fioom the Metho
didt ~onnection, but it wos not gl·antl.'d them. They 
\Ver(l prononnced heretical, though no other ol.'l.'usa
tion was bronght, thnn that they rejel.'ted thl.' doc
hoine of the Trinity and Episcopacy, 01' the arbitrary 
powel' of the ~f{'tltodi8t. bishop". Nut being permit
ted peaceably to withdraw, they rcqlle"ted that they 
might be tried by tlte scriptures, and thus have the 
mennS of \'indicating themsehoes; bllt this was not 
granted. '1'hey wcre a.raigneil by the lHethodist dis
cipline as olii-ndprs,; stretched on this iron bMlsteo.d, 
they were found too long nnd were cut off. '1'bese 
things moe well known in this section of country. 

It is not by wnyof retaliation on Mr. L. for his un
. fecling dednmntiol1s ngllinst uS', thnt I make these 
statements; for it is ono plensul'c to me to dwell 00 

cburch difIicultics, but it is in my own defence I am 
constrained to do it. lIe del.'hiilns ngniostus because 

- * Jo!eI>h Sa.mpson, of the Phila.delphia confereace. Sec 
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we nrc unwilling to ,liave any other creed than thc 
scriptureB, and insists thnt all should ndopt other ar
ticles of faith_ We insist that tht'. sCl'iptu.·u do not 
wnrrant us to do it; and contend thnt the role already 
given is pClfcct, without an ndditionnl one. If it is 
not binding conscience for a man to profess, nnd even 
have to prench what he does not believe, or otherwise 
be expelled. and be denominnted n keratic, I know 1I0t 

what can do it. 
. Thc more I cxamine men-made creeds, the more I 

see tbe impropriety of them. After they have said 
all, they generally' insiSt upon the following: "thot 
the scriptUI'CS nre the only, and StljJicient rule of faith 
and practice." Why th<:,n ndd to them? Is not nn 
only and S1Ijju:r.ent mk already complete without addi
tions? In the fifth article: of thc Methodist diseipline 
I find tbe following judicious sentiment t'nforeed: 
" The holy scriptures contain all tbinb'S necessary to 
salvation: so that whatever is not read tI.erein, nor mny 
be proved thereby, i!! not to be required of any mnn, 
tbat it should be believed as an article of fnitb, or be 
thought ~quisitt' or necessary to salvation. •• Amon!; 
the general n.les of the Methodist societies, it isthuB 
stated: "'rltesc nre tbe general rules of our socie
ties: nil whicb We are taught of God to observe, even 
in his tmitten'IDord, which is the ~ ",16, and the S'If/

.ficient rule botb of our faith and pTactUe." I might ea
sily multiply similar qnotations, but I forbear to CD
large. But how inconsistent the pl'actil:'e, to incul
cate the principle that the s('riptures are "the only 
rule, and the sujJU;ient rule," and then strenuously urge 
an additional ruk 1 When. will people be cODsistent. 
with their profession 1 
. Werc. it my whole business to vindicate our pmc

tll;C of adoptmg the scriptures as our only rule of 
ta.th and practice, in doing it I should adopt the very 
I~n~.aife whi('h I have quoted from the Methodist 
,h8('1pl.tne: that the scripturcs nre .. thl:' onbl rule and 
th" .·~'.!fi.'""nt TIII_. both of our fIlJt\t.,;t@bngl€tice." I 
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Mnsldep that Christ has not left bis ohul't'h without 8 

la",to govern h, but has given one which James cails 
•• the perfect laIC Q/ libcrbj." If thc go"pel dispensD
tion afiuru a perfect laID, all other laws to govern the 
ehurch are superlluou". Whntever is perfect, needSllO 
oddition to' remler it so; eonsequently tiLe perff,ct law 
of lib8T'tlj, Deeds nothing added to it, to be a sure 
guide, and to mnke us wise unto salvation, through 
faith in Christ Jesus. 

'rhe popish. assertion, that the Bible cannot be un
derstood hy common people, hilt "hould be explained 
by the learned, is a mere deeeption. 'rhe essential 
rule of faith aad praeti('e, is lIIuffieicntly plain in the 
Flcriplure!O, that he wlto runs mny read, and •• way
faring men, though fool~, n('f,d not err th .. rein." One 
imporlant ('11119(', in myolJinion, for "0 milch divi"ioll in 
sentiment, is the want of sIri('t ndheren('e to scrip
ture. lnRtead oftnking the seriplllrcs for th .. ir "only 
nllc, nnd 8'l1.ificicnt nde of faith olld praetiee," many 
hove RubmiHed to men's exphnotions of I!eripture 
for th('ir 1·lIle. Thill' they have forRnken the fount
oin of Ii.·ing wnters, nnd hewn out to th('mse\ves cis
tern", broken ci"t .. rn" thnt ('an hold no wnter. 

SIIppo"e the inhabitant" of "ev('rnl town" ill the 
ptnte of New-Yot'k I'hollld adopt the prin('iple, that 
our ('onstitlltion is not sllfficiently plain to be under
stood by' cOlltmonpoople. Suppose each of those townFl 
should resort to the expedient of choosing certain dl'l
egates to compose acoUllt'iI orhodypolitic, who should 
f"rm Ollt a gene.rol explanation of our ('onstitlltion, 
SlO that common people could know what it means. 
They, after Reiling a lengh of time, form up ('ertain 
article!! of belief for the people of their town to Rllb-
mit to, relative to what ·the con ,tit ttion menns. What 
would be the consequence ofthis mode-ofproeedllr(" 
Would not the people then submit to the opinions of 
their council, instead of the cons~ionit8elry And 
would not this ('ourss of pro('ee(hnws~~elllkcly to 
ha..o the dtws.re1'OU9 tmdeo('y of S'fiUilfltWftilft .. wwoa :.ill 
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_by ths ears, as badly as different tienomlnntionl'l or 
christians are at the present day 1 

Who will .dare say Ihe Bible is not sufficie~t 
rule of faith and practice? P"rhaps lily opponc'nt 
may say, no one who proli.>ssesthe clu-istian relilrion. 
But is it not yirtually saying it nol sufficient ",le, 
to urge men·made ereeds in nddition to the Bible? 
And even reprouch those who eaunoteonscientiollsly 
adopt them 1 What point is there of "ithe.' faW. or 
practice, CO!Jbined in the scriptures, which needs to 
be enlarged 1 'Vila! difficulty can adse in the 
c!ull'ch. but what the sC"lp:ures alford us n rule to 
settle it by 1 Until I am convinced that the scrip
~lrlJi'l are impel/eet, lind that men;made u,'1icles (If 
faith Bl'e not worse than useles"" I shall continne to 
exhort dif'lcil,\t-s to "stalld fusl in liberty 
whe,'cwith Christ hath mnde IlS fi'ce, be not 
ngaill elliangled with the yokJ of bondage," Gal. v. 1. 

Again.,t oihl'l' dellominniionB unitillg with in 
worship,II'Ii'. L. has rnised his \VOI'nin'l' voi"p, Aller 
reproaching us 10,' e"tt'llding the hand of li'llowship 
to all christians, II" rcnHlt'k" "'I'llerc nothinlf 
more important which sep.lratl';J us fi'OJn deists nnd 
Mahomed:mi', than what they [the Christians,] IHlve 
preTerl'ed a'> points sep:1ration beh'l'epn them and 
US," p, 95. On the next pa~e he ob;;e''Y(,s, " so im
porbqt are the p'lints of <ii!fcrell£'e wllich separate 
us. And it: Imde,' these circurn;;.tances, they can 
worship with us, I cnnllot with them, I wish they 
wouL! never prnpo,",,, ii, filr the excess of their Heen
tirmstless, in thi" p"rtil'ula., is sllt'h n pi"ture 
of human dl'pravi!.", d"'l'l'aded to the lowest ex
treme, that it eannol t;.Ji alllie! c\'erv siul:'ert'.man." 

As M,'. L undoubted Iv would not' he understood 
that he wOIII,1 forbi,1 our worshippillg Ihe Lord {,.oJ 
nn<l the, Lamb with T"initarianl", whero we Rhnuld 
happen 10 a eongregation with them; whot he 'evi
dentlY!nelln", that 'rrinitarialllll ou",lIt not to admit 
n" to the c-J1Il.-nulticn with them, ~~O~ th'1§ point liM/a 
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he would bo understood, thllt he would as fi'eely 
comlOune with !IJ"home'\nns nnd d"i,ts, as with pro
feRsed chri .. li3'N whn do not IJelievo in the doctrine 
of the n vicw lit ollee oJ'lbe 
tent of his whnt . he fOllnd .. 
lowship, ,,,.m<1l1et 0(' professors 
ever 80 gOlllr if they do not 
edge 'l'rinHy, ns fi'cely commune 
dei .. ts, as wilh heaven born charitlJwhere 
hast tholl 

Who has to make thc doctrine 
tile Trinity, 1110 tes! ehd"lian fellowship ami 
Inunion 1 IA it illlpussilJ!e for n person to be a ehri .. -
tian, and not he a 'l'riait,u'ian 1 Have not many been 
born of the ~l'irit, who never so much as entertained 
a thou!i\'ht that God is three persons, or that. the Son 
of God wo~ the ,'crr and etel'nal God himself? Who 
then has 'eollstitutt'J T"inital'inns the judges of heart .. 
Bnd given them a right to say who are the most pure 
Rnd piolls christians, whether themseh·cs or others? 
Such pharasaicill my opinion, jusHy 
them under to whom Jesll8 
spake a parahle trusled in themllciveR, 
that they elld despised others." I 
!Jave never 10 call ill question 
ety of .. I now disposed to 
but ·their proclamations, of the 
their own not, my "pinion, add onc 
to (beir 

Mr, L, acknowledges, thnt he believ('s there arc 
sincere christi~'lR ntn.ong ""; bllt thnt they arc de
ceived, and yet he eonl,1 as freely commllnc with de
ists or Malr.omedllns, R"l wilh them; heeause they do 
not believe I he doctrine of the 'I'I'inity, Is this the 
extent of Trilli!ariHn [o."c'I Is this their" mantle if 
eharity'l" 0" tell it nolin Gath," . 

Mr, L's plll1ieular, the more ns-
tonished mc, discipline even nutl,,~rizes 
hi. eommuning unrfgene{[j;tI!cJlI@~le ThiS 



I!IertioD may be qne&t'looo6, but tf It n~ ooneol (be 
Methodist discipline, as well as their praetiee, ought 
fo eorrected, It is well known tbat a great llart 
of the members In \.be rtfethorust connection, makl) DO 

. pretensioDs to having received a" change of heart. 
They were only reeeived sukers, on their manifest
inlf a desire for religion, and I\re kept in soeiety six 
months, if their morals continue good, During this 
time, it is enwrced thE' discipline, urged by the 
preachers among othe~ duties; lor them to statedly 
eome toihe eommunion. These faets M.r. eaDnot 
deny. Yee, be can even commune wilh those who do 
Dot tbink they have. ever experieDced regeneration, 
if they nre only ,!'I,initllrian Methodists; yet he 
would as freely commune with deists, as with profess
ed christians, if they happen to dissent from the doc
friDe of the Trinity. 

Though Mr. L. has acknowledged that there may 
be christians who are not 'rrinitariaJls, yet this avails 
nothing with him, respect to fellowship. It Dot 
ehristians he i1!l in scnreh ot, but it is Trinitarian6. 
But I 'Would ask, doos not God own and blol!s' ch~is
til!llS, whether tht'y be Trinitarians or not 1 Does 
not God commune with all christians 7 And what 
christian is there who oannot commune with all 
whom God ·communt's with 7 Who that possesses 
the temper of Christ, but can fellowship all who have 
the fellowship ofthl' Fathcr and the Son 7 Christians, 
I appeal to you, what is the. tt'st of Christian fellowship 
and commuuion 1 Is it not the love of God in the 80ul1 

If there be ony Ilrinciple injurious the peace of 
the chulcb, and detrimental to tbe reception of ptr. 
hoU_. Iff heart, it is the uucharitable sentiment that 
religion eonsists more in correetnee!s of opinion thaD 
in love to God and our neighbor. What would it avail 
Mr. L. though his senliment be ever so correct without 
!,oliness of heart 1 The Same queFltion may be asked 
~ reaped to me. Would hot be more tolerable fur 

om, in tbe day of judjrment,. thnn."-r us,. if "" 



dId not ~ 90DlCthtng more than tlOl'l'OOtness of 
sentiment 7 May not be possible that even tbe 
devils ha\'o cmoreet notrons of God and Christ 1 Yet 
will these entitle them to IlIlllvation 1 Is an admission 
tben to {'hurel, fellowsbip and commllnion on earth, 
to be predicated on more strict principles, than a ti-
tle the joys of henven 1 

How many there are, ,yho make their own crceds 
the test of all their fellewship and communion. All 
the evidences the dissenting brother of his 
acceptance with God, a\'ail nothing. unfeeling 
bigot can yet virtually say him," stand tholl ig-
Domnt Gentile, am more holy thon thou. am r;gbt, 
and thou art wrong-God has given me a better un
derstamling than h(l has thee. Stand (Iff thou heretic, 
I am ortlwdox, and thou art heterodox." If Mr. L. can 
here see his picture, ODe object at least, will be an
swered by the above remarks. 

Mr. L. expresses a hope that we will never pro
pose to worship with him, for, he says, "if they (lan 
worship with I cannot with them. I hope they 
will nevel' propose it." For one, 1 will assn .. e Mr. 
L. that I shall not propose cOllllDuoion with him at 
present; for if he could com1nune with mE", I could 
not with him, under pre@ent existing circumstances; 
not till retract" !'!ome his unfeeHng, censorious, 
and unchristian like statements. Let him acknowl
edge that he hllR wilfully aimed to stigmatize a body 
of professing Christians. Let him confess his mi,,
representations and hard sayings. Let him beseech 
God to forgive him; and then let him manifest mill'kR 
01 Chri!ltian bum ill ty, J..ct him remember; that 
though he may contend ever so strenuousJy for his 
sentimcnts, they will avail him nothillg without 
Christian lime. It is far more important to possess 
the tempffT of Cl,rist, than even tire most correct views 
of his persolllli digllity. 

Notwithstanding the Son of God has exprefiljdy 
commanded, "judgo not, that :ye"~ notj!ulged," yet 



Mr. L has presumed to do It, In respect to those who 
do not believe in 'the dO<'trine of the Trinitv. He 
881S, "on account of the want of candor and sincer
ity in these people, I judge them to be enemies to 
the christian cause; nnd seriously admonish all who 
have any regard for piety and the sah'ation of their 
80uls, while their Christian benevolence may pl"Ompt 
them to treat their persons with the civility of men, 
not to unite with them in their worship, nor patron
ize a calise so evidently designed to destroy the wor-
ship of the true God." p. 97,98. . 

How serious l\[r. L. WRS while \"riling the above 
paragraph, or whethcr he was serious at all, mnst yet 
remain a question. nnwe\'cr, had he said, "J marlly 
admonislt," instead of "J seriously adll'tOnisll," be 
would have expressed himself morc in ae<'ordanee 
with the spririt he so plainly breathes: for the parD' 
grnph looks to me more Iiko the. production of a mad
man, than of a serious one. He can judge his reli
gious opponents in respect to tho TI'inity, to be mw
mills to the Christian CatlSe, as much as though the 
Christian cause wholly dependerlllpon the doctrine 
of the Trinity. lIe can warn all who have any regard 
for piety, or the sah'ation of their souls, to heware of 
them, 'l'hpugh he can deal out his hardcst inveetivt>s 
again"t those who dissent from him, one ('onsollltion 
remain", that he does t,h(' wor;;t in his power, being 
restl'icted by the laws of ollr Innd. Thanks to God 
for ch'iI, as well as religious liberty. 

" They increase my ('onviction," says Mr. L. "that 
with all their pretended fidelity in the scriptnres they 
arc, in renlity, infidels, and ll"t> the Bible only 'to d6-
r.eilJ6 the people." p. 132. Wbat it is that co'lrllicts Mr. 
L .. that we are infidels and use the s('riptures to.de
ee,ve the people, I know not; Do infi..dels teach tbat 
the. B!b!e is true 1 Do infidels tf'aeh that JI'..8US was 
the d,vlDe Soa of God 1 Do they 1n!!ist that mea 
!Dust be born again, or be misel'llibtii'JjU~ffiey uJ'8'8 
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faith and l'epentanclJ, reqlllsitc to salvation 1 They 
do not. Yet the very people which lIfr. L. judgcs to 
be infidels, and enemies to the Chri"tian cause, teach 
th~'''lJ very things. what Ihen does he found his' 
jurl (~m.ent .~ 

S-;lCh are the impressions which this 'lJery charitable 
writer, would wish to make,on the minds of his read
ers; and "lIch impressions, probably has on 
the minds many. Hut from my so1l1 abhor such 
language, and sooner would I have /loomed my hand 
to thc flames, than to have employed it thus to stigma
*ize and reprmich a <Icilomillation of Christians, By 
sueh IInhaliowed m,'flllS the dlllrch has heen in a 
state of anti·('lll·i~tian warC'lrc, for fourteen hundred 
yelu·s. '.rhollgh Mr. L, can, contrary to the cxpress 
command Chri<,t, judge ami condemn liS in hiFl own 
narl'l1W mind, we h:lvl' yet consolation left, that 
he is not appointed .Tadge of all the em·th, 

I could e:t~ily' multiply ",,!hilar quohtions, but I for-
beur enlarge; indeed his nb61lllds with eenso-
riolls invectives ng-ui!!"t all do nnt believe tho 
doctrine of .h" Tr'nity. From rending his pcrform
nnce, I am 1,·<1 to conclude, that he hns vainly cn-
deavored to that hv which he 
feared he fair aritument, nn ef-
fort too frequently made by Trinitarians. Mr. L. in 
the preface to hi .. work, says. "I am not conscious 
of IHwing indulged IIny undue severity tOWIU',jS my 
antllgonist!'!." I not he would cull undue 
sooerity. He has jndged us to he infidels, nnd enemies 
to tlte Christi"" cansc, nnd has ndmonislwd people to 
fjbmi us as such; nml Uf>SertA that we hRve nil rcuard 
for scriptures, but only usn them trJ drrr;'lJc the pe"'ople. 

"13 not this Se'lJerif:l{1' and how much more of it ought 
Mr. L. to.use, before he would pronounce it "uf!11ue 
BlJ1leritll?" M!lY I be to ask, are sueh thIDg'S 
th'" fruits of lll'IJc? such the th1its of 
Trinitarian lOlle, we have good cause to entreat them 
that they would WDe UIIIIO more. ~ 
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Mr. Va work wa€! pllrtllmlnrly btCluled G reply 
to G work written by Elder F. Plummer, entitled 
.. 'fhe Mystery Revealed!' That wOI·k was first 
published in 1812, nnd was a series of letters pm-tie
ulorly directed to Mr, L. *. Mr. L's publication, how
e-ver, did not appenr till yeOT€! ufierwurds. 'rhe 
reasons whieh he nssigns for thio;; delny was, thnt he 
eould not obtain permis!lioD of the methodist COll

ference publish, though he mode number of re
quests. And it further appears, that in order to ob
taio that liberty of superiors, he hl,d to alttu and 
expunge a considerable. However, had his request 
been denied till he had altered and expulI.ged a consid
erable more, would have beeo to the honor orlhe 
methodist body; and had he expunged the whole, by 
committing it to the flames, it would ho\'e been to his 
own honor. 

Why onght we us a people, to be thus 8'h~mntized 
nnd :reproached? coutend for"lwlincss of hlJlLrt, IlIJd 
urge it in: our lives and conversation. W c belie,'e in 
a religion that mny be enjoyed and mal1ifeFlted; Ilnd 
thnt without holinesl! no mnn shnll seo the Lord. As 
prenchers, our gran,1 business is to persuade m('n to 
be reconciled to God, In doing lhis, wc urge repent. 
anee and faith in the most persuasive terms.. And 
thnt our preaching IlUS been instrumental of the con· 
vel'ilIon of sOl1ls - to God, ollr opposcrs themselves 
know. The m"ny powerl'll Tcfcl'mnlions thnt hnve 
8'lIccceded our labor~, must evince to e"ery olle not 
wholly blind, gospel we preach comes ., not 
in tDord only, but in power, and in the Holy Ghost, 
and in much assurance." Not unto U8, but unto 
God and the Lamb, be all glory. _ 

Mr. L. is a methodist preacher;' and the methodists 
ought to bo the !!lSt people raisc the Ilrm of oppres
,,!on againgt di@lIIenting Christians. But a few years 
!!IlDce, they well kncw what it WIIS to endure !Ollch 

"bbusi_ UDderp<! an~ 
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kind oftrcatmcnt themRelvcs, and I regret tbat they 
have so yoon fhrgDtten the tDormwuod and the gau. 
'rhey are now fast treading iu the tracks of their 
predecessors, and I would to God thcy would be sea
sonably npllri .. ed of their degeneracy. 

Therc art', howevcr, honorable exceptions to be 
mode nmoug them, of both prt'nchers and .people. 
With many of the methodists, my acquaintance ha.> 
bcen sweet, and with such I fecI myselfbonnd by the 
strongest tit's offellowship •. 'fhe above remnrks are 
only intended for sllch as are of Mr. Luckey's cast. 
Of such, I find too mnny, partieulnl'ly among the 
preachers. Reports as mIse ns they were unfavora
ble, have been carried from circuit to circuit. With 
such, Trinity is their God, and the Christian sect the 
object of their animadversions. ludeE.d, if 1 were to 
judge by the conduct of some, they have labored with 
more zeal to effect the downfall or"the people who call 
themselves Cltristians, tlllw they have to overthrow 
the dcvil's Jeingdom, by persuading sinners t9 repent. 
Whether or no this has not been the ease, may be a 
mntter worthy of serious enquiry, by some individu
als at least. If these remarks mny in the least excit~ 
such inquiry, my object in making them will be an
swcrNI; for I call God to ~itnel's, that I willh the 
methodists well iu well doing and holy living. 

CONCLUSION, 

IT is now time to bring this book to a close. The 
principal argumeDts I have to adduce, are already be
fore the reader. 'l'hose who are accustomed to tAink 
fUT t/W1I1Se/,De5, ore earnestly reqncsted to weigh them 
with candor; but from those who mokc it 0: practice 
to pa~ others to thinkfor tIu:m, I caD .car~ely expect a 
candid pet·usnl. . 

From passages alreodv quoterl in ~he (:o~Jn"c oflh,,!' 
work, W~ ar!' as,,;ured "[th,, fotl1~~": That 
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God blls a Bon-that God ga'/l8 his Son-that Gmi raised 
his Sonfnl1n tAe dead-thai God gave his 81m nil pow
er in heaven and enl'lh-lhat God has exalted his 
Son at his own right hand-and that God wilf jlldge 
the world by his Son. 'Ve nre nlso assureo, tlwt Jesus 
Christ hilS a lather-that he is the Son of God-that 
he was with God before the /ollndation of the world 
-Ihllt he proccedldf{Yfth and came fro'm God-thnt he 
was begotten of Goll--'-ihat he came to do the will qf 
God-that he prayed to God-that he asctJllded to God-
that he sits at the right hand God-Ihat he,is me-
(liatllr between anll he will deliver up the 
kingdom to God, lind become subject to God. 

All these expressions al'e plain auo defiuite, nor do 
think the lenor of scripture destroys or renders 

their meaning obscure. Yet in or.1cr to yilldieate the 
Trinitarian sy"Ielll, there is not on!) of these eXln·cli
slon8, tmt must \nested from,theit· I iterni reading. 
Andli·om this view, I may venture te .. ay, that ifall 
the i>!1l<Sage8 I hn ve ('1llOted in proof of the system I 
yindicate, mu~t be (:xpla;lIed in a s,'J)c;e contrary 10 
cyel'y analogy in laIlJII"~'e, it isin '·3in to appeal to 
the scr:ptures tor a lIee;~ioll on the point in debate. 

As a conscientious chri",ti,m, I alll ('0118Irai11"d 10 
b~lievf', nml V!incrt tho unity If Gad, nnd the T rJP<r 
Sonship of" Jesus Ch;,;"t. III view of scripture de· 
c;arations on the point in tlcbate, I cannot be Trill
itarian. 

In exprcssing" my view;;, I have aimed to do it in 
the spit'it ,,!"tenderness, Indeed hail I writtf'n the 
"'pirit of iUiberalilll so generally 11'IanifeFlted by Trini
tarians, I 8houhl'llave serious calise to regret that I 
had writtcn at all. Some of the Trinitarian c\ergr. 
have', without warmnt {i'om !?cl'iptnre, made a belief 
in their doctrine, ;'"sentilll to communion with tbe\JI. 
:Many parcnt .. , £i'om imhihi.ng su('h principl£'!?, traas. 
["se these unfeeling prejudices into the minds of their 
c~ildren. and cause them to grow up prepared to des. 
'pllie tho most amiable characters, i~ they happen to 
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be found among dissenters from the mysterio'Us doctri1llJ. 
What belter can they expect of cbildren, who hear 
tbeir parents and their ministCl's, frequently tkundering 
Ollt the vengeance of heaven against all who dissent 
from their snpposed mystery, But is there not a pos
sibility that those very thUnderera, may feel what they 
have so unme.rcifully dealt out to otbers t "Condemn 
not, amI ye shall not be eomlemned. With the same 
IDl'aSUre that ye mete, it shall be measured to you 
again," "Father forgive· them, for they know not 
what they <10," . 

It is indeed; my hope and belief, that God will 
be more merciful to many Trinitarians than they have 
been to their dissenting br!;tlll"en; for should be'think 
proper to try them by their own .stnnd:lI'II, their situa
tion mllst be ex tremely dungerolls, Should God e"en 
insist on a belief in the do£'trine of the Trinity from 
them, as a term of admission to the joys of heaven, 
os they have mnde a term of atlmission to the privi
leges of the· ehureh on "111'111, Can it be expected he 
will admit of the beliefof it in twentydim,,'cntways, 
eompletely contradictory to onell other 1 \Vhell I henr 
n person say he believes in the .loetriue ofthe Trinity, 
I know lIot in what sellse be uuderstands the term; 
S!l various are T"initarian views. If the doett'ine 
then bl'. absolutely e"senti:,1 to sah'alion, in ,,,hat 
£lense must a man bdieve in it, in order to escape tbe 
an~er orthe Judge t . 

Ifthere be any doctrine, the bE'lid of which is rep
resented as esscntial to "ulvalion, il is this, that Jeslls 

.is the Son of,God. John inlel'rogates thus: "wbo is 
he tbat overcometh tbe world, but be that believeth 

·tlmt Jesus is the Son of God 7" He also affirms that 
" wbosoever I1hall coufess that Jesus is the Son of 
God, God dwelleth ill him alld he in God." John the 
baptist "saw ::uid bare reeord that he is the Son of 

. God." And the same John turther says: "He that 
believeth on the Son hath everlasting life, and belbat 
believeth not tbe Son, shall not see life, but the wrath 

D,g"i"dbyGoogle 
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of God abideth on him." And the Son testiflt!d of 
himself, sayiu!:!", "I nm the SOil of God." And be 
also dedared himself to be " the only begotten Son of 
God." \Vhen I seriously attend to such passages, I 
cannot but shudder in view of the contempt wbieb 
certain persolls have shown to tbe idea that Cbri.iit ie 
properly God's own Son. 

But those who are 1I0W disposed to treat the doe
trine with indignation and contempt, would do well 
to remember that they are not the first who have 
treated it in thie manner. Tbi,,_ is the very doctrine 
for which the lews accused the Savior of men with' 
blasphemy, and adjudged him worthy of death. In 
accusing' him to Pilate, they said, "we have a la\\,', 
and by our law he' ought to die, because he made him
self the Sm. of God." Will anyone say tbat-the 'Jews 
understood Christ as affirming that he was the s~lf 
existent God 1 Let it be remembered that the high 
priest adjured him by tbe living God, to tell whether 
he was the Christ, the Boa qf God, or the Son qfthe 
blessed-and hie answer was" I am." 

With respect to those who have felt disposed to 
traduce and destroy my character, because I have 
taught that lesus is properly the Son of God, I wish 
them to remember tbat olle infinitely more wortby 
than I am, has been condemned as deserving' death for 
affirming tbe same doctrine. The honors of this 
world [ do not eovet" and its ('ensure!i' I fear but lit 
tie. TRUTH is what I aim to vindicate. As nn advo 
catc for truth, I vohmtnrily expose mysclfto the ma
lignity of my enemies, believing that for the worst 
they can l18y or do respecting Die, they may find an 
eX'lmple in tbe lewish sanhedrim . 
. And I would bumbly entreat the prayers of Chris

bans to God for me, that I may be enabled iB meek
ness ond humility to imitate the example of the first 
person who suffered for teaehing tbat IEsus CHllln IS 
TUt!: SON OF GOD. 



APPENDIX. 

TWO LETTERS TO ELDER ELIAS LEE. 

LETTER I. 

SIR :-Your pnmphlet which you had the goodncss 
me, containing remark" wmil" entitled 

Messiah in Scripture been duly 
I have endeavored read-

shall now bring" vour to 
"np".m.,. standard of t~llth, My 

of expression is plain, plain 
olIenll YOll, neither think enemy be-· 

you the truth. 
YOllr pamphlet, page 7, you join issue with me, 

th,d "Christ is tlte pnpcT Son of God," lind say, you :Ire 
" willing to risk the whole controversy on this one 
turning point." YOII then \'erycorrectly state on the 
same page, "by a prop!!r son, is always understood a 
natural, or real son, in distinetioa fi'om an adopted son, 
or n son in n figul'ati,-c :-;;c.nf:e." By this I lJllderstand 

.. you to m ~an. that a p"i"0per son is one begotten and brought 
forth Il.c('ordmg to the rules of In this 
,I well saiil," and io ad-

forward by this rille, you for ever 
you, the mysterious which YOll 
other parts of entered a 

of gnspe1 consistency, 
udvanced. But instead 

that Christ is tho 
sense oCthe term sil'IHlge ret-

Togry.de. Your immediate:argument is, thai he is self
IJxistent aod eternal-that he wa~ not really b('gotten j 

H2 ...oil 
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in a word that he is none other than tht'l very God that 
he i. declared to be tbe Son ofl I and yOUT book is fill. 
ed up with arguments to this amount. I cannot, sir, 
but expreS8 my utter astonishment, that you should 
acknowledge one of the most important truths in the 
plainest definite manner, Bud then proceed immediate· 
Iy to overthrow it, in as plain llnequiyocnl terms. In 
what sense can any being be a propllf' or real son, and 
yet his {ather not have existed prior to him. In what 
eense can any being be a pTDptT, or Teal son, and yet 
be the verr identical beillg thot he is the son o£1 If 
Jesus Chnst be the very and etcrnal God, as you labor 
to prove, he is /ion to no being whatever; ueithn can 
he constitute nny port of .. son, to either God or man. 
How then, &ir, can you reconcile your first ncknowl. 
edgemeJlt, that J eSllS Christ is the propllf' or Teal Son. 
qf God, with whnt you nfterwards endeavored to 
maintain vi2l: tbat he is in reality tlte very God him. 
selft 'l'he two sentiments are as foreilCn fi'om en~h 

'other as light is frOID dnrlmesa, nod cnniJot be recon. 
ciled. As well might YOll oth!IDl,t to weld iron and 
wood together. ' 

By the above, sir, it will be plainly (liRco"ered, that 
you hnve wholly depnrted from the •• I.urning point," 
on which you agreed to risk the whole ('onlrnv('rsv. 
This, however, is not 011. In attempting 10 mointaln 
thot the Son of God is self-existent, while the scrip. 
tures declare he WaS begotten, YOII are dri\'('n to ndmit, 
in indirect terms, whot nt lirst you condemncd, viz: 
that he is only a son in ajig'Uratirc sense. Your words 
are 8'" follows, page 13. -'; Every class of U nitnrians, 
80 fBI' as my knpw)(·dge extends, comE'! out agninst 
the eternity of it [Christ's mitHrc, or being] by llVtT
Btrain.i:nq thejiguratweapplicotion ofthE'! word begotten." 
Now-t SIr, as the term begotten. is nn important term 
when relating' to n son, we will venture to rcst it~ 
meaning, with the kind of BOn we hove O('easion to 
,apeak o£ When we IiIpcak of ajiguratWe sen., we will 
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81\y he WIlS begotten,. but when we 
speak ofaproJler 01' ,-eal son, we will say he was pro~ 
1Jerly orreaUy begotten. You will now, sir, please to 
remember that the" turning point" of the controver
sy is, thatJesll!II.Chl'ist the proper, or real SOli of God. 
Can he be the proper, rr,o,l Son of God, and yet be 
only figuratively begotten r> If he was properly, or reaUy 
befFotten, in what sense ('an"he be sell:cJ( iett-n' 1 80me. 
h.;'w, sit·, here appcars to be an absurdity in your sys 
tern, too obvious to "seape your notice, 

- You attempt to bewilder your readers with the idea, 
that thn word begotten, when applied "to the Son of 
God in the scripture", relates particularly to his res
urrection. That this may be the "asl' in Rev. 5, I 
shall not attempt dispute; but is it the ease ev
ery instance in scripture 1 Is it so with regard to 
Hi'l" i. When he [God] briageth in the first-be
gotten into the world, he "aith, and let all thc angels 
of God WOl"ship him." Does nol this lext have pm'
tieular allusion to thc time when the Son of God was 
born in Bethlehem 1 II yon still contend that he was 
only figuraticl:ly /H'gottl:n, you !lilly well enlarge 
yonI' figure a little, nnd say he was only figuratively 
brought into world. 

But that the fact may be more clearly understood, 
thnt you hold Chrhst to be !'!on only in a Ilgurntivc 
"en", .. , I will follow YOll a little fhrthcr on this point. 
In page 27, nnd onwnrd, considemble of 
certain BystNn of economy, the Bible says no-
thing about. YOlll' system of eeonoDlY, if I am enn
bled to ullder1'liand yon, is : 'rh3t Ihe eternal GOII, 
though but one being, arranged a plan Ii,r the sah'a
tion of men, though he were threedistinel person" 
That "he acts the scveral paris of these persons (which 
nrc called Fa/her f'5lJ11 and Holy literally himself 
-That acting the part of father, assume" aSII-
periority over the othcr two. In acting t",e part of 
S.n, he assumes quile inferior nnd,!!ubordlDale stn-
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tion, so to €4ay "my Father gre(lh~r tillm I," nnd 
in acting the part of Holy Ghost, he assnmes a sub
ordinate !itation to tiH' other two. lIcnee you would 
have us understand that eV('ry thing said iu scripture, 
which cxpresses ,subordination in thc Son of God, 
slich as his pl'aying God, his having all &riv
en to him, his <lelin'ring up the kingdom God, nnd 
his mediating het ween God and lI1en; must be inter
prdE'd strictly according the "bove ileseribed svs
tern of ('conomy. So then, indec,l, this is quite n Jis
covc,ry I 1}ut how ""me you to fiml out that God !In" 
f"l'mcd such a system of economy '1 You have nGt 
told us and surely the Bible says not a word about it. 
Will y~u he 1'0 good, sir, as to inlarm us how you 
obtained your information of sue II n system, and per
haps others lDay be encouraged to go in search of 
mOl'e light. 

Now, what is all Ihis bul a mcre visionar~~ scheme, 
witbout the lea"t pretension to reality? I will ven
ture further, ; whllt is but represent the plan 
of sah'ation when n('\ed Ollt, to be only n mere farce 1 
The best we ('ould of slieh "ystf'!U, would Ill) to 
call It fi"'urative. The Father wonld only figura
tively s~; the Son, "lIch only in " figllrnli\-e sense-
the same oflhe Holy Ghosl; ncithcroi thcm !lig-
tind. or personal in rculit)-. , 

this the way and manner you would have people 
ulldcrstami Chrl"t to be the propcr, or rcal ofGod1 
and is thi", the Jig'ht in which you "',mld represent 
" God and Father of our Loru Jesu", Chris! 1" 
Give me leave to tell you, sir, that when YOII Ilck
nowledgcd Je"us Chri,,' lobe the proper, or real Son 
of God, you fin'eYer closed the rloor against playing 
such a farce as this nn the publie mind. . 

I am convinced, sir, that the principal arg"Jmf'nts 
which'yon advance ag"ain"t my views of Christ's pro
per sonship, are founded in the miF!eonceptipn yon 
have formed or my real ideas. By wresting from 

,()O 
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UlCh'intendedmeaning, certain eJ<pres"ions found in 
the work you eontrovel't,* some ofyollr arguments as 
they stand ot present, arc pl'eUy well calculated to 
blind the superlieial reader, as well as to please such 
us desire only to gJ.mce at one side 01' the question, 
Let us however;sir, odvaD<'e with condor, and with 
prayerful hearts to a (,loser view of the E'lIhjel't, In 
the work entitled" The True MeE'siah in Sl'ripture 
Light," I asserted Christ to he the proper Son of God, 
und as such, a d:"tiul't heing li'om his Father-that he 
proceeded fi'om Gud and from the Virg,n, and eonse
que.ntly partook of hoth, as a rl'al son ofhoth-tbat 
the \Vor,! was made I1csh, &l', I ",tated t1u'8e f"els 
as w:u'rallted from scripture, thnt they were not fig
lIrati\'e, nOI'visionary, hut real-and so I still io"ist, 
You se"Nal times quote my word", th"t Christ par
took of his FaHlel', us well as of his Mothel', You then 
state tbe nature of God to he eler031, self~existent and 
immutable; from whil'h I)remise you seem to con
tend, that if God has a proper Son, bOI"l1 of the Vir
gin Alary, this Son mllst be equally elemul, selt:exis
tent and immutahle, as himself, I confess I do not 
see any Iin'ce to .. uch all Ul'goment; amI I now np
penl to you as an honl'st mao heror" God, flo YOll see 
1l0Y YOlJrself1 As I acknowledge the wort! to prcet"cd , 
from God, (e\'eo before the world was,) you eootelHl 
that ifit I'eally was made fJe8h, (as John decl3l'cs it 
was, John i, 14,) the nat.Ul'e orGod must have heen 
chaoged, 'fhis you .. tat .. , page 10, to be an " abf",r: 
dity which uppears in this nfl'l;", that God hilS redllc
cd and changed his own natUl'e." Now, sir, whnt 
can be YOllr object in this kind of' reasoning, but 
merely to bewildc,' your readers 1 Is il IIOt a fad 

• In s('veral insta.nces the quotations which Mr. Lee ·mak,:s 
ftom my wrilinf( are hllltiialcd !lod unfairly represented. illS 
rel&dcr. wiU therefore be on their gllurd, 
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obundontly declor~d in scripture, that Christ is the 
Son of God, and the son of Mary 1 Then what will 
avail a thousand 10 prove he is not SO 1 
Could not the a proper son, and 
main God 80n,a" r"lIy as a mlm 
baye. a son, whole man distind 
the son he had Conld not the Son 
partake of yet God rcmain 
as much as pal'take of his Father, 
out producing change in his parent, 
is just what 1 haY!' tor, Admit this "h-, 
then acknowledge Christ to be the Son of God, and 
the son of Mary, tind what haye you accomplisl .. -d by 
all your routine of arguml>nt 1 

Yom' remark in page 14, is very unbcfloming YOtir 
age and station, "TI,cy think the Almighty WUR 
once like a young man, who coming to matnrity, mar
ried a wife, and had a son, 3nd i" going on with his 
allairs, like the world of mankind." This sir, is a low 
irreligious callt, tlmlwil out for the want 
and deserves trented liS such. 
have come grace f.·om a prou'"""d 
infidel, than proteBRes to be a 
of Christ. page 26, is calculaled 
excite a rugged face of contro\'er • 

. By. Of my " oil his reasonillg 
if one should are neither til(' 
your father, your mother; you 
Iy the half- .. on of ea"h, and therefore have no right to 
(·all yonrselfthe ,",on or either." Permit me to nsk you 
]\fl'. 1.('1', do YOll helie,·" I am the real son of my fu
ther, Rnd also of my motlll' I" 7 And do you think I am 
on.lyone proper "011 of them both, 0,' do yon really 
Ihlllk I am two whole and complete son.. som{'how 
myste.riously united in one person 1 Indeed sir, I think 
"'tch n specimen of your reosooing faculty, is truly 
laughable. 

Howe,-er, affords /UolcrJlble 
Digitized byLoogLe 



of Christ's Incarnation according to Trinitarian views. 
'rhis doc!trine I find asserted in different parts of your 
book, although your arguments on the subject afford 
nothiug peculiarly new. The Trinitarian doctrine of 
incarnation, is briefly this: That Christ possesses hyo 
whole and complete natures •. human and divinl'. That 
ill his human nature, he was truly and properly a man 
possessing a hum'l.n body and reasonable soul;" and 
that in his divine nature, he is the very and eternal 
God. In the work which you controvert, I exhib\.ted 
Illy vic,,'"s in plain terms, in relation to the hvo·na· 
tU1'e scheme, and rejected it for reasons whieh I still 
think conclusive. 1. 'I'he doctrine is no where taught 
in the scriptures. In no passage of scripture are we 
told that Jesus Christ is properly a man, and at the 
same timt', the very and l'ternal God. 2. This would 
destroy the idea of Christ's being t.he proper or real 
Son of God; as it wonld be the hei~ht of absurdity, 
to say a proper 80n, is the Vl'ry being that he is said 
to be the SOil of. 3. Thc doctrine teaehes that Christ 
is two whole and ,\istinct persons. In his human Ra· 
ture this doctrine teachcs that he is really a man, pos. 
sessing a human body, and a reasonable soul; which 
must be as much as one person. In his divine nature, 
he is declared to be the very and eternal God, which 
must at least be aiil much as onc person more. Now, 
sir, putting the two together, what have you but a 
Cilrist composed of two whole and distinct persons' 
rt is t.·UI.'. you deny 1h is ch3rge in your book, but what 
avails the dCRial of a fact .... plain as the sun at noon
day f Remove these difficulties out of the way air, if 
vou ean, but remember something more is needed 
ihM your mere denials or affirmations to do it. 

This doctrine sir, is in truth, call'ulated to weaken 
our sympathies for the sufferings of Christ. His hu
man nature was all that could Ilutler, as Trinitarians 
aUo\V. Compare this with that of his divine natun;, 
or whll& Trinitarillns call most properly himself, and " 
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will measure no more than a single hair of the head 
to the whole body orthall a drop to the ocean. At 
the very time of thesullerings of his humanity on t!:e 
cross, he was the happiest being in the Universe; yea, 
as happy' as inlinill.l. God could be; so that his 
pains compared hi!' ll:liciLy, were nothing. 
y<>u tell UF the stlfiered and died, what do 
we find in your it teaches is that a 
man sullered. are to umlerstand by 
so loving the his Son to die fi,r 
lathis the heaven /01' the salvation 
of man 1 Alas made to believe this walll 
all, I should feel compelled to write upon it ICHABOD, 
"the glory is departed I" . 

I have already exeeeded my intended limits. 1\1 my 
next, I shall notice your arguments on thi,;; part of the 
subject. Inthe mean time', 1)(·lieve me, 

Yours respectfully, D. MILLARD. 

LETTER II. 
SIR""':" Your Christ's t'xpiating sin in 

person, appear mc anJ stl ant!:t' , as well as 
unsupported by Bcripturo~ fl;jrnarking in pag.e 25, " 
the sins of a multiwdo of pC'{~plc \\'hich no man can number 
laid upon Christ," you thell procecJeu 10 stare. " that Ihe nulllrc 
of God within, !$upnorted the saCrifice in suffering to that !I,ma
zing degree, as to (:'nablc it bear in a'short period oftirm.~t aU 
the evils arising from display of tho punalry of the law ill the 
execution cfil, equal to what the dj~p~ay of it would have been, if 
it h~d been executed upon all that multitude to all eternity. Thus 
ChrJ~t in ~is own person, expiu.teu £1n." Now sir, if your views 
on thIS POlOt be correct, I see not \~hv Y0:.l have not established 
the universal ~ah'atlon of all men. The apostle Paul declares 
that" Christ by the ~.,ce of Gotl tasted dealh for every man""": 
" that he dIed for all," and "that he gave himself a ransom tor 
~U." Do ~ou sir, as fully believe this, as the apostle expresses 
It 'I Ifs.?, SIr, vou,r aoctrine must bat that Chri::it in his o,",n per .. 
sonexp.ated theslOS of the whole human family without thlllul! 
reserve. 
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~ However, as you have Leen careful not to-acknowledge that 
Christ died for all men, you most rrobably adopt the high.Cal
villistic scheme, that Christ died ,or only a part of the human 
family. But sir: this only renders your scbeme the more o~ious, 
and is in fact a direct contradiction of I::1cripture. Ther~ is no fact 
more positively revealed in the Bible, than that Christ died for 
all men, without exception. Can you sir, believe, there are 
mi:lions of your fdiow men, for whom Christ did not die; nnel 
who arc, consequently, wholly destitute of the means of grace? 
Does God cnll on such to repent and bdieve in his Son that they 
mny be "aved, when no meallsofsalvatiOh i. pro'ided for them 'I 
Did God enler into a covenant with his SOli, to redeem only a 
part of the human family, aud purr'oso the rcma;nJer to perish 
without a gl<am of hope IIr mercy'1 "\"ill the J l1dge in the great 
day "f accou!>ts, say to such," J calied but ye refused, I stretch
ed out my hand and ye di.regarded," when he hnd purposed 
they should not hear. that thcy should not regard or be saved 1 
COnn you sir, lJdieve. nil this of him who has sworn, he has .. no 
pleasure in the death of the wicked, but had rather Ihey would 
turn and iive." Sooner, far "ooner,'let my name be bloltedfrom 
among the living on earlh, tball I shou!d thus impeach the char
acter of Jehovan. 

Your representation d God sl1pporting human nature to suf
fer in a few hour s, a. much pain as all the damned in hell put 
together, will sulfer to all eternity, is a mere phantom, an illu
sion, without one shadow uf proof, consistencYt or eVLn neces
sity. Were this the case, why the neeessityofrepentancear;d 
faith 1 'Viii it not be well to remember tbatnotwithstandina 
Christ has died for all ,nelJ, yet he has not repented for one in":. 
dividual, nor believed for one, and that sin must be rcpent<'d of, 
before it has forgiv~ness 1 I have thought proper to fo!:ow you 
through this part of your bouk, because I think your ar~ument" 
in thi. pilcu, manifest in distingui.hed colors, the weakness and 
absurdity of YOUl' system. You .attaeh abundant m~rit to a sa •• 
rilice which l' only human; by concluding that a mere human 
sacrifice atoned fur all ti,e human being. "ho will finaliy 1'0 sa
ved 1 Verily, sir, your .tat.m~nts on tpis part of tho subject, 
need tnu!!h of that proof, of whICh they aro wholly de.titute, 

Your remarl,s on certain passages of scripture, show the con
fused ~tate of your mind. In page 26 },oust3.te," Mr. 1\-1. Cln .. 

tenus warmly iot" th~ delegated power, or as he chooses to call 
it Iho power given 10 Jesus Christ, nnd complains of some peo
pie who he Stl,.., 'vociferate their invectives against it.' Who 
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those people art I know not, but understand Trinitarians believe 
as much in ddegated power as does Mr, M, himself. Theyon. 
ly object to the substitution of this power I in the place of nalu. 
ral power, with a design to impeach the latter." . That Trinta. 
rians have denied that power was delegated to Jesus Christ, I 
think you canuot be as ignorant as YOIl pretend to be. In my 
work which you controvert, and in connt'Ction with the very pas .. 
sage. which you object to, I quoted the words of ~Ir. Harmon, 
a Trinitarian f thnt "it would not anSWer to say power was del"" 
"gated 10 Chrisl," Tn bishop M'Kendry's senll'm on tne doc
trme of the Trinity, nearly the sarna words arc expressed, as 
well as in other Trinitarian writings. Are you sir, so ignorant 
of Trin.ilariall argumcllll/, as render 1011 honest in this oase? 

I must, however, ~ive you milch credit for acknowledging that 
power was delegated to the Son of Gnd. This is, inaeed, ad· 
vancing in pa,t to the truth as it is in Jesus, and I elltreat you 
not again to retrDgrade from it. But you say, rrrinitaTlaus ob
ject to the· substitution of this power m tlte place of his natural 
power. So then here it i •. You contend that Jesns ehri.1 is the 
very ami elemal God-omnipotent; and will you have the geed. 
ness I~ inform me if you can, what power can be delegatcd to 
Omnipotence 1 What delegate<l power can we substitute in the 
room ofOmnipotonce1 On page 27, you stale," delegated po",· 
er is foullded ill economy, and .ignifies the trallsfer of proper 
alld lawful authority, frmn une another, for the transaction of 
some kind of bU5iness; and hence always implies two or more 
r,artios in the case." This sir, i. acknowledging well for a 
rrinitarian, it is a,'4tonishing to me~ that you do 866 

the force of your arguments turned dir~clly against yourself. 
You have acknowledged a transfer of power from one party to 
another ~ and ndrnit that dele{!&tioR' of power always implies a 
transfer from one to another. Now, Christ said, t. all power is 
given unto me in heaven and in eart.h," do you admit that this 
implies as much as" two parties in the case '!" If so, do not two 
par. ie. imply much as IWO individual beings 1 "'hat could be 
more rf'puguRnt common senie, than to say, oue being is two 
parties, or that two par Ii"" Me no more than onc being'! If all 
powflr was given to Christ, as he declares it WaHl there must 
bav,e be.~ somo, one to have gJvell it to him; and eonseqlllmlly a 
perlOd pnorto IllS having receIved all powl'r whichcouldnotbe 
said of the solf-cxistcnt Gael. ' 

"I:'hil.~bjecli.broughl 10 view in 1 Cor, xv. and onwar~. 
where Ille apoltle speaks 01 Ch,i.t delivering up the kingdom 
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to GoJ, ami becoming .ubject to him, Your attempt to evade 
the force of this passage; as well as that of several others, is 
wholly flltile and visionllry. Your remark is as follows: but at 
"the end," i. •. Ihe end of thlleconomy, tho Son will uelivcrup 
the kin~dom t" God, even the Father and be subject to him."p. 
29. ,,1uh regard to your sys!~rn of l'conolllJ':', which you so fre
queHtly nflme in your book, have shown m my former h1tter 
1I1at it is a mere religious (Ifce, no where named in scripture, 
and it is truly surprising to me, that you should so frequently avail 
yourseHof ihis mode of arglHHC'nt, with a seeming confidt'!H~e in 
liS infallIbility. What you term a system of ecollomy is oniy a 
sma!) addition to the two nature scheme, and bears a strong re-
semblance to what in your preface term, "a nose of wax, 
which may be turned any way." . 

You continue," on this suhject Mr. M. a~ain asks, if Christ 
b,., Ihc very God, who will he deliver tip the kingdom to 1 Who 
WIll put all things under him 1 Who will he hecome .ubjecII01" 
You then add; "We have already given asufficientanswer, to 
thiS kind of reasonIng, and shaH have no furdwr oc("a~i(ln to no .. 
tice it as such, until it i. proved that the nature of God haH been 
chan"ed; li,r it depends wholly upon that question." Why does 
it depend "pon Ihat qUDstion Mr. Lee 1 and whoha" taught you 
that the nature (.fGod has been changed 1 "Thon shalt not hear 
false witness against thy neighbor," i!:l an old command. which 
you may do well remember. In what parI of your book have 
yongiven a sufficient answerte that kinu of rea Sot;;,,/!: 1 You will 
recollect you-aro laboring to prove Jesus Christ to be the very 
and c'ernal God j for which reaR.1n I llBk, who will the very and 
eternal God deliv!!r up the kingdom to 1 and who will he become 
8uhjt'ct to 1 The questions sir, yet stare you in fair view. They 
dcumnd an anewcr-l1wy Gt'flPrve something better than the 
snct"ring iangua;,;n you havesnhjf)il1cd to them. 

Your cornm~'nt on IVlark xiii. 32, relative to Christ's not know
ing when certaill day woulu tw, is probably the YOIl bad 
to Ilive; bllt it j, be deeply regretted that YOllr "YHtem eould 
aft"orJ nothing betteroD tlte occasion. Your words are as follows: 
"the text i:'f strietly economical, and in my view t only m®fms, 
thaI it do", nat toclong Christ or to his office to give Olillhe • 
knfJ\VIHd~1j of that day, hut to tho Fathl'I," p. 86. Can you Air, 
as an hOlI;:ll'%t mau f dispenso wit.h pla.in scripture tew;dmony nfter 
this manllor! Whon Jesll8 said II of that day "",I that hour, InlOW

cth no man, no not tho angels, neither the Son, but my Father 
only," did he only lIIean tllatil did not belong to him to tell orthal 

""., 



day, although he knew l'crfectly well when it would be? Veri
ly, sir, if you can manage ticripturc after this sort, you ara pre
paroo 10 meet any argumcnt whatever, nud prove just what you 
please. I f"el myself bOlll1..t to slate that 1 firmly believe no per
son of commun sense, possessing an honest ht~art, can be ::;atis
fled with your comment on this text; and shall, thertfor(~, le:!ve 
it to speak for itsdf. In page SO, YOll disallow tbe ide:> that the 
human nature of Christ prayed to his divine nature, as some Tri
nitarians have asserted; ami of course you are driven to indi
rectly admit Ihat the very God prayed to himself! However, in 
page SI, you say, "h~ might ill somo illstances prayed as a mue 
mau;" but you immediately (!oncludctbnt lie most generally pray
ed as the very God. III this r"spect vou say, "st.1I he liveth to 
mahe intercession fe" his saints, & will continue to pray for them, 
until they are all in hea\'ea." Now does it appear reasor.able, that 
the very GoJ is praying in heaven, and intcrccc..lin~ with himself? 
No person can read your remarkson this poillt and not understand 
this to be your sentllnent But what shall I think of your hon
esty sir, when in page 55, you state as follows: "these conclu
sions, the .elf-exiotent God prays te the .e1f-existent God; 
Christ prays to him •• lf; Gud lIlediates with God, and such like, 
which Mr. M. hasd,awn frolll the Trinitarian scheme, are more 
I'roperly f.lUnded in his OW!!." 'Vbyare they more probablv 
foun·jed in my own, Mr Lee, when I have ever declared such 
11 position to bd m~nifest!y.absurd 1 Have you not jU"t acknowl
edged the sentiment 1hat Christ pray. alld mediate. as God ? 
Wby tben would you shift your absuruities on me 1 In page 24, 
speaking of God, and a mediator between God and men, you 
state, "nothing can b. more e,i,Jont than that tbe same God, 
sustains bO'h of these characters; the one separately from, and 
the other in the mediator." How unreasonable, 3S well 8S un
scriptural, is tl.iJ statement! Paul declares, "there is one God, 
and one mediator between God and men." Now sir, with what 
sbadow of prol>ricty can you affirlllthatlhe very God is a medi
ator IIetween God and mell1 .A mediator can never be one of 
the partie. that he mediates between. bllt i. always it middle 
(lorson. ''Vhell you see that it \. BETWEEN God and men, 
that there is " mediator, you will.e~ things as they are. 

In page 37, you comment at lenoth on Coli. ii.9. "In h'm 
d:welleth alllbe fulneso of the Godh';,ad bodily, andobjeet lomv 
views that tha two expressions of scripture;"fulness of God I, 
and "fulness of ~hc Godhead," mean the same. However •. C:U 
!wie brOllght no proof that I am incorrect, and 1 still feel a' cOO. 
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f'idencejn my present views, finding them in unison" ith 
those of several 3ble commen~rs on this text. The 
apostle prayed " fujn~1If of God," or the spirit, 
might fill his bretbren. Eph. iii. 19. So it dwells in Christ 
without measure, as it flows througb him to all his disci
ples. 

pago 38 you declare heyond a douht, that Cbri~~ is 
(he only true God, but forget to tell us who the Jesus 
Christ is, whom the only true God sent. Jeslls said 
pmying to his Father, q this life eternal, that they 
might know thee the only true God, and Jesus Christ 
whom thou hast sent." John xyii, 3. 

In page:; I, you give specimen of your 
which I deem very uureasonaule, to pro,-e that God 

- three distinct persons; but you adduce nolhing very new, 
neither do you remove one ou}:etion of I he way of 
your system. You have not quoted a passage of scrip
ture to prove there are three persons in the Godhead. I 
will now, asl< you, if you lUlOW God is as much 
as three persons, how do you l<now he no more 
three '/ If you can prove God is more than one person, 
what authority bave you to limit him to ene! number, 
of three Since read "of the seven spirits of God," 
may it not he as possible that God is seven or ten persons 
as that he is three 1 and by the same rule may he not be 
more than cveri personA? III Ibis way you might vcry 
easily ennmerate as many distinct persons in God, as the 
Hindoos have of deities that they worship. Think of 
these remarks sil you may, but I must state with 
ness, that !tshocks my mind to view tile indefinite sense 
in Which the doctrine of the Trinity involves the being of 
that God whom worsbip. 

is a faet, always spoken of, and addressed, 
as one person only. All the prayers and songs of praise, 
contained in the Bible, mention God a! only one person. 
How sir, elm YOIl account for this, if he is three distinct 
persons 1 The Jews as a people have been, and still arc 
taught to believe in the Old Testament part of the Bibleo ; 

and why they not know of th~;g~,?elr~dhat God IS 
--'III 
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three perl!()us 1 If God is three persone now, he ever Wall 
the same j and if it is ,. necessnry to believe and teach 
thnt God is three pcrson(it was equally 80 in Old Testa
ment times. Why then is it that the Jews hnve no knowl
edge of any such doctrine 1 or were tbe prophets more de
ficient in tenching important truths, than men are now a 
days? The Jews as a people, protest against the doctrine 
of the Trinity, and to cnlorce a belief it on them, in 
order to christianize them, is only a stllmbling block be
fore brael. In vain do you tell them that the God of 
Abraham, three persons. In vain do you teach them, 
that their expected Messiah is the very God they worship. 
Thoy cnnnel, they will not believe it • 

. You hllve labored at some length, to prove my views of 
christian Iiherty dangerous. and contrary to go~pel rule, 
which attempt you have dearly manifested the illiberality 
of your own views, aB well as to give wrong coloring to 
ours. You intimate that it matters but little wit h the 
Christinns, what our members believe, provided they only 
attempt to prove their doctrine from scripture. This is 
great mistake j we rejr-et every doctrinecalcnlated to fos
Ler sin, or lead to licentiousness. On this principle, we do 
not fellr to "live and let live-to think and letthink." We 
dare not sel up our juJgmcnt as a standard for the faith of 
others in every respect. You represent that a diversity of 
sentiment existslllOong us, but you must have lorgotten 
that the same may be said of your own people. Among 
the Baptists are Calvinists, Al'Ininians, Trinitarians and 
U Q.it\lrlal!s-some who believe Christ died for all men, lind 
some who think he died lor the elect ollly; and you lip
pear from your book, 10 be one of tile latter number. ThaI 
th,esc diffimmt senlimenl.s do exist among your denomin
~tJon, ~ know, and am prepared to further substantiate it, 
If r~qUlred. Why then condemn others for tlie very things 
whIch ~re allowed among your own people 1 We do insist 
on thenghts?f consci.ence. We dare to fellowsbipall whom 
Godfellowshlps-receive and commune with all whom God 
receIVes and communes with. This however you pro
nounce "an indilTerence to error." You atllte'in page 4, 

h, ~)I JI 
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"there are certainly capital errors lying between Unitari-
ans and Trinitarians, and deUlbnine which the far-
therest from truth, we onlY to determine which arli 
the most indifferent to error." This language connected 
with the whole tenor of your book, speaks loudly in favor 
of coercive measures, with dlJsign to monopolize the faith 
of others. Because the Christians do not denounce an
athemas, on all who differ with them, as Trinitarians are 
apt to do, you pronounclJ their clemency and liberalilY 
proof that they are under "capilli I errors," and by capital 
errors, you would probably be understood to menn dam
nable errors. Such is your mantle of charity! 

John Cahin, the foundor of the heart-chilling doctrine 
whi.:h you teach, you will probably say was not Indifferent 

error, for he pronounced such to be dogs rejected 
relentless doctrine of fate. He also caused Michael 

Servetus to be roasted on a fire made of green fuel, for re
jectin~ the doctrine of the Trillity .• Rome bas not 
been mdlfferent to error, hut bas pu nth more than 
fifty milliolJs for heresy, and an invete to supposed er-
ror, has probably cllnsed the heathen ,,'orld to put to 
death a slill greater nutnber. very principle of 
denunciations bas in other instances produced blclOclshed 
and death; and the principal difference is that you are lim
ited, while some others have not been. :Persecution, 
whether by deciamatiolJ and reproach, • by fire and lIur
got, ori~inates from the same principle, and the only dif
ference IS in the extent of it. Now the groundfoon wbich 

accuse the Christians witb lin indiffcr~nccjl) eg'<¥ is 
they refuse to resort to either, but fcllowship all 

as our brethren wbom we have evidence God owns as his 
children, This sir, is the only consistent ground for 
iOIl among the Lord's people. 

I must now for the present take my leave of yon, as the 
of this lett~r already renders it IIccessary for mt) IE> 

it a close. In the brief examination whicb I hllve 
paSlled of your book, I have discharged a duty wbich I 
felt incumbent on me. Much more might be said, but 1 
will assllre you !!ir, that when you r&p!0ve Jb~ objection! l ..... 



-
have already brought against your doctrine, I will endeav
or to p!'esent you with .. ther list. I shall forbear to make 
any remarks on that parl of your pamphlet which relates '0 Mr H. Grew's publication, as he is of age, and has an
swered you for himself in a candid and conclusive manner. 
I take my leave of you sir, with an earnest desire that you 
may be convinced of your erro'rs,·and renounce t,hem. 
8tm'e sir, in all you say and do, to p()~sess the spirit of 
Chrfst, that you may be truly hi~. And 0, may the light 
of truth shine Ilninterrupte11y into your heart 11.011 mind,. 
May the spirit of the ever living God lead us out of 011 
error, and guide us sate to heaven and immortality, that 
with all the redeemed of the Lord, we may join the cv
"rlastin~ song of praise to him that sitteth on the throne, 
and to the Lamb tJlat was slain.--Adiell. 

DA VID MILLARD. 
West Bloomfield, N. Y. Aug. 18, 1825. ' 
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