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EDITORIAL NOTE.

Ir would be strange if the lapse of more than forty yetrs should not
have brought so much improvement in Biblical criticism, as would show
some parts of the exegesis of Dr. Worcester to be defective. He had
but lately emerged from the darkmess of the old theology, when he pub-
lished this work. Since that period the labors of the most able and
learned scholars and divines of the last half century have shed new
and great light on the interpretation of the sacred text; and some few
of the author’s criticisms might, on a strict revision of the work, be
thought to require amendment. It is not, however, now put forth as
a work, in every respect perfect. (The authgy himself was far from
claiming infallibility.) But as a work likely ever to be of great aid to
the serious inquiring mind on some of the highest themes and most
important doctrines of Christian faith. Its great ability, its singularly
beaautiful and Christ-like spirit, its clear and logical conclusions, will al-
‘ways ensure its permanent worth. And on this account another edition
is offered to the public, and an impartial examination of its contents is
besought.



ADVERTISEMENT.

Tax Letters contained in the following pages are, generally, those
which were formerly published under the title of “Bible New{;" and
“addressed to a worthy Minister of the gospel” Some things, how-
ever, have been omitted to give place toothers which have been deemed
of more xn;g&rtance But whether this may be properly called an
baﬁwed ition, the public will determine.

condition that it shall be consistent with the will of God, under
the general title now assumed, the public may expect some farther
communications. A series of Inquiries have, for a long time, oecumfi
my attention ; and some things are nearly ready for the press; which,
it is hoped, will give additional light respecting the r of the
8on of God, and the Holy Spirit; and also additional evidence that the
doctrine of a “ Three one God” has no foundation in the Bible; and
that it is really reproachful both to the Holy ONE of Israel and to his
ONLY SON.

" It was foreign from the desires of my heart to occasion any schism,
tumult, or clamor among rmfesaed Christians; and I cannot but deeply
lan.ent that any things of such a nature have been the conse of
ﬂxblishing sentiments. It is most sincerely hoped, that who

ve been offended with me for thinking for myself and publishing the
Jruits of my inguiries, will yet allow themselves time for cood r'zuctm
and palient examination. For it is confidently believed, that the time
is not far distant, when the doctrine, that Christ is really God’s SON,
will not, by Christian Miniaters, be classed among “ damnable heresies.”

There are things, respecﬁniwhich, I must be allowed to express
some astonishment, because, when the things are compared together,
there scems to be something of the nature of a paradox. :

So far as I am informed by reports, by private letters and by con-
versation, the sentiment that Christ is y God's SON, has, above
every thing else in my Letters, been made the ground of objection
among Trinitarian Ministers. It is on this very ground that they have
taken the liberty to represent, that I have degraded the character of
Christ, that I am an Arian, 8 Socinian, and a heretic.

In my own defence, and in opposition to their views, I exhibit evi-
dence from Scripture, that believing in Christ, as the Son of God, is
stated as a oomgu'on of salvation ; and that disbelief of this doctrine is
what is termed making God a liar. Then, my Trinitarian brethren,
turn right about, and consider me as really reprehensible, for so much
as intimating that they donot “as fully as” I “do,” believe that Jesus
Christ is the SON of God.



v ADVERTISEMENT.

But if they do, as fully as I do, believe that Jesus Christ is the SON'
of God, why the alarm# Why the opposition? And why the cry of
“ damnable herevies 7 If behieving, as I do, that Christ is really God’s
Son; and if, as they affirm, they do, a8 fully as I do, believe that he is
the Sow of God why are they gee from the charge of “ damnable here-
ayi” Istheverymnenuumm in them, a g truth,and in me a

“damnable heresy ” And if my sentiment be ling to Christ, and
they really believe the same, why is not their sentiment equally de-
grading to the Saviour?

They will reply, that they really believe that Christ is the Son of
God ; but not in the sense I have given to the terms. But can an
mmolmndorhmestly ﬂntthesemlhavegeentothetemsu
not the Aighest sense whlcgoan possibly beglven m,consmtent with
any analogy # °If, then, these Ministers do lieve, that Christ
is Gon’s Sonw, but not in the sense I have given to the terms; they
must. believe that he is the Sox of God in & lower sense of the terms.
Consequently, if my sentiment be degrading to Christ, theirs must be
mi ad;ha. the Aighest ground of possible Sonshi

oreover, as I have e e g
if ysennmentbedeg:;a}wdtommmdeymddby the teatl:-
mony of his apostles, his own testimony, and the testimony of God, by
the voice from heaven. For, whatever might be the particular eense,
in which these witnesses used the term SON, we may be confident, it
was not in any sense higher than the hnglmt It seems to me reason-
able to believe, that the terms “TaE Son or [op,” were designed to
express either the NaTURE, or the p1enrTy of the Person to whom they
were ap or sot together. Ihave supposed that they naturally
express his nature and his dignity ; txfmﬂmlhavebeen
under a mistake, still I do not see any room for the charge hav-
ing degraded the character of Christ; unless he has been dcgr
every being who bas called him 7EE Sox or Gon.

But isit a fact, that Trinitarians do believe, as fully as I do, that
Jesus is “the Sox of the Liviv Gopt” The term Sow is used
in different senses ; but is there any one sense of the term, in which a
Bmmnotadadeangﬁom Aim who stands related as Father?
If not, then, in agreement with every analogy, I have believed the Sox
of God to be a distinct Bﬂﬁu r{m Farezr. But my Trinitarian
opponentsaﬂirm,ut.belr f, that Gop and nms Sox are the same
“individual Bemg This theory is a manifest oontndnctlon to every

oﬁhe md Son. Can they, then, with ty say, that
they ve, as ful do thatChnatlatbe SON of onl And by
what authority u'e justified in giving & conetruction o the
correlative terms Fatlwr and éou,whnhhum analogy in aature, or

in the language of Auman beings
4 M N W.
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SACRED TRUTHS.

PARTI.
ON THE UNITY OF GOD.

LETTER L
INTRODUCTORY STATEMENTS AND OBSERVATIONS,

REv. Sir, : | Mmmm

Ix solemn prayer to his Father, our Divine Re-
deemer said, “This is life eternal, to know THEE, the
ONLY TRUE GoD, and JESUS CHRIST whom THOU hast
sent.” It must hencé appear, that no inquiries can be
more justifiable nor more interesting than those which
respect the true character of the FATHER and the Sow.
So far as we are in darkness respecting these charac-
ters, we must necessarily be in darkness respecting
the gospel of divine grace. To obtain clear and
scriptural views of the FATHER, the SoN, and the
Howry SpirIT, has long been a principal obJect of my
stady and pursuit.

From my infancy, I was taught to believe the Atha-
nasian doctrine of three distinct co-equal and co-eter-
nal Persons in one God. And I do not recollect that
I had any doubts of its correctness, until several years
after I began the work of the ministry. Believing it
to be both true and important, according to my ability
I taught it to others. But even while I taught the
doctrine, I was often embarrassed by it both in pray-

7



8 ON THE UNITY OF GOD.

er and in preaching. In giving thanks to God for
his astonishing love in giving his SoxN to die for our
offences, the theory has occurred with a chilling and
confounding influence. These thoughts would un-
avoidably rush into my mind—Gop and his SoN are
one and the same Being ; the SoN could not in reality
die or syffer any more than the FATHER; it was only
a mere man that suffered, to whom the SoN was mys-
teriously united. In my preaching, while expressing
the love of God in SPARING NOT HIS OWN SoON, the
same theory and the same train of thoughts would oc-
cur; and, in some instances, both in prayer and in
preaching, the influence of these thoughts has been so
great as, for a time, to obstruct my utterance.

Such embarrassments had a natural tendency to
excite suspicions in my mind that there must be some
defect in the theory which I had adopted. But the
doctrine had been so long and so generally believed
by great divines and good people, that I almost trem-
bled at the thought of indulging my suspicions. At
length I became acquainted with the views of Dr.
‘Watts, as exhibited in connection with the Memoirs
of his life. These I read with care. He supposed
the SoN of God not to be a self-existing Person, but
a human Being, created before the worlds, and inti-
mately united to the Father, so that in him dwelt all
the fulness of the Godhead ; and that from this union
his divinity resulted, His reasonings, to prove that
the union of the Man Jesus was with the Father, and
not with a second self-existent Person, appeared to
me conclusive and unanswerable. And as a union
with the Father must imply as great fulness and dig-
nity as a union with another Person just equal with
the Father, I was unable to see why his theory did
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not support the Divinity of Jesus Christ in as ample
a manner a8 the Athanasian hypothesis.

Another consideration, which greatly recommended
to my acceptance the theory of Dr. Watts, was this,
it freed me from those distressing embarrassments
which I had formerly felt in prayer and preaching.
For on his theory, the real Person, who is called the
SoN of Gobp, was the real Sufferer on the cross.

Having obtained this relief to my mind, I rested
pretty quietly for several years as a believer in Watts'
theory of the Trinity. But my apprehensions and
ideas were so indistinct, that I indulged no thought of °
writing on the subject with any view to publication,
until the year 1807. In the course of that year, my
attention was in a peculiar manner arrested by the
natural import of this text, ‘ 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.”* I noted that in this verse
the apostle was exhibiting the faith of Christians in
contrast with the faith of heathens. In the preced-
ing verse he had said, ‘“For though there be. that
are called gods, whether in heaven or in earth, (as
there be gods many and lords many.”) Such is the
faith of the heathen world. With this he contrasts
the faith of Christians, * But to us there is but oNE
Gop, the FATHER, of whom are all things, and we in
him; and oNE Lorp, JEsus CHRIST, by whom are
all things, and we by him.” The ideas which appeared
to me to lie plainly on the face of this text were these:—

1. That the one SELF-EXISTENT GOD is ONE PER-
80N, viz. the FATHER. The apostle does not say,
But to us there is but one God, yet this one God is

# 1 Cor. viil. 6.
1#



10 ON THE UNITY OF GOD.

three Persons. His language is, “ But to us there is
but one Gop, the FATHER.” He distinctly names
the Person whom he styles the ONE Gob, and calls
him the FATHER.

2. That this one God is the Fountain or Souroe of
all things—* OF whom are all things.”

8. That Jesus Christ, the one Lord, is a Person as
distinct from the Being of GoD as he is from the Per-
son of the FATHER. After the apostle had distinctly
told who is the one God, he then proceeded to say,
“and oNE LoRrp, JESUS CHRIST.” As he had named
the one God, so he also named the one Lord.

4. That Jesus Christ, the one Lord, is the MEDIUM
or AGENT, through whom or by whom God displays
his fulness in the production of events—*BY whom
are all things, and we BY HIM.”

Such being the views I had of the text, a field was
opened which appeared clear, spacious, and delight-
ful. This field I entered, and began to write on the
doctrine of the Trinity, in a great measure conform
able to the views of Dr. Watts. Nearly two years
my mind was absorbed in these inquiries, and my
time employed in writing on the subject. I wrote
pretty largely, and thought I had produced some-
thing which might be useful to the public.

But while writing for the press, it frequently oc-
curred to my mind that the definitive and emphatical
language used in Scripture respecting the SoN of
Gop, did import a higher character than is implied
in Watts's theory—that the terms owN SoN, oNLY
BEGOTTEN SON, &c., did import that Christ was
the SoN of God in the most strict and proper sense
of the terms. After I had written what I intended
for the press, that idea became more and more impress-
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ed on my mind as the natural meaning of the word
of God. Bat though I could not find that any per-
son had ventured to advance the idea, I viewed it to
be my duty to examine the point with the utmost
care.* This I have attempted to do; and the result
of my inquiries on that point is this, that Jesus
Christ is as truly the SoN of Gop, as Isaac was the
son of Abraham ; and that this view of the matter is
essential to a due estimation of the love of God as
displayed in the gospel of his grace. It is also my

* Since the first edition of these letters, satisfactory evidence has
been obtained that many others have asserted the same views of the
Son of God which are contained in these letters. The dispute between
Arius and his opponents had no respect to the number of persons in
deity ; but simply to the derived nature of the Son of God. Arius
maintained “ that the Son was not begotten of the Father, i e. pro-
duced of his substance, but created out of nothing” On the eontnuz;
the Council of Nice affirmed “that the Son was Miarly of t
Father, being of his substance as begotten of him” The creed of
that Council contains no idea of a “three one God.” The “one God”
is clearly represented as one Person only, and the Son as derived from
God. I{wssb adding to the Nicene Creed that the Council at Con-
stantinople made out the doctrine of a “three one God. Dr. Mosheim
says, “ They gave the finishing touch to what the Council of Nice had
left imperfect, and fixed in a full and determinate manner the doctrine
of three persons in one God.” Vol L p. 426.

Mr. says, “ This Council velaleaccmtely defined the doctrine
of the Trinity, and enlarging alittle the Nicene Creed, they delivered
it to us as we now have 1t 1n our communion-service” The Macedo-
nian heresy gave occasion to & more explicit representation of the
third Person in the Trinity” Vol, IL pz{lu-s.

Dr. Lardaer informs us about the little ” which this Council enlarged
the Nicene Creed. It was this—“The Lord and Giver of life, who

thﬁmth;egﬁr?:;l‘ﬁt:i Si):’; who witglthe l‘;ather and
the Son is worshi glori W ® e prophets.”

This was not al:my “little” to add ; fo:Ptl;d; llT?eene &eed conveys
Do idea that the spirst is a person, but simply says “we believe in

Holy Spirit.”

e Boewr also introduces the following concession of Bishop Burnet
—“8o that the Creed here called the Nicene Creed, is, indeed, the Con-
stantinopolitan Creed, with the addition of Filiogue by the Western
church. See first postscript to the “letter on the Logos” p. 185.

Thus we have tAree Trinitarians and one Unitarian concurring in the
%.ct’;llx:tthe doctrine of a “ three one God” was not finished until A.
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real belief, that this view of the subject will be found
much better to harmonize with the Scriptures, and
unspeakably more HONORARY to the FATHER and to
the SoN, than any other hypothesis which has been
advanced.

Having, therefore, experienced such a revolution
in my own views, I have occasion to write anew on
the subject. I have concluded to write in the form
of letters, and to address them to you, as to a candid
friend and brother in Christ.

While writing on my former ground, I derived
some consolation from the thought that my views
harmonized with the theory of Dr. Watts. I am
now in a measure deprived of that source of conso-
lation; but I have another which I esteem much
more important, viz., that my views now harmonize
with the most odvious and natural meaning of the lan-
guage of Gob, of CHRIST, and his AposTLES; and
that if I am in an error, my error has not resulted
from departing from the natural import of scripture
language, but from preferring that to a meaning which
is foreign, figurative, or mystical. .

There is one formidable objection to my views,
which I have to meet in the very threshold of my
communications on this subject. I may therefore
. now state and answer it, that the way may be open
for a candid hearing.

It is said, that my views imply a departure from
a great and important article of the orthodox faith,
which has for many centuries been admitted by the
great body of the most pious Christians, and has
been advocated by great numbers of learned and
pious divines; that it has long been admitted as an
article of Christian faith, that there are THREE dis-
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tinct, co-equal, and self-existent Persons in the ONE
Gop; and that it would be reproachful to the great
Head of the church, to suppose that he would suffer
his most faithful friends to be so long in an error on
a point of so great importance.

This, I confess, has appeared to me the most
weighty objection which has ever been stated against
the theory I have adopted. I shall therefore attempt
a serious and candid reply.

1. I have no inclination to doubt either the piety
or the learning of those divines who have advocated
the doctrine of three distinct Persons in one God.
Many such, I doubt not, have already been admitted
into the realms of bliss, and others, I believe, are in
the way which leads to the same state. Some of this
class of divines with whom I am acquainted, I esteem
as the excellent of the earth, and as vastly my superi-
ors in piety, learning, and discernment. But fallibility
has been the common lot of Christians, aslong, at least,
as the Athanasian theory has been received as the or-
thodox faith. And among all the great and good
divines, I cannot find one who has ever given evidence
of infallibility. Great and good divines, like other
good people, have been liable to err. Norcan I find,
that Christ ever promised that he would not suffer
his church to fall into any error in sentiment respect-
ing the character of the Father, the Son, and the
Holy Spirit. Therefore, however improbable it may
appear to you that there is any incorrectness in the
doctrine which has been so long and so generally re-
ceived, and so ably and abundantly advocated, the
possibility that there may be incorrectness must be ad-
mitted. An investigation, therefore, may be highly
proper and useful.
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2. I would ask, Isit not a truth, that, for many
centuries, the doctrine before us has been popular—so
popular that a man must run the hazard of losing his
reputation for piety, if he should call in question its
correctness? And would not such a state of things
naturally preclude any general, thorough, and impar-
tial examination of the subject? Would not many,
even among good people and good ministers, be likely
to choose to take it for granted that the popular doc-
trineis true, and content themselves with searching
the Scriptures for texts to support it? Such a course
of proceeding, I confess, I adopted for a number of
years. Such was my veneration for the characters of
those writers who had defended the theory, that it
seemed to me safe to follow them. My object, there-
fore, in studying on the subject, was merely to support
the doctrine. I do not know that others have been
so deficient ; but if they have, this may be one reason
why the doctrine has been so long and so generally
admitted. :

The proposition, which affirms that there are three
distinct Persons in one God, is surely not a Bible pro-
position—I am willing to admit it as a proposition
formed by good men to express their views of the mean-
ing of God’s word. But we have the Bible before us,
as well as those who formed the proposition, and it is
our duty to bring the doctrine to the Bible for exami-
nation, and not merely for support.

8. Do not your peculiar sentiments as a Hopkinsian,
imply a departure from doctrines which have been
considered as highly important, which have been
generally received for several centuries by the most
pious Christians, and which have been advocated by
multitudes of great and good divines? Why were
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you not afraid of impeaching the character of the
great Head of the church by adopting sentiments in
a manner which, in your own view, would imply
that he had suffered his most faithful friends for along
time to be in an error on some important points?
Why were you not contented to receive for truth the
theories of our pious forefathers, and thus have saved
yourself the trouble of laborious investigation, and
from the reproaches of those who have viewed you as
departing from doctrines which have long been re-
ceived by the pious and faithful friends of Christ?
It does not, sir, appear that our Hopkinsian brethren
have been much afraid of impeaching the character of
Christ, by preaching and writing what they have
thought to be the truth, although, in some respects,
they contradicted theories which have long been re-
ceived as essential doctrines of the gospel.

4. I willingly admit, that the great body of Chnst (]
faithful friends have been so far united, as to adopt, as
an article of faith, a proposition which affirms three
distinct Persons in one God. But is it not a solemn
truth, that nineteen-twentieths of those, who have
professed to believe the article, have never examined
the terms of the proposition so as to be able to tell in
what sense they believed it to be true? And have
not the great and pious divines in every age, since
the proposition was adopted, been greatly divided as
to its real tmport ?

Mr. Jones, and some others, have informed us, that
by the THREE PERSONS they mean THREE DISTINCT
AgGeNTs. But Dr. Hopkins says, “It must be care-
fully observed that when this word is applied to the
Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost, as three distinct
Persons, it does not import the same distinction as
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when applied to men.”” But he does not pretend to
be able to tell what the word does vmport, as applied
to the Deity. There are other ministers who frankly
own that they know not what is intended by Persons
in the proposition.

Dr. Watts, in his day, said, “The common or
scholastic explication of the Trinity, which has been
long and universally received, and been called ortho-
dox, is, that God is but one simple, infinite, and eter-
nal Spirit: Hence it follows, that the divine essence,
powers and essential properties of the Father, the
Son, and the Spirit, in the Godhead, are numerically
the very same: that it is the same numerical con-
sciousness, understanding, will, and power, which be-
longs to the Father, that also belongs to the Son and
to the Holy Spirit: and that the sacred Three are
distinguished only by the superadded, relative proper-
ties of paternity, filiation, and precession.”

Perhaps the word procession should have been used,
instead of “precession;” but I have given the word
as I found it in Memoirs of Dr. Watts, page 98.

If Dr. Watts gave a true account of what had “been
long and universally received” as the orthodox faith,
Mr. Jones and those who agree with him in senti-
ment have greatly departed from the orthodox faith.
The orthodox faith, according to Dr. Watts, implied
no more than one infinite, self-existent Agent; the
terms Father, Son, and Holy Ghost, denoted *super-
added, relative properties.” But Mr. Jones supposes
three distinct Agents,

Some, by the three distinet Persons, have under-
stood no more than one Being acting in three distinct
offices. The same Person or Being is FATHER as
Oreator, SON as Redeemer, and HoLY GHOST as Sanc-
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tifier. This may harmonize with the doctrine of
“guperadded, relative properties.”

In the conclusion of the “Memoirs of Dr. Watts,”
the writer says, “if I understand the great reformer
Calvin aright, he in like manner conceived of the
‘Worp and SPIRIT as the WispoM and POWER of the
Deity personified.* The pious Mr. Baxter adopted a
like personification.” The same writer quotes from.
Mr. Baxter a passage, which shows that there had
been other methods still of explaining the personality
of the Trinity.

“ Abundance of heretics,” says Mr. Baxter, ‘ have

~troubled the church with their self-devised opinions
about the Trinity, and the Person and nature of Christ.
And T am loth to say how much many of the ortho-
dox have troubled it also, with their self-conceited,
misguided and uncharitable zeal againstthose they
judged heretics. I would advise the reader to be none
of them that shall charge with heresy all those who
say that the three Persons are Deus seipsum tntelligens,
Deus a setpso intellectus, et Deus a seipso amatus,
(though I am not one,) nor yet those holy men whom
I have cited, and many ‘others, who expressly say
that Potentia, Saptentia, et Amor, POWER, WISDON,
and Love, are the Father, Son, and HoLy GHOST.”

Thus, sir, we may see how the great and pious di-
vines, with which God has blessed his church, have
been divided in their real opindons of the meaning of
a proposition which they all had adopted as an article
of faith. One class out of six has agreed with you in

# When this passage was quoted I had not seen Calvin's “ Insti-
tutes® He indeed eays things which favor the idea that the wisdom
and power of Deity are personified, for the Som and Holy Spirit. But
he eays other things of a very different complexion. the quota.
tions m part IL letter IX.
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sentiment, that by the three Persons are intended three
distinct Agents ; a second class uses the term Persons
in an indefinite sense, without explanation; a third,
by three Persons, understands three offices ; the fourth
supposes one proper Person, and His Wisdom and
Power personified for the other two Persons; the fifth
supposes the three Persons to be three principal attri-
butes of God, Power, Wisdom, and Love; the other
supposes the personality to mean no more than this,
God understanding himself, God understood by himself,
and God loving himself.

Of what use, sir, to Christianity, can that proposi
tion be, which is thus variously understood by the
best divines? While there is so great a variety of
real opinion .about the import of the article, their
agreeing to adopt it as an article of faith can be no
evidence of its correctness. But is not the disagree-
ment as to the import of the word Person, in the pro-
position, some evidence that the word is improperly
used? You cannot justly accuse me of differing more
in real opinion from those who have adopted this arti-
cle, than they differ from each oiher. And I would
suggest it for your serious consideration, whether your
departure from the ancient orthodox faith is not in-
finitely greater than mine—yea, greater by two nfini-
ties?  You suppose three self-existent, infinite Agents;
I suppose but one; and if Dr. Watts fairly stated the
explication of the Trinity, which had *beenlong and
universally received” as orthodox, the ancient ortho-
doxy implied but one infinite Agent. And with his
statement agrees all but one of the several explana-
tions which have been enumerated; the personality
was evidently understood as figurative.

The evidence we have before us, that great and
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good men have been greatly divided on the subject
of the personality of the Trinity, may serve to evince
the propriety of the caution given by Mr. Baxter
against indulging a censorious spirit one towards
another. The more deep and mysterious the subject,
the more occasion we have for self-diffidence, and the
more room for the exercise of Christian candor to-
wards those who may differ from us in opinion.’

The experience I have had of my own fallibility
may be considered as an admonition to me againstin-
dulging a self-confident spirit respecting the correct-
ness of my present views. I have indeed been long
searching and laboring to ascertain the truth, and to
bring my views to harmonize with the meaning of the
word of God. But I am yet far from any claim to
infallibility. I can hardly expect that I shall be free
from mistakes in explaining the numerous passages
of Scripture which will naturally come under con-
sideration. But this I know, that I have no interest
to serve by perverting or misapplying the Scriptures.
It is, I hope, my aim, to act faithfully for Christ in
attempting to explain his word; and with him I may
safely leave the event.

I am not insensible that I expose to peril the little
share of reputation which I have hitherto possessed,
by taking ground so singular and unpopular. Noram
I at all indifferent as to the esteem and good will of
my fathers and brethren with whom I have been in
fellowship. My esteem for them is not at all abated
by any change in my own sentiments; and it is my
wish to give them no occasion of offence in my manner .
of writing. It will be my duty to expose what I es-
teem to be erroneous in their sentiments; but I hope
to do it in the spirit-of meekness, of candor, and of
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love. My dissenting from them in opinion is surely
no reason why I should be offended with them ; and
I am not sensible that it is a reason why they should
be offended with me. But should they view my dis-
sent as ground of offence, I hope they will deal with
me in a gospel femper, and on gospel principles, duly
bearing in mind that bitter revilings and sound reason-
tngs are things of a very different nature.*

Three principal propositions I shall attempt to il-
lustrate and support, in the course of my Letters to
you—viz.

I That the self-existent God is only one Person.

IL  That Jesus Christ is God's OWN SoN.

III. That by the Holy Ghost is intended the fulness
of God, or the efficient, productive emanations of Di-
vine fulness.

In support of the first proposition, I shall, in my
next Letter, distinctly consider what is meant by
the word Person.

LETTER IL
PERSONALITY DEFINED AND ILLUSTRATED.

REev. Srx, ‘

It has been supposed to be a very difficult thing
to ascertain in what personality consists, or what con-
stitutes personality. It may, however, be found an
easy thing to tell what is meant by the word Person,
as it is used in Scripture, and in common discourse.

# Such was my © when I published the first edition. I must
now say I wish it may be eo in future. But-alas! “ what is manP
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I will exhibit a few instances of the use of the term
in the Scriptures.

“Noah the eighth Person.” “Joseph was a goodly
Person.” “ No uncircumcised Person shall eat there-
of.” *Whosoever hath killed any Person.” “ Goest
to battle in thine own Person.” “ A righteous Per-
son.” “A wicked Person.” ¢Thy Person.” ¢His
Person.”

Such a manner of using the term is common in all
writings with which I am acquainted. We apply the
term Person to any man, or woman, to an angel, to
Jesus Christ, and to God. But we do not apply it to
any class of beings below the human race. The pro-
nouns ke or ske, &c., we apply to the brutal creation ;
but it would be thought an impropriety of speech to
apply the term Person to the most sagacious horse or
dog. By careful observation, it will be found that
we use the personal pronouns in reference to any be-
ings which are supposed to possess animal life; but
the word Person is properly applied only to intelligent
Beings. Inanimate objects, in figurative language,
are often personified; but the very idez and mode of
personification implies what is intended by the word
Person, viz. an INTELLIGENT BEING.

‘What is meant by the word Person, is just as ob-
vious to common people as what ismeant by the moon.
And we have no more occasion to inquire what con-
stitutes personality in order to tell what is meant by
the word Person, than we have to ascertain the es-
sence of the moon in order to tell what object is called
by that name. And it is no more difficult to ascer-
tain what constitutes personality, than to ascertain
what constitutes intelligent existence.

It may be objected, that there is no part or property
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of a man but what is spoken of in the possessive case,
as though it were something distinct from personality.
We say, his hands, his feet, his head, his intellects, his
heart, his body, his soul, as though personality were
something distinct from any of these.

This is all granted; but in the same manner we
ase-the word Person itself; we say his Person. And
thus the term is used in the Bible, the express image
of his Person.” But it does not hence follow, that per-
sonality consists in something distinct from Person.

As one Person is one intelligent Being, so two or
three Persons are two or three intelligent Beings. So
obvious is this to the common sense of mankind, that
it may be doubted whether any man can form any
other idea of two persons than that of two intelligent
Beings. Ifit be understood, that we are speaking of
human Beings, and mention is made of two persons, it
as clearly conveys the idea of two intelligent Beings, as
if we should say two men. The same observation will
apply to angels.

Some writers of eminence have suggested, or assert-
ed, that Person and Being are not terms of the same
import; and, therefore, it may imply no contradiction,
to say, three personsin one Being or one God. But I
have not found that they have attempted to explain the
difference between Person and Betng. 1 shall not pre-
tend that these terms are uniformly of synonymous im-
port, for the term Being may be applied to any object
which exists, but the term Person is applicable only to
intelligent existence. But the phrases, an tntelligent
Person and an intelhigent Being, may properly be con-
sidered as synonymous. If you think otherwise, be
pleased to explain the difference.

In writing on divinity, it is highly important that
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we should use language according to its common ac-
ceptation. To make use of terms, of which we ean
give no intelligible explanation, has no tendency to
communicate light. Those who make use of terms in
relation to God, or to Christ, ought, at least, to be
able and willing to tell their own meaning in the use of
those terms. IfIsay that the Fatherand the Son are
two distinct Persons, I ought to be willing to tell what
I mean by the word Person. And if I have any defi-
nite meaning to the term, it may be expected that, in
some way, I can make it known. But if I have no
definite meaning to the term, how is it possible that
another person can tell whether he agrees or disagrees
with me in sentiment ?

If I only state, that I believe that the Father and
the Son are two distinct Persons, there is, perhaps, no
Christian but will say he believes the same. But as
soon as I explain what I mean by the word Person,
many will dissent and avow their disagreement. Hav-
ing thus exposed myself to their disapprobation, by
explaining my meaning, may I not be permitted to ask
what they mean by the term, that' I may be able to
compare the two opinions? And ought I to receive
it as a satisfactory answer, if I am told that Person and
Being are not the same, and that personality is some-
thing which cannot be defined ?

As you, sir, profess to believe that the Father and
the Son are two persons, and yet but one intelligent
Being, I would ask whether the Father is not one in-
telligent Being? And is not the Son also an intelli-
gent Being? Was he not an intelligent Being who
came into the world to die for oursins? And was e
who came and he who sent him one and the same intel-

ligent Being ? .
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As you also deny the human personality of Christ,
or that as a derived Being, he was a Person, and still
admit that he was, in respect to his human nature,
truly a Man, I would ask what addition would have
been necessary to constitute that Man a proper per-
son? If we deny that, asa derived intelligence, he
was a Person, will it not be difficult to make it appear
that there is any such thing as personality in Man?
Sin excepted, what do we find in ourselves which was
not found in the Man Christ Jesus? If we take ground
respecting personality, on which it cannot be proved
that there is any such thing as a kwman Person, how
shall we be able toshow that there is any propriety
in applying the term Person to the Deity ? Itisa clear
case, that so long as we remain ignorant of the import
of the term, we can never be sure that itis properly
applied. : '

I have not, sir, pursued this inquiry with any desire
to perplex the minds of others, or to multiply or widen
the breaches which exist among professed Christians,
but, if possible, to do something which may contribute
to greater unanimity. Nothing, perhaps, has contri-
buted more to keep the subject of the Trinity involved
in obscurity, than an indefinite and unmeaning use of
the term Person. I will not affirm, that the definition
I have givenis perfect; but I will hope, that by frank-
ly avowing my own views, and exposing myself to the
censure of others, I may, at least, be the occasion of
further inquiry and further light on the subject.

Permit me now, sir, to appeal from your theory to
your enlightened common sense. Did you ever con-
ceive of the Father and the Son as one and the same
intelligent Being? When you thank God for the gif¢
of his SoN to die for us, do you not uniformly conceive
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of the Father as one intelligent Being, and of the Son
as another? From my own past experience, I may pre-
sume, that, according to your common sense, the
Father and the Son are as distinctly two intelligent
Beings, as Abraham and Isaac. Of what importance
then can it be to Christianity, to attempt to support
a theory of personality which is undefinable and
ineffable, which does not acoord with the common ac-
ceptation of the term Person, nor with the practical
views even of those who adopt it? Scarcely any
thing is more obvious to the common understanding
of men, than what is usually intended by the word
Person ; but when the term is applied to the Deity,
they must be told that it means something which can-
not be explained. But if the explanation I have giv-
en of the meaning of the word Person shall be found
to accord with the common sense of mankind, and
with the practical ;views of Christians in relation to
the Father and Son, may I not hope to escape the
censure of those who profess not to know what is
meant by Person as applied to God ?

It will probably be urged, that God is incompre-
hensible, and that the doctrine which affirms three
persons in one God or one Being, is no more above
our comprehension than the eterniy and self-existence
of Jehovah. :

It will readily be granted, that God is to us incom-
prehensible in his being and all his attributes; yet,
in respect to any of his attributes, we can explain
what we mean by the terms in which they are ex-
pressed. We can so explain as to make each other
understand what we mean by the terms eternity and
self-existence. Let it, then, be as intelligibly explain-
ed what is meant by Person, when we say that

2
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there are three Persons in one God, or one intelligent
Being.

The incomprehensibleness of an object is no reason
why we should use terms without any definite mean-
ing. God is an incomprehensible object ; but in using
the term, we may have an intelligible and definite
meaning. We ought, at least, to have so much mean-
ing to the terms we use, that we can explain our
own meaning.

By some good writers it has been supposed, that
the proposition which affirms a plurality of Persons
in one tntelligent Being, implies no contradiction.
But I would ask, how is it known that it does not im-
ply a contradiction? . Can we affirm any thing of a
proposition any farther.thah we understand the terms ?
Let the terms be explained; and then we stand on fair
ground to judge whether the proposition does or does
not imply a contradiction. But until this be done, it
would be very improper, at least for me, to affirm any
thing concerning it, one way or another. Until we
understand the term Person, we know.not what is
affirmed in the proposition. And if there be no defi-
nite meaning to the term, he who states the propo-
sition either affirms nothing, or he affirms he knows
not what. If we think to give instruction by using
terms in an indefinite and undefinable sense, we most
certainly miss our aim. For no person can be en-
lightened by any proposition any farther than he un
derstands the meaning of the terms. If then, in writ-
ing on divinity, we use terms which are undefinable
in our own application of them, what do we better
than to darken counsel by words without knowledge?

The following proposition is supposed to be apos-
tolic, “There are three that bear record in heaven, the
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Father, the Word, and the Holy Ghost.” This pas-
sage, I am fully satisfied, as will appear, Letter VI.,
is an interpolation. But even should it be supposed
genuine, it affords no proof of the Trinitarian senti-
ment. For neither the term Persons, nor the name
God, is to be found in the passage. And if we know
not the import of the term Persons, was it not very
improper for Trinitarians to insert it in a proposition
intended to express an apostle’s meaning? It was
with a view to render this proposition more explicit,
that the term Person was inserted. But however in-
explicit or indefinite the proposition may be, as it
stands in the Bible, it surely could not be amended by
inserting a word without meaning, or by using a de-
Jinite term in an undefinable sense.

As to the improper use of the term Person, I con-
sider myself as having been culpable as well as others.
And while I frankly place myself on this ground, I
do it in hope that the preceding remarks will not be
viewed as designedly reproachful to any class of
Christians or divines.

Thus, sir, I have attempted to establish one point
in favor of the proposition, that the Supreme Being,
or gelf-existent God, is only one Person. If the ac-
count which has been given of the word Person be
correct, to say that the one self-existent God is three
self-existent Persons, is the same as to say that the
self-existenit God is three self-existent inielligent Be-
tngs. And if there be a propriety in saying that the
ONE Gop is but ONE SUPREME BEING, there can be
no propriety in saying that the ONE GobD is three
SELF-EXISTENT PERSONS.—But there are still other
considerations which may be brought into view in
subsequent Letters.
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LETTER IIL

THE SCRIPTURE USE OF PRONOUNS AND VERBS IN
RELATION TO GOD.

REvV. SIR,

AvLTHOUGH the definition which has been given
of the term Person should be admitted as correct, still
it may be thought that a definition may be given of
the term Gobp, which will render it consistent to say
three Personsin ONE Gop. And such a definition has
been given by Mr. William Jones in his celebrated
performance on “The Catholic doctrine of the Trini-
ty.” In page 9, he says, “The word God, though of
the singular number, is of plural comprehension.” In
proof of this idea he has written a distinct chapter, in
which he has evidenced both labor and ingenuity.
And it will be admitted, that, if, in the Scriptures, the
term GoD be intended to import three self-existent
Persons, there is no more contradiction in. affirming
that there are three Persons in ONE GoD, than there
would be in affirming that there are three Persons in
one Council, or one Senate, or one Triumvirate.

In support of his idea, Mr. Jones has not only
mentioned some nouns which are plural in the He-
brew, which are in English translated God; but he
has stated that there are also pronouns and verbs of the
plural number agreeing with the term God. And it
must be acknowledged that, at first view, these things
appear much in favor of a plurality of Persons in
God. For according to the established principles of
grammar, pronouns and verbs should agree with their
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nouns in number. It then behoves us to examine the
subject with care and with candor.

Mr. Jones has exhibited several instances in which,
in our translation, the pronouns us and OUR are used,
as he supposes, as proper pronouns for God only, and
as denoting a plurality of Persons in the one God.

The first text which he mentions is Gen. i. 26.
% And Gop said, let us make man in our image, and
after our likeness.”—In reference to this text, it may
be observed, that these pronouns do not necessarily
imply more than #wo Persons, nor do they necessarily
imply that both of them were self-existent. The re-
presentation is, that GoD spake to some other Person.
And as he created all things by his Son Jesus Christ,
the Son was probably the Person to whom God spake.
And all the plural pronouns which Mr. Jones has re
lied on nfay be accounted for in the same manner.

In respect to the plural nouns which he has men-
tioned, I shall only say, that they go as far to prove
a plurality of Gods, as they do to prove a plurality of
self-existent Persons.

But besides nouns and pronouns, he has suggested,
that, in the Hebrew, several plural verbs and adjec-
tives are found agreeing with the noun God. This
he also considers as evidence that the word God im-
plies a plurality of Persons. Being wholly unac-
quainted with the Hebrew language, I cannot pre-
tend to dispute the correctness of his statements.
Some things, however, may possibly be
which may be sufficient ground on which to doubt
the correctness of his inference.

1. I think we have no evidence, that the sacred
writers were perfectly acquainted with the rules of
grammar, nor that the Divine Spirit, by which they
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wrote, secured them from every departure from the
rules of grammar in the construction of sentences.—
But,

2. If it were certain that the inspired penman never
deviated from the rules of grammar, it would still be
possible that as many as five or siz mistakes in the
number of verbs, might be made in copying the Old
Testament five or six thousand times. For though
we have evidence that great care was taken in copy-
ing the Scriptures, we have no evidence that scribes
were infallible. And if, in the innumerable copyings
of the Old Testament prior to the art of printing, not
more than five or six -verbs were changed from the
singular to the plural number, we have great reason
to acknowledge a superintending Providence.

Thus, sir, I have endeavored candidly to reply to
Mr. Jones’s arguments from plural pronouns and
verbs. Let it now be supposed, that instead of five
or st plural pronouns of doubtful relation, he had
found five or six thousand plural pronouns which obvi-
ously stand as substitutes for the names of God, Lord,
or Jehovah ; would not his argument have been at
least a thousand times more forcible than it is on the
ground he has produced? Yea, let it be supposed
that, on the most careful examination, he had found
in the Bible only five or six pronouns for God of the
stngular number, and those, too, of doubtful import;
and that, on the other hand, he had found ALL the
pronouns for God, of the plural number, excepting the
five or six doubtful instances; would not his argu-
ment have been invincible in favor of a plurality of
Persons in the Godhead? Would any man of sense,
after such an exhibition, ever have called in question
the doctrine of three self-existent Persons? Confi-
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dent I am, that such an argument would have had
more weight in my mind than all the arguments I
have seen or heard in favor of that doctrine.

Permit me then, sir, to retort the argument from
the use of pronouns and verbs in the Bible. Except-
ing those doubtful instances of plural pronouns men-
tioned by Mr. Jones, are not the pronouns for God
uniformly of the singular number? Instead of five or
s doubtful cases, do we not find five or six thousand
instances in which personal pronouns of the singular
number are unquestionably used as substitutes for the
nouns Gon, Lorp, or JEHOVAH ?—And setting aside
Mr. Jones’s exceptions, do we not find the werbs,
agreeing with the noun GOD, uniformly of the singu
lar number ?

‘When God speaks of himself in the first Person, he
uses the pronouns J, My or Mine, Me. When he is
addressed in the second Person, the pronouns are
Thou, Thy or Thine, Thee. 'When he is spoken of in
the third Person, the pronouns are He, His, Him.—
Thas, you must be sensible, is the general and uniform
use of the pronouns for God, in the Old Testament
and the New. It may be added, that Myself, T hyself,
and Himself, are also used as pronouns for God.

If God were THREE co-equal PERSONS, it would be
very natural to expect that we. should find explicit
evidence of this in the manner of giving the law, and
in the prayers of saints. But when the law was given
on Mount Sinai, God spake in the singular number,
¢ T am the Lord thy God—thou shalt have no other
Gods before ME.” And is it not, sir, a solemn fact,
that in all the prayers throughout the Bible, in which
God is addressed, that he is addressed as one individual
Person ?
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Moses, David, and Daniel, may be considered as
well acquainted with God. Each of them addressed
God as one Person only.

Moses said, ¢ Yet now if THOU wilt, forgive my sin,
and if not, blot me, I pray THEE, out of THY book.”

David said, O God, to whom vengeance belongs,
shew THYSELF, —not yourselves.  * Lift up THYSELF,
THOU Judge of the earth.”

Daniel said, “O Lord, hear; O Lord, forgive; O
Lord, hearken and do; defer not, for THINE OWN sake,
O my God, for THY clty and THY people are called by
THY name.”

‘We may here add, that Chmst, who must be suppos-
ed to be better acquainted with God than any ancient
prophet or any modern divine, addressed the Father
not only as one Person, but as the “ oNLY TRUE Gob.”
As the Son, he addressed the Father, and in his prayer
he had these words. “ And this is life eternal, that they
might know THEE, THE ONLY TRUE Gop, and JESUS
CHRIST, whom THOU hast sent.”

I think, sir, I may say, without hazard, that there is
no intimation in the Bible of threeself-existent Persons
in one God, either in the manner in which Divine com-
mands were communicated, or in the prayers of saints.
But in giving commands, God uniformly made himself
known as one individual Person; and as to an indi-
vidual Person, the prophets and saints addressed their
prayers to God.

Moreover, in all the remarkable manifestations of
himself to mankind, God made himself known as one
Person only.—When he appeared to Adam after the
fall, he manifested himself as one Person. And in pro-
nouncing the curse upon the serpent, as one Person he
spake, “Jwill put enmity between theeand the woman.
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And unto the woman he said, I will greatly multiply
thy sorrow,” &c.

As one Person, God manifested himself to Noah.
“ And God said unto Noah, The end of all flesh is come
up before ME. And behold, 7, even 7, do bring a flood
upon the earth. - But with thee will 7 establish my
covenant.”

In his various appearances to Abraham, he reveal-
ed himself as only one Person.—* 7am thy shield and
thy exceeding great reward—/ will make thy seed as
the dust of the earth—7 am the Almighty God, walk .
before ME, and be thou perfect.”

Similar to this, was the style and manner adopted
by God in all his appearances to Abraham, Isaac, and
Jacob.

In all the manifestations which God made of himself
to Moses and the people of Israel, he uniformly repre-
sented himself as.one Person. And thus he represent-
ed himself in his communications to the Prophets. It
may also be observed, that in several instances God
adopted forms of speech which not only implied a de-
nial of the existence of any other God, but also of the
existence of any other SELF-EXISTENT PERSON.—* See
now that 7, even 7 am HE, and there is no God with
ME; 7 kill, and 7 make alive; / wound, and 7 heal.”
Deut. xxii. 39.—* And there is no god else besides
ME, a just God and a Saviour; there is none besides
ME. Lookunto ME, and be ye saved, all ye ends of the
earth; for 7am God, and there is none else.” Isa.
xlv. 21, 22.—“Remember the former things of old ;
for I am God, and there is none else; 7 am God, and
there is none hke ME.”

When God reveals himself ‘under the title of the
HoLy ONE, or the HoLy ONE oF ISRAEL, he repre-

2*
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sents himself not only as ONE Gop but as ONE PERSON.
%Thus saith the Lord, the HoLY ONE of Israel, and
his Maker, Ask ME of things to come concerning MY
80NS; and concerning the work of MY hands, com-
mand ye ME.”

In conformity to the idea which God gave of him-
self, as being one Person only, all the sacred writers,
in speaking of God, speak of him as one Person, by
using a personal pronoun of the singular number, as
He, His, Him, together with corresponding verbs,

The Son of God, in the course of his ministry, spake
of God as one Person. “GoD so loved the world,
that HE gave HIS only begotten Son,” &c.—And the
apostles uniformly spake of God as one Person
only.—The scribe who came to Christ, and received
his approbation as not far from the kingdom of God,
in the course of the conversation, and in reply to
Christ, said, “There is ONE GoD, apd there is none
other but HE” And his remark was approved by
Christ.

Nouns of “plural comprehension,” such as Mr.
Jones supposes the word Gob to be, admit the article
the before them, as. the council, the senate; and the
pronouns, to agree with them, must be either neuter
pronouns of the singular number, or masculine pronouns
of the plural number. Speaking of a council, we either
say, It adjourned, or T'hey adjourned—Of a senate, J¢
passed an act, or They passed an act. We do notsay
of a council, He adjourned ; nor of a senate, He passed
an act—Nor does a senate or a council, speaking in
the first person, say 7 will.

In view of these observations, sir, suffer me to pre-
sent to your notice some of the foregoing passages of
Scripture, in a manner conformable to the Athansian
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theory. I will begin with the passage in Genesis, sc
much quoted by Athanasian writers, and connect
with it the following verse. The passage to agree
with your views, should read thus:.... “And the
Glod said, Let us make in our image, and after our
likeness. So the God created man in their own image,
and after their likeness ; in the image of the God creat-
ed they him.”

If the pronouns s and our are pronouns for God
only, the following pronouns should be also of the plu-
ral number. -

Upon the same principle, the first commandment
would read as follows: .... “Thou shalt have no
other gods before” us.

When God said, “7 am God, and there is none
like ME,” would not your theory have required the
following form ? . .. WE ARE THE GoD, and there is
none like Us.

‘Would not the words of Christ, to have correspond-

ed with your views, have stood thus? . ... “ The God
so loved the world, that THEY gave THEIR only be-
gotten Son,’ &e.

The words of the scribe, * There is one God, and
there is none other but THEM,” or but IT.

A remarkable variation would also be requisite in
the passage in which God speaks of himself asthe
Hory ONE. “Thus saith the Lord, the HoLy ONE
of Israel, and his Maker, Ask Us of things to come,
concerning our sons; and concerning the work of oUR
hands, command ye us.”

I would further suggest, whether another variation
in this text would not render it still more conformable
to Mr. Jones’ scheme, even to the language of Atha-
nasians in general? ¢ Thus saith the Lord, the HoLy
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THREE of Israell” This, I conceive, would have been
a correct expression of your doctrine of the Trinity
in Unity. Under the term LORD or JEHOVAH, the
Unity would have been implied ; and under the terms
HovLy THREE, the Trinity would have been expressed.

Will you, sir, be pleased now to consider what a
great and surprising change must be made throughout
the Bible, in respect to the pronouns and verbs agree-
ing with God, to have the language conformable to
the Athanasian doctrine? You cannot be insensible,
that in every instance in which a personal pronoun of
the singular number is used as a substetute for the noun
God, something is implied contrary to that doctrine.
Of course, a very great portion both of the Old Testa-
ment and the New, is, according to the natural import
of language, opposed to that theory. If the doctrine
of three self-existent Persons in one God were true,
and of such infinite importance as seems to be sup-
posed by our good brethren, how can it be accounted
for, that God himself, and all the sacred writers, should
go uniformly adopt such forms of speech as would
naturally lead to the conclusion, that the one self-exist-
ent God is but one self-existent Person.

Mr. Jones has indeed suggested the idea, that the -
gingular pronouns and verbs are most commonly used
as agreeing with God, to guard mankind against the
idea of more Gods than one. But may I not, withas
much propriety, suggest, that they are thus used to
guard us against the idea of more than one self-exist-
ent person? or that they were thus used, that in case
any should adopt the opinion of a plurality of self-ex-
istent Persons, the error might be detected by the cur-
rent and uniform language of Scripture?

If it be a truth, that there are three self-existent
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Persons in one God, it is doubtless a very important
truth, Nor is it to be admitted, that God should con-
stantly speak in a manner which tended to impress the
contrary idea, to prevent our falling into the error of
a plurality of Gods. Had it been a truth that thereis
but oNE GoD, and that this term is of * plural compre-
hension,” comprising three co-eternal Persons, it
would certainly have been a very easy thing with God
to have adopted language conformable to both parts
of the proposition. The suggestion of Mr. Jones
amounts to nothing less than this, that God made use
of language which was calculated to lead us info one
error, lest we should fall into another, .

‘Would it not, sir, shock the feelings of a Christian
audience, if a minister, in his prayers and preaching,
should conform his language to the Athanasian theo-
ry, and the established rules of grammar? But if the
theory be true, ought you not to adapt your current
language, in prayer and preaching, to your theory? .
You cannot be insensible, that to use pronouns and
verbs of the singular number, in relation to God, hasa
direct tendency toimpress the minds of your hearers
with the idea that God is but one Person. And if you
believe the contrary, ought you not to avoid such
forms of speech as naturally tend to mislead the minds
of your hearers? You will probably retort the ques-
tion, and ask, why I did not avoid such forms of
speech while I was an Athanasian? I answer, I was
not aware of the inconsistency between my common
forms of speech and the theory I had adopted. If
this be your case, you may possibly be excused in re-
spect to what is past; but what will you do in time
to come ? :

To evade the argument resulting from the use of
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singular pronouns and verbs, some will probably say,
that each person in the Trinity ¥ God, and may say
I am God; and that when a singular pronoun is used
for God, one Person only is intended. In reply, the
following questions may be asked.

1. If each Person, as a distinct Person, may say 1
am God, will it not follow that there are as many
Gods as Persons?

2..If there be three self-existent and co-equal Per-
sons in God, can it be proper for either of the three to
say I am Gob, and there is No GOD BESIDES ME?
‘When any one Person adopts this language, does he
not naturally exclude every other Person from the dig-
nity which he claims for himself? Suppose three Per-
sons to be united as co-equal in one government, under
the title of King, would it be consistent for either of
those Persons to say 1 am King, and there is no King
besides ME? Ifany one of the three should say thus,
would it nat be untérue in itself, and a contempt of the
other Persons?

Supposing that you are of the number of divines
who venture to tell what is to be understood by the
word Person as applied to God, and that by three Per-
sons you mean “three Agents,” I would here suggest
some thoughts for your consideration.

Those who avow, that, by three Persons, they un-
derstand three distinct Agents, allow to each of these
Agents self-existence, independence, infinite intelli-
gence, and almighty power, as distinct Persons. Of
course, the three Persons are three infinite Agents.
I would now wish to be informed, what more would
be necessary to constitute three infinite Beings. And
I would ask you seriously to consider whether it be
possible for you to form any idea of three tnfinite
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Agents, which does not involve the preclse idea of
three infinite intelligent Bemgs

I will next bring into view a text, in which the
FATHER, the SoN, and the HoLy GHOST, are exhibit-
ed, that you may see to what the representation in
the text would amount on your hypothesis.

The text we find, Acts x. 38. “ How GOD anointed
JESUS oF NAZARETH with the HoLy GHOST and with
Power; who went about doing good, and healing all
that were oppressed of the devil: for God was with
him."

Here, sir, we have the Trinity fairly exhibited.
But what would be the representation, if by the THREE
be intended three infinite Agents? Would not the re-
presentation be distinctly this, that the FIRST INFINITE
AGENT gave the THIRD INFINITE AGENT to enable the
SECOND INFINITE AGENT to perform miracles #

LETTER IV.

THE LANGUAGE OF GOOD WRITERS IN FAVOR OF
WHAT THEY MEAN TO DENY,

Rev. SIr,

For the support of the doctrine, that the self-ex-
istent God is but one Person, my reliance is placed on
the most obvious and natural import of Scripture lan-
guage. It is, however, hoped, thatit will not be
deemed tmproper or unfriendly, should I avail myself
of the reasonings, comncessions, and language of Atha-
nasian writers, for a farther illustration and confirma-
tion of what I esteem to be the truth. The authors,
whose writings I shall quote, are, in my opinion, de-
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servedly in high estimation, as learned, discerning,
and correct writers. And no author will be quoted or
named with the least desire to provoke controversy, or
in any respect to detract from his reputation.

I would now solicit your attention to some passages
from Dr. Hopkins. In his chapter on the Unity of
God, and the Trinity, to prove the Unity of God, or
that there is but ONE Gop, he has made use of some
arguments, which, if I mistake not, are of the same
weight against the doctrine of a plurality of self-
existent Persons, that they are against the doctrine
of a plurality of self-existent Gods—Thus he rea-
sons.—

“There can be but one First Cause who exists
necessarily, and without beginning; for there can be
but one infinite Being. To suppose another, or a
second, necessarily excludes the first; and to suppose
the first, necessarily excludes the second, and any other
infinite Being. The same is evident from the consid-
eration of the Divine perfections. God is infinite
Power, infinite Wisdom. But there cannot be two
infinite Wisdoms, &c. for this implies a contradiction.”

Yet, sir, your theory supposes that there are three
distinct self-existent and independent Persons, which,
if I mistake not, as fully implies three *infinite
Wisdoms,” &c. as the supposition of three infinite
Beings. ’

The Doctor proeeeds...." Moreover, if we make the
impossible supposition that there are two or more in-
finite Beings, they must be perfectly alike in all re-
spects, or not. If not perfectly alike, and without any
difference, in any respect, then one or the other must
be imperfect; for absolute infinite perfection admits
of no variation or difference: so that if any two Be-
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ings differ in any respect, they cannot be both abso-
lutely perfect; therefore cannot both be God. Butif
they are perfectly alike in every respect and every
thing, then they are perfectly one and the same; and
the supposition destroys itself, being a direct contra-
diction.”

If this reasoning be conclusive, will it not apply, in
the most direct manner, to invalidate the theory of
three self-existent and infinite Persons? The three
Persons must be perfectly alike in all respects, or not.
If not perfectly alike, one or the other must be imper-
fect, and therefore cannot be God: But if perfectly
alike in every respect, then they are perfectly one
and the same.” : )

Those who admit the Doctor’s reasoning as conclu-
give against three infinite Beings, must, I suspect, to
be consistent, reject the theory of three infinite, inde-
pendent Persons.

. Dr. Emmons, in his Discourse on the Trinity, has
made this concession....* Did the Scripture doctrine of
the Trinity imply that three Persons are one Person,
or three Gods one God, it would necessarily involve
a contradiction.”—Yet this correct writer has adopt-
ed forms of speech which evidently imply that one
Person is three Persons. Such are the following. “Gop
can, with propriety, say, I, Thou, and He, and mean
only HiMserr.”—* Nothing shert of three distinct
Persons in the one undivided DEITY, can render it
proper for Him to speak of HIMSELF in the first,
second, and third Persons, I, Thou, and He.”*—* And
so there is a certain SOMETHING in the Divine Being,

# Astonishing | Did not the Doctor know that it was a common
tbingﬁ’mlmtospeakofhimelfhtheﬁrsf,mondmdthnd
person . -
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which renders it equally necessary that He should
exist in THREE PERSONS.” :

In these passages, HE, HiM, and HIMSELF, are
used as pronouns for God or Deity. And each of these
pronouns strictly conveys the idea of one Person only.
Yet the Doctor supposed that this one HE or Him,
might speak of HIMSELF as THREE DISTINCT PER-
SONS.

Dr. Spring, in his sermon on the self-existence of
Christ, gives the following exhortation...." Let us then
not deny the self-existence of God, nor the universal-
ity of His existence, nor that His indivisible essence
comprises THREE DISTINCT PERSONS.”

By the pronoun His, God i, in the first place, elear-
ly considered as but one Person; yet we are fervently
exhorted not to deny that *His indivisible essence
comprises THREE DISTINCT PERSONS.”

Mr. Jones stands on similiar ground. He says,
“No sensible reason can be given, why Gob should
speak of HIMSELF in the plural number, unless HE
consists of MORE PERSONS THAN ONE.”

And thus says Dr. Hopkins, “If there be a Gop,
He does exist without beginning or succession ; and
this'is as much above our comprehension, as that He
exists in THREE PERSONS.”

To what, sir, are we to attribute these solecisms ?
Not to the want of mental energy; nor to the want of
piety ; nor to the want of scientific or grammatical
knowledge. But these worthy men had been con-
versant with the Bible, and from that source had
insensibly formed the habit of usually speaking of God
as only one Person; but this being contrary to the
doctrine which they wished to support, they naturally
involved inconsistency in their forms of speech.
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A volume might be filled with such solecisms from
Athanasian writers. And indeed, sir, I very much
doubt whether you ever preached a gospel sermon, or
ever prayed five minutes, without using pronouns in
direct contradiction to your theory.

LETTER V.
THE MYSTERY OF THE TRINITY IN UNITY UNFOLDED.

REV SIR,

Ix a former letter, I observed to you, that Mr.
Jones considered the term God as of  plural compre-
hensian.” I therefore classed the noun God with
other nouns of “plural comprehension,” such as, Coun-
cil, Senate, Triumvirate, &c.—But since that time I
again perused Mr. Jones’ performance, and find that
I did not fully comprehend his meaning. As I was
reading his remarks on 1 Cor. viii. 6., “But to us
there is but one God, the Father,” I noticed this idea,
‘““the one God, the Father, is the name of a nature un-
der which Christ, as God, is comprehended.” I was
at first wholly at a loss for his meaning; it however
soon occurred to me, that hé considered the term Gop,
in this case, ag a general or generic term, comprehend-
ing a plurality of Persons, of one common nature ; as
MAN is sometimes used for all mankind. I therefore
pursued the inquiry, to ascertain, if possible, hisreal
meaning. When I came to the part of his book, en-
titled, the “Conclusion,” my apprehension was fully
confirmed.

In page 80, he says, “ That the Persons of God
are three in number, precisely distinguished, on some
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occasions, by the personal names Father, the Word or
Son, and Holy Spirit; and also by different offices.
That the same term is not always peculiar and proper
to the same Person; because the words God, Lord,
Jehovah, and Father, are sometimes applied to one
Person and sometimes to another; while at other
times they are not personal, but general names of the
Divine nature.” .

In page 81, he observes, * There can be no real
Unity in God but that of his nature, essence, or sub-
stance, all of which are synonymous terms.”

That the three Persons are of the same nature or
essence, he considers as proved on this ground, “ Be-
cause they partake in common of the name Jehovah,
which being interpreted, means the Divine esgence ;
and what it signifies in one Person it must also sig
nify in the others, as truly as the singular name Adam,
in its appellative capacity, expresses the common na-
ture of all mankind.

If this be the true Athanasian theory of the Trini-
ty, it is not so mysterious as has been generally sup-
posed ; and I suspect, it will be a much less difficult
task to explain i, than it will to reconcﬂe it to the
sacred Scriptures.

It is obvious, from the passages quoted, that Mr
Jones considers the term GoD, as sometimes used, as
a general or generic name, comprising a plurality of
Persons of one common nature, just as we use the term
Man, as comprising the whole species. And he also
supposes, that Gop is used in this sense as meaning
the Divine nature, when it is said, “ But to us there
is but one God.”

And as he has given us plainly to understand, that
% there can be no real Unity iri God but that of his
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nature,” it is manifest that, on this theory, the Unity
of God is the same as the unity of Man. Mr. Jones
supposes that the three Persons in the Deity are all
of one nature, that is, of a Divine nature. So all the
individual Persons of the human race are, in the s'arz
sense, one, they are of one nature, that is, hu
nature.

The whole mystery of the Trinity in Unity, accord-
ing to this theory, results from the ambiguous use of
the terms God, Lord, Jehovah, &c., these terms being
“ sometimes applied to one Person, and sometimes to
another; while at other times they are not personal
but general names of the Diwine nature.” When it is
said, there are three Persons in one God, the word
God is used “as the name of a nature;” and the im-
port is simply this, that there are three Persons of
the same Divine nature.

On this theory of the Trinity in Unity, I would
suggest the following inquiries : —

1. Whether there can be any reasonable objections
to the proposition, which affirms that there are as
many self-existent Beings as there are self-existent
Persons? While it has been maintained that there
are three self-existent Persons, it has been affirmed
that there is but one self-existent Being. Butif the
Unity is no more than a unity of nature, why may not
each of the Persons be considered as a distinct intelli-
gent Being, according to the natural import of the
word Person? When the word MAN is used “as the
name of a nature,” it comprises many intelligent
Beings; as many as it does of intelligent Persons.
Why is it not thus with regard to that ORDER of PER-
80N8 included under the * general name” Gon?

2. Ifit be admitted, that, when it is stated in the
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Scriptures that o us there is but ONE GOD, that the
term Gop is used *as the name of a nature” com-
prising a plurality of Persons, what evidence can we
have that the number of Persons is limited to three 2
‘Why may not that order of Persons, which is deno-
niinated by the “ general name” Gop, be as great as
the number characterised by the general name MAN?
—The advocates for the theory will doubtless say,
that the Scriptures mention but three Persons; but
do the Scriptures say that there are no more than three
Persons in God? The Scriptures teach us, that
“there is ONE GoD, and that there is none other but
Hz.” And if such declarations do not limit the num-
ber of self-existent Persons, the limits are not ascer-
tained in the Bible by any thing with which I am ac-
quainted.

8. Will it not follow, from this hypothesis, that in
the sense that each of three Persons is called God,
there are as many distinct Gods as there are distinct
Persons ?—When the term Gop is used as * the name
of a nature,” or as ‘a general name for the Divine
nature,” it is easy enough to see, that in this sense
there may be no more Gods than one; but Mr. Jones
does not suppose that it is always used in this sense ;
he supposes the same name is sometimes used person-
ally, and applied * sometimes to one of the three Per-
sons, and sometimes to another.” This is precisely
the case with the word Man. It is sometimes used
“ as the name of a nature,” comprehending the whole
species; yet at other times it is applied in a personal
manner, sometimes to one Person, and sometimes to
another. John is a man, James is a man, Peter is a
man, &e. And when it isused in this sense, it admits
of the plural number ; and we may say three men, or
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three hundred men ; yea, in this sense there may be as

any Men as Persons—And in the sense in which the
Father is God, and Christis God, and the Holy Spirit
is God, why are there not as many Gods as Persons ?
It is a clear case, that if each of three Persons is one
Man, those three Persons are three Men. And analogy
will teach us, that if there are three Divine Persons,
each of whom is one God, then those three Persons
are three Gods. '

Tam well aware, that this conclusion is not admit-
ted by our Athanasian brethren; but if it do not fairly
result from Mr. Jones' premises, I shall rejoice to see
the fallacy of the reasoning detected.

On the whole, the hypothesis of Mr. Jones precludes
the necessity of any distinction -between Person and
Being, or intelligent Person and intelligent Being ; and
under the generic or general name Gob, it exhibits
an ORDER of SUPREME and SELF-EXISTENT INTELLI-
GENCES, to each of whom the name God may be pro-
perly applied ; the number of this ORDER of DIVINE
INTELLIGENCES he supposes to be but THREE; this,
however, is only supposition ; there is no certainty
in the case. The Divine nature is doubtless as ex-
tensive as human nature ; and if it include more than
one self-existent Person, it may be impossible for us
to see why it may not comprise as many Persons as
human nature. And as Mr. Jones supposed that not
only the word Gop, but also the word LoRD, was used
both as an “ appellative” or general name, and also in
a personal manner as applicable to each of the Divine
Persons, the hypothesis seems to open the way for the
re-admission of “ Lords many, and Gods many.”

In speaking of the three Persons in the Trinity,
Dr. Emmons says,  There is a certain SOMETHING in
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the Divine nature which lays a proper foundation for
these personal distinctions. But what that soME-
THING is, can neither be described nor conceived.
Here lies the whole mystery of the Trinity.”

Had the good Doctor understandingly and believ-
ingly read Mr. Jones on the subject, he would doubt-
less have been able to describe that “certain SOME-
THING,” as well as Mr. Jones has done. For the
“SOMETHING” appears to be simply this, the Divine
nature, like human nature, may comprise a plurality
of persons.

Thus I have endeavored to unfold the Athanasian
mystery of the Trinity; the business of reconciling it
with the Bible, I shall not undertake.



PART II.

ON THE REAL DIVINITY AND GLORY OF CHRIST.

LETTER L
JESUS CHRIST TRULY THE SON OF GOD.
Rev. S,
THE first thing which I prop0sed to establish was
this, that the SupPrEME BEING, or self-existent Gon,
is only one PERsSON. And it is believed, that, in

proof of this proposition, somethmg has already been
done.

My second proposition is,

That Jesus Christ is truly the SoN of Gop.—If the
second proposition should be supported, additional
evidence will appear in favor of the first. For ac-
cording to your theory, Jesus Christ is one of the
three self-existent Persons, and is personally the self-
existent God. But should it appear that he is per-
sonally and truly the SoN of God, it will also appear
that he is neither the self-existent God, nor a self-
existent Person. For, to a discerning and unpreju-
diced mind, it must be obvious, that it is a natural im-
possibility that the same Person should be truly the
self-existent God and truly the SoxN of the self-exist-
ent God. So far as the natural import of language is
to be regarded, the terms, a self-existent Son, imply a
real and palpable contradiction. The term self-exist-
ent is perfectly opposed to the term Son, and the term
Son is perfectly opposed to self-existence. If there be
any term in our language which naturally implies
flerived existence, the term Son is of this import. To
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affirm that a Person is a derived self-existent Being im-
plies no greater contradiction than to affirm that a
Person is a self-existent Son. And to affirm that Jesus
Christ is personally the self-existent God, and at the
same time truly the SoN of God, is preeisely the same
contradiction that it would be to affirm that the Prince
of Wales is truly King George the Third, and also truly
the SoN of King George the Third.

These things I have stated on the ground of the
natural meaning of terms. That the things I have
stated are true, according to the natural import of
language, will not, it is believed, be denied by any
person of good discernment and candor.

The proposition, that Jesus Christ is truly THE SoN
OF GoD, is 8o obvious in its natural import, and so
plainly scriptural, that many may suppose it requires
neither explanation nor proof. Yet such is the state
of things in the Christian world, that both explana-
tion and proof are necessary. For although there is
no one point in which Christians are more universally
agreed than in calling -Christ the Sox or Gop, there
i8 scarcely any thing about which they are more di-
vided than that of the intended import of those terms.
But amidst the variety of opinions which have been
formed on the subject, the natural import of the
words has been pretty uniformly rejected ; and almost
every other possible meaning has been affixed to them,
in preference to that which the terms naturally excite.
Indeed, it seems to have been generally taken for
granted, that it is impossible with God to have a SoN.
Athanasians appear to have taken. this for granted ;
and finding that divine titles, divine attributes, divine
works, and divine honors, are ascribed to him in the
Scriptures, they have set it down as an unguestion-
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able truth, that-Christ is so far from being the Son
of God, in the natural sense of the terms, that he is
the very self-existent God; yea, that very Gop of
whom the Scriptures declare that he is the Sox.
Other denominations, taking for granted the same
principle, have pronounced the Saviour to be a mere
creature, more or less dignified and endued. And-
thus, on the one hand or the other, almost every pos-
sible grade of intelligent existence and dignity has
been allowed him, excepting that which is natutally
imported by his title the SON of Gob.

Two ideas are naturally suggested by the title the
SoxN of Gep, viz. DIVINE ORIGIN and DiviNg Die-
NITY.

By Divine Origin, I do not mean that the SoN of
God is a created intelligent Being; but a Being who
properly derived his existence and his nature from
God. It has not, perhaps, been common, to make
any distinction between derived existence, and created
existence; but in the present case the distinction ap-
pears very important. Adam was a created being;
Seth derived his existence from the created nature of
Adam; and therefore it is said * Adam begat a sonin
his own likeness.” And as Seth derived his exist-
ence from the created nature of Adam, so, it is be-
lieved, that the ONLY BEGOTTEN OF THE FATHER
DERIVED HIS existence from the self-existent nature
of God. In this sense only do I mean to prove that
the SoN of God is a derived intelligence.

The hypothesis, that Jesus Christ is truly the Son
of God, by properly deriving his existence and nature
from God, will probably, by many, be pronounced a
very great absurdity. And as, in my view, very much
is depending on this point, you will suffer me to be
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particular in the examination. That the terms the
SoN of God, as applied to Christ, do most naturally
denote that his existence and nature were derived from
Gop, will, it is believed, be granted by all judicious
and impartial inquirers. And it does not discover the
greatest reverence for the Scriptures, nor the greatest
sense of our own fallibility, hastily to reject, as absurd,
the natural import of inspired language. If there be
any ground on which the hypothesis may be pronoun-
ced absurd, it must be found either in the works or the
word of God. But what do we find in the works of
God, by which it may appear, that it is absurd to sup-
pose that God has a SoN who has truly derived his
existence and nature from the Father? In examining
the works of God, we find, reason to suppose that God
has given existence to various tribes of beings, with
natures distinct from his own. And is it not quite as
difficult to conceive, that God should give existence to
beings by proper creation, with natures distinct from
his own, as that he should give existence to a Sox
truly deriving his nature from the Father ?

We also find, that God has endued the various
tribes of creatures with a power of procreation, by which
they produce offspring in their own likeness. Why is
it not as possible that God should possess the power of
producing a SoN in his own likeness, or with hisown
nature, as that he should be able to endue his creatures
with such a power? May it not, then, be presumed,
that no shadow of evidence can be produced from the
works of God, to invalidate the hypothesis that Christ
as the SoN of God, possesses divine nature by derived
existence ? A

‘What then saith the Scripture? 'We may, in reply
to this question, notice several things,
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1. Dr. Hopkins has said, “The Redeemer is the
Son of God in a peculiar and appropriated sense, and
by which he is distinguished from every other person
in the universe.” The Doctor adds, * He is mention-
ed as the SoN of God more than an hundred times in
the New Testament ; and the Father of Jesus Christ
the Son, is menuoned above two hundred and twenty
umes.”

The correctness of these statements is not doubted ;
and on the ground of them I may say, that, acoordmg
to the natural import of words, Jesus Christ is, in the
New Testament, more than three hundred and twenty
times mentioned as a DERIVED INTELLIGENCE, an in-
telligence who has properly derived his existence and
nature from God. For in contradistinction to angels
and men, and to all who may be called Sons of God
by creation or adoption, Jesus Christ is definitively
called THE SoN of God.

2. It is to be observed, that several epithets are used
as with explicit desigun to preclude all mistake, and to
give us unequivocal evidence that Jesus Christ is the
SoN of God in the most strict sense of the term. He
is emphatically called God’s “own Sox.”” And to de-
note that God has no other Son in the sense in which
Christ is his Son, he is called God's oNLY Son. And
more fully to express the idea that he, and he only,
properly derived his existence and nature from God, he
is called “the ONLY BEGOTTEN SoN of Gobp,” ‘“the
ONLY BEGOTTEN of the FATHER.”

I would here ask, whether it be posszble to find
terms which would more clearly and more emphatical-
ly express the very thing which I undertook to
prove? If no further evidence could be produced in
favor of the hypothesis, it would certainly require
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something very substantial and positive to invalidate
what has been already exhilited. But additional
evidence is yet to come. What has been produced,
is from the general and current language of the New
Testament. We may add,

8. It appears to have been one particular design of
the miracles which were wrought by Christ, to prove
that he was the Son of God; and that, as the Son,
was sent of the Father into the world.

Christ said to the Jews, “Ye sent unto John; and
he bare witness of the truth. But I have greater wit-
ness than that of John: for the works which the Fa-
ther hath given me to finish, the same works which I
do, bear witness of me, that the Father hath sent
‘me.” John v. 33—36.

The account that the Jews sent unto John, and the
testimony he gave, we have recorded in the first
chapter of the same gospel. The testimony is this,
“But he that sent me to baptize with water, the same
said unto me, Upon whom thou shalt see the Spirit
descending and remaining on him, the same is he
which baptizeth with the Holy Ghost. And I saw
and bare record that this is the SoN of God.”

This was the truth to which John testified; but
Christ stated, that the works which he did were of
greater weight than the testimony of John. And it
is observable, that, as it was one design of his mira-
cles to prove that he was the SoN of ‘God, so this
conviction was produced in the minds of many upon
seeing the miracles which he performed.

‘4. Jesus Christ is the faithful and true Witness, and
he repeatedly affirmed, “I am the SoN of God:”
and he also abundantly affirmed that God was his
FATHER.
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Iam not insensible, that, on this ground, some have
supposed that Christ meant to affirm his self-existence,
independence, and co-eternity with the Father. But
surely I can think of no words which would have been
less calculated to impress such an idea on an unpreju-
diced mind. And had it been his design to affirm his
self-existence, and at the same time to mislead the
minds of his hearers, I know not of any language
which would have been more adapted to such a pur-
pose. Would any person of common discernment and
common honesty ever think of asserting that he s
General Washington, or that he personally existed as
early as General Washington, by saying, I am the Son
of General Washington, and General Washington is
my FATHER?—But if Christ meant to assert that he
derived his existence and his nature from God as a Sox
from a FATHER, what language could have been more
to his purpose that that which he adopted ?

5. The awful display of Divine majesty and power
which were concomitants of the‘crucifixion of Christ,
produced a conviction in the minds of the centurion
and others that Jesus was the SoN of God. “Now
when the centurion, and they that were with him,
watching Jesus, saw the earthquake, and those things
that were done, they feared greatly, saying, Truly this
was the SoN of God.” And according to the opinion
of St. Paul, he was “declared to be the SoN of God,
with power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the
resurrection from the dead.”—Rom. i. 4.

6. That Jesus Christ is the SON of God was a prm-

 cipal article of primitive Christian faith, and a princi-
pal doctrine of apostolic preaching.

Christ questioned his disciples thus: “ Whom do
men say that I, the Son of man,am? They said, Some
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say thou art John the Baptist, some Elias, and
others Jeremias, or one of the prophets. Hesaith®unto
them, But whom say ye that Lam? And Simon Peter
answered and said, Thou art the Christ, the SoN of the
LIVING GoD.” , .

Nathaniel, on becoming acquainted with Christ,
said unto him, * Rabbi, Thou art the SoN of God.”

When Christ questioned Martha respecting her
faith in him, she replied, I believe that thou art the
Christ, the SoN of God.”

After the ascension, when the eunuch manifested a
desire to be baptized, Philip answered, “ If thou be-
lievest with all thine heart, thou mayest.” The eunuch
then exhibited his confession of faith : * I believe that
Jesus Christ is the SoN of God.” .And on the ground
of this profession he was baptized.

Saint Paul having been converted and commissioned
for the gospel ministry, *straightway he preached
Christ in the synagogues, that he is the SoN of God.”

And the same doctrine he abundantly inculcated in
his epistles. _

Dr. Hopkins has noticed, that the apostle John
“mentioned Christ as the SoN of God, fifty times—
and the Father of Jesus Christ the Son, more than one
hundred and thirty times,” in his gospel and epistles.
And thissame apostle has spoken of faith in Christ,
that he is the Son of God, as though it were indeed of
the highest importance.  * Whosoever shall confess
that Jesus is the SoN of God, God dwelleth in him, and
he’in God. He that believeth on the Son of God, hath
the witnessin himself. Whosoever denieth the Son,
the same hath not the Father. 'Who is he that over-
cometh the world, but he that belseveth that Jesus Christ
is the SoN of God ?”’
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Here I would take the liberty to propose a few ques-
tions. Isbelieving that Jesus Christ is a mere man or
a mere creature, believing that he is the SoN of God,
God’s oWN SON, the ONLY BEGOTTEN of the Father?
Again, Is believing that Jesus Christ is personally the
SELF-EXISTENT GOD, believing that he is truly the Sow
of God? Doesit not appear, that believing that Jesus
Christ was the SoN of God, was the orthodox faith in the
first age of Christianity ? Butis this the faith of those
who call themselves the orthodox at the present day?

To believe that Christ is personally the self-existent
God, and to believe that Christ is truly the SoN oF Gop,
are, in my view, very distinct.things; and I cannot
but be amazed that ideas so perfectly distinct should
ever have been admitted as one and the same.

7. The self-existent and SUPREME MAJESTY, by an
audible voice from heaven, did repeatedly confirm the
truth which I have aimed to support.

“And Jesus, when he was baptized, went up straight-
way out of the water; and lo, the heavens were open-
ed unto him, and he saw the Spirit of God descending
like a dove, and lighting upon him: and lo! a voice
from heaven, saying, This is MY BELOVED SON, in
whom I am well pleased.”

-Again, at the time of the transfiguration, * Behold,
a bright cloud overshadowed them; and, behold, a
voice out of the cloud, which said, This is MY BELOVED
30N, in whom I am well pleased ; hear ye him.”

Is it possible, sir, that any man can attend for a mo-
ment to the natural import of these words from heaven,
and then believe that God meant to be understood as
saying, This Person, who has been baptized, and
transfigured, is the self-existent God, co-eternal with
myself, and the same Being?

8*
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8. The avowed design of St. John, in writing the
history of Jesus Christ, is a proof that in his view Jesus
was truly the SoN of God. At the close of the 20th
chapter, he says, “ And many other signs truly did
Jesus in the presence of his disciples, which are not
written in this book. But these are written that ye
MIGHT BELIEVE that Jesus is the CHRIsT, the SoN of
Gop; and that believing, ye might bave life through
his name.”

You will probably urge, that in the very first verse
of his gospel, John says, * The Word was God.” This
is true; and it is also true, that in the same verse, and
in the next, he says, ‘‘The Word was witH God.” The
Gop whom the Word was with, was doubtlegs one God ;
and unless we are to suppose that John meant to af-
firm a plurality of self-existent Gods, he did not mean
to affirm that the WoRD was God in a sense which
implied personal self-existence. Besides, the title,
the WoRrbD, or the Worp of Gob, probgbly denotes

" that the SoN was the MEDIUM of Divine manifeséa~
tion; and hence we may easily infer, that it was on
the ground of a CONSTITUTED CHARACTER that the
Son is called God. John proceeds to say, that all
things were made by h#m; and Paul tells us how—
“that GoD created all things BY JESUS CHRIST.

In some future Letters, I shall more particularly
show in what sense Christ is called God. But I may
here observe, that the general current of John's gos-
pel corresponds with what he says was his object in
writing, viz. “That ye might BELIEVE that Jesus is
the CHRIST, the SoN of God; and that believing, ye
might have life through his name.”

In my next Letter, you may expect still further
evidence that Jesus Christ is truly the Son of God.
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v LETTER II.
ADDITIONAL EVIDENCE THAT CHRIST I8 TRULY THE
SON OF GOD.
Rev. S,

As introductory to the arguments which T am about
to urge, I would suggest to your mind the following
suppositions,

1. Suppose that God, in giving the ten command-
ments on tables of stone, instead of writing the word
sabbath-day in the fourth commandment, had left a
blank; and in giving the fifth, he left a blank mstead
of wrxtmg the terms father a.nd mother.

2. Suppose 'he wrote a second time, and filled up
those blanks with characters or words which had
never before been seen or heard by men.

8. Suppose he wrote a third time, and instead of
leaving blanks for those words, or ﬁlli‘ng them with
unknown characters or terms, he, for sabbath-day,
wrote birth-day; and instead of father and mother,
wrote son and daughter: suppose also, that these
words had never been understood by men to mean any
thing different from their common aceeptation at the
present day.

Permit me now to ask, whether either of these
modes of writing those commands could be considered
as a revelation of the Divine Will? And would not
the mode of writing birth-day for sabbath-day, and
son and daughter for father and mother, be as likely
to mislead the minds of men, as writing in unknown
characters, or even as leaving blank spaces to be filled
up by conjecture ?

But what, you may ask, is the object of these ex-
traordinary statements? My object, sir, is this, to
evinoe, that in his communications to us, God must
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make use of language in a sense which agrees with
some analogy, or his communications can be of no use
to mankind, any more than unknown characters, or
blanks to be filled by conjecture.

In a connection as deeply interesting as that of giv-
ing the law, God has made use of the terms the Son of
God, MY SoN, GOD’S OWN SON, THE ONLY BEGOTTEN
SoN of God. He has represented his love to us as
being exceedingly great, on the following ground,
“ God so loved the world, that he gave his ONLY BE-
GOTTEN SON, that whosoever believeth in him, should-
not perish, but have everlasting life.” .‘“He that
spared not his ow~ SoN, but delivered him up for us
alL”

Such, you know, is the common representation in
the New Testament. And being well acquainted with
the natural import of the terms an OWN SON, an ONLY
BEGOTTEN SON ; and having an idea of the love of a
father to an own and only son; the scriptural repre-
sentations of the love of God towards us become deep-
ly interesting and affecting.

But the Athanasian theory represents the SoN of
God as personally the self-existent God, and the very
sAME BEING of whom he is abundantly declared to
be the SoN. And on this. ground, the term SoN is
used in a sense foreign to every analogy with which
the human mind is acquainted ; as foreign asit would
be to use birth-day for sabbath-day, or son and daugh-
ter for father and mother. ~ On this ground, the repre-
sentations of God’s love, and the scheme of salvation,
are involved in unintelligible metaphor; and we need
an inspired Daniel to interpret the import of the term
Son, as much as Belshazzar did to interpret the enig-
matical hand-writing on the wall. And until this in-
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terpretation be given, we have no definite ground on
which to estimate the love of God in the atonement
made for the sins of the world.

‘What has been now exhibited, is viewed as a very
weighty argument against your theory, and in favor
of the hypothesis that Jesus Christ is truly the SoN
of God. )

But there is another argument which, if possible,
is still more weighty, to which we may now attend.
You cannot be insensible, that it is plainly and abun-
dantly represented in the Scriptures, that the SoN of
God did really and personally suffer and die for us.
And that on this ground, both the love of God and the
love of his SoN are represented as having been mani-
fested in a very extraordinary manner. And if the
Sox of God be ¢ruly the SoN of God, a derived intel-
ligence, these representations may be strictly and af-
fectingly true. For on this hypothesis, the SoN of
God may be the same intelligent Being as the soul of
the Man Christ Jesus who suffered on the cross.

But your theory will not, I suspect, be found to ad-
mit, or support any thing more than the shadow of
the suffering and death of the Sox oF Gob.

‘Writers and preachers on your side of the question,
- do, indeed, often speak of the abasement, the suffer-
tngs, and death, of the Son of God, as though they
believed these things to be affecting realities. But,
after all, what is the amount of these representations,
upon your hypothesis? You do not conceive that the
Son of God became united to flesh and blood as the
soul of Jesus Christ. So far from this, you suppose
the Son of God was personally the self-existent God ;
and instead of becoming the soul of a human body,
you suppose he became mysteriously united to a pro-
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per man, who, as distinct from the Son of God, had
a true body and reasonable soul. And I think, sir,
it will be found, that on this Man your theory lays the
iniquities of us all ;—that this Man, and not the Son
of God, endured the stripes by which we have healing.
For while you maintain that the Son was personally
the only living and true God, you very consistently
affirm that “he did not suffer in the least in his Divine
nature, but altogether i his human nature.” And
what is this but affirming that he did not suffer at all
as the Son of God, but only the Man Jesus suffered,
to whom the Son was united? As, on the Athanasian
hypothesis, the Man Christ Jesus and the human na-
ture are the same, 80 the Son or self-existent Glod and
the Divine nature of Christ are the same.- You sup-
‘pose the SON as incapable of suffering as the Father,
and that he did not in reality suffer on the cross any
more than the Father did ; nor any more than either
of them suffered while Cranmer was burning at the
stake. How then does it appear, that “God spared
not his own Son ?” '

You will probably plead, that the Man Jesus was
united to the Person of the Son of God, and that
Person suffered in his human nature. But, sir, as you
predicate personality on the Son or Divine nature, and
do not allow personality to the Auman nature, it will,
I suspect, be difficult for you to prove that any Per-
son suffered on th® cross: for the suafferings fell sim
ply on a nature to which you do not allow personality.
As, in your view, the Son was the self-existent God,
and could not suffer in his Divine nature, HE could
not suffer in any nature. The man was only an ap-
pendage to his Person, mysteriously connected; and
yet, so far was the union from being very intimate or
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essential, that the appendage of the Man might suffer
the severest agonies, and the Son or real Person be at
the same time in a state of infinite felicity.

Abraham’s offering his son Isaac, has long been
considered as typical of the conduct of God in giving
his Son to die for us. Suppose we should add to the
Scriptural account the following ideas—That Abra-
ham knew beforehand that his son was incapable of
suffering; and that all the sufferings would fall on
another man, to whom his son was mysteriously
united ; and that Isaac also understood the matter in
the same light when he consented to be bound and
laid upon the altar. Would not this additional ac-
count, if believed, depreciate, in our - estimation, the
conduct of Abraham and Isaac, at the rate of ninety-
nine per cent.?

This illustration may serve to show how much
your hypothesis, when understood, tends to lower
down our ideas of the greatness of the love of God
in giving his SoN to die for us; and also the love and
submission of the Son in consenting to make his life
an offering for our sin.—I would, however, by no
means intimate, that you and others, view the love
of God in this depreciated light. For I think it proba-
ble that it is with you, as I am sensible it was with my-
self—the plain representations of Scripture, by the
help of analogy, superseded the force of theory.

It has been, and I think justly, supposed, that the
dignity of the Son of God gave value to the sufferings
of the cross. And if we consider the Son of God to
be what his title imports, a derived Intelligence of
Divine origin and dignity, the one by whom God
created the world; if we consider this self-same In-

telhgenoeaspermallyand really suffering the death



64 ON THE REAL DIVINITY

of the cross, we may perceive something, in view of
which we may well exclaim, “Behold, what manner
of lovel”

But if the sufferings of the cross did not really fall
on that very Son, who had sustained pre-existent
glory in the “form of God,” but on a man who had
existed less than forty years, who had acted in pub-
lic'character not more than four or five; how small
the degree of condescension on the part of the sufferer,
how small the display of the love of God, and of
what diminished value are the sufferings of the cross!
In the Assembly’s Catechism we are taught, that
“Christ’s humiliation consisted in his being born,
and thatin a low condition, being made under the
law ; undergoing the miseries of this life, the wrath
of God, and the cursed death of the cross; in being
buried, and continuing under the power of death for
a time.”

Yet this same catechism teaches usto believe, that
Jesus Christ was personally the self-existent God. I
will then ask, whether there be one particular of
what is said respecting the humiliation of Christ,
which can possibly be true? Was the self-existent
God ever born? Was he ever in a low condition?
‘Was he ever made under the law? Did he ever suft
fer the wrath of God, or the cursed death of the
cross? Was God ever buried 7—If the self-existent
God has not passed through such scenes, then the
Sox of God has not, according to your doctrine re-
specting the Son. Therefore, according to your
theory, all the abasement, which. can be supported
falls on the Man to which the Son was united : And
this Man you suppose had no existence until he was
oonceived in the womb of the virgin Mary; of course,
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he had no glory to leave, or lay aside, when he came
into the world. As he never had been rich, it was
impossible for him to become poor for our sakes. He
had no opportunity to say, “Lo, I come to do thy will,
O God;” and so far as his humiliation consisted in
“being born, and that in a low condition,” there was
nothing voluntary in it; and it.could be no evidence
of -any love or condescension in him.

To make out your theory of the humiliation and
abasement of the Son of God, you have to take into
view two distinct intelligent Beings; one of which you
affirm to be the self-existent God, and the other a pro-
per Man. This God, or Son of God, you find had been
in a state of pre-existent diguity and glory ; and he, as
you suppose, was united mysteriously to a Man; this
Man was born in low circumstances, endured the mis-
eries of this life, and suffered death on the cross; and
_ by virtue of his union to the Son of God, he was en-
abled to bear a vastly greater weight of suﬁ'enng than
he could otherwise have endured.

But, sir, is this all thatis intended by God's sPARING
NOT HI8 OWN SoN? Isthisthe way in which the Son
of God BARE our sins in his OWN BODY on the tree?
‘What, sir, was the real condition of the SoN of God,
the self-existent God, from the birth of the Man Jesus
till this Man rose again from the dead? According
to your theory, the SoN of God, during the whole
of that period, was in a state of infinite glory and feli-
city, and as incapable of suffering the agonies of death
asthe Father. How then can it be true, that *“ Though
a SoON, yet learned he obedience by the things which
HE SUFFERED? As it respects the real character of
the SUFFERING SAVIOUR, what is your theory better
than Socinianism enveloped in mystery.? .
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LETTER III.
NO ABSURDITY IN THE HYPOTHESIS THAT CHRIST 18
TRULY THE SON OF GOD.
Rev. Sir,

‘WHAT has been exhibited in the preceding Letters,
it is hoped, will be sufficient to satisfy impartial minds
that the Scriptures afford abundant evidence that
Jesus Christ is truly the SoN of God. But a contrary
belief has been so long and so generally prevalent, that
it may be necessary to say something farther on the
subject, with a view to show that the natural import
of the terms the Son of God, or God's own Son, im-
plies no contradiction or absurdity.

That God is a self-existent Being, is acknowledged
by all Christians ; and I shall freely admit, that it is
tmpossible with Gad to beget or produce a SELF-EXIST
ENT SoN. But what have we to do with the mode of
God’s existence, in determining whether it be possible
with him to produce a Son? What have we to do
with the mode of Adam’s existence, in determining
whether Seth could be his son? Respecting Adam,
it is said, “The Lord God formed man of the dust of
the ground, and breathed into his nostrils the breath
of life, and man became a living soul.” And probably
Adam was a man in size or stature at his first exist-
ence. Could not Seth be the son of Adam, unless
the mode of his having existence was the same with
Adam’s?

‘When Adam was in existence, he had a nature by
which he was distinguished from God and from an-
gels. Such a nature Seth derived from Adam. Self-
existence may be essential to the Divine nature in
God, and proper creation might be essential to the
‘- human nature in Adam. And as Auman nafure in
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Seth might be derived from the created nature of
\Adam, why may it not be true that Divine nature in
the SoN was derived from the self-existent nature of
Gop?

‘We often speak of Divine nature, angelic nature, and
human nature ; but what do we know of either, ex-
cepting certain properties, attributes, or qualities?
Are we not unable to tell what is the radical differ-
ence between an angel and a human soul? Yet we
believe there is some radical distinction. So we may
be unable to ascertain the radical distinction between
the Divine nature, and humian nature, exclusive of the
different modes of existence. Yet, aside from those
attributes which simply respect, the modes of- exist-
ence, there may be some radical difference between
those natures. If we suppose this diversity of natures
to result from the diversity of attributes or qualities
united, yet there may be some property, attribute, or
quality, by which one nature is distinguished from
another, and the distinguishing property of nature
may be wholly unknown to us.

Are we not, sir, too inorant of the nature of Gop,
to pronounce that there is nothing in his nature which
may be properly derived in the existence of an own
Son? It may not be necessary that every attribute
of Deity should be communicable or derivable in
order that he may have an owN SoN. Among the
children of men, it is not necessary to the existence or
the idea of a son, that he should possess all the attri-
butes, properties, or qualities of his father. Nor is it
necessary that he should possess no other attributes
but such as were possessed by his father. Among the
seventy sons of Gideon, perhaps there were no two

-that perfectly resembled each other in their attributes,
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properties, or qualities; and probably no one who
was the perfect likeness of his father. So Jesus Christ
may have truly derived his existence and nature
from God, and yet not possess every attribute of the
Father.

Jesus Christ was the Son of David, according to
the flesh ; yet we believe his body ‘was not produced
by ordinary generation; but as Mary was of the seed
of David, and as the body of Christ was derived from
her, Christ is called David's Son. Had he not pro-
perly derived any properties from David, he could not
with propriety be called the Son of David. And if
his spirit or soul had not been as proper® derived
from God, as his body was from David, it is difficult

"to see why he should be called the SoN or Gob, or
God’s own and ONLY SoN.

It has been said by a respectable writer, that it is
totally inconceivable that a derived, dependent nature,
should really possess any of those Divine perfections
which essentially belong to an u.nderived, independ-
ent, self-existent Being.”

Had the word exclusively been used instead of the
word  essentially,” the observation would have been
unexceptionable. Self-existence and independence be-
long to God, not only “essentially,” but exclusively.
But knowledge, power, and holiness, are essential attri-
butes in God, and yet knowledge, power, and holiness,
may be communicated, not only to a derived but to a
created intelligence. God may, indeed, possess these
attributes in an unlimited extent, while in other beings
they may be limited ; but these attributes may be of
the same nature in men that they are in God.

That God does communicate knowledge, power, and
holiness, will, it is believed, be granted by most Chris-



AND GLORY OF CHRISY. 69

tians. Nor may we set any limits to the degree in
which they may be communicated, unless we may
limit the Divine power of communication.

However, I have no occasion to maintain that
Christ did, with his existence as a SoN, derive any
attribute of Deity in the extent in which it is possessed
by God. Had he been personally self-sufficient and
all-sufficient, he would have had no occasion for God’s
giwing him the Spirit without measure. He might,
with his existence, derive so much of the Divine ]
nature as to be truly the SoN of God; and yet he
might be the ALMIGHTY, and the SEARCHER OF
HEARTS, by the indwelling of the Father, or the full-
ness of the Godhead.

When men are renewed in the temper of their
minds, they are said to be * born of God,” to have the
image of God on their hearts; and on this ground
they are denominated Sons of God. For that which
is begotten, or produced, in them, is truly of a Divine
nature. It is that holiness of heart which is the glory
of the Divine character. - There is nothing more es-
sential, or more excellent, in God, than holiness; this
we see may be derived as the attribute of a dependent
being. And this holiness is precisely of the same
nature in men that it isin God. Its nature is not
changed by being derived or communicated. As that
which is born of the flesh is flesh, so that which is
born of the spirit is spirit—it is of the same holy
nature as the spirit by which it is produced.

‘Will it be denied, that holiness is the excellence of
all excellencesin the Divine existence and character ?
And if that which is essential to the Divine existence
may be communicated or produced as the attribute of
a dependent agent, by what principles of revelation,
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or philosophy, can it be affirmed, that it is impossible
with God to produce an intelligent existence from his
own nature? If God, from his own nature, may pro-
duce his moral ¥mage, why may he not produce his
natural vmage? And why may not Jesus Christ be as
truly the “IMAGE OF THE INVISIBLE GoD,” as Seth
was the likeness of Adam? :

Holiness is a8 self-existent in God, as any atiribute
of the Divine nature; yet holiness may be produced
as the attribute of a dependent agent. And if one
attribute, which is self-existent in Deity, may be pro-
duced or derived, as the attribute of a dependent agent,
without any change in its nature, what evidence can
we have that other attributes, properties, or qualities,
which are self-existentin God, may not be properly
derived? Yea, by what evidence can it be made to
appear, that all the radical and essential principles or
properties of intelligent existence, may not have been
properly derived from the Divine nature in the person
of Gop’s OWN SoN ?

From the circumstance, that holiness is of the same
nature in angels and men that it is in God, we may
easily discern that the term self-existence ought not to
be used as expressive of the nature of Divine attri-
butes, but only to express the mode of their existence.
And the same may be said of the terms eternity, in-
dcpendence, and infinity. In God, holiness is self-
existent, eternal, independent, and infinite. But con-
sidered as the attribute of a dependent, created agent,
an angel or a man, neither of these epithets can be
applied. Yet holiness may be of the same nature in
men, in angels, and in God. 'Why may not the same
be true respecting other attributes or qualities of the
Divine nature?
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Some additional light may possibly be obtained by
attending to the idea of supernatural or superhuman
powers, with which God, at some times, endued hu-
man beings. Sampson, at some seasons, was weak
like another man ; but when the Spirit of the Lord
came upon him, he was able to perform prodigies,
This supernatural strength, it appears, was immediate-
ly derived from God. Yet while Sampson possessed
this strength, it was truly HIS strength; and he was
no more dependent on God for the strength by which
he performed the wonderful things recorded of him,
than I am for the strength by which I move my pen.

The prophets were endued with supernatural fore-
knowledge, by which they were enabled to unfold the
volume of futurity, and predict events not only hun-
dreds but thousands of years before the time in which
the predictions were to be fulfilled.

By a baptism of the same Spirit, the apostles were
instantaneously endued, and enabled to speak in for-
eign languages which they had never studied.

These supernatural powers were but occasional pro-
perties or attributes of the several persons who posses-
sed them. But while they were possessed, they were
personal properties or attributes. Those persons were
truly endued with power from on high. The prophets
foresaw as the Spirit gave them foreknowledge ; and
the apostles spake as the Spirit gave them utterance.
This Spirit was the Spirit of God ; and when it was
given in an extraordinary manner, men were enabled
to do extraordinary things. When men have been
thus endued, they have possessed extraordinary por-
tions of Divine sufficiency ; and these portions of suf-
ficiency, it appears, they possessed by a communication
of Devine fulness. Nor is there any evidence that God
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might not, if he pleased, endue every individual of
the human race with the strength of Sampson, the
foreknowledge of Daniel, and the gift of speaking all
human languages: and these, if he pleased, might be
continued as permanent attributes of character.

From what has been exhibited, it is pretty evident,
that created intelligences may, by the pleasure of God,
possess holiness, knowledge, and power, which are
truly of a Divine nature. May we not properly say, that
Sampson possessed an extraordinary measure of Di-
vine power, and that the prophets and apostles posses-
sed an extraordinary measure of Divine knowledge;
and that all holy beings do partake of that attribute
which is the glory of the Divine nature?

If the attributes of holiness, knowledge, and power,
may be properly communicated from God to depend-
ent agents, and in such a manner as to become person-
al properties or attributes of these agents, what pro-
perties of intelligent existence may not be properly
derived from Deity, as a stream from a fountain, or as
a SON from a FATHER ? ,

The communication of these attributes, from a self-
existent to a derived agent, seems to imply something
as distinct from these attributes as the BEING who is
- the recipient of these communications. But what that
i8 which constitutes BEING, distinct from such proper-
ties or attributes, is perhaps beyond the reach of mor-
tal discernment. I have not, however, made this re-
mark with a view to deny the existence of BEING, as
distinct from all we know of attributes or properties,
The language we use, and the language of the Bible,
naturally imply a recipient or recewver of Divine com-
munications ; and that BEING does imply something
- more than all we know of properties, attributes, or
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qualities. If any thing be communicated from one
agent to another, there must be an agent or capacity
to receive such communications.

But if, from his own self-existent nature, or fulness,
God may communicate the attributes of knowledge,
power, and holiness, to created intelligence, so that
they shall. possess, in measure, these attributes as de-
rived excellences, what evidence can be found to invali-
date the hypothesis that the existence of the Sox of
God was properly derived from the Divine nature?

Angels and saints are called sons of God; yet
Christ is God’s OWN and ONLY SON, the ONLY BEGOT-
TEN of the Father. The primary and radical distinc-
tion may possibly be this: angels and saints, as created
intelligences, may derive from the Divine nature some
attributes or properties: while God’s oWN SoN may de-
vive not only some attributes, but his very Being or
Existence from the Divine nature. Some may ima-
gine, that I have labored hard, in this investigation,
to support a self-invented theory. But thisis not the
case; I have been laboring to support the primitive
Christian faith, that Jesus Christ is TRULY THE SoN
oF Gop, God’s owN and oNLY SoN! and to rescue
the plain, abundant, and emphatical language of
Scripture, from the strong prepossession of my fellow
Christians. - ’

Dr. Spring says, “The Scriptures were inspired, to
instruct common readers, by using words according
to their common acceptation, and not to confound -
them by an abuse of language.”*

Had the principle advanced in this excellent remark
been understood and duly regarded, I should have

#Sermon on the Self-existence of Christ,
4
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had no occasion for a labored discussion to prove
that Jesus Christ is truly the Sox .of God. But the
plain meaning of the terms has been so involved in
the labyrinth of controversy, and the mists of preposses.
sion, that it has required some fortitude to assert and
. some labor to prove, that the concurrent testimony of
Gob, of CHRIST, and the APOSTLES, is to be regarded
83 a correct expression of the truth. Yea, I have been
laboring to prove, that these witnesses used “ words
according to their common acceptation,” and that
they dad not mean “to confound us by an abuse of lan-
uage.”

! Had the plaln and natural 1mport of ]anguage been
heretofore duly regarded, an attempt to prove that
Christ is truly the Sox of God, would have been as
needless, as an attempt to prove that Isaac was truly
the son of Abraham. :

i v POSTSCRIPT. '

THERE are some who predicate the Sonship of
Christ simply on the ground stated by the angel to
Mary, “ The Holy Ghost shall come upon thee, and the
power of the Highest shall overshadow thee there-
fore that holy thing which shall be born of thee, shal]
be called the Son of God.” *

That this text contains a reason why Christ, in hlg
incarnate state, should be called the Son of God, I
will not deny ; and if I were in the habit of believi,ng
_. that the soul or spirit of Christ had no pre-existence, I
should readily admit this as the primary ground on
which he is called the Son of God. But even on such
an hypothesis, nothing could be made to appear
against the supposition that ks existence was truly de-
rived from God, in & sense by which he ig distinguish-
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ed from every other intelligent being. But I as fully
believe that the Son' of God, as an intelligent Being,
existed before the world, as I believe that he now
exists.

Some will probably object, that it is unaccountable
and inconceivable sow God should have a Son. But,
you, &ir, I'trust, will not make the incomprehensible-
ness of the mode of Divine operatlon an objectlon to
the theory. For this hypothesis is far more consist-
ent with all we do known, that the supposition of
THREE infinite Pefsons in ONE intelligent BEING:
The hypothesis which I have proposed contradicts’
nothing which we know of PERSON, of BEING, or of
Gop. It is doubtless repugnant to whatsome men
have thought; but it may be presumed that it is not
repugnarnt to what is known by any man. Nor does
the hypothesis imply any thing more inconceivable,:
unacountable, or incomprehensible, than what is'im--
plied in the existence of every other intelligent being
in the universe. How God exists without any cause,
and how he could give existence to angels, or to men,:
are as perfectly inconceivable to us, as how he could
give existence to an owN SoN. And I may ask' the
objector, whether it be more inconceivable to ushow
God could have an ownN SoN, than it is to conceive
how or why such a thing should be #mpossible with
Hmu? If we are to draw our conclusions from ait we-
know of God by his works and by his word, we have’
surely as much ground to say thatsuch a thing is pos:
stble, as we have to say it is impossible.
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LETTER 1V.
THE DIVINE DIGNITY OF THE SON OF 6OD.
Rev. Sir.

‘WHATEVER may be the apprehensions of others;
respecting my attempt to prove that Jesus Christ is
truly the SoN of God, you may be assured, sir, that
it has been no part of my object to degrade his char-
acter. If it did not seem a “light thing” to David’
to be a “king’s son-in-law,” it surely ought not to
be viewed by us degrading to Christ, to consider him
as GoD'S OWN AND ONLY SON.—And I shall now at-
tempt to show,

That the Son of God i3 truly a Person of Divine
Dignity.

No principle, perhaps, has been more universally
admitted, than this, that a son derivw dignity from
ﬂlustnous paren

The Jews, to whom Christ made his appearance in
the flesh, were all acquainted with this principle ; and
though many generations had intervened, they still
gloried in the idea that they were the descendants of
the illustrious patriarch Abraham. :

There is, perhaps, no nation, whether barbarous,
civilized or christianized, in which the principle is
not admitted. The sons of emperors, kings, and no-
blemen, are considered as deriving dignity from their
respective fathers, And the derived dignity of each
is according to the acknowledged dignity of his father.
—But more especially is the first-born or only son of a
king or emperor, considered as deriving royal or im-
perial dignity by royal or imperial descent. It is
indeed true, that a son of the most renowned and
worthy king may, by vicious or disobedient conduct, .
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forfeit his derived dignity, and subject himself to the
displeasure of his father, and to general infamy ; but
this forms no ground of objection te the principle of
derived dignity. And on the same principle that a
worthy son of a worthy king derives royal dignity,
the Son of God derives Divine dignity. And on the
same principle that the most worthy son of the most.
renowned king deriyes higher dignity than the son of
a common peasant, the derived dignity of the Son of
God will appear to be infinite. For his Father is in-
finitely illustrious. This must certainly be the case,
unless the Son has done something by which he has
forfeited his claim. But that he has not, we have the -
highest ground of assurance; twice by an audible
voice from heaven, God has proclaimed his perfect
satisfaction in his Son, by saying, ‘ This is my beloved
Son, in whom Iam well pleased.” And we have still -
farther assurance of the same thing, by the high and
important offices with which God has invested his
BELOVED SON. ,
- It has sometimes been the case in earthly govern-
ments, that a king’s son, who was well beloved of the
father, has been admitted, during the father’s life, to
a joint participation in the government, and invested
by the father with kingly authority. Such was the
case with Solomon, the son of David. Solomon de-
rived his authority from David, and by the pleasure -
of David he was crowned king; but Solomon was as
truly the king of Israel as though he had possessed
the same authority by self-existence.

If it be true, that God has an own and only Son, in
whom he is well pleased, it would be natural to expect
that he would delight to honor him in the highest pos
sible manner. . . C
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Moreover, any wise and benevolent king, being
about to invest his son with kingly authority, would,
were it in his power, endue his son with every quali-
fication or attribute which would be requisite to the
most perfect and honorable execution of the office.
which he was to sustain. And such we may suppose
would be the pleasure of God respecting his Son.
Nor may we suppose any insufficiency in God, in re-
spect to commumcaung of his own infinite fulness to.
the Son, in whom he is ever well pleased. \

Let us now examine the sacred oracles, to see
whether these reasonable expectations are Justlﬁed by
revealed facts.

In respect to communicated fulness or sufficiency,
we have the following declarations: *He whom God
hath sent, speaketh the words of God ; for God giveth
not the SPIRIT by measure unto him.” John iii. 84.

“Tor it pleased the Father, that in him all fulness
should dwell.” Col. i. 49. -

“In him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead
bodily.” Col. ii. 9.

Such then has been the pleasure of God in respect
to enduing his Son with Divinity sufficiency. If by a
portion or measure of the Divine Spirit, the apostles-
were instantaneously endued to speak a number of
languages which they had never learned, what may
not the Son of God be able to do, who has the Spirit
without measure? And if it hath pleased the Father -
that all fulness should dwell in- his Son, we can with
no more propriety set bounds to the suﬁiciency of’
Christ, than to the fulness of the Godhead. -

Thus we find one of the reasonable expectations
Jjustified by plain and positive declarations of Scrip-
ture. .

»
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‘We have next to show, that God has manifested a
disposition to honor his Son in the highest possible
manner.

As the first token of this disposition in God, we
may notice that God constituted his Son the Creator
of the world. In this great and astonishing work, a
surprising display was made of the power, the wis-
dom, and the goodness of God. But in this work, it
appears that the Son was honored as the constituted
Oreator; for we are expressly told, that Gop “created
all things BY Jesus CHRIST.” Eph. iii. 9. :

The work of creation is sometimes expressly attri-
buted to God, and sometimes as expressly attributed
to the Word or Son of God: and from these repre-
sentations many have argued that the Son and God
are the same Being. But it is thought that this con-
clusion has been too hastily adopted. For if Gop
created all things BY JESUS CHRIST, the work of crea
tion may, with great propriety, be attributed to either
the Father or the Son; and yet they may be two dis-
tinct intelligent Beings. God spake by the prophets;
and what the prophets said, may, with propriety, be
attributed to either Glod or the prophets; but it will
not hence follow that God and the prophets are but
one and the same intelligent Being. As the prophets
 were constituted mediums and agents in foretelling
events, so Christ was the constituted Creator of all
things in heaven and earth.

- In the next place, we.may observe, that the Son was

constituted the angel of God's presence, or the medium
by which God appeared or manifested himself to the
aneient patriarchs.

We have many accounts of God's apjearing to
Abraham, to Isaac, to Jacob, and to Moses; and see-
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ing these visible manifestations, is sevetal tiivea re-
presented as seeing God. Yet the matter is' se
explained in the New Testament, as to give us'réa-:
son to suppose that these visible manifestations of
God’s presence were made in the Person of the Son:-
of God. For it is said, “No man hath seen God -at*
any time; the ONLY BEGOTTEN SON, who is “in ‘the~
bosom of the Father, he hath declared him,” or mani-
fested him. The Son, in those appearances, was usu-
ally denominated the angel of the Lord.* And‘when:
this angel was employed by God, as the conductor
and guardian of the pesple of Israel in their journey
from Egypt to Canaan, God gave this solemn caution
to the people, “Beware of him, and obey his voice
provoke him not: for he will not pardon your trans-
gression; for MY NAME is in him.” By neme here -
may be understood, dignity, fulness, and authority.
And as God thus dwelt in the Son, and manifested
his dignity, fulness, and authority, through the Son,
Isaiah denominates the Son the Angel of God’s pre-
sence—* And the angel of his presence saved them.”
Accordingly, those visible manifestations are' some--
times represented as the appearance of God, and some-
times as the appearance of the angel of the Lord, or
the angel of God: And what was spoken on those -
occasions is sometimes represented as spoken by God,
and sometimes as spoken by the angel; just as the-
work of creation is sometimes attributed to God, and -
sometimes to the Son of God. . And as God mani-
fested himself thus in the person of his Son, so the
patriarchs considered God as present in those visible-

manifestations.

# T feel css confident that Christ was the angel of God than X
did when I wrote these Letters. But I have not seen satisBctory
reasons for relinquishing the sentiment. March, 1813 ‘
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I am not, sir, alone, nor an original, in considering
the Son of God as the Medium of Divine manifesta-
tions. Athanasian writers have done the same. But
is it not a manifest impropriety to consider a Being
as the Medium of his own manifestations? If Christ
be truly the SoN of God, he may be truly the ME-
DIUM through which God manifests himself; and may
thus be in the “form of God.” But if he be person-
ally the self-existent God, he can, with no propriety,
be considered as the MEDIUM of Divine manifesta-
tions.

Although God had, in various ways, manifested his
love to his Son prior to the incarnation, yet such was
his love to mankind, and so important was our sal-
vation in the view of God,that he was disposed to
give his ONLY BEGOTTEN SON as a sacrifice for our
redemption. And although the Son of God had been
highly honored and exalted by his Father, and had
often appeared in the * form of God” to transact affairs
of high importance, yet such was the benevolence and
condescension of this Son, that he freely concurred in
the Father's proposal for the redemption of man, and
said, “Lo, I come to do thy will, O God.” But to
accomplish this great purpose, the Son must lay aside
the form of God, and take on himself the form of a ser-
vant—he must become incarnate, be united to a hu-
man body, and be the “ Son of David according to the
flesh.” Thus he who was rich, for our sakes became
poor, that we, through his poverty, might be made
rich. And being found in fashion as a man, he hum-
bled bimself, and became obedient unto death.

But such voluntary and deep abasement in the Son,
was not to pass unnoticed nor unrewarded by the
Father. And we have the most plain and unequivo-

4%
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cal testimony, that God did honor his Son by consti-
tuting him a PRINCE and a SAVIOUR, the LorD oF
ALY, and the SUPREME JUDGE of the quick and the
dead.

That it is as the fruit of the Father's love to the
Son, and on the ground of a constitiuted character, that
Christ bears those and other Divine names and titles,
I shall endeavor clearly to prove.

John the Baptist, in his testimony concerning the
Son, not only said, “God giveth not the Spirit by
measure unto him ;” but added, ‘“the Father loveth
the Son, and hath GIVEN all things into his hand.”—
John iii. 85.

When the Son was about to leave his disciples and
ascend into heaven, he proclzumed in their ears, * All
power is GIVEN unto me in heaven and earth.”—Matt.
xxviii. 18. '

Peter, in hisimpressive sermon on the day of Pen-
tecost, having stated many things from the scriptures,
to prove that Jesus was the Christ, addressed the, au-
dience in these words,  Therefore let all the house of
Israel know assuredly, that God hath MADE that same
Jesus, whom ye have crucified, both Lorp and
CHRIST.”—Acts ii. 36.

In the same sermon, Peter also said, * This Jesus
hath God raised up, whereof we are witnesses. There-
fore being by the right hand of God exalted, and having
received of the Father the promise of the Holy Ghost,
he hath shed forth this which ye now see and hear.”
—Actsii. 32, 33.

In another address, Peter said, “ The God of Abra-
ham, and of Isaac, and of Jacob, the God of our
fathers, HATH GLORIFIED HIS SON J ESUS."—Adcts iii. -
13.
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And again “the God of our fathersraised up Jesus,
whom ye slew and hanged on a tree: Hin hath Gop
EXALTED with his OWN RIGHT HAND, to be a PRINCE
and a SAVIOUR, to give repentance unto Israel, and
forgiveness of sins.”—Aaqts v.-30, 81. '

The same views of the .CONSTITUTED OHARACTER
of the SoN as LORD OF ALL, are, if possible, more
foreibly expressed by Saint Paul.

Speaking of the astonishing displays of the grace
and power of God, he says, “which he wrought in
Christ, when he raised him from the dead and sET
“HIM at his own right hand in the heavenly places, far
above all principality, and power, and might, and
dominion, and every name which is named, not only
in this world, but also in that which is to come: And
hath put all things under his feet, and gave him to be
the HEAD over all things to the church.”—Eph. i.
20—22.

The same apostle, having in a most striking man
ner represented the astonishing condescension and
deep abasement of Christ, proceeds to state the re-
ward -given to him by God—* Wherefore God also
hath highly EXALPED HIM, and GIVEN HIM &’ name
which is above every name, that at the name of Jesus
every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and
things in earth, and things under the earth; and that
every tongue should confess that Jesus Christ is
Logv, to the glory of God the Father.”—Phil. ii. 9
—11.

To unprejudicer minds, the passages of Scripture,
already adduced, may be sufficient to prove, that it is
by the GIFT and PLEASURE of God, that his SoN sus-
taing the offices and bears the Divine names of Sav-
ious and Lorp. Mughmore of the game import might
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be produced ; but those who can resist, evade, or set
aside such plain and unambiguous testimony as has
been already exhibited, might do so by a volume of
the same kind.

I have yet, however, distinctly to show, that God
has cONSTITUTED his SoN the SUPREME JUDGE of the
quick and dead. In proof of the point now before
US, we may begin with the testimony of Christ him-
self. Ashe is the faithful and true witness, and well
acquainted with his own character, much reliance may
be placed on his testimony.

It will be needless here to introduce the numerous
declarations which Christ made of his authority as
the JUDGE of the world. All we have to do is to show
how he came by this authority ; whether he possesses
it as the self-existent God, or whether he hath been
tnvested with this authority by the Father,

When Christ had healed the impotent man, the
Jews accused him of profaning the Sabbath day. In
reply to their accusation, Jesus said, “my Father
worketh hitherto, and I work.” His calling God his
Father, the Jews considered as blasphemy, and sought
the more to kill him. It appears probable, that the
Jews well understood the principle of derived dignity,
and that they understood Christ as claiming DIVINE
DIGNITY by professing to be the SoN of God.* They
evidently understood him, as calling God his Father,
in the peculiar and proper semse. For while they
gloried in having “one Father, even God,” they con-

# In the common translation of John v. 18, we read, “but said God
was his Father” Dr. Macknight says it ought to be “ his proper
Father” Dr. Hopkins says “his own proper Father” Dr. Campbell
translates the whole verse thus, “ For this reason the Jews were the
more intent to kill him, because he had not only broken the a!)hth, but
by calling God peculiarly his Father had equalled himeelf with God.®
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-miflered Christ as guilty of blasphemy in claiming the
title of the SoN of God.

In reply to their accusations, Christ gave them a
more full account of his character and dignity, and
said, “ Verily, verily, I say unto you, the SoN can do
nothing of himself, but what he seeth the Father do:
for what things soever he doeth, these also doeth the
Son likewise. For the Father loveth the Son, and
sheweth hvm all things that himself doeth: and he will
shew him greater works than these, that ye may mar-
vel. For as the Father raiseth up the dead, and
quickeneth them, even so the Son quickeneth whom
he will. For the Father judgeth no man, but hath
COMMITTED ALL JUDGMENT UNTO THE SON, that all
men should honor the Son, even as they honor the
Father.”—John v.

If God hath coMMITTED all judgment unto the Son,
then he has coNsTITUTED the Son as Judge. But
Christ gives-a further account—* Verily, verily, I say
unto you, the hour is coming, and now is, when the
dead shall hear the voice of the SoN oF Gop: and
they that hear shall live. For as the Father hath
life in himself, so hath he GIVEN To THE SoN to have
life in BIMBELF : and hath GIVEN HIM AUTHORITY to
execute judgment, because he is the Son of man.—I
can of mine own self do nothing: AsI hear, I judge,
-and my judgment is just, because I seek not mine
own will, but the will of the Father, which hath sent
me.”

To those who place full confidence in Christ as a
faithful and true witness, his testimony may be suffi-
cient. But for the conviction of those who may think
that two or three witnesses are needful in the present
case, we may add the testimonies of Peter and Paul.



86 ON THE REAL DIVINITY

Peter, in his sermon at the house of Cornelius, after
stating that he and others did eat and drink with
Christ after his resurrection, said, “and he command
ed us to preach unto the people, and to testify that it
is HE which is ORDAINED oF GoD to be the JUDGE o
the quick and the dead.”

Paul, in his discourse to the people of Athens, said,
“ and the times of this ignorance God winked at, but
now commandeth all men every where to repent:
Becausehe hath appointed a day in which he will judge
the world in righteousness, by that MAN whom he
hath ORDAINED, whereof he hath given assurance
unto all men, in that he hath raised him from the
dea 7”

I see no rational way in which these testimonies
can be invalidated, without impeaching the charac-
ters of the witnesses. ~

An earthly sovereign, whose will is the law of the
empire, can, at pleasure, advance an own and only
Son to any rank or office, which does not involve a
contradiction.

The father cannot cause his son to rank with him-
self as to age, nor can he render the son independent
of himself in respect to existence, dignity, or office.
But it is in the power of a king or emperor to confer
on his son any office in the army, from an ensign to
that of commander in chief. He may also, at pleas- .
ure, meke his son the governor of a province, chief
judge, or sole judge in the highest court of justice, or
viceroy of half the empire, or even a copartner with
himself on the throne; and in testimony of the high
esteem he has for his son, he may place him at his
own right hand.

Such a course of conduct in an earthly sovereipn
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towards an only son may indeed be the result of ca-
price or partiality ; but it may also be the result of
consummate wisdom and benevolence. For the good
of the empire may be in the best manner promoted
by such measures.

As an earthly sovereign may advance his son to
any office he pleases, so he may confer on him what-
ever title of dignity he may think proper. He may
dignify his son with the title of lord, or arch-chancel-
lor-of the empire, lord chief justice, prince of peace,
president of the princes, or he may confer on him his
own royal or imperial title, as king or emperor. And
in respect to several relations, he may at the same
time have various titles of dignity..

These observations present to our view something
analogous to the representations given in Scripture in
regard to God’s conduct in dignifying his only and
well-beloved Son. The titles LoRD, SAVIOUR, and
JUDGE, are titles which properly belong to God.
But God had a right to confer the same titles on his
beloved Son, and to invest him with the authority and
sufficiency mponed by these titles. And if we may
safely rely on the testimony of Christ and his apostlee
as proof, God has actually thus dignified his Son.—
He hath “EXALTED him to be a PRINCE and a SAv-
10UR”—* MADE him to be both Lorp and CHRIST"—
¢ gIvEN him all power in heaven and earth "—* oR-
DAINED him to be the JUDGE of the quick and the
dead "—* COMMITTED all Judgment unto the Son, and
GIVEN him a name which is above every name.” And
the Scriptures afford no more evidence that Solomon
sat on the throne of Israel, by the appointment and
pleasure of David, than they, do that the Son of God
gits on the throne of the universe by the appoint
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ment and pleasure of God his Father. There are
other titles that belong to God, which by his pleasure
are given to his Son.

God often styles himself the HoLy ONE, or the Ho-
ly One of Israel. The title of Holy Qne is also given
to the Son. But the Son ig plainly distinguished
from the self-existent Holy One, by being represented
as God's Holy One, or the “Holy One of God.” To
the truth, in this case, Satan himself was constrained
to bear witness. “I know thee who thou art, the
Holy One of God.” The words of David, quoted by
Peter, are to the same purpose—* Neither wilt thon
suffer thine HoLY ONE to see corruption.”

The name JEHOVAH, which is often translated Lord
in the Old Testament, is a name which belongs to God;
but by the pleasure of God this name with sorne ad-
dition is given to the Son. ‘Behold the days come,
gaith the Lord, that I will raise unto David a right-
eous Branch; and a King shall reign and prosper,
and shall execute judgment and justice in the earth.
In his days Judah shall be saved and Israel shall
dwell safely ; and this is the name whereby he shall-
be called, he LoRD [or JEHOVAH] our RIGHTEOUS-
NESg.”

That the Messiah, the Son of God, in his incarnate
state, is intended in this prophecy, there can be no
reasonable doubt. And that it is on the ground of a
CONSTITUTED CHARACTER, and by the pleasure of God
his father, that he bears the name JEHOVAH our
RiGHTEOUSNESS, is sufficiently plam from the passage
quoted. Itis God himself who gives the information
in the text; and this one Godtellsusafapersonot
character whmh he would razse up, and the namo by
which this Son should be called. .
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The name Jehovah being given to the Sen, is con-
gidered by Mr. Jones as evidence that the Son is
personally the self-existent God. But had he com-
pared one of his own remarks with the words of an
-apostle, he might have seen his own mistake. Mr.
Jones suggests, that the name LorD, in the New Tes-
tament, which is given to Christ, is of the same im-
port as JEHOVAH in the Old Testament. The apostle
Peter says, ¢ Let all the house of Israel know assuredly,
that God hath MADE that same Jesus, whom ye have
crucified, both Lord and Christ. If, then, Mr. Jones
be correct in affirming that Lord and Jehovak are
terms of the same import, and the apostle be correct
in the text just quoted; am I not authorized to say
that God hath made, or constituted, his Son J: EHOVAH
our righteousness 2¥

On similar ground, and by the same Divine plea-
sure, the Son had his name called Emmanuel—Won-
derful, Counsellor, the Mighty God, the everlasting

) ’Jchovahwr’? ht I. That these significant
bames, as applied to the Messiah, are no A)roof that he was the living
Go& may appear from the followmg considerations, viz.

“ JeuovAR our RienTEOUSNESS” is not onl a lied to the Mecs-
Rah, but by the same prophet it is applied to church or to Judah
erusalem—- This is themmebywhlchSheahall be called the
Jehovah) our Rxghteoumess. Jer. xviii. 16.

e name mth nsusedmt:rhzeumesmbm&ble. Isa.no:.{
Mtna to the son of the tess, probably as a ¢,
tt. L 28, it is applied to %hnst. as the antitype. But%elaa.
viil 8, it is apphed to the people of Judab, “ Thy land, O Emmanuel”
in all the ied that God was with that ' people by
peculiar favor But snch ificant names determine nof in re-
spect to the dignity of the persons or the people, to whom they are
Themmeldmaclmgmﬁes “God who hears” just as the
pame Emmanuel signifies “ God with us.” But we do not infer that

.;'gg

E

%

Hagar’s son was the prayer hearing God, because the angel required
hﬂto“cdlhmmmgr L nlgxtwouldbemproperwmferthnt

s 50D Was & rsoanexty,ltm ually impro tomferthls
Measiah,mme equ
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Father, and the Prince of Peace. On the very face
of the prophecies, in which these names are brought
into view, it is clearly intimated, that it is by the
“pleasure of God that the Son bears these tittes. The
Son is manifestly the subject of the predictions, and
God the author. And God says respecting his Som,
“ His name shall be called Emm‘anuel—'a-—His name shall
be called WONDEBFUL," &e.

That it is by inheritance as a Son and by the
pleasure of the Father, that Christ bears the name
Gop, is plainly revealed in the first chapter of the
eplstle to the Hebrews. As the chapter was evidently
designed to give us a correct and exalted view of the
Son of God, and the ground on which he possesses
such an exalted character, and such divine titles, T
shall quote nine verses:

“God, who at sundry times and in divers manners,
spake in time past unto the fathers by the prophets;
hath in these last daysspoken unto us by his Sow,
whom he hath appointed heir of all things, by whom
also he made the worlds; who being the brightness
of his glory, and the express image of his person, and
upholding all things by the word of his power, when
he had by himself purged our sins, sat down on the
right hand of the Majesty on high; being made so
much better than the angels, as he hath by inherit-
ance obtained a more excellent name than they.”

Before I proceed farther in the quotatmns, 1 may
make a few remarks.

1. God in this paseage is evidently spoken of as one
distinct Person or intelligent Being, accordingly the
pronouns for God are ke, his, him.

2. The Son of God is gpoken of as a Person or Be-
ing, as distinct from God as any Son is distinet from
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¥ig father; and as distinct from God as are prophets
or angels. ... God spake by the prophets. . ... so God
spake by his Sm.

3. As ason is the image of his father, so the Son
of God is represented as the express image of the Per-
son of God.

4. The Son is heir of all things by the appoiniment
of God.

5. The Son is 80 distinet from God, that he can sit
on God’s right hand.

6. By being truly the Son of God, and by INHERI-
TANCE, Christ hath a better name than the angels.. .
Being MADE so much better than the angels, as he
hath by INHERITANCE a more excellent name than
they.... Being truly God's oWN SoN, he INHERITS
his Father s Dignity.

In proof that the Son hath a more excellent name
than the angels, the apostle proceeds to state from the
Old Testament what had been said respecting the Son,
and what had been said respecting the angels :—

“For unto which of the angels said he at any time,
Thou art my Son, this day have I begotten thee?
And again, I will be to him a Father, and he shall be
to me a Son.—And again, when he bringeth in the
Jirst begotten into the world, he saith, And let all the
angels of God worship him. And of the angels he
saith, Who maketh his angels spirits, and his minis-
ters a flame of fire. But unto the Son he saith, Thy
throne, O God, is forever and ever; a sceptre of
righteousness is the sceptre of thy knngdom Thou
hast loved righteousness, and - hated iniquity; there
fore God, even thy God, hath anointed thee with the
oil of gladness, above thy fellows.”

Here we find the name which the. Soxmf God bas
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by INHERITANCE, which is better than the name given
to angels.* The self-existent God has been pleased
to dignify his own and only Son with his own divine
name. And we find also a reason assigned for this
Divine honor:—* Thou hast loved righteousness and
hated iniquity; therefore Gop, EVEN THY GoOD, hath
anointed THEE with the oil of gladness above thy fel-
lows.”

If we consider Christ as truly the .Son of God, in
the sense which has been explained, and by snkeri-
ance and the pleasure of the Father possessing Divine
dignity and Divine titles, the whole passage appears
perfectly natural. Butif we consider the Son as per-
sonally the self-existent and independent God, most
serious difficulties immediately arise....Why is he
called God’s Son? Why is he uniformly spoken of
in eontradistinction to the self-existent God? Why is
he spoken of as having a GOD who hath anointed him
with the oil of gladness above his fellows ? What God
could thus anoint the self-existent God?

The passage under consideration is not the only one
in which the name God is applied to the Son. Nor is
this the only passage in which the Son of God is re-
presented as having a God as well as a Father. Christ
said to his disciples, “I go to my Father and to your
Father, to my God and to your God.” And in the
epistles we several times read of * the God and Father
of our Lord Jesus Christ.”—and “the God of our
Lord Jesus Christ.” As Solomon, after he was crown-
ed, had a father and a king, so Christ, on the throne
of the universe, had a Father and a God. If Christ

# On farther consideration, it is believed, that the “name” which
Christ has by “inkeritance” is Son. But still the name God be pos-
semen by the pleasure of his “ God and Father.”
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nad been the self-existent God, it would have been
just as proper to speak of the God of the Father, a8
the God of the Son. But if he be truly the Son of
God, and as such sustains Divine offices and bears Di-
vine titles, then no difficulty results from his being
called LoRD, SAVIOUR, or even God. For these titles,
as borne by the Son, do not import personal self-ex-
istence, but what he is-as the Son of Ged, and by the
pleasure of his Father.

After Solomon had been anointed king by order of
David, Jonathan reported the matter to Adonijah, and
said, “ Verily our Lowd, king David, hath made Solo-
mon king.” And it is not improbable that this event
was typical of the conduet of God, in anoinéing and
exalting his Son. And as truly as David conststuled
his son Solomon to be #ing, so truly hath our heaven-
ly Father constituted HIs SON to be Saviour, Lord, and
God. He hath invested him with Divine fulness and
Divine authority, and conferred on him his own
Divine names and titles. If the Son of God did not
possess a fulness adequate to his authority, we might
view the Divine names, as applied to him, as high
sounding and empty titles; but while we are assured
that all power, or authority, is given unto him in
heaven and earth, we are also assured that “it hath
pleased the Father thatin him all fulness should
dwell ;” and that “in him dwelleth all the fulnees of
the Godhead bodily.” -

~'Whe, therefore, I speak of the Son as called Sa-
viwour, Lord and God, on the ground of a constituted
character, I wish to be understood as implying not
merely official character, but such a perfect union of
the Son with the Father, that in him properly dwellg
the infinite fulness.and ali-sufficiency of God, so thas
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in respect to fulness as well as authority he is one
with the Father.

‘We must suppose, that God is the best judge of the
ground on which he styled his Son God. And we
know, from the scriptures, that anointing with oil was
an appointed ceremony of induction to office. Thus
prophets, priests, and kings, were inaugurated by the
command of God. The ol was an instituted type or
emblem of the Spirit; and these ancient inaugurations
were probably typical of the inauguration of Christ as
the promised Messiah; on which occasion the Holy
Spirit, which had been typified by the holy o, de-
scended and abode upon him. And in the address of
the Father to the Son, in which the Son s called God,
the ceremony of anointing is distinctly brought into
view, to shew that it is on the ground of a constisuted
character that the Son is called God—* Therefore
God, even THY GoOD, hath anointed thee with the oil of
gladness above thy fellows.”

John the Baptist, in his testimony concerning the
Son of God, says, ‘“ He whom God hath sent, speak-
eth the words of God ;” and gives this as the reason
why the words that he speaketh are the words of God,
% For God giveth not the SPIRIT by measure unto him.”
And Peter, in his discourse at the house of Cornelius,
mentions “ How God anointed Jesus of Nazareth
with the Holy Ghost and with power; by which we
may understand, that in this anointing, the Son was
endued with Divine fulness, and invested with Divine
authority.

In expressing Divine commands, in foretelhng
events, and in performing miracles, the Son of God
adopted a style of speaking, very different from that
of the prophets. He did not preface what he uttered
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with “Thus saith the Lord ;”’ but his usual style was,
“T say unto you”"—*I will, be thou clean,” &c. On
this ground, an argument has often been formed, in
proof of the hypothesis that Christ was personally the
independent God. In reference to this argument, I
would ask,

1. Was it not to be expected that God’s own Son
would adopt a style corresponding with his dignity as
the Son of God? Would you not expect that a king’s
son should adopt a style in speaking, different from an
ordinary ambassador ?—But,

2. I would ask, whether justice has been done in
urging the above argument? It is indeed a truth, that
Christ spake in a style different from the prophets;
bat it is also true, that no prophet was-ever more par-
ticular and careful than Christ was, to let it be known
that he came not in his own name, but in the name of
God the Father; that the words which he spake, he
spake not of himself; and that the Father in him did
the work. How often did he declare, in the most un-
‘equivocal manner, to this effect, “I came down ffom
heaven, not to do mine own will, but the will of the
Father that sent me.”—*1 proceceded forth and came
from Gop; neither came I of myself, but he sent me.”
—*“The words that I speak, I speak not of myself.”

If John hasgiven us a true account, Christ distinct-
ly mentioned his being sent of the Father, nearly forty
times. How, sir, has it come to pass, that these ideas
have been so much kept out of view in urging the ar-
gument from Christ's péculiar style of speaking? I
would by no means suggest a suspicion of dzshonesty ;
but is there not evidence of a strong prepossession, by
which good men have been led to overlook some things
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which are of weight, and to form their argumenis
without due consideration?

LETTER V. .
HOW THE SON OF GOD BECAME THE SON OF MAN

Rzv. Sm, ‘

ACCORDING to your theory, the Son of God became
the Son of Man “ by taking to himself a true body and
a reasonable soul,” or a proper Man. It is my object
to prove, that the Son of God became the Son of Man
by becoming himself the SoUL of a human body.

It has been supposed, that the Son of God could
not, with any propriety, be called a man on the hy-
pothesis I have stated. But could he not with much
more propriety be called a man, if he became the soul
of ahuman body, than on the hypothesis that he became
-united to a proper human soul and body or a proper
man? If the Son of God became united to a proper
man, the Son and the man were two distinct intelli-
gences, and the union would be properly a union of
two persons. -

Besides, you say that this union does not lmply
‘that the divine nature became human nature, nor that
the human nature became divine nature, nor that these
two natures were mixed or blended. These positions,
if I mistake not, are precisely of the same import as
the following—The Son of God did not become man,
nor did the man become the Son of God, nor were the
Son of God and the man mixed or blended. For so
far as I can discern any meaning to your language,
.the Son of God is the same as the divine nature of
Christ, and the man the same as the Auman nature.
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It will hence appear, that the Son of God did not de-
come MAN, but only became united to a man.

There are a multitude of considerations and passa-
ges of Scripture, which may be adduced in support of
the hypothesis that the Son of God became Man, or
the Son of Man, by becoming the soul of a human
body. Out of many, I select the following :—

1. If the Man Christ Jesus had been united to a
second divine and self-existent Person, we might rea-
sonably expect to find, that, in some of his discourses,
he had mentioned that union. But in no instance did
he intimate that he was united to any divine person
but the Father. His union with the Father he often
mentioned, and he affirmed that it was the Father in
him that did the work.

2. Had the Son of God become man in no other
gense than “by taking to himself a true body and rea-
sonable soul,” and had he been, as you suppose, per-
sonally the independent God, he could not with any
propriety have asserted his personal dependence. For
however dependent his human nature might be, as a
person he would have been independent and self-suffi-
clent. Yet, it is believed, we have no account of any
other person in the Scriptures, who said so much of
his personal dependence as did Jesus Christ the Son of
God. In the most personal and most emphatical man-
ner he declared, I can of mine own self do nothing.”
It is remarkable, that any of the friends of Christ
should think it dishonorary to him to say that he
was dependent, while he himself so constantly affirm-
ed his dependence on the Father. Not only did Christ
sbundantly assert his personal dependence on the Fa-
ther, but, as a PERSON, and as a SoN, he prayed to

6
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the Father for himself as the Son of God. See his
solemn prayer, John xvii.

" 8. When angels have appeared “in the likeness of
men,” they have been denominated either angels or
men, just as the Lord Jesus is sometimes called the
SoN oF Gob, and sometimes the Son of Man. The
angels who appeared to Lot, in Sodom, are, in the
same narrative, several times called angels, and sev-
eral times called men. The prophet Daniel, in speak-
ing of the angel who appeared to him, says, “ The
MaN GABRIEL whom I had seen in the vision.”

Shall we, sir, accuse Moses and Daniel of great
impropriety, in speaking of those personages some-
times as angels and sometimes as men? They were
called men, because they appeared “in the &Gkeness of
men,” that is, in an embodied state. If a transient or
an occasional residence in bodies of human form
might be sufficient ground on which to denominate
angels men, a permanent residence in a human body
might be sufficient ground on which to denominate
the SoN oF Gob the Son of Man.

4. The scripture accounts of the incarnation of the
Son of God contain no intimation that he took *to
himself a true body and a reasonable soul;” but the
contrary is plainly suggested.—‘*The Word was
made flesh.” John i. 14. “God had sworn to David,
that of the fruit of his loins, according to the flesh,
he would raise up Christ to sit upon his throne.”
Acts ii. 30.—* Concerning his Son Jesus Christ our
Lord, who was made of the seed of David, according
to the flesh.” Romi. 8. *Whose are the fathers, and
of whom, as concerning the-flesh, Christ came.” Rom.
ix. 6. :

‘Why were these phrases inserted, according to the
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Jlesh, or concerming the flesh, but to teach us that our
Lord is of the seed of Abraham and David ONLY ac-
cording to the flesh, or n respect to the flesh 2 4

In the first chapter of the epistle to the Hebrews,
the writer gives us a most exalted character of the
Son of God ; and in the second, he represents his in-
carnation. “For as much then as the children are
partakers of flesh and blood, he also himself likewise
took part of the same.”—Again, “ Wherefore, in all
things, it behoved him to be made like unto his breth-
ren, that he might be a merciful and faithful High
Priest in things pertaining to God, to make reconcilia-
tion for the sins of the people: For in that he him-
self hath suffered, being tempted, he is able to suecor
them that are tempted.”

How, gir, are the children partakers of flesh and
blood ? Is it by taking to themselves true bodies and
reasonable souls? Isit not rather by being reason-
able souls of human bodies? Or by being in an em-
bodied state, in union with flesh and blood? If so, then
for CHRIST to become like his brethren, a partaker of
flesh and blood, he must become in an embodied state,
or become the soul of a human body. Before his in-
carnation, he was not like to the seed of Abraham in
respect to partaking of flesh and blood; but it
behoved him so to be, that he might be & merciful
High Priest; and that by being himself subject to
those temptations which result from a union with
flesh and blood, he might know how to sympathize
with us, and to succor those who are tempted. But
if his incarnation implied no more than his becoming
united to & man, how was he prepared by this to be
“touched with the feelings of our infirmities?”

In the tenth chapter of the same epistle, it is repre-
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gented, that when the Son was about to come into the
world, he said to his Father, “Sacrifice and offering
thou wouldst not, but a BopY hast thou prepared
me.” The Son did not say, “a true body and reason-
able soul” hast thou prepared me; nor, a Man hast
thou prepared me ; but “a Bopy has thou prepared
me.” And does not his language plainly suggest,
that he himself was to be the Soul of that Body which
God had prepared? Let common sense decide the
question.

5. There is abundant endence, that the Person,
who called himself the Son of Man, had pre-existence ;
but there is no evidence that he pre-existed otherwise
than as the Son of God, or the Angel of God.
~ That the Son of God had pre-existence, is not
doubted by you; and it is amazing, that it should be
denied by any man who professes a respect for the
oracles of God. In addition to all that is said of the
Son of God" as the Creator, or the one by whom God
created all things; and all that is said of him as the
Angel of God ; and all that is said of the glory which
he bad with the Father before the world was; and all
that is said of his incarnation ; there are a multitude
of texts which naturally import his pre-existence.

His pre-existence is naturally implied in the nume-
Tous passages which speak of God’s sending his Son
into the world, and of God’s giving his Son. The
same idea is implied in all that Christ said of his com-
ing forth from the Father, and coming down from heaven,
and coming forth from God. Such representations
paturally import that he had existed with the Father,
with God, and in heaven, before he was sent, or before
he came into the world.

To the unbelieving Jews Christ said, * If God were
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your Father, ye would loveme: for I proceeded forth
and came from God ; neither came I of myself, but he
sent me.” To his disciples he said, ‘“For the Father
himself loveth you, because ye have loved me, and
have believed that I came out from God : I came forth
from the Father, and am come into the world : agam
1leave the world, and go to the Father.”

. These passages Christ spake as the SoN OF Gop;.
and they plainly import two.things—

1. That the Son is a being distinct from God, so
distinct that he could proceed forth, and come from God.

2. That the Son existed with God before he. came
into the world.

Similar things Christ spake of himself as the Sox
OF MAN. On another occasion he said much of his
being the bread of God which cometh down from
heaven. John vi. In this discourse he styled himsel!
the Son of Man. Some of his disciples were dis
pleased with whathe said on this occasion. * Wher
Jesus knew in himself that his disciples murmured a-
ity he said unto them, Doth this offend you? What
and if ye shall see the SoN oF MAN ascend up where
HE was before 2”

These several passages, compared together, plainly
import not only the pre-existence of Jesus Christ, but
the identity of the Son of God and the Son of Man.
6. The personal identity ‘of the Sox of GoD and the
SoN of MAN is plainly implied in the declaration of
St. Paul, Eph. iv. 10. Speaking of the ascension of-
Christ, he says, “ He that descended is the same also
that ascended up far above all heavens, that he might
fill all things.” You will, sir, it is believed, admit
that it was the SoN of Gobp who descended, and the
SoN of MAN who ascended. And if he that descended



108 ON THE REAL DIVINITY

is the same who ascended, then the Son of God and
the Son of Man are the same. Of course, the Son of
God became the Son of Man by becoming the'soul of
a human body.

7. You will grant that it was the Son of Man, or
the Man Christ Jesus, who died on the cross, who
was raised from the dead, and exalted at the right
hand of God. But all these things are distinctly and
abundantly affirmed of Christ as the Son of God, or
as our Lord and Saviour. Ihave no oecasion to pro-
duce any passages of Scripture to prove that these
things are said of Christ as the Son of Man, but I may
produce some passages to show that these same things
are affirmed of God’s own Son, by whom he made the
worlds, and the one who is now our Lord and Saviour.

“He that spared not his own Son.” Rom. viii. 82.
“Concerning his Sox Jesus CHRIST OUR LoRpD,
which was made of the seed of David, according to
the flesh, and declared to be the SoN oF Gop with
power, according to the spirit of holiness, by the re-
surrection from the dead.” Rom. i. 8, 4—* Who rais-
ed up JESUS OUR LORD from the dead.” Rom. iv. 24.
“ And God hath both raised up the Lorp, and will
also raise us up by his own power.” 1 Cor. vi. 14.—
“'Wait for his SON from heaven, whom EE raised_from
the dead.” 1 Thes. i. 10.—*“Now the God of peace,
that brought again from the dead our LORD JESUS,
that GREAT SHEPHERD of the sheep.” Heb. xiii. 20.

In these passages it is plainly represented, that it
was in truth that Being, who is called the Son of God,
our Lord, and the great Shepherd of the sheep, who -
personally died on the cross, and was raised from the
dead by the power of God.

In the first chapter of the epistle to the Colossians,
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and in the very connection in which the work of crea-
tion is attributed to Christ, he is styled the *first
born from the dead, that.in all things he might have
the pre-eminence.”

Respecting this same SoN our Lord, David said,
“ the Lord said w#nto my Lord, Sit thou on my right
hand till I make thy foes thy footstool.” Of the same
Son of God it is said, “ when HE had by HIMSELF purg-
ed our sins, sat down on the right hand of the MAJESTY
on high.” Heb. i. 8.—But after this Son had become
united to the body which God had prepared, he was
often called a man, or the Son of man. . Therefore the
same writer says, “ but THIS MAN, after he had offered
one sacrifice for sins forever, sat down on the right
* hand of God.” Heb. x. 12.

‘8. Additional evidence of the identity of the Son of
God and the Son of Man, may appear from what is
- said of Christ as the Lord and the Son, the Koot and
the Offspring of David. ‘

It was the belief of the Jews, founded on prophecy,
that the MEessiam should be the Son of David.—
“ While the Pharisees were gathered together, Jesus
asked them, saying, What think ye of Christ? Whose
gon is he? They say unto him, The Son of David.
He saith unto them, How then doth David in spirit
call him Lord, saying, The Lord said unto my Lord,
Sit thou on my right hand till I make thine enemies
thy footstool? If David then call him Lord, how is
he his son?” Matt. xxii. 41—45.

This, sir, was to the Pharisees an unanswerable
question; nor do I see that any rational answer can
be given to it on your theory. For the question plain-
1y supposes the Lord of David and the Son of David
to be but one intelligent Being. But your hypothesis
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would be, that the Lord of David was united to & MAN
who was the SoN oF Davip. But could the Lord of
David be thus the Son of David? No, sir, the Lord
of David would be one person, and the son of David
another. But if the Lord of David became the soul of
a body which was of the seed of David, then would
Christ be both David’s Son and David's Lord.

The other text to be considered, is this, “I am the
Root and the Offspring of David.”

You will observe, that in this passage, Christ speaks
in a personal manner, and as one individual intelli-
gence. He does not say, Zam the RooT of David, and
the man united to me is the OFFsPRING of David.
But as one, and only one intelligence, he says, “ 7 am
the Roor and the OFFspPrING of David.” .

9. In exhibiting a contrast between Adam and
Christ, the apostle Paul says, * the first man is of the
earth earthy, the second man is the Lord from hea-
ven.” What is here asserted of Christ, accords with
his numerous declarations that he came down from
heaven, and came forth from God. The apostle does
not say that the second man was united to the Lord
from heaven; but, the second man is the Lord from
heaven. Suppose, sir, that Daniel had said in some
of his writings, The man whom I saw in the vision
was (Yabriel from heaven ; what idea would his words
have suggested? Would you not have supposed that
Gabriel appeared in an embodied’ state, or in the
likeness of a man? You will be pleased to answer
the question, and make the application.

10. Christ stated to his disciples this question,
“Whom do men say that 7, the Son of Man, am?”
They answered. He then stated another, *“Whom
say ye that 7 am?” Peter replied, “ Thou art the
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Christ, the Son of the Lving God.”—This answer
Christ approved in the most decided manner. . And
you will be pleased, sir, to notice the definite man-
ner in which the question was proposed and answered.
Christ, calling himself the Son of Man, demands their
opinion concerning him. The answer is as definite as
the question, “ Thou art the Christ, the Son of the
living God.” Therefore the Son of Man is the Son of
the living God. The Son of God was not united to
the Son of Man; but the Son of God became the Son
of Man by becoming the soul of a human body.
Thus the second man was the Lord from heaven.

POSTSCRIPT.

MR. Caleb Alexander, in his remarks on Mr. Em-
lyn, has taken ground different from yours. He says,
% Christ is properly a complex Person. He has a dis-
tinct hAuman personality and a distinct Divine person-
ality—and yet so united as‘to make a complex Person.
Christ has a proper Divine intelligence and a proper
human intelligence.” p. 57. He also states, that Christ
is called the Son of God in reference to his humanity
—‘“his lowest capacity and character "-—That he is
called the Son of God, because his “human nature
was created by an immediate act.” p. 43, 44.

These positions are contradicted by Dr. Hopkins,
in a very decided manner. And if I mistake not,
they are contradicted by the general tenor of the gos-
pel. Those who may have adopted the hypothesis of
Mr. Alexander, will be likely to suppose that my
labor has been in vain in attempting to prove that the
Son of God and the Son of Man mean the same in-
telligence. For this they would have admitted with-
out proof.,

5'
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Though I respect Mr. Alexander, I cannotsay that I
am any better pleased with his theory than I am with
yours. But as I do not learn that his views have been
generally adopted, I shall say but little respecting
them.

In respect to personality, I must think that he takes
more correct ground than Dr. Hopkins: for if it be
true, that in Christ a Divine Person is united toa
proper man, no reason can be given why #ey should
not be considered as two Persons. But will it not
plainly result from Mr. Alexander’s theory, that He
who died for our offences was strictly a hAuman Per-
son, and no more than a man? That Person might
indeed be the Son of God in his sense of the terms;
for in his view the Son of God was no more than a
man—a man united to a Divine Person. But why is
this man called God'’s own and only Son, the only be-
* gotten of the Father?—He was ¢ created by an tmme-

diate act,” says Mr. Alexander. And so was Adam;
and so, probably, were the angels. How then is
Christ God’s oNLY Son? Why is it represented as
so great & display of God’s love, to give such a Son
to die for us? If there be any great display of Di-
vine love on his theory, must it not be found in this,
that God accepted the obedience unto death, of one
man, as an atonement for the sins of the whole world ?
As much might, perhaps, be said, had Moses died for
the sins of the world.

But if Christ be called the SoN of God ih respect
to his “lowest capacity and character,” why did HE
never speak of his having a higher character than
that of the Son of God? How came the Jews to ac-
cuse Christ of blasphemy, for saying that he was the
Son of God? Would the Jews ever have thought of
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aceusing him of blasphemy for saying that he was
“created by an immediate act?” or for saying, in the
same sense that Adam was, I am the Son of God?
Christ received worship as the SON oF Gop; wasit on
the ground that he was “ created by an /mmediate act ?”

LETTER VI.

THE PRECEDING DOCTRINES ALL IMPLIED IN PHILIP- .
PIANS IL 5—1L
Rzv. S,

No portion of Scripture has, perhaps, been more
abundantly quoted, nor more fully relied on, by Atha-
nasian writers, than Philippians ii. 6. This text,
therefore, with six other verses in connection, I shall
attempt to examine. And I flatter myself that you
will be convinced that the Athanasian theory can
have no support from this passage; and that, in it, is
fairly implied several of the propositions which I have
aimed to establish.

The verses to be considered are the following-—

5. “Let this mind be in you, which was also in
Christ Jesus;

6. Who being in the form of God, thought it not
robbery to be equal with God : :

7. But made himself of no reputation, and took
upon him the form of a servant, and was made in the
likeness of men :

8. And being found in fashion as a man, he hum
bled himself and became obedxent unto death even
the death of the cross.

9. Wherefore God also hath highly exalted him,
and given him a name which is above every name:

" 10. That at the name of Jesus every knee should
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bow, of things in heaven, and things n earth, and
things under the earth ;

11. And that every tongue should confess that
Jesus Christ is Lord, to the glory of God the Father.”

In the preceding verses, the apostle had, in the most
affectionate manner, exhorted Christians to humility,
condescension, and benevolence. . To enforce his ex-
hortation, he urged the example of Jesus Christ, who
was rich, and yet for our sakes became poor; and the
glorious reward which God bestowed on him for what
he had done and suffered. To exhibit the example of
Christ in a just and strikinglight, he distinctly brought
into view his state of godlike splendor and majesty
before his incarnation; who being in the FORM of
God, thought it not robbery to be equal with God.

The Son’s being in the FORM OF GoD, most proba-
bly refers to the glory he had with the Father before
the world was, the glory that he had in God’s creat-
ing all things by him, and the glory that he had as the
Angel of God’s presence.

But as this verse is so much relied on in support of
the doctrine that the SoN is personally the self-exist-
ent God, it behoves me to be the more particular in
the examination. Itis not, for me, easy to discern
any thing in the sixth verse, nor in the whole connec-
tion, which has the least appearance of favoring that
idea, unless it be found in the impoft of the word -
equal—** thought it not robbery to be equal with God.”
The argument is simply this, No Person but the self-
existent God can be equal with the self-existent God;
therefore the Son is the self-existent God. And the
utmost that can possibly be meant, in any case, by the
word equal, is insisted on as the only possible mean-
ing of the term; and that too in the face of the natu-
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ral import both of the text itself and the connection.
For it is urged that the Son is absolutely, essentially,
and independently EQUAL with God. And this con-
struction of the term seems to be urged with as much
confidence as though the word had never been, and
never could be, used in & qualified sense.

But, sir, is it a truth that the word equal always im-
plies absolute equality in the persons or things which
are said to be equal ? Does it always imply equality
in every respect?—And do we not often use the term
in regard to two persons who are supposed to be un-
equal in several respects? When we say of a son,
that he is equal with his father, do we ever mean that
he has existed as long as his father? or that he and
his father are but one being? May not a son be as
rich a8 his father, and yet have derived all his riches
from his father? - Might not Solomon be equal to
David in authority, though he derived all his authori-
ty from David ?

It is, sir, no robbery for a king’s son to think of
himself according to the authority or dignity which
his father has given him.—David said, as it is sup-
posed, respecting Ahithophel his counsellor, “But it
was thou, a man, mine egual, my guide, and my ac-
quaintance.” Do you, sir, suppose, that these words
imply that Ahithophel was, in all respects, David’s
equal? If David had said, ““ a man my companion,”
would not this term have expressed about the same
idea as the word equal? Why then should you be so
very positive, that the term equal, as used by the
apostle, must mean an absolute equahty, even a co-
eternity of God and his Son ?

Let us flotice another text which evidently respects
Jesus Christ: * Awake, O sword, against my shep-
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herd, and against the man that is my fellow.” May it
not be reasonably supposed, that fellow in this text
means the same as equal in the other?

But the very text in dispute, may perhaps be found
to eontain sufficient evidence that Christ is not the
self-existent God; and that God and Christ are as
distinetly two Bez'ngs as any other father and son. .

“ Who being in the form of God "—Is not Christ
evidently spoken of in contradistinction to God ?  If
he be a Person in contradistinction to the self-exist-
ent God, he is certainly not:the self-existent God,
unless there be more Gods than one. If the apostle
had been speaking of the Father, and had said of him,
“Who being in the form of God, thought it not rob-
bery to be equal with God,” would not such a Tepre-
sentation of the Father have been a manifest impro-.
priety ? But if the Son be the self-existent God, such
language with respect to the Father would be as pro-
per as in respect to the Son.

By the form of God, we may understand the same
as the similitude or image of God—Christ is declared
to be “ the ¥mage of the invisible God ”—*the express
image of his Person.” But does not every body know
that a Person and the image of his Person are dis-
tinct objects? and that it is impossible that any Per-
son should be the image of himself? "Seth was the
image of Adam; but he was not Adam, nor was
Adam and Seth the same being.—It is, however, true,
that an ¢/mage often bears the name of the Person
represented. So Christ, by the pleasure of God,
often bears the Divine Names of his Father.

If, by the term God, be intended three Persons, as
Mr. Jones suggests, then for Christ to be in the form of
God, he must be in the form of three Persons.
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The terms, also, equal with God, plainly import that
Christ is a Person distinct from God. Two Persons
are here compared together, one of them is Gob, the
other is the SoN of God ; and of the Son it is asserted,
in some sense, that he is equal with God. If I were to
say that Solomon thought it no robbery to be equal
with David, would you suppose that I meant-to assert
that Solomon and David were but one and the same
Being 7*

Besides, in the connection of the text, the Son.is
represented -as a Being so distinct from God, that he
could obey and die, and after that be exalted by ' Qod,
and have a name gien him, which is above every
name. Now, sir, if there be no more Gods than one,
as you readily admit, and if Christ be personally the
self-existent God, I wish to be informed by what Gop
Christ was exalted? Or, on what ground it can be
said that GoD exalted HIM ? _

May I not safely conclude, that this text is so far
from supporting the Athanasian doctrine, that it fairly
implies that GoD is only one Person, and that Christ is
truly God's Son? ’

My next business will be to show how the passage
of Scripture, which has been quoted, supports the

# Since writing these remarks, I cxamined Dr. Doddtidge’s Family
Expositor. The phrase “ equal with God,” he does not admit as a cor-
rect translation. ~According to him, the text should be read, “ thought
it not robbery to be as ” The Greek phrase i8 wca Oew, and the
Doctor says, “the proper Greek phrase for equal with God, is iov
rw Ocw”  And these are the words used by John, in stating the ae-
cusation of the Jews against Christ—John v. 18, “making himself
equal with God” .

But a late learned Trinitarian writer has apgroved the following
translation of the text, “ Who being in the form of God, did not eagerly

at the resemblance to God.” “ This,” says the writer, “ conveys
Lo  sense of the original”  Eclectic Review of the ¢ Improved
‘ersion. . ‘
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doctrine that the Son of God became Man, by becom-
ing the soul of a human body.

The passage teaches us, that Jesus Christ, who was
in the FORM OF GoD, made-HIMSELF of no reputation,
and took on HIM the form of a servant, and was made
tn the likeness of 'men, and was found in fashion as a man.

Be pleased, s1.r to observe the -correspondence be-
tween this representation and the other passages of
Scripture—* The Word was made flesh, and dwelt
among us”—* God sending his own Son in the like-
ness of sinful flesh”—* In all things it behoved him to
be made like unto his brethren”—* Forasmuch then
as the children are- partakers of flesh. and blood, he
also himself took part of the same.” Does not the na-
tural import of all these passages, whether severally
or collectively considered, convey theidea that the Son
of God became Man by becoming the soul of a human
body? Can you perceive the least intimation in any
of these passages, of any soul but that of the Son of
God? :

Had it been recorded in the bible, that Satan, or the
angel Gabriel, for a number of years, was made in the
likeness of men, and was found in fashion as a man,
what idea would such a representation excite in your
mind ? If Satan were the person, should you imagine
that he dwelt in a man? or, that he merely assumed a
human body ? :

You will be pleased to observe, that the text does

- not say that the Son of God was united to a Man ; but
was “made in the likeness of men.” It does not say
the Son of God was found #n a man, but was “ found
tn fashion as a Man.” And what can be intended by
an unembodied spirit's being made in the likeness of
men, but his becoming in an embodied state? And
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what is it to be found in fashion asa man, but to be
found kke @ man with soul and body united? If it
were common among men to have two intelligent
spirits united to one body, then might the Son of God
be made in the likeness of men, by * taking to himself a
true-body and reasonable soul.” But if it has never
been known among men that two intelligent spirits
were united to one body, then for the Son of God to
be made tn the likeness of men, and to be found in fashion
as a Man, he must become the soul of a human body.
And I would propose it for your most serious consid-
eration, whether the Athanasian theory, of the #ncar-
nation of the Son of God, does not come nearer to the
scnptural view of possession, than it does to the scrip-
tural view of ¢ncarnation.

I do not, sir, mention this comparison w1th any
view to make light of the subject, or to ridicule your
theory ; but to enforce an examination. And is there
not much more evidence, that, in a case of possession,
Satan took “to himself atrue body and a reasonable
soul,” than that Christ did so by #ncarnation? Be-
gides, in a case of possession, it is easy to conceive that
the Man might suffer, and even die, and yet Satan be
not at all affected by the sufferings and death of the
Man : and just so you suppose that the Man Christ
Jesus might suffer and d1e without any pain to the

- Son of God.

In respect to what constitutes a Man in the present
state, what more do'we know than this, that an intel-
ligent spirit is united to a human body, so as to con-
stitute one Person ? 'While one affirms that the souls
of men are properly produced by ordinary generation,
the same as the body, another will affirm that the soul
orspirit is the immediate work of God, and united to
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the body in a state of embryo. And these two, per-
haps, will unite in confdently affirming, that Christ
could, with no propriety, be called a Man, if his soul
had pre-existed as the Son of God. But if a true dody
and reasonable soul united, will constitute a man, is it
not unsafe for us to affirm that the Son of God could
not become a Man by becoming the rational .soul of a
human body ?

If I have not misunderstood him, Dr. Emmons dif
fers from Dr. Hopkins, and supposes that the souls of
men are not propagated like their bodies ; but are the
immediate work of God, and by him united to bodies.
To this hypothesis I do not object; I am ignorant on
the subject. But I do not see hows the Doctor, or any
who agree with him, can reasonably say that, on my
hypothesis, Mary was not properly the mother of a
son. For if the Son of God were united to a body in
the womb of Mary, and born of her, he was, according
to Dr. Emmons’s hypothesis, as truly the son of
Mary as Seth was the son of Eve. And itis just as
conceivable that a pre-existent spirit should be united
to an infant body, as a spirit formed at the very mo-
ment of union.

The portion of Seripture which we have under con-
sideration, fairly supports another idea upon which I
have insisted, viz. That the SoN oF GoD was the real
sufferer on the cross. He who had been in the form of
God, when found in fashion as a Man, humbled him-
self, and became obedient unto death, even the death
of the cross.

On your hypothesis, the Son of God was truly and
personally the self-existent God. I ask, then, Did the
self-existent God become obedient unto death, even the
death of the cross? If he did, who supported the uni-
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verse during thatevent? And who raised HIM from
thedead? -

But you will say, that it was the Man Jesus, to whom
the Son was united, who became obedient unto death.
But does the apostle say any such thing? The obe-
dience unto death he attributes to the same intelli-
gence who had been in the ForM of God. For the
Son of God to suffer, and for a Man to suffer to whom
the Son was united, are as distinct ideas as any two
which can be named. And what trace of the latter
idea do you find in the apostle’s description ?

The idea, that it was truly the Son of God who
obeyed, suffered, and: died, and not another intelligent
being to whom he was united, is plainly asserted in
other passages of scripture—* Though a Son, yet
learned HE obedience by the things which HE sur-
FERED "—* Who his OWN SELF bare our sins in his
own body on the tree "—* We are reconciled to God
by the death of H1S SoN "—* But now once in the end
of the world hath he appeared to put away sin by the
sacrifice of HIMSELF.”

A vast multitude of texts of similar import might
be produced. And can you, sir, pretend that these
texts do not support the idea that the Sox of God, as
such, did really suffer? Can you find any language
which could more fairly or more fully express the idea
that the Son of God was the real sufferer? And shall
we still be told that this same SoN was personally the
self-existent God, and incapable of death or suffering 2

I cannot, sir, but feel most deeply interested, when
I happen to touch on this point,: and Lhardly know
when, where, or how to dismissit. It cannot be ad-
mitted, that God is chargeable with any imposition on
mankind. And yet, what, short of an imposition,
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would it be for him to pretend that he has soloved the
world as to give his ONLY BEGOTTEN SON to suffer an
ignominious death for our redemption, if at the same
time this Son wasso spared, as y ur theory implies ? So
spared, that all the sufferings of the cross were endured
by a Man to whom the Son was united; and the Son
himself as free from pain and death as though there
were no such thing as suffering and death in the
universe. No possible union between the Son of God
and a Man could render it proper to call the sufferings
and death of the Man the sufferings and death of the
Son, if it be true that the SoN did not suffer nor die.
And on this hypothesis, the sufferings of the Man
might as well be called the sufferings of Gabriel, or the
sufferings of God the Father, as the sufferings of the
Son of God. Must the sun be darkened, must the rocks
be rent, must the earth quake, and nature be thrown
into convulsions, while the SoN of Gop suffers and
.dies on the cross? Must the angels show so deep an
interest in that scene, and must all the world be called
onto behold with wonder and astonishment, the height,
and depth, the length, and the breadth, of the love of
God, as displayed in that event? Must all the re-
deemed of the Lord unite in songs of everlasting
praise to the SoN of Gop, because he hath loved them
and redeemed them to God by HIS OWN BLOOD? And
can it, after all, be made to appear that the Son of
God suffered not at all, mﬂess it were by proxy or
substitute ?

May it not, sir, be fairly inferred from your theory,
that instead of the Son of God's dying For US, that
the Man Jesus died for the Son of God? If the Son
of God had covenanted with the Father to lay down
his life for us, but instead of bearing the suffering him-
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self, united himself to another intelligent being, and
caused the sufferings wholly to fall on that man, did
not the Man die for him? And to whom, sir, are we
indebted for the redemption purchased on the cross?
To the real sufferer, or to the one who * suffered not in
the least ?” To the Man Jesus, or to the SoN oF Gopn?

Most gladly, sir, would I recall every syllable I ever
uttered in support of a theory so opposite to the na-
tural import of scripture language, so degrading to the
love of God, and so dishonorary to the Lord of glory.

There is another point stated in the passage, viz.,
that ths high official character which the Son of God
sustains as Lord of the universe, is the result of Glod’s
pleasure, and not any thing which the Son possessed
as a self-existent or independent Being. Having stated
the abasement of the Son, his obedience unto death,
the apostle says,

“ Wherefore Gop hath highly exalted HIM, and
GIVEN HIM a name which is above every name; that
atthe name of Jesus every knee should bow, of things
in heaven, and things in earth, and things under the
earth ; and that every tongue should confess that Jesus
Christ is Lord to the glory of God the Father.”

Is it, sir, in the power of language to give a more
full idea of a CONSTITUTED CHARACTER, or of DELE-
GATED AUTHORITY, than is given in these words of the
apostle? Is not the representation perfect and unequi-
vocal, that the same Being who was once in the FORM
OF GoD, then in fashion as a man, who humbled him-
self and became obedient unto death, was, in conse-
quence of that abasement, exalted by the self-existent
God, to supreme and universal dominion? Did not
the apostle mean to be understood as representing ex-
traordinary and real changes of condition in Jesus
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Christ the SoN of God? Did he not mean to repre-
sent that the first change of condition was a voluntary
act on the part of Jesus Christ, that he voluntarily
descended from the FORM OF GoD to the form of a
servant, and voluntarily became obedient unto death?
If this change of condition was not real and voluntary
on the part of the Son of God, why is he exhibited
as an example of humility, condescension, and be-
nevolence? Why are we required to let this mind be
in us which was also in Christ Jesus? But if the Son
of God was really the subject of this change of condi-
tion, if he did 'really and truly suffer and die, can he be
the Son of God in your sense of the terms? In other
words, can he be the self-existent God ?

In regard to the second great change of oondmon—-
did not the apostle mean to represent, that for the
suffering of death, the Son of God was rewarded by his
Father with transcendent dignity and glory? Did he
not mean to represent, that the very identical intelli-
gent Being, who hung in agony, who prayed, who
bled and died on the cross, was exalted by God as LORD
OF ALL? But if the real sufferer on the cross was thus
exalted by God, then, according to your own views, he
cauld not be the self-existent God; for you cannot
admit that the self-existent Person may either be the
subject of death, or of delegated authority. The self-
existent God could no more be raised to the throne o1
the universe, than he could suffer death on the cross.

As Athanasian writers have found it necessary, or
convenient, on their theory, to attribute all that is said
of the obedience, the suffering and death, of the Son
of God, to the human nature, or the man Jesus, to
whom they suppose the Son of God was united ; so,
on the other hand, .they have found it convenient, or
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necessary, to attribute what is stated in the Scriptures
respecting the exaltation of the Son of God, to the
same man or human nature. As they have perceived
that it must be improper to attribute real abasement,
suffering and death, to the self-existent God, so it ap-
pears they have perceived that it is equally improper
to suppose a self-existing Person should be capable of
dertving or recetving either fulness or authority from
any other Person. And asthey have supposed the Per-
son who is called the SoN of God, to be the self-exist-
ent God, so they have found it necessary to the support
of that theory to attach to this Person a proper man,
capable of obedience, suffering, and death, and also of
receiving communicated fulness and authority.

According to Mr. Jones, and other writers, it was
the man Jesus, in contradistinction to the Son of God,
who received the Spirit without measure—to the man
was given the name which is above every name—it
was the man who was ordained of God to be the Judge
of the quick and the dead—and the man who was
anointed with the oil of gladness above his fellows,

In view of these representations, I would propose
to your consideration the following inquiries :—

1. If the Son of God were self-existent and inde-
pendent, and the man or Auman nature but an appen-
dage to a self-existent Person, what occasion could
there be of any communication from the Father to
that man or human nature? If, as a SoN, that Person
were the independent God, as a Person he possessed
independent fulness and authority; and no addition
or accession to his fulness or authority could possibly
be made by the Father. )

2. If the Son of God, as such, were possessed of in-
dependent and infinite fulness and authority, and in
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addition to this the Father gave the Auman nature of
the Sox the Spirit without measure, and all power in
heaven and earth, will it not appear that the same
Person was possessed, in a two-fold sense, of infinite
fulness and authority ?

8. If the Son of God were united to a proper man,
and that man, in contradistinction to the Son of God,
was endued by the Father with all the fulness of the
Godhead, and invested with all power in heaven and
earth; what is the office or business of your supposed
second self-existent Person? . It is believed, sir, that
you cannot make it appear that the man Christ Jesus
received any support, fulness, or authority, or even
‘benefit from any Divine Person but the Father—As a
derived intelligence, all he received was from the Fa-
ther. But,

4. If the man Christ Jesus may be the recipient of
the Spirit without measure of all the fulness of God;
if he may be exalted with God’s own right hand, and
made a PRINCE, and a SAVIOUR, and the JUDGE of the
quick and the dead; I would ask what evidence you
have of the existence of a second Person in union with
God, distinct from the soul of that MAN who was the
Lorp from heaven?

8. If it was in fact the Man Jesus who was the sub-
ject of all the abasement, suffering, and death, which
was endured for our sakes; and if it was the Man who
has been the subject of all the exaltation which is in
the Scriptures attributed to the Son of God; is there
not abundant evidence that the Man Christ Jesus and
the Son of God are identically the same intelligent
Being? And that the Son of God became the Man
Christ Jesus by becoming the soul of a human body.

You may think, sir, that I ought to notice that all
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Athanasian writers do-not agree with Mr. Jones, that
it was the human nature of Chnst., or the Man merely,
who is represented as receiving fulness and aul]wmty,
from the Father. I am sensible, indeed, that there is
another opinion advanced by some writers of great
respectability ; and it is to me a matter of regret, that
I have occasion to bring it into view; for, if it be
possible, itis to me more inconsistent than the opinion
of Mr. Jones.—The opinion referred to is of this im-
port, That the representationsin Scripture, respecting
the derived fulness and authority of the Son, result
from the covenant of redemption, in which a mutual
agreement was entered into by the THREE self-exist-
ent and co-eternal PERSONS, respecting the part which
each should perform in the work of redemption.

Dr. Hopkins gives the following view of these cove-
nant transactions:—

"¢ The second Person was engaged to become incar-
nate, to do and to suffer all that was necessary for the
salvation of men. The Father promised, that on his
consenting to take upon him the character and work
of a Mediator and Redeemer, he should be every way
furnished and assisted to go through with the work;
that he should have power to save an elect number of
mankind, and form a church and kingdom most per-
fect and glorious: In order to accomplish this, all
things, all power in heaven and earth, should be given
to him, till the work of redemption i8 completed.”

The Doctor observes agam,

“The blessed Trinity, in the one God, maybe con-
sidered as a most exalted, happy, and glonous society
or family, uniting in the plan of Divine operations,
especially in accomplishing the work of redemption.
In this, each one has his part to perform, according

¢
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to a most wise, mutual regulation or agreement,
which may be called a convenant. In performmg these
several parts of this work, one acts as superior, and

another as inferior ; or one acts under another, and by

his authority, as appointed or sent by him. This, by

divines, is called the economy of the work of re-
demptmn According to this economy, the Son, the

Redeemer, acts under the Father, and by his w:ll and

appointment, and in this respect takes ‘an inferior

part; and in this sense he is supposed to speak, when

he says, the Father is greater than 1."

I eonfess to you, sir, that I cannot' but be amazed
and grieved to find such representations in the writ-
ings of 8o great and so good a man as Dr. Hopkins, I
am amazed, because I must suppose that he was so
blinded by theory as not to pay due attention to the
import of what he wrote. And I am grieved, that a
man so eminent should do so much to expose Chris-
tianity to the ridicule of unbelievers. -

“ A glorious society or family /"—A. family of what ?
Not of men? not of angels. What then? - A family
of self-existent and independent Persons, each of whom,
as a distinct Person, the Doctor supposed to be Gob.
And if we pay any regard to the natural import of
language, what are we to denominate this family,
~ short of a family of Gods? I very well know that

the Doctor denied the idea of a plurality of Gods: nor
would I intimate the contrary; and I most sincerely
wish that all his reasonings and representations had
been consistent with that denial. But, far from this,
he has not only undertaken to prove that each of
these self-existent Persons is God, but in the very pas-
sages under consideration he represents these Persons
as properly distinct Beings, as distinct Beings as any
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three angels in heaven. They can enter into covenant
with each other—each can have a distinct part assign-
ed him—one can be superior, and another act under
htm, or by his order—one can send the other on the
most important business ; and what more than all this,
I beseech you, would be requisite to constitute them
three as distinct beings as Peter, James, and John.

But the most extraordinary of all these representa-
tions are the engagements of the Father to the Son—
% The Father promised, that on his consenting to take
upon him the character and work of a Mediator and
Redeemer, he should be every way furnished and as-
sisted to go through the work; that he should have
power to save an elect number of mankind.—In order
to accomplish this, all things, all power in heaven and
earth, shoﬁld be GIVEN TO HIM, until redemption is
comple

Be pleased, sir, to keep in mmd, that the Doctor
was writing about two self-existent, independent, and
all-sufficient PERSONS, 'Was it possible that he should
suppose that an independent person ever became de-
pendent? Did the independent God ever cease for a
moment to be independent? If the supposed self-ex-
tstent Son did not become a dependent agent by incar-
nation, what could be the ground or occasion of the
Father's promises that he should be furnished and as-
sisted, and have all things, all power tn heaven and earth,
GIVENTO HIM? I am not, sir, meaning to deny, or
to doubt, the fact respecting the existence of these
promises of the Father to the Son. The Doctor has
proved the existence of these promises of assistance
and support in the connection of the paragraphs quot-
ed. But my question is, Why were these promises
made ? They were either needful, or they were not. To
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say they were made, and yet not needful, would be im-
puting to God a kind of trifling which would be de-
grading to a wise and good man. But if they were
needful, it must be on one or other of these grounds,
viz. either the Son was originally dependent on the
Father by incarnation, or he became dependent by wn-
carnation. That he was originally dependent, you and
the Doctor positively deny. What ground then have
you left but this, that a self-existent and independent
Person became dependent by incarnation? I see no
possible ground but this which you can take, unless
you prefer to reduce the solemn transactions in the
covenant of redempt:ion to a mere show.

But can you, sir, believe that an independent person
ever became dependent? If you maintain this posi-
tion, it must be at the expense of another which you
have wished to maintain, viz. the absolute immastability
of the Son of God.

. For an independent person to become dependen, is,
I suspect, as great a change as was ever experienced
by any creature; and as great as for a man to be
changed from ENTITY to NON-ENTITY. But this is not
all—if you support the hypothesis that the SoN be-
came dependent by éncarnation, you must do it at the
expense of the ¥mmutability of God. If it be as you
suppose, that the revealed God was three independent
Persons, and one of those Persons has become a de-
pendent Agent, Deity has been changed, and has ceased
to be three independent Persons in one God.

Will you, sir, think of evading these objections, or
solving these difficulties, by saying that the Sen did
not really become dependent, but only apparently, by
becoming united to a dependent nature? This, my
friend, will increase the difficulties, by representing
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-the part acted by the Son as not real, but only in ap-
‘pearance, as well as the part acted by the Father. On
this hypothesis, the Son would put on the appearance
of needing his Father's support, when in fact. he did
not need #—he would put on the appearance of obey-
ng the Father, when in fact he did not obey,; and of
" suffering and dying, when in fact he did neither die
nor suffer.
Will you say that the engagements of the Father
to the Son-were of this tenor, that he would support
the Auman nature to which the Son should be united ?

. If so, I ask what need had the Son of this? Was he

not personally sufficient for the support of his human
nature? Again, I ask, if the engagements of the
Father to the Son were, that he would support the #gn
to whom the Sox should be united, what part had the
SoN to perform? Was it not simply this, that he
should appear to become dependent by becoming unit-
ed to the Man, aud the Father would furnish, assist, and
enable the Man to do the whole business of obeying and
suffering? Asd is this, sir, the ground of our obliga-
tions to the SoN oF Gop? Is this the ground on
which the redeemed of the Lord sing * Worthy s the
Lamb that was slain "

It is, sir, painful to me thus to expose the theory I
once attempted to maintain, and which has been advo-
cated by some of the greatest and best of men. But I
view it to be a duty which I owe to God, and to his
Son who has given himself for us. And while I sin-
cerely lament that the representations of Dr. Hopkins,
on which I have remarked, are to be found in the
writings of a man so justly esteemed, it affords me
abundant joy that the Bible itself is not chargeable
with such inconsistent representationa.
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As | understand the Scriptures, the promises of the
Father were made to one who was in truth and reality
the SoN of God—to one who ever was dependent on
the Father, who ever felt his dependence, and was
ever willing to acknowledge it—one who could pray
with propriety and sincerity while in the flesh; and
in view of his dependence, in view of the covenant of
redemption, and in view of the sufferings he was about
to endure, he could lift up his eyes to heaven, and
say, “ Father, the hour is come, glorify THY SoON, that
THY SON may also glorify THEE: as thou hast GIVEN
HIM POWER over all flesh, that he should give eter-
nal life to as many as thou hast given him : And this
is life eternal, to know THEE, the ONLY TRUE Gob,
and Jesus CHRIST whom THOU hast sent. I have
glorified thee on earth; I have finished the work
which thou gavest me to do. And now, O Father,
glorify thou me with thine own self, with the glory which
I had with thee before the world was.”

To a Son who could, in sincerity, make such a
prayer, the Father might, with perfectgpropriety and
sincerity, make promises of assistance, of support, of
power and exaltation. On this ground, the covenant
transactions between the Father and the Son may
appear solemn and affecting realities; and likewise
all the subsequent proceedings on the pert of the
FATHER, and on the part of the SoN. With this-view,
also, agree all the predictions respecting what the Sex
should do and suffer; all the promises of Divine as-
sistance and support; all that is said by Christ of
himself, of his dependence, his derived fulness and
authority ; and all that is said by the apostles respect-
ing the fulness of the Deity dwelling in him; and of
the power and authority which Christ received of God
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88 Saviour, Judge, and Lord of all. 'We have no occa-
sion for any forced or unnatural construction of any of
these numerous passages of Scripture; nor have we
any occasion to frame and snvent hypotheses which
contradict the plain import of Scripture language, and -
finally involve us in contradiction and absurdity.

- Is it not, sir, a truth, that the personal self-existence
of the SoN of God has been too hastily established as
an article of Christian faith ?—established as an article
of such unguestionable truth and infinite importance, that
every opposing passage of Scripture must be made
to bend to it, or break before it? And that too while
the general tenor of Scripture language and Scrip-
ture representations are, according to the most natu-
ral import of words, directly opposed to the idea?
Yea, with the view to glorify Christ with the attri-
butes of personal self-existence and tndependence, have
not hypotheses been formed which imply a sacrifice
of the solemn realities of the covenant of redemption,
and of the obedience and death of the SoN oF Gop?
And in attempting to support this one doctrine, have
not the plainest and most simple representations of
Scripture, and even the whole gospel scheme, been
involved in mystery and obscurity? Surely, sir, be-
fore we allow any doctrine such a share of import-
ance, we ought, at least, seriously to inquire whether
it be founded in the word of God.

As the doctrine of the personal self-existence of the
Son of God has long been a popular doctrine, have
we not on that ground received it as true, and made it
our business to support the doctrine before we ex-
amined it by the light of God’s word? And instead
of making the Scriptures a STANDARD by which to
measuse the doctrine, have we not been. in the habit
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of making the doctrine & STANDARD by which o mas-
sure the Scriptures?

Will you, sir, still urge that Christ cannot be a Da
vine Person unless he be self-existent? By what an
thority, or by what analogy, will you be able to sup-
port such an objection ? Nothing more was necessary
to constitute Seth a Auman person, than being the sox
of a human person. And if God be a Divine Person,
his own Son must be a Divine Person, According to
every analogy in nature, to affirm that Jesus Christ is
God's own Son mphes that heis a PERSON TRULY
DivINE. : «

LETTER VII.

DIVINE HONORS DUE TO THE 80N OF GOD.

Rev. S,

THAT the Son of God is to be regarded as an object
of DIVINE HONORS, is 8o plain from the Scriptures, that
it seems extraordinary that it should ever have been
denied by any one who has admitted the Bible as a
rule of faith and practice.—In support of the idea, we
may note several things—

1. We have express deelarations of the wtll of God.
% The Father judgeth no man, but hath commatted all
Judgment to the Son, that all men should HONOR the
SoN even as they honor the Father.” This is a suffi-
cient warrant for men to give DIVINE HONORS to the
BoN of God. Angels have their warrant also; for
“When he bringeth in his ONLY BEGOTTEN into the
world, he saith, Let all the angels of God WORsSHIP
H1M."—And we have another passage which amounts
to a warrant both for men and angels: * Wherefore
God hath highly exalted him, and given him a name
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which is above every name, that at the NAME or JESUS
every knee should bow, of things in heaven, and things
in earth, and things under the earth.”

2. We have the example of saints on earth and
saints in heaven. In respect to saints on earth, we not
only have many individual instances recorded, ‘but
the great body of Christians in the apostolic age were
characterized as *those who call on the name of the
Lord Jesus.” That both angels and saints in glory
pay Divine honors to the Son of God, is represented
by John in the account he gives of his visions: * And

"I beheld, and I heard the voice of many angels round
about the throne, and the beasts and the elders; and
the number of them was ten thousand times ten thou-
sand, and thousands of thousands, saying with a loud

' voice, WORTHY 18 THE LAMB THAT WAS SLAIN, to re-
ceive power, and riches, and wisdom, and strength,
and honor, and glory, and blessing: And every crea-
ture which is in heaven, and on the earth, and under
the earth, and such as are in the sea, and all that are
in them, heard I, saying, Blessing, and honor, and
glory, and power, be unto him that sitteth on the
throne, and unto the LAMB, forever and ever.”

To those who regard the Scriptures as of Divine
authority, the things which have already been noted
may be considered as sufficient to authorize us to pay
Divine honors to the Son of God; evenif we should
be unable to investigate the grounds of the Divine di-
rections, and of the examples of saints and angels. It
may, however, be desirable that we should obtain a
clear view of the reasons why such honors are to be
given to Jesus Christ.—We may therefore observe,

1. That Divine honors are due to the Son of God,
on the principle of derived dignity. He is God's own

6*
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Son, tus First-begotten, his only begotien Son; and he
hath, by inheritance, a more excellent name than the
angels. On the same principle that an own and only
son of a rightful king is to be regarded and honored
as a royal person, Divine honors are due to the Son of
God. . .

2. The Son of Godis worthy of Divine honors, on
the ground of his Divine fulness; for it hath pleased
the Father that in him all fulness should dwell. That
fulness which Christ possesses by the pleasure of the
Father, is really Christ’s fulness; and it is as excel-
lent considered as the fulness of Christ, as it i3 con-
sidered as the fulness of the Father. The self-existence
of God does not imply that he was the cause of his
own existence or his own fulness. And God is, in truth,
1o more the cause of his own fulness than Christ is the
cause of the Divine fulness which dwells in him by the
pleasure of God. If, therefore, the fulness there isin
God be a proper ground on which to give HiM Divine
honors, the fulness there is in Christ is a reason why
we should konor the Son as we honor the Father—that

is, so far a8 Divine fulness is the ground of Divine
honors. ‘

8. The Son of God is worthy of Divine honors, on
the ground of his Divine offices. It is a dictate of rea-
son and revelation, that official character should be
respected and honored. And the higher the office any
person sustains by right, the greater are the honors
which are due on the ground of official character.
The official character of a general demsands higher
honors than that of a ¢orporal—the official character
of the president of the United States demands higher -
honors than that of an ordinary civil magistrate. And
on the same principle, Diivine honors are due to the.
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Sox of God: for his offices are truly Divine. The of-
fices of SAVIOUR, JUDGE, and LORD OF ALL, are asg
truly Divine offices as any offices sustained by God
the Father: And if there be any reason to give Divine
honors to God in view of his Divine offices, there is
the same reason to give Divine honors to the Son of
God: for the Son has not obtained these offices by
violence or usurpation, but by the pleasure of God,
who had an unquestionable right to bestow them
And if he truly possess those offices by the gift of
the Father, so far as official character may- be a ground
of DiviNE HoONORS, Christ is as worthy of Divine
honors as though he had possessed the same offices by
self-existence. Therefore, on the ground of official
character, we may honor the Son as we honor the Father.

4. The Son of God is worthy of DIVINE HONORS,
on the ground of DIVINE WORKS. Creation is a Di-
vine work; and by him were all things created.
Upholding and governing the world is a Divine work;
and he upholdeth all things by the word of his pow-
er;* and he is Lord of all. Salvation is a Divine
work; and God hath exalted him to be a PRINCE and
a SAvIouR—The price of redemption he has person-
ally paid; and he is made head over all things to the
chureh. Judging the world is a Divine work; and
the Father hath commatted all judgment unto the Son.
It is indeed a truth, that God does all these things by
his Son; but the Son isthe real agent.or doer of these
things, as truly as Paul was the author of the epistles
to Timothy. '

# Heb. i 8, Inhis Family Exposntor Dr. Doddridge

opxmon, that the phrase Im power” intends the power o tga Father
the eonstruction of the sentence is in favor of his opinion. But this

u 0o objection to the idea, that the power, by which the world is

is also truly Christ's 1t is the power of God, o Iyan inde-

pendmtl»y,mdthepwerqf C'hrmbythepleasurenf
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It is a principle of reason and common sense, as
well as of revelation, that great and excellent works
are a proper ground of honor. When the elders of
the Jews came to Christ to request favor in behalf of
the centurion, whose servant was sick, in commenda-
tion of the centurion the elders said, That, “he is
worthy for whom he should do this; for he loveth our
nation, and hath built us a synagogue.” What
honors have been paid to Washington, on the ground
not only of the important offices he sustained, but on
the ground of the important works he performed!
Now, if more honor has been due to Washington on
the ground of his works, than has been due to the
meanest soldier in his army, or the meanest peasant

“in community, Divine honors are due to Christ on the
ground of his Divine works. A greater than Wash-
ington is here; one who has done greater things; one
who hath loved our race, and built usa world, and
filled it with the fruits of his kindness, yea, one who
hath so loved us as to give hemself, his own life, for our -
redemption. But God raised him from the dead, and
“exalted him with his own right hand.” God viewed
him worthy of Divine honors, on the ground of what
he had done, “ wherefore God hath highly exalted him,
and given him a name above every name, that at the
name of Jesus every knee should bow.” If it was not
improper for God to place the Son on his own 7right
hand, it is not improper for us to pay Divine honors to
his name.

From the evidence we have in the sacred wntmgs
that Divine honors are to be paid to the Son of God,
it has been inferred, that the Son is personally the
self-existent God. And so confident have some been
that this inference is infallibly correct, that they havg
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ventured, on the supposition it be not so, to implicate
the Christian world in a charge of gross idolatry, and
the God of truth in a charge of self-contradiction and
mconslstency. Is not this, sir, for fallible creatures,
carrying things to a great length? And does it not
imply such a degree of confidence in the correctness
of their own understandings, as none should possess
until they arrive to that state where they shall see as
they shall be seen, and know as they shall be known?

But what, sir, is the ground on which this extraor-
dinary confidence rests? Is it not a principle, taken
Jor granted, which has no real foundation in reason,
analogy, or the word of God? Yea, a principle which
is contradicted by analogy, and by as plain representa-
tions as are contained in the oracles of truth? The
principle taken for granted is this, That it is tmpossi-
ble with God to eonstitute a CHARACTER which shall
be worthy of Divine honors; therefore, if Jesus
Christ be not personally the self-existent God, he can-
not be an object of Divine honors.

But, sir, be pleased to.admit, for one moment, the
possibility that Christ is just such a Person and char-
acter as I have supposed him to be—truly the Sox of
the LIVING Gop, God’s OWN and ONLY SoN—a Son
in whom it hath pleased the Father that all fulness,
should dwell—one truly united to Deity and by God
invested with the Divine offices of Saviour, Lord, and
Judge : What but Divine honors are due to his name ?

‘What says analogy ?—By David’s pleasure, we be-
hold Solomon placed on the throne of Israel ; and we
see the friends of David and of Solomon giving him
the honors which were due to the son of David and
king of Israel. 'We also see the SoN oF Gop, “for the
suffering of death, crowned with glory and honor,”
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seated on the right hand of the Majesty on high, ex-
alted by God, as Lord of all; and shall we pronounce
it idolatry to pay him divine honors as the SON oF Gop,
and the constituted LoRD of the universe ? Or shall we
arraign the conduct of God, and pronounce it absurd
for him thus to exalt his owx SoN ?

But what saith the Scriptures? When they repre-
sent Christ as an object of Divine honors, do they not
uniformly represent him as & Person as distinct from
Gop as he is from the FATHER ? Is there one instance
in which he is represented as the self-existent God,
and on that ground worshipped ?—In regard to those
declarations of the Divine will respecting the honoring
of Christ, or 'the worshipping of Christ, is he not in
the plainest manner distinguished from the self-exist:
ent God? All judgment was COMMITTED unto HIM
by the FATHER, that all men should honor the Son as
they honor the FATHER. Was he not a Being dis-
tinet from the one who committed all judgment unto
him? In the comnection, he calls that Being his
Father ; and Peter says, that Christ commanded his
disciples to preach and to testify that it is Hg who is
ordained of God to be the Judge of the quick and the
dead. Therefore, when he is honored as the J ndge,
he is honored as one ordatned of God. He is then, in
this case, plainly distinguished from God. It was God
also who brought him into the world, as ‘the oNLY
BEGOTTEN, and said, “Let all the angels of God wor-
ship HI][." It was God also who “exalted him;”
and God gave him the name which is abeve every
name, that at the name of Jesus every knee should bow.
In all these cases, the Son is as clearly distinguished
from God, as Solomon is, in any place, distinguished
from David.
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As there is no declaration importing that Christ
should be worshipped or honored as being personally
the self-existent God, we may perhaps find, that, in
the examples of worshipping Christ, he was honored
or worshipped as a Being distinct from God. When he
had stilled the tempest, they that were in the ship
came and worshipped him, saying, * Of a truth thou
art the Son of God.” And inseveral instances he was
worshipped under this title. By the woman of Canaan
he was worshipped as the Lord, the Son of David.
Can any person of candor and discernment suppose,
that in either of these cases he was considered as per-
sonally the self-existent God? The terms they used
certainly import no such thing. To be the Son of
God, and to be the self-existent Gob, are ideas as dis-
tinct as David and the Son of David. The angels
were not required to worship him as the self-existent
God; but the self-existent God required them towor-
ghip Christ as the only begotten Son of God. When
John, in the Revelations, gives us such a striking re-
presentation of the worship or Divine honors paid by
all the angels and saints to Christ as the LAMB of
@op, the LAMB, in the representations, is clearly dis-
tinguished from God as another intelligent Being—
a8 one who had been SLAIN—as ONE who had re-.
deemed us to Gop by his blood. Noore, it is hoped,
will pretend, that God, the self-existent, was ever slain ;
yet when Divine honors were paid the LAMB, the
angels and the redeemed of the Lord said, “ Worthy
is the Lamb that was slain, to receive power, and
riches, and wisdom, and strength and honor, and
glory, and blessing.” :

There is not, perhaps, a. more striking representa-
tion of Divine honors paid to the Son of God, in any
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part of the Bible, than those which are given by John
in the Revelations; yet all those honors were paid to
one who could say, “I am HE that liveth, and was dead,
and, behold, I live forevermore;” and to one whom
the worshippers considered as having been slain.
Then, as true as it is that God was never pegponally
dead, so true it is that Jesus Christ may receive divine
honorsasan intelligent Being, personally distinct from
Gob. ,
It may not be amiss here to notice an extraordinary
idea suggested by Mr. Jones, inregard to the Lams.
Speaking upon these words, “ Thou wast slain, and
hast redeemed us to God by thy blood,” and feeling
the impropriety of supposing that God suffered and
died, he informs us that by the Lamb is intended “the
Messiah’s humanity.” [p.32.] That the title LAMB in-
cludes the Messiah’s humanity, isnot denied: but that
the term LAMB means the Messiah's humanity in con-
tradistinction to-his own proper nature as the SoN oF
God, may not be admitted. If the name Lamb mean
the ¢ Messiah’s humanity,” in the sense suggested by
Mr- Jones, we may properly substitate the terms *Mes-
siah’s humanity,” whenever the word Lamb is used as
denoting Christ. :

Let us then make use of the substitute in the con-
nection from which Mr. Jones selected the text.
"« And I beheld, and lo, in the midst of the throne—
stood the ¢ Messiah's humanity,” as it had been slain,
having seven horns and seven eyes, which are the
seven spirits of God : and ke came and took the book
—And when he had taken the book, the four beasts
and the four and twenty elders fell down before the
“ Messiah’s humanity,”—and they sung a new song,
saying, Thou art worthy to take the book, and to open
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the seals thereof; for thou wast slain, &o.—Worthy
i8 the ¢ Messtah’s humanity ¥ that was slain, to receive
power, &c.—Blessing, and honor, and power, unto
him that sitteth on the throne, and to the * Messiah’s
humanity” forever and ever.” Rev. ch. v.

To s,:;h absurdity, sir, are great and good men some-
times Teduced, in attempting to support a theoryin .
opposition to the plain import of scripture language.
Had Mr. Jones duly regarded the natural meaning of
the terms the Son of God, and believed that he was
made in the kkeness of men by becoming the soul of a
human body, that he really suffered and died on the
cross as the antitype of the paschal Lamb, he might
then have considered the LAMB, seen by John, as the
Messiah himself, and not the * Messiah’s humanity.”
But if an Athanasian writer may so construe the
names of the SoN of God, as implicitly to represent
all the heavenly hosts as worshipping the * Messiak's
humanity,” may I not escape censure in regard to the
hypothesis that God hath exalted % own Son, and con-
stitwted him an object of Divine honors 2

‘What! you may say, are we to have two Gods?
No, sir; my object is to prove that we hawve but one
self-existent God, by proving that, in the view of God,
of angels, and of saintsin glory, the Son of Godis an
object of Divine worship ; not indeed, on the ground
of self-existence, but on the ground of his dignity as
God’s own and only Son, and the constituted Lord and
Saviour of the world.

But, sir, let it be distinctly understood, and never
forgotten, that while we thus honor the Sox of God,
we honor the FATHER also. Christ taught his disci-
ples this doctrine, He that receiveth me, receiveth
him that sent me; and he that despiseth me, despiseth
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him that sent me. And when he taught the Jews that
the “ Father hath committed. all judgment unto the
Son, that all men may honor the Son even as they ho-
nor the Father,” he subjoined, ‘‘ He that honoreth not
the Son, honoreth not the Father that sent him.” And
when Paul stated to the Philippians how God had ex-
alted his Son,and given him a name above every name,
that every knee should bow to the name of Jesus, he let
them know that the Divine honors o be paid te Chnst
were “to the glory of God the Father.”

On whichsoever of the grounds that have been
stated, we pay Divine honors to the Son of God, the
same are, at the same time, paid to the Father. .

If we honor the Son on the ground of the Father 8
requirement, we thus honor the Father.

If we honor the Son on the principle of derived dzg-
nity as the SON OF GobD, the character of the Father
is the primary ground of the konors paid to the Son.

If we pay Divine honors to Christ on this ground,
that ““in him dwelleth all the fulness of the Godhead,”
we honor the fulnessof the Father, as truly as when
the person of the Father is immediately honored.

If we honor the son on the ground of his official
character and the Divine authority he possesses by the
pleasure of the Father, as the constituted Saviour,
Lord, and Judge of the world, it is not only the au-
thority of the SoN, but the FATHER'S AUTHORITY IN
HIM, which we honor and adore.

If we honor him on the ground of his Divine works
as Creator and Lord, the FATHER IN HIM does the
work.

If we honor the Son on the ground of his abase
ment, suffering, and death, for our sakes, we are at the
game time to remember, that “ GoD so loved the world,
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that BE GAVE HIS ONLY BEGOTTEN SoN "—and that it
is ““uNTO GOD ” that the Son hath redeemed us by his
blood.

Therefore, in every point of view, and on every
ground, the Divine honors which are paid to the Sox

are “to the glory of God the Father.”

Is it not, sir, surprising, that Christian wntera
should hav® been so unguarded as to assert, that if
Jesus Christ be not personally and truly the self-ex-
istent God, then the Christian church in all ages have
been guilty of “ gross idolatry ;" and that the religion
of Christ *“ is so far from destroying idolatry, that it is
only a more refined and dangerous species of it?” If
such writers have incautiously implicated themselves
in a charge of idolatry, it is hoped they will not blame

me for that. To accuse them of idolatry, or to view
them as guilty of it, is far from me. For though the
correctness of their views, in respect to the ground on
which Divine honors are due to the Son of God, is
doubted, yet in my view they have not given him
wmore honor than is due to his name. They may have,
indeed, in support of their theory, said things re-
specting the personal self-existence and independence
of the Son of God, which are more than are true; but
it is doubted whether any Christian on earth, in his
devotional views and feelings, ever ascribed so much
real excellency and glory to Christ, as are properly
due to his name.

If, you, sir, entertain the idea, that my views  of the
real excellency, glory, and love of Christ, have been low-
ered down by adopting the present theory, be assured
that the very reverse of your apprehensions is the
truth. While supporting your theory, and speaking
conformably to it, my language imported ideas re-
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specting Christ which now appear incorrect. But it
is one thing to adopt forms of speech of high tmport,
and another to have distinct and vmpressive ideas of
real majesty, dignity, and glory. And while formerly
using language which imported the self-existence and
independence of Christ, my ideas respecting his great-
ness and glory, as a distinct Person from the Father,
were very confused and indistinct. For it was im-
possible for me to form a definite idea of what could
be meant by Person, on the theory of three Persons in
one God or one Being. The Son of God, as united to
the man or human nature of Christ, was to me a cer-
tain something, about which the term self-existence and
independence were used by me as by others, but of
which no definite idea was conceived, any more than
of that in bodies which is called the principle or power
of attraction; excepting when, by the aid of analogy,
the Son of God was viewed as a distinct intelligent
Being. But as this was contrary to the theory, when
that occurred my mind was necessarily confused.
But on the present theory, the natural import of
Scripture language, in view of analogies, affords me
ideas of the majesty, the glory, the dignity, and the
love of Christ, far more distinct, exvalted, and tmpres-
sive, than any which ever entered my mind on Atha-
nasian ground.

Here it may be proper to notice more particularly
the self-contradiction and inconsistency, in which it
has been supposed God must be involved if his Son be
not self-existent—The parts of the supposed contra-
diction are of the following tenor, viz.

On the one hand, God has positively prohibited the
worship of 4dols, or any god but himself. He has
said, “I am God, and there is none else. Thou shalt
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have no other gods before me.” “I am the Lord, that
is my name, and my glory I will not give to :mother,
neither my praise to graven images.”

On the other- hand, God said respecting his Son,
“ Let all the angels of God worship him"—And he
has given him a name above every name, that at the
name of Jesus every knee should bow. -

In view of such passages, it has been inferred that
Christ is personally the same God who has made these
declarations, or there must be a contradiction. To
show that neither of these inferences is correct, is the
design of the following observations.

1. If Jesus Christ be trudy the SoN of the self-ex-
istent God, he is neither a graven tmage, an idol, nor a
false god. Hence,

2. A prohibition respecting the worship of graven
¢mages, or dols, or false gods, amounts to no prohibi-
tion of paying Divine honors to the Son of God, as
the Son of God, or the constuuted Lord of the universe.
Therefore,

8. Consistently with all that God has said in the
Bible against the worship of graven ¥mages, of idols,
or of false gods, he might exalt his Son, and require
men and angels to pay Divine honors to his name.

It may still be thought, that if the Som be not the
self-existent God, but has been exalted by God as an
object of Divine honors, then God has given his glory

to another, contrary to his own word. It may there-
fore be observed,

4. For God to give his glory to another, in the sense
of the text alluded to, must imply doing something
respecting enother or authorizing something to be
done respecting another, which is dishonorary to him-
self To glorify another, or to cause another to be
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glorified, in & manner which contributes to his own
glory, is perfectly consistent with his declaration that
he will not give his glory to another. To make out, then,
that there is so much as the shadow of a contradiction
in the case, it must be made to appear, that to pay
Divine honors to the Son of God, as the Sox or Gop,
and the one in whom the Father is ever well pleased,
is dishonorary to the Father. But to prove this,
will be & task which probably very few will venture
to undertake.

By those who have urged this supposed contradic-
tion, has it not been taken for granted, that the Son
of God may be a disttnct Person from God the Father,
and yet the selfsame Being? And should this, sir,
be taken for granted? But if it be, still the texts
which they rely upon for the support of the supposed
oontradiction, do as fully import a prohibition of Di-
vine honors to any other Person but the one who
made the declarations, as to any other Beng. In
those texts God does not represent himself as thres
Persons, but as one individual Person—**1 am God,
and there is none else—Thou shalt have no other
gods before me—I am the Lord, and my glory I will
not give to another.”—TRerefore, if these passages
amount to a prohibition of paying Divine honors to
the Son of God, as being truly the SoN of God, they
equally prohibit paying Divine honors to the Son con-
sidered as a distinct Person from the Father, whether
self-existent or not. The self-same Person is represent-
od as saying at one time, 7 am the Lord, and my glory
I will not give to another—At another .time he says
respecting the Person who is called his only begotten
Sen, “ Let all the angels of God worship him.” And,
if these passages would involve a contradiction on the
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hypothesis that the Son is a Person truly DERIVED
from the Father, they involve precisely the same con-
tradiction on the hypothesis that the Son is a self-ex-
wstent Person DISTINCT from the Father.

Having thus endeavored to show, from the Serip-
tures, that Divine honors are due to the Son of God,
and the grounds on which they are due, and also to
obviate what has been viewed by some as insurmount-
able objeetions to the theory, you will suffer me now
to appeal to your own conscience, and ask, whether
my views of the honors due to the Son of God do not
harmonize with youf own practical views and feelings,
and with your wsual formsof speech in prayer and
praise? Reflections on my own former views and feel-
ings, and observations in regard to the prayers of my
Athanasian brethren, encourage me to do this.

In respect to my own experience, adopting the pre-
sent theory has given no oceasion to vary my forms
of speech from what was natural and usual with me
before, in regard to the Son of God. And itis ob-
served, that the prayers of my Athanasian brethren,
8o far as the Son is mentioned, agree with my present
views; excepting when they appear to wish to intro-
duce some particular expressions to communicate or
support their particular theory. It may not then be
amiss to class myself with you and them, and observe
how we pray.

‘We occasionally address petitions to Christ as the
Son of God, the Lord of all, the Redeemer of our
souls, or the Head of the chnrch. We sometimes
distinetly thank him for his kindness and mercy in
laying down his life for our redemption ; and for the
benefits we receive through his mediation and atone-
ment. But in this particular, perhaps we are gene-
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rally deficient; and much less frequently bring the
Son into view in our prayers than would be proper.
In our ascriptions of praise at the close of our pray-
ers, we frequently and properly mention the Father and
the Son.as two distinct Persons, or intelligent Beings.
_ But in general, we address our prayers to GOD as
one distinct Person and Being. We bless the name
of this oNE Gop for his kindness and love in giving
his own Son to die for our offences. And the forms
of speech which we use clearly convey the idea that
God is one distinct intelligent Being, and his Son an-
other; as distinct as any other Father and Son. We
beseech God to bestow favours through the mediation
and atonement of his Son. We plead with God on
the ground of what his Son has done and suffered for
us. We adore God for having exalted his Son as Lorp
of all, and making him HEAD over all things to the
church. And, in conformity to the language of Secrip-
ture, we make use of thousands of expressions which
denote as clear a distinction between GOD AND HIS
SoN as are ever made between Abraham and Isaac.

And, however inoonsistent such a distinction may
be with the Athanasian theory, it is a distinction to
- whieh we are naturally led by our intimacy with the
language of the Bible. And these forms of speech are,
it is thought, a correct expression of the kabitual and
practical views, even of Athanasians themselves, in
their devotional exercises. Believing this to be the
case, and that it is consistent with the manner in
which Divine honors are paid to the Son of God by
saints and angels in heaven, who can believe that the
Christian church have been guilty of *¢dolatry” in the
homage they have paid to the “LaMB of God 7’

In considering him as the self-existent God, it is
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thought my brethren have been under a mistake: but
not in considering him as an object of Divine honors ;
nor is it apprehended that in their habitual and devo-
tional feelings they have ascribed more honor than is
due to his name. And so far as they have fallen short
of believing, feeling, and acknowledging the awful reali-
ties of the personal abasement, syffering, and death of
the SBoN of God, so far they have, in my opinion, in
one particular, fallen short of giving him due praise.

The ten times ten thousand, and the thousands of
thousands, who were observed by John as paying
honors to the Son of God, did not say, Worthy is the
Lamb who united himself to a man that was slain;
nor did they say, “ Worthy is the * Messiak's humanity”
that was slain: but, “ Worthy is the LaMB, that was
slain, to receive,” &e.

In a preceding verse the redeemed do not say,
Thou art worthy to take the book, and to loose the
- seven seals thereof; for the man to whom thou wast
unsted was slain: but, “ Thou art worthy—for TBOU
WAST SLAIN, and hast redeemed us to God by THY
blood.”

Must it not, sir, appear on your hypothesis, either
that Divine honors were paid to the * Messiah's hu-
“manity,” or that the self-existent Gob was personally
slain? As you will deny both these positions, let me
ask, how can you consistently join the song of the re-
deemed, till you remounce your theory? Can you
ever, consistently, say, Worthy is the LaMB that was
SLAIN ? :

POSTSCRIPT TO LEITER VIL

So far as I have had opportunity to be acquainted
with the views of others, it has been, in general, pro-
fessedly conceded by Athanasians, by Ariens, and by

7
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Socinians,. that there can be but one object of Divine
honors; and that if Christ be not personally the self-
existent God, to worship or to pray to him, must be
dolatry.

But, sir, are not Gop and the SoN at his right
hand, two distinct objects? Are not Gop, and the
LAMB, two distinct objects? When God said respect-
ing his Son, “ Let all the angels of God worship HIx,”
is the meaning the same as though he had said, Let
all the angels of God worship ME ? Suppose an earthly
king should exalt his own Son, and give him the
right hand as a co-partner with him on the throne,
and require all his subjects “f bow the knee” and
pay royal honors to the son ; would not the father and
the son be still two distinet objects? And have we
not reason to believe, that it is in -allusion to such
events that we have it represented in the Serip-
ture, that God hath exalted HIs SON with his own right
hand 2

If God has, in very deed, given all things into the
hands of the Son, and exalted him to be Lord of all,
can it be idolatry to worship him according to the
rank assigried him by God? Can it be improper or
criminal to pray to him who is thus able to help us,
and praise and thank him for what %e 45, and for what
he has done for our sakes? .

‘When you say that it must be idolatry to worship
or pray to Christ, unless he be the self-existent God,
do you not implicitly accuse God of establishing idola-
try? For the Divine honors to be paid to the Som
are tnstituted by God. Besides, do you not arbitrarily
attach ideas to the terms worship and prayer, which
do not necessarily or naturally belong to them? viz,
That worship and prayer imply, that the object wor-
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shipped and addressed is acknowledged to bé person
ally the self-existent God, by him who worships oz
prays.

But by what authority do you attach such ideas to
the words worship and prayer 2 May not a child bow
the knee to his father, and ask forgiveness for an offence,
or pray for favors which the father can bestow? May
not a subject do the same before a worthy king?
The word worship is used to express the reverence or
respect paid by an inferior to a superior ; and in pro-
portion to the degree of disparity, is the degree of
homage and respect which is due.

Shall it, sir, be deemed consistent for a poor male-
factor to bow the knee to one whom the people have
exalted as PRESIDENT of the United States, and suppli-
cate favor? And shall it be deemed a crime to make
supplication to HiM whom Gob hath exalted with his
own right hand, to be a Prince and a Saviour, to give
repentance and remission of sins? It is not indeed
proper to pray to the president as to the self-existent
God ; but it is proper to address petitions to him, and
to pay homage to him according to his rank or dignity.
Nor is it in my view proper, in addressing prayers to
Christ, to consider him aa the self-existent God. Yet
it is proper to pray to hvm, and to worship him as
LorD OF ALL; as a Being whom God hath seen fit
to “EXALT with his own right hand ;" and as one in
whom God, by all his fulness; dwells.

And how, sir, can we be in subjection to God, un-
less we cheerfully *bow the knee” to the SoN, and ac-
knowledge him to be “ Lord, to the glory of God the
Father?' The worship paid to the Son is called Di-
vine; not because it is divinely required ; but because
in my view the SoN is a Divine Person; & Person of
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Divine Oriyin and Dignity, of Divine Fulness and
Authority.

If you, sir, are surprised to find me thus approving
the idea of paying Divine honors to two distinct objects,
will you not be still more surprised, should it be de-
monstrated, that, on your theory, Divine honors must
be paid to three distinct objects #

Your theory supposes three self-existent Persons or
Agents; and each of these three distinct Agents you
consider as an object of Divine worship. As you dis-
avow the idea of three Gods, it would be ungenerous
to accuse you of worshipping three distinct Gods.
But, that you profess to worship three distinct objects,
as (God, how can you in truth deny? Is not every
distinct person or agent a distinct object of contemplation ?
And are not three distinct persons as clearly three dis-
tinct objects as three trees? 1s it possible for you, or any
other man, to form an idea of three distinct persons
which does not include three distinct objects 2

It has, sir, been urged, on your side of the question,
that we can easily conceive of the FATHER as one dis-
tinct Person, of the SON as another distinct Person, and
of the HoLy GROST as a therd distinct Person; and the
difficulty is, to coneeive how these three distinct Per-
sons can be but one Being, or one God. This part of
the hypothesis is acknowledged to be mysterious and
" totally inconceivable. Your worship, therefore, must
be paid to the three Persons asto three distinct objects ;
for if you worship the three Persons at all, you must
worship them according to your conceptions, and not
according to what you do not conceive. If you have
no conception of the THREE, otherwise than as thres
~ distinct Persons, you can have no conception of them
otherwise than as three distinct objects,
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From my own experience as an Athanasian, suffer
me to appeal, sir, to your conscience, whether you
ever did conceive of the Father and the Son otherwise
han as two distinct objects. When you address the
Father, and ask favors through the mediation of hie
Son, do you not conceive of the Father and the Son as
two distinct objects? And do you not consider your-
self as addressing one of the distinct objects, and not
the other? When you address a prayer directly to the
Son, as the HEAD of the Church, do you not conceive
HIM as an object distinct from the FATHER? And
when you consider the three Persons as one God, do you
not consider them as ‘being as distinctly THREE OB-
JECTS a8 THREE MEMBERS of ONE CoUNCIL? More-
over, do you not love the Son of God as a distinct
object from the Father, and the Father as a distinct
object from the Son? If you speak of the three Per-
sons as three objects, if you conceive of them as thres
objects, and if you love them as three distinct objects, is it
not undeniable that you worship them as three objects 2

If you say that worshipping one of the THREE is
worshipping the whole, why are you not satisfied with
the worship of Socinians? They profess to worship
one of the three, as possessing all possible perfection.
But with thig you are not satisfied. And why not?
Because, in your view, the other two Persons are neg-
lected and treated with dishonor. The other two Per-
sons, you say, are worthy of the same honors as the
Father. And does it not appear from this, that you
consider three distinct objects as worthy of Divine hon-
ors? Besides, is it not a common thing for writers and
preachers to take pains to prove that each of the three
Persons are worthy of equal honors? And are they
not fond of using expressions of this import in prayer?
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Is it not, then, evident, that they do consider the Aree
distinct Persons as three distinct objects # 'When we have
but one object in view, we do not say egual honors
are due to that object ; it is, then, in view of three dis-
tinct objects that they say that equal honors are due to
the Father, the Son, and the Holy Ghost. = And every
time they say this, they implicitly say there are thres
distinct objects equally worthy of Divine HONORS.

Now, sir, is it not clearly evinced that your theory
does imply the worship of three distinct objects A8 Gop ?
Yet to fix upon you the charge of worshipping tires
Gods, is not in my heart; doubtless while you wor-
ship ‘the three distinct objects, you do it consciens
tiously, believing that in some mysterious, inconceiva-
ble manner, these three distinct objects are so united
as to be but one God. Such was the case with me,
and such it is believed is the case with you.

Suppose a venerable council, composed of A, B,
and C, by whose benevolence you have been benefit-
ted—You adiress to them a letter of gratitude—In the
first place you address them as one body or council;
then you distinctly thank’ 4, as moderator, for pro-
posing the plan ; you thank B, as an advocate, who has
exposed himself to insults for your sake; you thank
C, for some special agency in carrying jato effect the
result of council—You then conclude with an ascrip.
tion of equal thanks to A, B, and C, a8 one counsl
Let me ask, have yon not distinctly addressed tires
distinct objects #

Is it not, then, in vain to pretend that you worahrp
but one obyect, while you, in your praycrs, distincly
name THREE and thank each for some disténct agency #
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LETTER VIII

THE TWO THEORIES COMPARED, IN RESPECT TO
CHRIST, CONSIDERED AS A SUFFERER ON THE CROSS,
AS THE SAVIOUR OF THE WORLD, AND THE LORD
OF THE UNIVERSE.

Rav. S,

PERBAPS it may be useful to enter into a more
critical examination of your theory, as it respects the
character of HIM by whom the atonement was made
for the sins of the world.

For the purpose of examination, let it be admitted
as true, that the Father and the Son are two self-ex-
istent and co-equal Persons, and that the incarnation
of the Son implies his union to such a proper Man as
you supposs Jesus of Nazareth to have been. Let us
in the next place make the supposition, that the Man
Jesus had been united to the Father instead of the Son,
in as strict a manner as'it is possible that God and
Man should be united. If the Father be equal to the
Son, a union oft the Man to the Father would imply
precisely the same dignity as a union with the Son.
Then suppose, that in that state of union with the
Father, the Man Jesus had suffered on the cross;
would not his sufferings have been of precisely the
same value as an atonement, asin the case of his suf-
fering in union with the second Person? This, it is
presumed, you will not deny.’

Permit me now to ask, whether the sufferings and
death of that Man, could, with any propriety, be call-
ed the sufferings and death of Gob the Father? More-
over, as on your theory the value of the sufferings of
the cross results not from the dignity of the real suf
Jever, but from the dignaty of the PERSON o whom the
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Man was united, we will further suppose, that this
Man, in a state of union with the Father, was called
the Son of God ; would not the atonement for the sins
of the world have been precisely the same that it is
on your hypothesis? The SUFFERER would be precise-
ly the same, and the Person with whom the Man was
united would be of precisely the same dignity. And,
on this supposition, would there not be a far greater
propriety in saying that the Son of God died for us,
than there is on yours? If that Man united with the
Father should be called the Son of God, and did really
lay down his life for us, it might then be a truth thata
Son of God did die for us. Buton your theory, what
propriety could there be in such a representation, any’
farther than the Man is considered as the Son of God?
But as you consider the Son of God as having com-
plete existence, and even self-existence, djstinct from
the Man, the incarnation implied a union of two intel-
ligent Beings, as properly so as Gabriel and Adam.
The first of these ‘“suffered not in the least,” but on
the Man was laid the iniquities of us all.

‘What then, gir, is the difference in the character of
him who really bore our sins in his own body on the
tree, considered on your theory, or on the Socinian
theory? You may indeed suppose the Man to be more
intimately united to God, than is supposed by Socini-
ans. But the second self-existent Person, or even a
pre-existent Son of God, suffered no more according
to your theory than according to theirs. The suffer-
ings, on both theories, were all really endured by a
proper Man, whose first existence began less than for-
ty years before his death; a man who never had pos-
sessed even the shadow of pre-existent dignity, riches,
or glory, and who was in no higher sense the Son of
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God, than Abraham or Moses. You may indeed say,
that *the Man Jesus was united to the Person of the
Son of God;" but this very assertion implies that the
Son and the Man were two distinct intelligences ; and
that the Man was not truly the Son of God, but an-
other intelligent being united to the Son of God.
Suffer me now, sir, in an impartial manner, to ex-
hibit in contrast, the different theories we have adopt-
ed as they respect the character of HIM who was rélly
slatn for us, and who dore our sinsin his own body on
the tree. ~
On your part the case stands thus, The sufferings
of the cross were wholly endured by a Man, who
was somehow mysteriously united to a second self-
existent Person, whom you call the Son of God. Yet
this Person you call the Son of God, endured no share
in the sufferings of the cross; the Man only suffered
and died. This real sufferer had néver enjoyed one
moment of pre-existent dignity or glory. He knew
nothing what it was to be in the Father’s bosom ; and
as he never had been rich, he knew nothing what it
was to become poor, in any other sense than is known
by other poor children who are born into the world.
His “being born, and that in a low condition,” was
a matter to which he had never consented. He lived,
indeed, a life perfectly exemplary, and died a death
truly distressing. But this Son, to whom you suppose
this Man was united, was so far from sharing a part
in the suffering of the cross, that he only enabled the
Man to bear a greater portion of sufferings than he
would otherwise have been able to endure. But can
this circumstance be considered as any real favor to
the Man? Indeed, sir, can you see that this Man ever
reeeived the least benefit from a union with your sup-
7'
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posed self-existent Son, from the time he was born in
- the manger, to the moment he expired on the cross?
So far as the inspired writings have informed me, this
Man derived all the benefits which he did derive, from
God the Father. And why should it be thought to
contribute greatly to the dignity of this Man to be
united to a Person from whom he derived no manner
of assistance or support, unless it were to enable him
to endure a greater portion of real sufferings ?

On the other hypothesis, the sufferer on the cross
was a very different character—He was truly the Son
of the living God, had long been in the bosom of the
Father before the foundations of the earth were laid,
“ ag one brought up with him, and was daily his de-
light.” He was highly honored by the Father in the
great work of creation ; for God created all things by
him. ¥n him it pleased the Father that all fulness
should dwell. He was as intimately united to the
Father, as it is possible the Man Jesus should be, on
your theory, to a second self-existent Person. He was
honored by the Father as the Angel of his presence
on the most solemn and interesting occasions, and was
truly in the FORM OF GoD: for he was the “IMAGE
of the invisible God.” But while in this state of pre-
existent glory, he beheld our perishing state ; he saw
that the blood of bulls and of goats was not sufficient
to take away sin; and he said to his Father, “S4ecri-
fice and offering thou wouldst not, but a BopY hast
thou prepared me”—* Lo, I come to do thy will, O
God.” Helaid aside the FORM oF Gob, and volun-
tarily became united to the dody which God had pre-
pared, and was thus “‘made in the likeness of men.”
And being found in fashion as a man, he humbled
himeelf and became obedient unto death, even the.
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death of the cross.” Such, sir, is the Lamb of God
who taketh away the sin of the world. This is the
character, in view of which, ten thousand times ten
thousand tongues sing, Worthy is the Lamb that was
slain.

Having thus carried out the two accounts, let us
cast them up, that we may clearly see the disparity.
As you cannot deny that as much dignity may be de-
rived from a union with the one God, the Futher, as
from a union with a second self-existent Person ; in
respect to the character of the real sufferer, the case
will stand thus:

On your part, the sufferer is a Man with such dig-
nity as he may derive from a union with a second self-
exigtent Person.

On my part, the sufferer is that glorious Sow, by
whom God created all things in heaven and earth,
possessing all the dignity which can result from the
most perfect union with the one God, the Father.

The difference, then, in the character of the suffer-
er, is, at least, as great as all the difference between the
* constituted Creator of heaven and earth, and the mere
Man or human nature of your Messiah.

You have, sir, too much candor to deny, that the
real sufferer is a character of unspeakably greater
importance on this theory, than on yours. But still
you may think, that Christ, considered as the Saviour
and Lord of all, is greater on your hypothesis than
he is on mine. This, however, may appear to be only
imagination.

‘We are perfectly agreed in one point, viz. That
there is but one infinite self-existent God. In your view,
this mnfinile God consists of three self-existent Persons ;
in my view, the one infinite God is but one Person.
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The one Person, then, on my theory, must be equal to
the three Persons of your theory, ifi regard to fulness
and sufficiency. In your view, one of the ¢ree Persons
is united to the Man or human nature, and this self-
existent Person and the Man are the Saviour and Lord
of all—In my view, the Saviour and Lord of all is the
Son of the living God, and by nature *the brightness
of the Father's glory, and the express image of his
Person ;" so united to the one infinite God, that in him
dwells, not merely one of three Persons, but all the ful-
ness of the Godhead bodily.

As, in your view, the Deity consists of three distinct
Persons, each possessing mdependem‘ fulness; and as
but one of these Persons is supposed to be umted to
the Man Jesus ; inquiry might be made, whether your
theory does not naturally suggest the idea, that there
is but one third of the fulness of God implied in the
character of our Lord and Saviour Jesus Christ. But
it is needless to urge this. And on the ground al-
ready stated, the matter is submitted to every impartial
mind, whether the character of the Lord Jesus does
not appear vastly more ¢mpressive and glorious on the
theory now proposed, than on the Athanasian hypo-
thesis.

It may possibly be urged by some, that if Christ
derived his existence from God, asa Son from a Father,
he must be as incapable of suffering as the Father.
This conclusion is not admitted as resulting from the
premises. But it would sooner be admitted that it is
possible with GoD to render himself capable of suffering
by union with a human body, than that the SoN of
God did not suffer on the cross. My knowledge of
the nature of GoD and his SoN is all derived from the
Bible. This informs me, that Christ is Gop’ 8OWNSOX;
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and that “ though he were a SoN, yet learned HE obe-
dience by the things which HE SUFFERED.” And who
is so well skilled in the philosophy of Divine Nature,
as to be able to contradict this testimony in either par-
ticular? Is it not more safe for us to receive the Di-
wvine testimony as stated in the Scriptures, than to reject
it by philosophizing on unrevealed properties of Di-
VINE NATURE ?

How often, sir, have our brethren, on your side,
urged our ignorance of the DIVINE NATURE, as a
reason why we should not reject revealed doctrines
concerning God and his Son? Yet, have not the same
brethren, on the ground of their supposed knowledge of
the DIvINE NATURE, tmplicitly denied and explained
away two of the plainest truths which are contained
in the Bible? Are there, sir, any two propositions
more clearly affirmed in the Scriptures, than these, viz.
That Jesus Christ is God’s SoN; and, that the SoN of
God suffered and died on the cross? Yet how many
millions of pages have been written, and how many
millions of sermonshave been preached, to prove that
Jesus Christ is so far from being properly the SoN ot
God, that heis the VERY Gop, the VERY BEING,
whose SoN the Scriptures declare ism to bel Yea,
the VERY BEING who proclaimed from heaven, “ This
@ my beloved Son/” And have not the numerous,
plain, and unequivocal representations of Scripture,
respecting the sufferings and death of the Sox of God,
been so explained away as to imply no more than that
a Man or mere human nature suffered and died,to whom
the Son of God was mysteriously united? And what
is all this, sir, short of philosophizing upon DIVINE Na-
TURE, and drawing conclusions at an extraordinary
rate? Would Gabriel himself pretend to so much
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knowledge of DIVINE NATURE as thus to contradict
DivINE REVELATION ?

Though I may have been accused of being * too ma-
thematical for the Bible,” yet it is my desire never to
be s0 philosophical as to prefer my own deductions from
fancied properties of the DIVINE NATURE, to the most
explicit declarations of the word of God. But while
thus disapproving the conduct of my brethren, the
Monitor within whispers, Such kas been thy own in-
consistency : and perhaps, as great inconsistency, in
some other point, still lurks undiscovered—*Let him
that thinketh he standeth take heed lest he fall."*

* Either while asleep or awake, the following scene has sometimes
been presented to my imagination—

The writer of these Letters is called before an Ecclesiastical Coun-
cil to answer to a charge of heresy. The accusers, with solemn formali-
ty present against him the following articles of charge:

1, He has publicly taught, That Jesus Christ is the Sox of God,
God’s own Son.

2. He has also taught, That the Son of God did really suffer on the
cross, for the sins of the world.

The Council inquire of the accused in what sense he understands
those propositions.

He replies ‘ According to the common acceptation and most natural
meaning of the words.

The result follows—

‘This Council are of opinion, that the said accused is guilty of
heresy. For though in some mysterious sense,~Christ is called the Sox -
of God, yet he is not the Som of God according to the common accep-
tation of the term Son : so far from this, he is y the only true
God; yea, “Jusus is that God besides whom there is no other™t And
though it be represented in the Scriptures, that the Sox of God suffer-
ed; yet as he is personallme immutable Qod, it was impossible that
B should really suffer. Man or human nature suffered, which
was united to t} ereon of the Son of God: The sufferings, there-
fore, are called the sufferings of the Son of God. It js in our view in-
finitely degrading to Christ, to say, that he is properly and éruly the
Son of God; or to say, that He did really suffer the death of the
cross’—Thus far the result. :

It has, however, been intimated to me, that some of our brethren
are (Frepared to evade all I have written on the sufferings of the Son
of God, by saying that they ever professed to believe that Christ is the
Bon of God, and that be suffered on the cross. I have, sir, aimed

t Mr. Jones—page 2.
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POSTSCRIPT.

SINCE writing the foregoing Letter, it has occurred
to me, that there is one mode of illustrating and sup-
porting the dignity of the swfferer, which has been
adopted by some Athanasians, that has not been par-
ticularly considered. As a woman of low rank is ex-
alted by marriage to a worthy prince or potentate, so
it has been supposed that the Man Jesus or the human
nature was exalted by union withthe SoN oF Gob.
Upon this hypothesis let it be observed,

1. When this ground is taken, the dignity of the
real sufferer is supposed to result simply from union
with a Person of infinite dignity. The queen, after
marriage, takes rank from her royal husband : so it is
supposed that the Man Jesus is exalted by union with
the SoN oF Gobp. It is true, that the king and queen,
in a certain sense, are one; but not in such a sense
that the obedience or the death of the queen might be
properly considered as the obedience or the death of the
king. And if a king for a certain purpose, had en-
gaged to obey and to die, his becoming married to a
woman of low rank, and causing her to die instead
of himself, would not be esteemed very honorable
conduct.

2. The Scripture representation is, that the SoN oF
God did really abase himself, and become poor, for
our sakes. But on the hypothesis now before us, the
honestly to state the real diﬁ’ereml::l of sentiment between us on those
il ejoce i boing.corrieiod. And f mced yom d3 beliove fat
Christ is ¢ruly the Son of God, and that uE really suffered on the cross,
I shall be happy in being informed that there is no ground of contro-
versy between us. But if I have not mista.ker:l{our theory, it is be-

lieved that you have too much generosity of soul and uprightness of
heart, to attempt to evade the of truth by a mere quibble upon
words,
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scene is changed—Instead of abasing himself, and
taking on him the form of a servant, he took t himself
one who was naturally in the form of a servant, and
exalted the Man instead of abasing himself—Instead
of being * made in the likeness of men,” he raised a
man to the likeness or dignity of God—Instead of
dying himself, he caused the Man to die to whom he
was united.

It seems to have been the general idea, that the
Son of God became united to the Man or human na-
ture, that he might be in a situation to obey and to
suffer. And yet, on your theory, it was just as im-
possible that ke should obey and suffer after the union
as it was before. Dr. Hopkins expressly says, that
“this personal union of the Divine nature, or of God
the second Person in the Godhead, with the human
nature, does not cause or suppose any change in the
former; all the change, or that is changeable, is in the
human nature.” [System, vol. L. p. 411.]—By the
% Divine nature, or God the second Person tn the God-
head,” the Docor meant the SoN oF Gop. The Son
of God, therefore, experienced no change, either in
becoming united to the Man or human nature, nor in
consequence of this union—He was then in precisely
the same situation in regard to obedience and suffering
after the union, that he was before. What then, sir,
has the SoN oF Gobp either.done or suffered for our
salvation? And why will you pretend that he became
united to a Man that he might obey and suffer?

8. If a mere Man, by virtue of a union with the
Son of God, might derive such dignity as to atone for
the sins of the world, it is evident that the same dig-
nity might result from the same mysterious union be-

tween the same Man and the Father. And as the



AND GLORY OF CHRIST. 161

Man Christ Jesus never spake of his union with a se-
cond Divine Person, but often spake of his union with
the Father, the probability would be much in favor of
the idea that his union was with the Father.—If,
then, the Socinians would only add to their theory the
idea of a mysterious union between the Man Christ
Jesus and God the Father, what would be the differ-
ence between your Saviour and theirs? It is not in my
power to discern that there would be so much as one
shade of difference. The Man Jesus, considered sep-
arately from his union with the Deity, is perhaps as
great on their theory as on yours; nor will you pre-
tend that the Son is greater than the Father: If the
Socinians would only annex that one idea to their theo-
1y, it does not appear that you would have the least
ground to dispute with them about the greatness of the
SAVIOUR, however much you might dispute about the
number of SELF-EXISTENT PERSONS.—Be not, sir, of-
fended at this comparison: my aim here is simply to
urge you to inquiry, and to a thorough examination
of your own theory.

LETTER IX.

ON MODERN TRINITARIAN VIEWS OF THE SON OF GOD,
WITH THE GENERAL DISSONANCE RESPECTING
THREE PERSONS IN ONE GOD.

Rev. Sz,

SINCE the publication of the preceding letters, 1
have found that a great portion of our Trinitarian
brethren entertain an opinion very different from
yours, and from what has, for ages, been called the
orthodox faith. They indeed agree with you, that
God is three Persons; yet they say, that the second
Person in the Trinity was not originally or by nature,
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the Son of God ; but that he is called the Son of  God
on the “ground of a constituted character,” or that he
became the Son of God by incarnation, &c., &c. This,
you know, is a flat contradiction to the opinion of these
who were reputed orthodox in former ages. Yet
these modern Trinitarians claim to be considered as
the orthodox of the present day; nor have I been
able to discover much inclination in you, or those who
agree with you, to dispute their clasm.’ Before I pub-
lished my letters to you, I was aware that this novel
opinion had been adopted by some of our brethren;
but I supposed the number not to be great. So far as
it respects the Sonship of Christ, thiey make the same
objections to your views that they do to mine ; and if
their objections to my views are of any weight, they
are of equal weight against yours. Nearly a year ago
I addressed a private letter to one of the most respect-
able of our brethren who had taken that ground. It
18 possible that the letter might have miscarried; it is .~
certain I have received no reply. Report says, it was
the opinion of that brother, that it was best for the
Clergy to let the sentiments I addressed to you *die
of themselves a natural death,” rather than to be at
the trouble of refuting them. He might think the
same in regard to what was contained in my letter to
him. I shall, therefore, give you a copy of the letter
that the whole may live or *die” together. The per-
son to whom the letter was addressed is one for whom
I have entertained a great respect, and I addressed
him accordingly, in the following manner:—
“Rev. Sin, N

“THE high rank you sustain in the Christian world,
involves a proportionate degree of responsibility, and
renders it exoeedingly important that the sentiments
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you publish should accord with the unerring stand-
ard. Although we entertain different opinions of the
character of Christ, in this, I presume, we are agreed,
that no sentiments can be of higher importance in di-
vinity than those which represent his character in a
true light. If, therefore, I am in error in my views of
Christ, it is of great importance that I should be con-
vinced.- And if you are in an error, it is of much
greater importance that you should be convinced, as
your influence is more extensive than mine. As it re-
spects us, individually considered, the importance may
be equal ; but as it respects the public, the disparity is
great.

“ Lately, I have re-examined your discourses on the
“Trinity,” and “On the testimony of Christ to his
own Divinity.” I shall now submit some things to
your serious consideration; hoping that, if I have mis-
taken your views, you will kindly correct my mis-
takes; and, on the other hand, if I shall show that
your theory is dishonorary to Christ, that you will
candidly retract what is erroneous. For I consider
it as a fact, that it was not your design to degrade the
character of Christ, and that you have too.much re-
gard to Ads glory to sacrifice it to your own.

“In your sermon on the “Testimony of Christ to
his own Divinity,” you say, that “ he called himself the
Son of God,” and also called “God his Father,” and
that by each of these he meant “to assert his Divini-
ty.” This I esteem as correct; for if he was properly
the Son of God, he was properly a Divine Person. But
in your sermon “on the Trinity,” have you not given
up this testimony in favor of the Divinity of Christ?
You say that “each of the Divine Persons takes his
pecultar name from the peculiar office he sustains in the
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economy of redemption. The first Person assumes
the name of Father, because he is by office the Crea-
tor, or Author of all things, and especially of the human
nature of Christ. The second Person assumes the name
of Son and Word, by virtue of his ¥ncarnation and me-
diatorial conduct.” Hence you infer that “ there seems
to be no just foundation for the doctrine of the eternal
generation of the Son,” and *to suppose that the Son,
in respect to his Divine nature, was begotten of the
Father, and that the Holy Ghost proceeded from the
concurrence of the Father and the Son, is to suppose
that a Trinity of* persons is not founded in the Divine
nature, but merely in the Divin@ Will.” You add,
This opinion sets the Son as far below the Father as
a creature is below the Creator.”

“ According to these passages God is the Father
only of the human nature of Christ, and the Auman na-

- ture of Christ only is the Son of God.

“We have next to consider what you mean by the
“humanity of Christ.” You say *he asserted his hu-
manity on the just foundation of having a true body
and a reasonable soul united in the same manner as
the soul and body are united in other men.” By the
“reasonable soul ” you mean a human soul. Accord-
ingly you add, “If he had a human soul united with
a human body, then he may be as properly denomi-
nated a man as any of his progenitors whose names
are mentioned in the first chapter of Matthew.”

“Thus, for the human nature of Christ we have as
proper a man as Abraham. Of this man God was the
“ Creator or Author ” by a miraculous coneeption. On
this ground only is God the Futher of Christ. Of this
man God is the Father, and this man only is the Son
of God,
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% But you suppose that this man was united to the
second Person in the Trinity, which Person was not
by nature the Son of God. But how united? You
ovserve, “It is easy to say what is not meant by it.”
It does not mean that the Auman nature was made
Divine nature—Nor, on the other hand, that his
Divine nature was made human nature’—nor “that
his two natures were mixed or blended together.”

“Still then we have nothing but a mere man for the
8on of God. For God was the Father of the human
nature only. The second Divine Person, who was
God, was not the Son of God; nor was ke made hu-
man nature or even “mixed or blended” with the man
of which God was the Father. Consequently, the
Son of God was originally of no higher nature than
David, nor did he become of Diine nature by his
union with the second Person, nor were the two na-
tures so much “ mixed or blended together.” As, on
your hypothesis, the two natures are God and man,
and as it is the man only of which you suppose God
to be the Father, we can have as distinct a view of
your Son of®God as we can of Adam or David. And
he is a being of precisely the same, nature. What
then has become of Christ's *Testimony to his own
Divinity ?” You have taught that he meant to assert
his Divinity by calling himself the Son of God; but
could he have so meant with your views of his own
Sonship? Did he mean to assert his Divinity by as-
serting that his humanity was the Son of God? If
the Jews had supposed that he meant that God was
his Father, in no other sense than agthe “Creator or
Author of his human nature,” would they have ac-
cused him of blaspkemy? With all his prejudices
against Christ, I should not fear to submit the gues-
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tion now before us to the High Priest himself, who
abjured Jesus by the living God to tell whether he
was the Son of God.

“Let us, sir, on your hypothesis, state the accusa-
tion made to Pilate, ¢ we have a law, and by our law
he ought to die, because he” said that God was his
Father, the ¢ Creator or Author of his human nature.”
Can you admit that this was the import of the accu-
sation? If not, we must suppose that he meant, and
was understood to mean, something by his Sonship
very different from your explanation.

“Do not the following things fairly result from your
premises? viz.

“1, That the Son of God, as such, is a mere crea-
ture, and by nature a proper human being.

“2. That the Son of God, as such, not only had a
beginning, but a beginning of recent date. And no
longer ago than the days of Herod?

#8. That if the Son of God be our Mediator, we
have precisely a Socinian Mediator ¢

“4. That the astonishing love of God in our re-
demption, consists in this, that he ¢ spard not” a pro-
per man miraculously begotten, but freely delivered
him up for us all. *Sparing not his own Son” is the
highest ground on which the love of God is ever
represented. But what is, this Son, on your theory,
but & mere man 2

“5. That the Son who sitteth on the right hand of
the Majesty on high, whom all the angels are required
to worship, and to whom every knee must bow, is
by nature, only a man?

“6. That the Son, whom the ¢ Father showeth all
things which himself doeth,” and whom he hath * or-
dained to be the Judge of the living and the dead,” is,
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by nature, of no higher dignity than David, or Solo-
mon ? :

“If the hypothesis that the Son, in respect to his
divine nature, was begotten of the Father, * sets the
Son as far below the Father as a creature is below the
Creator,” t¢ what depths has your hypothesis sunk the
Sox oF Gop! How low, compared with the natural
meaning of Bible language? “Yet having one Son,
his well beloved, he sent him last of all, saying, They
will reverence MY SoN.” ‘“He who spared not his
ouwn Son,” &. How different from the import of the
language used by the Council of Nice in opposition to
the views of Arius, “The Son was peculiarly of the
Father, being of his substance as begotten of him.”

“I do not, I cannot, believe, that you meant to say
any thing dishonorary to Christ. But when we depart
from the natural meaning of Scripture language we

" fall into the regions of conjecture; and in those re-
gions we are liable to be bewildered, and to saythings
which will not bear examination. But can you, my
dear sir, be willing that such views of the Son of God
should be handed down to posterity sanctioned and
impressed by the weight of your character? When
posterity shall inquire what the Lord Jesus is, on your
theory, distinet from the Gob of our Lord Jesus Christ,
will they not find that he is the same as on the So-
cinian theory ? as properly a man as David, and no
more than a mere human being 2

“T hope, sir, you will not consider me as acting an
unfriendly part in this address. If I know my own
heart, I write with the feelings of cordial friendship
and respect; and with a desire that truth may be
thoroughly investigated. It has been my aim not to
depart from the golden rule; but to do as I would
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that you and others should do unto me. .And not
withstanding our diversity of sentiment, I can heartily
subscribe,
Your affectionate friend and brother,
“N. W.

“P. S. In your Sermons you represéht that the
phrases “These three are one, ? “Iand my Father are
one,” mean “one God, ‘one Divine Being.” But will
the Greek text admit the word God after the word
“one?” If not, by what authority may we add it?
‘When Christ prayed that all his followers, with him-
self and the Father, might be one, even as He and the
Father are one, did he pray that all the redeemed, with
himself and the Father, might become * one God, one
Divine Being?”

“ According to Mr. Milner, the Council of Nice
resulted in opposition to the views of Arius, “ That
the Son was peculiarly of the Father, being of his
substance as begotten of him :” And with this the
Nicene Creed perfectly harmonizes, so far as I can
understand the meaning of their language. No idea
is suggested that the Father and Son are the same
Being ; but Beings of the same nature as Father and
Son. But in subsequent Councils an addition was
made, by which the Father and Son were represented
as two distinct Persons in the same Being. Still
they endeavored to maintain the relation of Father
and Son; and considered the Son as ineffably begot
ten of the Father. When we come down to the time
of the Westminster Assembly, we find that venerable
body maintaining both fparts of what we believe to be
a contradiction. They not only declared their beliet
of the doctrine of three Persons in one God, but they
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stated also that “It is proper to the Father to beget
the Son, and to the Son to be begotten of the Father.”
They did not, therefore, mean to give up the relation
of Father and Son by affirming the doctrine of three
distinct Persons in one God.

“ Perceiving, as you imagined, a contradiction in
their theory, you have boldly exploded one part of the
contradiction that you might maintain the other.
Viewing the doctrine of three independent Persons in
one God as of more importance than the natural rela-
tion of Father and Son, you have, without much appar-
ent reluctance, made a sacrifice of the natural relation
of Father and Son, that you might consistently sup-
port the doctrine of three Persons in one God.

“Having so high authority for calling in question
the correctness of the doctrine of three Persons in one
God, I ventured to look into the subject for myself.
After inquiry I was led to agree with you in opinion
thus far, viz. that the natural relation of Father and
Son between God and Jesus Christ is inconsistent
with the hypothesis of three independent Persons in
one Being. But instead of exactly following your
example, I gave up the hypothesis of three indepen-
dent Persons in one Being, that I might consistently
support the relation of Fathet and Son.

“The true state of the case appears to be this,—
We have both departed from the former Trinitarian
doctrine, on the supposition that it implied a plain
contradiction. You have chosen to defend one part of
the contradiction, and I the other. By thus departing
from the theory of those who went before us, one of us
has probably aprroached nearer to the simplicity of
the gospel, and the other departed toa greater distance.
Being equally sensible of an inconsistency in the opin

8



170 ON THE REAL DIVINITY

ions of our fathers, and having taken opposite sides of
their supposed contradiction, it would perhaps be pro-
per, that we should carefully examine the opposite hy-
potheses by comparing each with the Scriptures, to
see which harmonizes best with the most obvious
meaning of the gospel.

“If the gospel plainly teaches that God is three
Persons, and that Jesus Christ is one of those Persons,
then my hypothesis of proper Father and Son is un-
questionably erroneous. If, on the other hand, the gos-
pel clearly represents the natural relation of Father
and Son between God and Jesus Christ, then your hy-
pothesis of three persons in one God is obviously er-
roneous. These things are stated on the supposition
that we are correct in the opinion that these two hy-
potheses are inconsistent with each other.

‘Let, then, a man of integrity and discernment, who
has never heard any thing of the disputes about the
character of Christ, nor seen our New Testament, take
that precious book, and read it through with care and
impartiality ; which hypothesis would he most natu-
rally discover, yours or mine? In what sermon or
discourse of Christ or his apotles would he find God
represented as three Persons? But how often would
he find God represented as the Father of Christ, and
Christ as the Son of God? On what ground would
he find Divine love represented in our redemption ?
‘Where would he find it represented on this ground,
that God is three Persons, and that one of those Per-
sons became united to @ man? But would he find
any difficulty in discovering that “God so loved the
world that he gave his only begotten SoN to be a pro-
pitiation for our sins?” What would he think on
finding, that Christ so commonly, in speaking of God,
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used this familiar language—*“my father?” What
would he suppose Christ meant by speaking so much
of his Father’s sending him, loving him, teaching him,
commanding him, committing-all judgment to him,
delivering all things into his hand, gwing him all
power in heaven and earth? And of his coming not to
do his own will; coming from God and going to God ?
Would the impartial inquirer suppose by any of these,
or any other of Christ's representations that God was
three Persons, and that the Son was one of the three?
- Would he not, in fact, find, that God has spoken of
Christ, and conducted towards him as we shquld nat-
urally expect he would do, if Christ were his own Son 2
‘Would he not also find, that Christ has spoken of God,
and conducted towards God, as we might reasonably
expect he would do, if God were his own Father? If
the impartial reader would find no declaration in the
" Bible expressing the doctrine that God is three dis-
tinct Persons; but should find the gospel full of repre-
sentations agreeing with the hypothesis of the natural
relatioh of Father and Son, between God and Jesus
Christ; which part of the contradiction would he
adopt, yours or mine 2"

In writing, sir, to our brother, it was my aim to
make an honest comparison of the things he had pub-
lished. Yet I believed it to be possible that I might
missapprehend his meaning, and, of course, make in-
correct deductions. On this account I requested that
he would kindly correct my mistakes, if, in any thing
I had misapprehended his meaning. Whether he
thought it would be too great condescension in HIM
to correct mmy mistakes, or whether he was aware that
he could not mend the matter by any explanation
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which he could give, you must determine for yourself
It is, however, possible that he might have good rea.
sons for not replying, which have not come to my
knowledge.

This writer seems to have been a.ware, that, in his
explanations of the Trinity and of the Sonship of
Christ, he had departed from the faith of former Trini-
tarians. Thus he writes—‘ Many have supposed that
the Son, the second person in the Trinity, is, in some
mysterious manner, begotten of the Father.”

This “many ” included not only the Westminster
Assembly of Divines, with all their adherents, but the
Council of Nice and a multitude which no man can
number. It is true indeed that the Council of Nice
did not suppose God to be three persons; but they
supposed Christ to be *by nature the Son of G
“of the substance of the Father as begotten of hnn »
But this opinion our good brother has censured as set-
ting “the Son as far below the Father as a creature
is below the Creator.”” If this censure be just, it falls
with all its weight on your hypothesis; and theegreat
body of Trinitarians of past ages are represented as
entertaining a belief which *sets the Son as far below
the Father as a creature is below the CREATOR.”

Calvin you will admit as an orthodox Trinitarian.
Let us attend for a moment to his testimony.

“We indeed do confess that the Medrator who was
born of the Vugm is properly the Son of God. For.
Christ, in that he is man, could not be the mirror of
the inestimable favor of God, unless this dignity were
given him to be, and to be called, the only begotten
Son of God. But in the mean while the definition of
the church standeth firmly established that he is coun-
ted the Son of God, because he being the WORD be-
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gotten of the Father before all worlds, did, by hypos-
tatical union, take upon him the nature of man.”—
Calvin's Insn p. 228.

¢ Servetus, and other such frantic men would have
it, that Christ who appeared in the flesh is the Son
of God, because out of the flesh he could not be called
by that name.”—* We grant indeed that Christ is, in
the flesh of man, called the Son, but not as the faith-
ful are, that is, by adoption and grace; but the true
and natural, and, therefore, the only Son, that by this
mark he may be discerned from all others. For God
vouchsafeth to give the name of his sons to us who
are regenerate into a new life; but the name of the
true and only begotten Son he giveth to Christ only.

. How can he be the only Son among so many brethren,

but because he possesseth that by nature which we
possess by gift 2"—p. 224.

“ Accordmg to the common use of the: Hebrew
tongue, he is called the Son of man, because he is of
the offspring of Adam. By the contrary I affirm, that
he is called the Son of God in respect to the Godhead
and eternal essence; because it is no less proper that
it be referred to the nature of God that he is called the
Son of God, than to the nature of man that he is called
the Son of man.”—p. 225.

Thus you may see that the orthodoxy of Calvin
did not secure him from the censure of holding an
opinion which “sets the Son as far below the Father
as a creature isbelow the Creator.”

I am aware that passages might be quoted from
Calvin which could not easily be reconciled to those
which have been now exhibited. But Calvin is not
the only Trinitarian who has advanced, and attempt-

ed to support, contradictory hypotheses.
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Since the publication of my letters to you, much
pains have been taken to circulate the idea that my
views of the Son of God do not distinguish him from
acreated being. But the censure quoted from our
brother was published long before my letters to you;
and it was your hypothesis and not.mine, that he
meant to condemn. Is it not, then, time for you to
inquire on what ground you can defend yourself from
the charge of holding an opinion which “sets the Son
as far below the Father as a creature is below the
Creator ?”

Mr. Brown, who was with you in sentiment, in his
Dictionary of the Bible, under the word “ Christ,” has
passed as severe a censure on the hypothesis of our
brother as he hason yours. He says, “To pretend
that Christ is called the only begotten Son of God, be-
cause God sent him as our Mediator, or because of his
mairaculous conception by the Virgin, is not only ground-
less and absurd, but even blasphemous.”

Thus Trinitarian writers condradict and condemn
one another; and if Frinitarians are the only good
people, “ who then can be saved?”

P. S. The great diversity which has prevailed in
the Christian world on the subject of the Trinity, may
be in some degree understood from the following ex-
tracts from a note in Ben Mordecar’s Letters, Vol. L.
page 163, annexed to this sentence: *the Christians.
have never agreed upon the sense of the propositions.
they disputed about.”

Oyril and Athanasius define & PERSOX to be “ Essen-
tia cum suis qmbusdam proprietatibus, ab iis qus sunt.
¢jusdem speciei numero differens.” Cudworth, p. 608,

Dr. Waterland allows Person and Intal{agmtﬁmwg
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to be the same, p. 850. Reply to Dr. Waterland’s
Defence, 852.

Mr. Locke defines person to be a thinking, intelli-
gent being, that has reason and reflection, and can
consider itself agitself. [Doddridge says, *the word
person commonly signifies one single, intelligent, vol-
untary agent, or conscious being; and this we choose
1o call the philosophical sense of the word ; but in a
political sense it may express the different relations
supported by the same philosophical person; v. q. the
same man may be father, husband,” &c. and after-
wards says, ‘“Ifit be inquired in what sense the word
person is used in the proposition, (respecting the three
Persons in the Godhead,) we answer, it must at least.
be true in a political-sense, yet cannot amount to so
much as a phelosophical personality, unless we allow a
plurality of Gods."—So that Doddridge was only a
modal Trinitarian.”] :

The Greek fathers said there were three Eypoa,tase& ;
which the Latins rejected as signifying three generi-
cal substances, and aocused the- Greeks of Arianism.
The Latins used the word person (persona) ; the Greeks
rejected that as signifying no real, but only a modal
distinction, and accused. the Latins of Sabellianiam.
Athanasius summoned & council upon it to quiet the
division ; and it was found they were both of the
same opinion, and only differed about words; upon
which the Synod decreed, that theneeforth the Greek
hypostasis and the Latin persona should be taken in
the same sense, to mean particular substance. But the
schoolmen have confounded the subject more then
ever, by explaining Aypostasis to signify a person dis-
dinguished from the substance; in which senseit is used
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by the Romish church, but was never used before,
and is utterly unintelligible.

Mr. B. Bennet, in his Irenicum, p. 81, tells us, the
Augustan Confession uses the word person not for a
part or quality, but for that which properly subsists.

The Wirtemberg Confession says, * tres proprietates
per se subsistentes;” but whether the distinction of
persons be real or modal, is a question.

A learned controvertist says, the distinction is
something less than modal, and greater than real.

Dr. South makes the Persons to be tnternal rela-
tions of the one substance of the Deity to self.

Dr. Wallis makes them external relations of the one
substance of the Deity to mankind.

Zanchy says, a Person is nothing but the Divine
essence, distinguished, and as it were tndividuated by
a certain personal property.

Juntus thinks, the Persons are distinguished from
the essence in notion only ; ratione tantum ; abinvicem
reald distinctione : but really distinguished.

Lud. Capellus says, non re, sed ratione.

AMy. Baxter says, he is past doubt, there isin God a
trinity of essential, formal, inadequate conceptions or
primalities; viz. vital, active power, intellect, and
will. Baxter’s Works, vol. II. p. 182.

Dr. Doddridge gives the following :—Mr. Howe
seems to suppose that there are three distinct, eternal
spirits, or distinct, intelligent hypostases; which, on .
. account of their consent, affection, and mutml self-
consciousness, may be called the one God.

Dr. Waterland Abraham Taylor, with the rest of
the Athanasians, assert three proper distinct persons,
entirely equal to and independent on each other, yet
making up one and the same Being.



AND GLORY OF CHRIST, . 177

Bp. Pearson, with whom Bp. Bull and Dr. Owen
also agree, is of opinion, that though the Father is
the fountain of the Deity, the whole Divine nature is
communicated from the Father to the Son, and from
both to the Spirit; yet so as that the Father and Son
are not separate, nor separable from the Divinity,
but do still exist sn ¢, and are most intimately united
to it. :

Dr. WATTS maintained one supreme God dwelling
in the Auman nature of Christ, which he supposes to
have existed the first of all creatures; and speaks of
the Divine Logos, as the wisdom of God, and the
Holy Spirit as the divine power, or the influence and
effect of it ; which he says is a seriptural person ; i.e.
spoken of figuratively in Scripture, under personal

Others, to avoid the inconvenience of defining, say
in general, that there are

Three Dyfferences ; as Dr. Tillotson :

Three Diversities; as Bp. Burnet:

Three Somewhats; as Dr. Wallis =

Three Subsistences; as Archbishop Secker.

8t. Augustine being asked what the tliree are, says,
Human learning is scanty, and affords not terms to
express it ; 'tis therefore answered, ‘ three persons,
not as i#that was to the purpose, but somewhat must
be said, and we must not be silent.” Aug. de. Trin.
L5 e

The word Owesriss, or consubstantial, was no more
determinate than the word Person. It was rejected
by the eighty fathers who condemned Paulus Samo-
satenus, as Sabellian ; and within fifty vears was made
the test of orthodowy. 1. It was understood by the
Athanasians to signify the same 4ind of substance aa

g*
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are the trunk and the branches and leaves of a tree;
or the sun, its light, and derivative light; yet so ex-
isting, as that the second and third should depend on
its original ; as the light upon the sun.. 2. By Gre-
gory Nyssen, Oyril, &ec., it was understood to mean the
same kind of substance existing independently; as
three men. 3. By the Montanists, it was understood
that the Son and Spirit existed as parts of the Divine
saubstance. 4. By the Sabellians, as one and the same
identical whole substance. 5. By Busebius, merely
that the Son was not of the substance of the creatures,

dividing all substance into created and dévine. 6. By
the Lateran Council, in a sense, if intelligible, very
little, if at all, different from the Sabellians, and the
ancient opinion of Samosatenus.

NATURE is another technical term, much used in the
dispute between the Butychians and Nestorians; and
the meaning of it is as uncertain. De Rodon, a learn-
ed Frenchman, says, it is taken in nine senses; and
Mr. Richard Baxter says, “the sense was not agreed
on before they disputed the matter.” Ch. His. p. 98.

“Though the Nestorians still go for desperate here:
gies, I verily believe, says Mr. Baxter, that all the
quarrel was about ambiguous words.”

Nestorius believed the Divine and human nature of
Christ were united, non hypostasi, sed habitudine.

FButyches was condemned for affirming, that Christ
had but one nature, after the two natures were united.
_ Dioscurus said, that Christ is of two natures, but
not that he 43 or kas two natures. The Futychions
said, he was ex duabus naturis ; others, in duabus na-
turis ; and COyril reproves Nestorius for asserting only
an union secundum personam, and not secundum natu~
ram ; and one of Quintianus’ anathemas was, If any-
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say, God Man, and not God and Man, let him be ac-
cursed. Baxter's Ch. Hist. 120, &c. &e.

There is much more in the note from which this is
extracted, on the other questions to which this subject
gave rise; and however difficult it may seem to have
beén orthodox in the days of the Nestorians, it would
- appear by the following extraet from the pious and

orthodox Bishop Beveridge, that the difficulty ig in
no degree diminished in our days. \

“ We are now to consider the order of those persons
in the Trinity described in the words before us, Matt.
xxviil. 19. First, the Father, and then the Son, and
then the Holy Ghost; every one of which is really
and truly God ; and yet they are all but one real and
true God. A mystery, which we are all bound to be-
lieve, but yet must have a great care how we speak of '
it, it being both easy and dangerous to mistake in ex-
Ppressing 8o mysterious a truth as thisis, If we think
of it, how hard is it toimagine one numerically Divine
nature in more than one and the same Divine person ?
Or, three Divine persons, in no more than one and the
same Divine nature ? If we speak of it, how hard is
it to find out words to expressit? If Isay, the Father,
Son, and Holy Ghost be three, and every one distinct-
ly God, it is true; but if I say. they be three, and
every one a distinet God, it is false. I may say, the
Divine persons are distinct in the Divine nature ; but
I cannot say, that the Divine nature is divided into the
Divine persons. I may say, God the Father is one
God, and the Son is one God, and the Holy Ghost is
one God, but I cannot say, that the Father is one God,
and the Sor another God, and the Holy Ghost a third
God. Imay say, the Father begat another who is
God; yet I cannot eay, that he begat another God.
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And from the Father and the Son proceedeth anothe?
who is God; yet I cannot say, from the Father and
the Son proceedeth another God. For all this while,.
though their nature be the same, their persons are
distinct; and though their persons be distinct, yet
still their nature is the same. So that, though the
Father be the first person in the Godhead, the Son the
second, the Holy Ghost the third; yet the Father is
not the first, the Son a Second, and the Holy Ghost a
third God. So hard a thing is it¢o word 8o great a
mystery aright; or to fit so high a truth with expres-
sions suitable and proper to it, without going one way
or another from it.” Bishop Beveridge's Private
4 houghts, part ii. p. 48, 49. e

The same Bishop adds, a few pages farther on—
“ This is the principal, if not the only characteristical
note whereby to distinguish a Christian from anothex
man; yea, from & Turk; for thisis the chief thing
that the Tarks both in their Koran and other writings
upbraid Christians for, even because they believe a
Trinaty of persons sn the Divine nature. For which
cause they frequently say, they are people that believe
God hath companions ; 8o that, take away this article
of our Christian faith, and what depends upon it, and
there would be but little difference between a Chris-
tign and a Turk.”

How different the language of the admirable Jeremy
Taylor! *He that goes about to speak of and to un-
derstand the mysterious Trinity, and does it by words
and names of man’s invention, or by such which sig-
nify contingently, if he reckon this mystery by the
wythology of numbers, by the cabala of letters, by the
distinctions of the school, and by the weak inventions
of disputing peopls ; if he only talks of essences and
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existences, hypostases and personalities, distinctions
without difference, and priority in co-equalities, and
unaty wn pluralities, and of superior predicates of no
larger extent than the inferior subjects, he may amuse
himself, and find his understanding will be like St.
Peter’s upon the mount of Tabor at the transfigura-
tion : he may build three tabernacles in his head, and
talk something he knows not what.—But the good
man that feels the power of the Father, and he to
whom the Son is become wisdom, righteousness, sanc-
tification and redemption, he in whose heart the love
of the Spirit of God is spread abroad, to whom God
hath communicated the Holy Spirit, the Comforter ;
this man, though he understands nothing of that which
is unintelligible, yet he only understands the myste-
riousness of the Holy Trinity.” Taylor's Suppl. Ser
mouns, p. 91.



PART III.
ON THE CHARACTER OF THE HOLY SPIRIT.

LETTER L

BY THE HOLY SPIRIT IS INTENDED THE SAME AS
® THE FULNESS OF GOD.
Rzv. Sz,

HAvING stated to you my views of the Father and
the Son, the character of the Holy Spirit will now be
considered. On this point the oracles of God are our
only guide ; and to their dictates it’ behoves us to sub-
mit with reverence. )

You will not consider me msenslble of my accounta-
bility to God in regard to my writings: nor can you
reasonably view me as having any interest to promote,
aside from the promotion of truth.

If your views of the Holy Spirit are accordmg to
truth, certainly there can be nothing for me to gain by
advancing and advocating a different hypothesis: un-

less it may be for my advantage to expose myself to

censure and reproach.

On the other hand, if my views are according to
truth, it is as important for you, as it is for me, to un-
derstand and admit them,

Your having so great a majority of the Christian
world on your side, is not sufficient to secure to you
the approbation of God. Be entreated to keep these
things in mind, while you read and reflect on the im-
portant subJect now before us.

From what you havéfiready seen on the character
of God and his Son, you have doubtless concluded,
that in my view the Holy Spirit is not a self-existent

182
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Person. You will now see, thatin my view the Holy
Spirit iscomprehended in the self-existence of Jehovah,
but without distinct personality. The terms Holy Spirit,
or Holy Ghost, as used in Scripture, do not appear to
me intended to express another Person besides the Fa-
ther and the Son; yet, to my understanding, these
terms convey an idea of that which is of no less estima-
tion. It is that in God, by which he is able to do good
and communicate, either immediately, or through the
instrumentality of other agents.

By the Holy Spirit, radically considered, the same
is understood as by the phrase, the fulness of God. Yet
the terms Holy Spirdt, are, it is thought, most com-
monly applied to the productive, efficient emanations of
Divine fulness.

The following phrases appear to be perfectly synony-
mous—The Holy Ghost—the Holy Spirit—the Spirit.
of God—the Spirit of the Lord—the Spirit of the Lord
God—the Spirit of the Father. That these are synony-
mous, will probably not be denied by any person well
acquainted with the Scriptures. And should any
one be disposed to deny it, the idea may be fairly es-
tablished by comparing Scripture with Scripture.

My ideas of the Spirit may be better understood by
a little attention to some Scripture metaphors.—God
is represented by the metaphor of the natural Sun.
“The Lord God is a SUN." Then the rays of light
and heat, which emanate or proceed from the sun, are
an emblem of the * Holy Spirit which proceedeth from
the Father.” Like the rays of the sun, these divine
emanations of the fulness of God, 1Huminate, quicken,
wnwgorate, and fructify.

God is also represented as a Fountain of living wa-
ters. If we consider the Fountain as im the earth,
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then the effusions or streams which proceed from the
Fountain may represent the Holy Spirt. But if we
consider the Fountain as a fountain of vapor in the
air, then the showers of rain or dew will properly re-
present the emanations of Divine fulness.

By the Holy Spirit, or the Spirit of God; is not, in
my view, intended any one attribute merely, but all
those attributes which are implied in the FULNESS or
ALL-SUFFICIENCY of God.

Before an attempt to explain those texts of Scnp-
ture which have been supposed to import that the
Spirit of God is a distinct Person from the Father and
the Son, it may be well to exhibit a part of the con-
giderations which have had influence on my mind in
favor of giving up that opinion.

1.- It has appeared to me inconsistent to suppose
that the Spirit should be both a self-existent Person
and the Spiret of a Person; yet the Spirit is spoken
of as the Spirit of a Person twenty times to its being
once spoken of as though it were a distinct Person.
There are indeed several instances in which the Holy
Spirit is personified or spoken of as it would be na-
tural to sperx of a Person; but the number of these
instances is much less than was expected previous to
inquiry. And it is observable that the spirit or soul
of man is also personified in the Bible, and spoken ot
as though it were something distinct from the man;
or as though the man and his spirit were two persons.
Instances of this are perhaps nearly as numerous as
the instances in which the Spirit of God is personified.
But it ought to be distinctly noted, that when we have
become habituated to the sentiment that by the Holy
Spirit is intended a Person, the idea of a Person will
immediately arise in our minds, upon hearing or see-
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ing the words Holy Spirtt or Holy Ghost. So if we
had been taught from our infancy that the natural sun
is & person, then we should think of it as such when-
ever it should come into view. This may account for
its having been supposed that there is much in the
Scriptures in favor of the distinct personality of the
Holy Spirit.

In general, throughout the Bible, the Holy Spiritis
spoken of as the Spirit of a person, just as we speak
of the spirit of man as the spirit of a person; and in
the same manner as the sacred writers speak of the
attributes of God; not as distinct Persons, but as
something of a Pez_'son, or i a Person, or belonging
to a Person. The-inspired writers speak of the Spirit
of Man, the Spirit of God, the Spirit of the Lord,
the Wisdom of God, the Power of God, the Goodness
of God, and the Wﬂl of God.

‘We may also observe, that when God spea.ks of the
Spirit, he says, ‘“my Spirit,” just as he says, “my
Power,” “my Goodness,” &c. These and -similar
forms of speech, respecting the Holy Spirit, are very
numerous in the Bible, and they naturally convey the
idea that the Spirit of God is not a distinet Person,
but the Spirit of a Person; as naturally as the forms
of speech respecting Wisdom, Power, and Goodness,
convey the idea that they are attributes of a Person,
and not so many distinct Persons.

If it were admitted, that the term God means three
self-existent Persons, even on that supposition the
phrase, the Spirit of God, would not imply that the
Spirit is one of those Persons, but it would be the
Spirit of three Persons. :

If the Holy Spirit be a self-existent Person distinct
from the Father, it is doubtless an important truth, and
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one which we should not expect would have been un-
revealed until the taking place of the gospel dispensa-
tion. Yet may it not be said with safety, that there is
no more evidence in the Old Testament of the distinct
personality of the Holy Spirit, than there is of the dis-
tinct personality of the Power of God, or the Know-
ledge of God, or the Goodness of God? For, as before
observed, the Spirit is uniformly spoken of as some-
thing belonging to God, and not as a distinct Person.

The phrases ‘“the Spirit of God,” “the Spirit of the
Lord,” “my Spirit,” “thy Spirit,” ‘his Spirit,” are
the usual phrases by which the Holy Spirit is repre- '
sented in the Old Testament. The terms, “the Holy
Ghost,” are not, I think, to be found in it. The terms,
Holy Spirit, are found three times; and in each of
those instances it is spoken of as the spirit of a per-
gon, and not as being a self-existent Person. *“Take
not thy Holy Spirit from me.” “And vexed Ass Holy
Spirit "—* And put Ads Holy Spirit within him.” Un-
less, then, the saints under the Old Testament had
some evidence which has not come to us, was it pos-
sible that they should believe that by the Spirit of
God, or the Holy Spirit, was intended an independent
Person co-eternal with the Father ?

The manner of representing the Holy Spirit in the

.Old Testament is common in the New.—We often
read, in the New Testament, of -the “ Spirit of God,”
the “ Spirit of the Lord ;” we also read of the * Spirit
of the Father,” and ¢ ks Holy Spirit.”

Some writers, if I have not misunderstood them,
have been disposed to make a distinction between
what they call “the personal Spirit,” and the Spirit
of God or the emanations of Divine fulness; but I
have notbeen able to find any ground for this distine-



ON THE CHARACTER OF THE HOLY SPIRIT. 187

tion. That which is called the Spirit of God, or the
Spirit of the Lord, in one place, is called the Holy
Ghost in another. In the prophecy of Isaiah, we
have several predictions respecting the Son of God,
and his being endued with the Spirit of the Lord—
“T have put my Spirit upon-him”’—* The Spirit of

the Lord Godis upon me,” & These predictions
were fulfilled on the 'day of Christ’s baptism, when'
the Holy Ghost descended upon him. Matthew says,

“The-Spirit of God descended :”-Mark and John sim-

ply say, * the Spirit descended ;” but Luke in giving
the same aeeount, says, *“the Holy Ghost descended ?
From. these passages it is evident, that ¢ the Spirit,”
“the  Spirit of the Lord,” “the Spirit of God,” and
“the Holy Ghost,” mean the same thing. . Moreover,
when the Holy; Ghost was given to the apostles in
such-an extraordmary manner, on the day of Pente-
cost, Peter in his Sermon said, / This is-that which
was spoken of by the prophet Joelf {And it shall come
to pass in the last days, saith God, thatvI will pour
out of my Spirit upon all flesh.”

‘There is another class of parallel\texts which ma.y
help us to some correct ideas of the Holy Spirit.
‘When Christ sent forth his disciples to preach, he
forewarned them that they should be brought before
governors and kings for his sake. “But,” said he,
“when they deliver you up, take no thought how or
what ye shall speak; for itshall be given you in that
same hour what ye shall speak : for it is not ye that
gpeak, but thé Spirit of your Father which speaketh
in you.” [Matt. x. 19, 20.] -This is Matthew’s repre-
sentation.—Mark expresses the same thing thus,
“For it is not ye that speak, but the Holy Ghost,”
[Mark xiii. 11.]—Luke says, * For the Holy Ghost
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shall teach you in the same hour what ye ought to
say.” [xii. 12.] And Luke, in another place, repeats
this, or a similar promise of Christ, in these words,
“For I will give you a mouth, and wisdom, which all
your adversaries shall not be able to gainsay nor re-
sist.” [ch. xxi. 15.] From these several passages
compared, it clearly appears, that the Spirit of the
Father, and the Holy Ghost, are the same thing; that
the Spirit of the Father speaking in them, the Holy
Ghost's speaking, the Holy Gbhost's teaching them
what they ought to speak, and Christ’s giving them
a mouth and wisdom, are all of the same import ; and
that the sum of the promise to the apostles was, that
they should be endued with supernatural sufficiency ox
assistance on such occasions. _

2. That the Holy Spirit, or the Spirit of God, is
not a distinct Person, may appear from a number of
other terms which are used as synonymous.

The breath of the Lord is used as synonymous with
the Spirit of the Lord. The wicked are represented
as consumed both by the “ breath of the Lord,” and by
the “ Spirit of the Lord”—* By the blast of God they
perish, and by the breath of his mouth are they con-
sumed”—* And then shall that wicked be revealed
whom the Lord shall consume with the Spiriz of hss
mouth.” Moreover, as an emblem of giving the Spirit,
Christ breathed on his disciples, and said, “ Receive ye
the Holy Ghost."* A

The HAND of the Lord and the SPIRIT of the Lord
are used as synonymous. ‘So the SPIRIT of the
Lord lifted me up, and took me away—but the HAND
of the Lord was strong upon me "—“ By his Spirit

# The Spirit of the Lord, and the breath of the Lord are the same
in the original Is the breath of the Lord a Person! If not, neither
is the &pirit of the Lord or the Holy Bpirit. ‘
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he hath garnished the Heavens; his hand hath formed
the crooked serpent "—* The heavens are the work
of thy hand”—* And the hand of the Lord was with
them, and a great multltude believed and turned to
the Lord.”

The finger of God and the Spirit of Ged are sy-
nonymous. “By Ais Spirit he hath garnished the
heavens"—*1I consider the Heavens the work of thy
Jingers”—*But if I cast out devils by thé Spirit of
God, then the kingdom of God is come unto you "—
“But if I with the finger of God cast out devils, no
doubt the kingdom of God is come upon yow.”

Can it be viewed as proper or respectful to speak
of one self-existent Person as the &reath, the hand or
the finger, of another co-equal Person ?

As the arm, the hand, or the finger of & person is
subordinate to his will, so the Spirit of God is wuni-
formly represented as subordmate to the will of God.
And as any thing which is done by the hand of a man,
is done by the man, so any thing which is done by
the Spirit of God, is done by God. Accordingly, in-
the Scriptures, the same things are at one time attri-
buted to God, and at another to the Spirit of God, or
the Holy Spirit.

8. The metaphors made use of in Scripture to re-
present the Spirit, the act of giving or sending the
Spirit, and the descent of the Spirit, are clearly against
the opinion that the Spirit is a distinct Person. Water
is the metaphor most frequently used to represent the
Spirit; and the act of sending or giving the Spirit is
represented by pouring out, shedding forth, sprinkling,
washing, or baptizing ; and the descent of the Spirit is
compared to the descent of rain and dew.

Giving the Spirit is also compared to giving water
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to drink, and to anointing with oil. And in refer
ence to the vmpression the Spirit makes.on the hearts
of saints, it is compared to snk.

'Can you, sir, suppose, that these metaphors and re-
presentations properly apply to a Person, or to the
act of sending a self-existent Person? Pouring out
and sprinkling are perhaps the most common meta-
phors to represent the act of sending the Holy Spirit;
and what metaphors could you invent more improper
to represent the act of sending a Person? It is Gop
who says, “I will pour out my Spirit.” And if you
say by Gop is meant only one of three self-existent
Persons, will you also say that one self-existent Per-.
son promises that he will pour out another s¢lf-exist-

" ent Person ? :

Permit me, sir, to ask, what do you mean when you
pray to God to pour out his Spirit? - Do you mean
to ask one self-existent Person to pour out another?
Do you not mean to ask God to make a gracious dis-
play of his fulness for the production of some im-
portant effects ?-

When you speak of a great out-pouring of the.
Spirit of Good, do you mean to represent that one self-
existent Person has made a great out-pouring of an-
other co-equal Person? Do you not mean that God
has made a great display of his power, wisdom, and
goodness, upen the hearts and minds of men? Itis
presumed you will admit that the latter is your mean-
ing. And it is a comforting thought that my views of
the Spirit not only accord with the natural import of
Scripture language, but with what appearsto be the real
views of God’s people in their prayers for the Spirit.

4. The Spirit of Good is spoken of in the Scriptures
as something which may be given by measure, or unth-
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out measure; and when communicated or displayed
by measure, we may speak of a residue.

After John the Baptist had seen the emblem of the
descent of the Holy Spirit upon the Son of God, he
not only bare record that He is the Son of God, but
also that “He whom God hath sent, speaketh the
words of God; for God giwveth not the Spirit by mea~
sure unto hvm.” In this verse, the Son's having the
Spirit without measure, is given as the reason why
the words which he speaketh are the words of God.

As the Son of God had the Spirit not by measure, so
he had it in a manner that he could communicate it to
others; therefore John further testified, “ Thisis He, or
the same is He, which daptizeth with the Holy Ghost.”
But while the Son had the Spirit without measure,
the apostles and saints had it by measure.

'The prophet Malachi, in bearing testimony against
the conduct of the Jews in putting away their wives,
brings into view the wise conduct of God in creation,
in making but one woman for one man—*‘ And did not
he make one? yet had he the residue of the Spirit.”
The idea intended to be communicated appears to be
this, that God did not neglect to make more than one
woman for one man through any defect of wisdom,
power, or goodness. Had it been best, he was all-
sufficient to have made more, and would have done it.
Does not, then, this text plainly suggest, that by the
Spirit is intended the fulness or all-sufficiency of God?
And do not the phrases, the Spirit by measure, and the
residue of the Spirit, naturally oppose the opinion that
by the Spiritis intended a distinct and independent

Person ?
_As infinite wisdom saw fit not to place me on a level

with you, and most of my brethren in the ministry,
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in respect to the advantages of a learned education,
you may think it improper for me to suggest any ar-
gument from the Greek language gespecting the Holy
Spirit. But not pretending to much knowledge of
that language, permit me to ask a few questions. Are
not the articles and pronouns in the Greek language,
agreeing with the terms Holy Spirit, uniformly of the
neuter gender? And are not the articles and pronouns
agreeing with the Father and Son, of the masculine
gender ? -And what is the ground of thls distinction,
if the Spirit be a proper person ?

In reply to these questions, it has been said, that the
noun, Spirit, is of the neuter gender; and the genius
of the Greek language requires, of course, that the ar-
ticlesand pronmouns should be of the neuter gender.
All this is easily believed ; nor is it seen that, in this
respect, the genius of the Greek languagedlﬁ'ers from
our own. But why, sir, is the noun neuter? Andhow
did you know that it was neuter, but by the neuter ac-
ticles and pronouns? Had masculine articles and
pronouns been uniformly used throughout. the New
Testament, as agreeing with the moun, Spirit, would
you ever have known or thought that the noun was
of the neuter gender? ‘

In some instances, the translators give us-the pro-
nouns, agreeing with the Spirit, in the neuter gender,
according to the Greek-—“ The Spirit 4self beareth
witness with our Spirit.”—*The Spirit «self maketh
intercession for us.”—Instead.of stself, they might
have said Aimself] as well as to have given us ke, A,
him, for i, its, &e.  And if they had as uniformly
given us the pronouns in the neuter, as they are so
~ in the Greek, the appearance of the Spirit's being a

distinet Person would have been nearly excluded from
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the Bible. And we should have as much reason to
suppose that by * our Spirits ” are intended Persons
distinct from ourselves, as that by the “Spirit of
God” is intended a Pergon distinct from the Father.
This probably would have been completely the case,
unless we should have had some sourceof information,
by which we should have been able to correct the
natural import of inspired language.

This subject of the pronouns is not introduced as
having had any influence in forming my opinion of
the Holy Spirit. It was formed previous to .any in-
fcrmation on this particular. ' Yet, in my view, this
circumstance corroborates that opinion, and is worthy
of the most serious attention.

No person, in conversation with me, has pretended
to deny the fact, that the pronouns in Greek for the
Spirit are of the neuter gender; and ne one has given
me any satisfactory reason why they should be trans-
lated as personal pronouns of the masculine gender.
It is, however, possible, that you, or some other per-
son, may yet do it; but until it is done, you will
allow me to consider the argument in view, as of
great weight against the persomahity of the Holy Spirit.

LETTER II.

SOME PASSAGES CONSIDERED, WHICH HAVE BEEN
SUPPOSED TO SUPPORT THE PERSONALITY OF THE
HOLY SPIRIT.

Rzv. Sir,

It may be proper now to pay some attention to those
passages of Scripture, which have been supposed
most certainly to imply the distinct personality of the
Holy Spirit.
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1 Cor. ii. 10. “The Spirit searcheth all things,
yea the deep things of God.”

This passage has much of the appearance of favor-
ing the personality of the Spirit. But if we candidly
attend to the following verse, this appearance may
disappear—* For what man knoweth the things of a
man, save the spirit of man that is in him? Even
80, the things of God knoweth no man, but the Spirit
of God.” Itis obvious, that the Spirit of God is here
represented as bearing the same relation to God, as
the spiret of a man does to the man. But as a man
and his spirit are but one person, so God and his
Spirit are represented as one Person.

Mr. Jones has quoted the last of these verses, to
prove, in opposition to Arians, that the Spirit of God
is essentially God, as truly so as the spirit of man is
essentially man. This text does indeed afford a con-
clusive argument against the Arian hypothesis; but
it also affords an argument equally conclusive against
the hypothesm of Mr. Jones. It is on the ground of
the comparison or parallel exhibited in the text, that
Mr. Jones shows this text to be opposed to the Arian
scheme; and on the same ground it is as clearly op-
posed to his own, unless he would undertake to say
that a man and his spirit are two persons. If he
could make this appear to be true, then he might well
argue that God and his Spirit are also two Persons.

Acts v. 8. “But Peter said, Ananias, why hath
Satan filled thine heartto lie unto the Holy Ghost ?”

Peter and other apostles had been filled with the
Holy Spirit in a remarkable manner; and it was
doubtless by the Spirit of God that Peter was enabled
to discern the deceit and fulsehood of Ananias. - His
lying, therefore, was really lying to the Holy Spirit.
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Ananias had been a, witness of the wonderful things
which God had done, and that the apostles had done,
by the Holy Spirit, or in consequence of being * en-
dued with power from on high,” and for him, in the
face of those manifestations of Divine goodness, wis-
dom, and power, to come forward with a lie or deceit-
ful pretence to the apostles, was truly to “tempt the
Spirit of the Lord,” or to tempt the Lord to display
the same power in his destruction, that had been dis-
played for the salvation of others.

Heb. iii. 7. ““Wherefore, as the Holy Ghost saith,
To-day, if ye will hear his voice.”

‘We have many instances in Scripture, in which it
is represented that the Holy Spirit spake, said, &c.
The words of Peter will explain the matter—* Holy
men of God spake as they were moved by the Holy
Ghost.” [2 Peter i. 21.] God by his Spirit of fulness
taught them what “ they ought to speak.”

-2 Cor. xiil. 14. “The grace of our Lord Jesus
Christ, and the Love of God, and the communion of
the Holy Ghost, be with you all. Amen.”

This passage has often been urged with consider-
able confidence as a proof that there ate three self-
existent Persons in God, and that the Holy Spirit is
one of those Persons. But a little attention to the
natural import of the passage may be sufficient to show
that neitherof these ideas are implied. We may note—

1. God is here named as a Person distinct from the
Lord Jesus Christ, and Jesus Christ is named as a
Person distinct from the self-existent God.

2. The text does not say, ‘‘communion with the
Holy Ghost,” as though the Spirit were a Person;
but “communion of the Holy Ghost,” as though the
Spirit were something to be received. We have a
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similar phraseology, 1 Cor. x. 16. “The cup of
blessing which we bless, is it not the communion of
the blood of Christ?’ Neither the eup ner the blood of
Christ is a person ; but a denefit, of which we may be
the thankful partakers. The import of the benedie-
tion may be this, May you experience the grace of
our Lord Jesus Christ, and the love of God, by being
made thankful partakers of the Holy Spirit, to sanctify,
to teach, to support, and to comfort you forever.

The phrase “ fellowship of the Spirit,” is the same
in the original as communion of the Spirit. This by
Poole’s Continuators is explained to mean, commu-
nion among samts in the “grace of the Spirit.” [Phil.
ii. 1.

Tn our Saviour’s affectionate dlsooume with his dis-
ciples before his passion, for their comfort and sap-
port, he promised them the Holy Spirit under the title
of the Comforter. The substance of what he said in
that discourse, respecting the character of the Spirit,
shall here be brought into view.

“ And I will pray the Father, and he shall give you
another Comforter, that he may abide with you for-
ever, even the Spirit of truth.” [Johr xiv. 16, 17.]

“But the Comforter, which is the Holy Ghost,
whom the Father will send in my name, he shall teach
you all things, and bring to your remembrance all
things whatsoever I have said unto you.” [John xiv.
26.]

“But when the Comforter is come, whom I will
send unto you from the Father, even the Spirit of
truth whlch proceedeth from the Father, he shall t&-
tify of me.” [John xv. 16.] '

“If I go not away, the Comforter will not come un-
to you; but if I depart, I will send him unto you and
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when he is come, he will reprove the world of sin, of
righteousness, and of judgment.” [John xvi. 7, 8.]

“ When he, the Spirit of truth, is come, he will
guide you into all truth, for he shall not speak of him-
self; but whatsoever he shall hear, that shall he
speak: And he will show you things to come. He
shall glorify me, for he shall receive of mine, and shall
show it unto you.” [John xvi. 18.]

Had we no other passages of Scripture, by which to
determine the character of the Holy Spirit, we should
most naturally be led to the conclusion that the Holy
Spirit is a distinct Person. Yet, it may be asked,
should we conclude that the Spirit isa Person inde-
pendent and egual with the Father? For throughout
the whole description, is not the Spirit represented as
subordinate to the will of the Father ?

In these passages, sir, we may contemplate the Holy
Spirit as properly personified under another name, for
the same reason that we personify the natural sun
when we wish to give a striking and impressive view
of its glory, utility, and importance. . And yet there
seems to have been particular care taken that ouz
minds should not be misled by the personification. If
you, sir, will be at the trouble of removing from these
verses the masculine pronouns, and write neuter pro-
nouns in their room, so far as the original will justify
such a change, you may find the personification far
less strong than it is in our translation. After you
have made this change in the pronouns, you will not
find the Spirit more strongly personified, than the
spirit or soul of man is often personified, or spoken
of, as a distinct person from the man. Thus the
Psalmist addresses hissoul, “ Why art thou cast down,
O.my soul? Why art thou disquieted within me?
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Hope thou in God,” &c. The rich fool is represented
as addressing his soul as it would be natural to ad-
dress another person—*“I will say to my soul, Soul,
thou hast goods laid up for many years, take thine
ease, eat, drink, and be merry.”

Moreover, there are several things said of the Com-
forter, which naturally suggest the idea that itis nota
Person, but an emanation of the Divine fulness, which
is intended. Wher Christ had named the Comforter,
he immediately explained—the Spirit of truth ; which
naturally suggests the idea, that what he was speak-
ing of was an efficient influence or emanation from
that God who is truth. Besides, he said, “ The Holy
Ghost which proceedeth from the Father;” and this
is the precise idea of emanation. But it does not com-
port with the idea, that the Spirit is an independent
person, co-equal with the Father. There is, howev-
er, still more decisive evidence to be produced.

These gracious promises of the Comforter were
renewed to the apostles after Christ had risen from
the dead ; and in renewing the promises, the persongﬁ
cation was wholly omitted.

In giving the accountof what Christ said to his apow
tles between the resurrection and ascension, Luke i
his gospel states, that Christ said to them, “ And be
hold, I send the PROMISE of my Father upon you; bu:
tarry ye at Jerusalem until ye be ENDUED WITH POW-
ER FROM ON HIGH."-—Luke xxiv. 49.

In the introduction to the Acts of the Apostles,
Luke brings the same thing again into view, but in a
different form. After mentioning that Christ *show-
ed himself alive after his passion, by many infallible
proofs, being seen of the apostles forty days, and speak-
ing of things pertaining to the kingdom of God,” he
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adds, * And being assembled together with them, com-
manded them that they should not depart from Jeru-
salem, but wait for the promise of the Father, which,
saith ke, ye have heard of me. For John t‘ruly baptxz~
ed with water, but ye shall be baptized with the Holy
Ghost not many days hence.”

The apostles were inquisitive, and asked, saymg,
“Lord, wilt thou at this time restore again the king-
dom to Israel? And he said unto them, It is not for
you to know the times or the seasons which the Father
hath put in his own power. But ye shall receive
power after that the Holy Ghost is come upon you.” .

In these several accounts there is an obvious refer-
enoce to the prior promise of the Comforter ; apd these
passages serve to explain the import of that promise.
To be endued with power from on high, to be baptized
with the Holy Ghost, and to have the Comforter sent
unto them, are all the same thing. The substance of
the whole was this, that they should be endued with
supernatural powers, supernatural fortitude, supernat-
ural support, assistance, and comfort; and thus be pre-
pared to go forth in the name of Christ to preach the
gospel, and to confirm their doctrines by signs and
wonders or incontestible miracles.

And it may be worthy of particular notice, that the
Holy Sprrit-is represented as something with which
the apostles should be baptized, as John baptized with
witer. - “John truly baptized WITH waler, but ye
shall be baptized WI1TH the Holy Ghost.”” The HoLy
SPIRIT, in the baptism which the apostles were to re-
ceive, answers to the WATER in the baptism adminis-
tered by John. And unless we may suppose that the
water in John'’s baptism was an agent, we may not
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suppose the Holy Spirit to be an agent in the baptism
received by the apostles.* ‘

The promise of Christ was fulfilled ; for “ when the
day of Pentecost was fully come, the apostles were
all with one accord in one place. And suddenly
there came a sound from heaven, as of a rushing
mighty wind, and it filled all the house where they
were sitting. And there appeared unto them cloven
tongues like as of fire, and it sat on each of them.
And they were all filled with the Holy Ghost, and
began to speak with other tongues as the Spirit gave
them utterance.” i )

Thus, sir, was Christ'’s promise of the Comforter
fulfilled ; the apostles were baptized WITH the Holy
Spirit; they were endued with power from on high:
and as the first fruits of this power they spake lan-
guages that they had never studied or learned; and
they spake as the Spirit gave them utterance.

Let us now attend to Peter’s account of the fulfil-
ment of the promise of the Comforter, which he gave
in his sermon on that memorable occasion.

*¢This Jesus hath God®raised up, whereof we all
are witnesses. Therefore being by the right hand of
God exalted, and having received of the Father the
promise of the Holy Ghost, he hath sHED FORTH this
which ye now see and hear.” : . :

As the Holy Spirit in this baptism answered to the
water in John’s baptism, and as Christ himself had
become the administrator of this baptism, Peter with

# As the metaphor of water is ahundantly used to represent the
Holy Spirit, baptizing with the Holy Spirit harmonizes with that me-
taphor ; the same as pouring out, shedding forth, sprinkiling, &e. In
the New Testament, six times we have ﬂ:ené:saenmm' of
with the Holy Spirit. But where shall we find one instance in whi
the H'oly Spirit is represented as an “Agenf or Administrator in bap-
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great propriety said, “ He hath shed forth this which
ye now see and hear.”

Thus evident it is, that, in Peter’s view, the Holy
Ghost is something which may be- shed forth by the
SoN of God to whom the Spirit had been given not
by measure; by him, in whom it hath pleased the
Father that all fulness should dwell, The same view
of the Holy Spirit is given by Paul, in his epistle to
Titus—* According to his mercy, he saved us by the
washing of regeneration, and renewing of the Holy
Ghost, which he shed on us abundantly through Jesus
Christ our Saviour.,” [Titus iii. 5, 6.}

If by the Holy Spirit be meant the fulness of God,
or an efficient emanation of Divine fulness, the word
shed may very properly be used to express the man-
ner of its being given orsent. But who will say that
this is & proper term by which to express the act of
giving or sending a Person? And if we may believe
that the apostles understood the promise of *the Com-
forter, which is the Holy Ghost,” may we not believe
that the Holy Spirit is not a Person distinct from the
Father and the Son? ’

Thus, sir, it has been my endeavor to explain what
Christ intended by the Comforter, by making the
Scriptures their own interpreter. You will not, it is
hoped, see any sophistry in my reasonings upon. this
particular. And if not, it is believed you must, at
least, very strongly doubt the correctness of any
theory which supposes the Holy Spirit to be a Person.
For in no other instance is the Spirit so strongly per-
sonified as under the-name of the Comforter. _

Matt. xxviii. 19, and 1 John v. 7, will be duly no-
ticed in Part IV .

9.
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LETTER III.

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS, TO SHOW, THAT BY THE
HOLY SPIRIT IS NOT INTENDED A DISTINCT PER-
SON.

Rev. Sir,

Having endeavored faithfully to examine most of
those passages of Scripture which have the greatest
appearance of favoring your views of the Holy Spirit,
and believing it has been shown that they are per-
fectly consistent with my own without any forced
construction, some farther considerations, which have
had great weight on my mind against the hypothesis,
that the Spirit is a distinct and self-existent Person,
will now be added. ‘

1. Much is said in the Scriptures of the mutual
love between the FATHER and the SoN, and the dis-
position of each to honor the other; but where shall
we find the least intimation of any love on the part
of the Father or the Son towards the Holy Spirit as
a Person? or on the part of the Holy-Spirit towards
either the Father or the Son? Yet if the Spirit be a
Person, as distinct from the Father and the Son, as
the Son is from the Father, should we not have rea-
son to expect the same evidence of mutual love in the
one case as in the other? And since the evidence of
mutual love between the Father and the Son is so
abundant in the Scriptures, and no mention is made
of any love between the Father and the Spirit, nor
between the Son and the Spirit, have we not strong
ground to believe that the Spirit is not a distinct Per-
son ?

2. We have much said in the Seriptures of the love
of the Father towards mankind, and also of the love
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of the Son; but what is said of the love of the Spirit
towards our ruined race? Not a word.

8. We are required to love the Father, and to love
the Son, as two distinct Persons; but where do you
find any requirement to love the Spirit as a Person
distinct from the Father or the Son? Not in the Bible.

4. We have both precept and example for worship-
ping the Father and the Son, as two distinct Persons ?
but have we either precept or example in the Scrip-
tures for paying Divine homage to the Spirit asa
Person ? ®

5. We have an account, in the visions of John, of
the throne of God and of the Lamb; but does John
make any mention of the throne of the Holy Spirit?
Or is there any intimation in the Bible, that the Spirit,
as a Person, has a throne in heaven? -

Now, sir, on the supposition that the Spirit is a Per-
son co-equal with God the Father, how will you be
able to account for these distinctions, or these omissions,
in the Sacred Secriptures? If we could find the same
evidence of mutual love between the Father and the
Holy Spirit, as between the Father and the Son ; and
the same evidence that the Spirit, as a Person, loves
mankind, as that the Father and the Son do ;* or if
we could find such evidence in favor of loving and
honoring the Spirit as a distinct Person, as for loving
and honoring the Father and the Son; it might seem
presumptuous to call in question the personality of-
the Spirit. But since the Scriptures are silent in all

# It may be said, that “the love of the Spirit” is once mentioned
by St. Paul, Rom. xv. 80. But it is needless to give an exposition of
my own, to show that the passage does not represent the Spirit as a
Person loving. It may suffice to copy the exposition of Mr. Poole’s
Continuators, who were Athanasian wniters—* And for. t.he love of the
Spirit"—q.d. “If you love the Spirit of God; or rather if the grace

love be wrought in you by the Spirit, show it in this thing.”
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these important respects, suffer me to dissent from
your opinion; and to take the Scriptures for my guide
in preference to any human theory.

6. Though St. John had no vision of the Holy
Spirit as personally seated on the throne, he had a
vision of the enthroned Lamb of God, a8 having seven
horns and seven eyes, which are the seven Spirits of
God. These seven Spirits of God have been undez-
stood by some Athanasian expositors to be the same
as the Holy Spirit. This appears to be correct. But
that an indi?idual Person should be called the seven
Spirits of God, must appear very unnatural; but if
by the Holy Spirit be intended the Divine fulness or
sufficiency, this may well enough be called the seven
Spirits of God in reference to its perfection and mani-
fold operation. In a text, several times quoted, we
read, with respect to the Son, that “ God giveth not
the Spirit by measure unto him ;" and, in the passage
now before us, we find Christ represented as having
seven horns and seven eyes, which are the seven
Spirits of God. Horns are understood to be an em-
blem of power, and eyes of wisdom. Then the seven
horns and seven eyes denote the perfect fulness of
Christ, and his all-sufficiency to open the book, and
to loose the seals, or to direct and govern the affairs
of the universe. In view of this plenitude of wisdom
and power, with which the Son was endued, and his
taking the book and opening the seals, all that stood
about the threne * sung a new song, saying, Thou art
worthy to take the book, and to open the seals there-
of; for thou wast slatn, and hast redeemed us to God
by thy blaod, out of every kindred and tongue, and
people, and nation.”—Let us, my dear brother, go
and do likewise.
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Here it may not be amiss to suggest some serious
questions for your consideration, with a request that
you would weigh them in an even balance

1. If the Holy Spirit be a distinct Person, co-equal
with the Father, is he not in the Scriptures exhibited
in a manner which appears degrading, and truly un-
accountable; as bearing the same relation to God as
an aifribute; or as the hand or finger of God; as be-
ing constantly subject to the control or the will of an-
other Person: never exhibited as a distinct object of
worship or of love; never addressed in prayer as a
Person, either by the saints, or by Jesus Christ,
, though the Father was often addressed ?

2. If you, and those with you in sentiment, do
really view the Holy Spirit as a distinct Person equal
with the Father, are you not justly chargeable with
want of respect, yea, with disrespect, towards the
Holy Spirit ? How seldom do we hear the Spirit men-
tioned in prayer, otherwise than as something which
is subordinate to the will of God, which may be giv-
en, sent, or poured out, for our benefit? At the close
of your prayers, you often mention the Spirit, as
though you thought it to be a Person ; but this is fre-
quently the only instance in which, through the whole
course of a prayer, there is the least intimation that
the Spirit is viewed as a Person. But if, in your
view, the Scriptures do really guthorize the belief
that the Holy Spirit is a distinct Person, and of equal
dignity with the Father, how will you be able to an-
swer for your inconsistency in treating the Father
with so much more respect than you do the Holy
Spirit? Has not the Holy Spirit reason to accuse you
of partiality? But in vindication of your conduct,
you may say, and that with great propriety, that the
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Holy Spirit is not so much as named as a Person in
any prayer recorded in the Bible; and that we are
not required to address prayers to the Spirit as a dis-
tinct Person. But, sir, if you have such ample ground
on which you may justify your apparent neglect of
the Spirit, have you not reason to examine the grounds
of your faith? Does not the very ground on which
you would justify your conduct, afford reason to
doubt the correctness of your theory ?

8. Do not your habitual, practical, and devotional
views of the Father, the Son, and the Holy Spirit,
harmonize much better with my present theory, than
they do with your own? This may seem to you an ,
extraordinary question; but it is proposed, sir, with
considerable confidence, that, on due reflection, if you
answer it at all, it must be in the affirmative. My
confidence in this matter results partly from experi-
ence, and partly from observation. When you ap-
proach the throne of grace, and pour out your HEART
before God without any studied respect to theory, do
you not address God as one Person only 2 Do you not
use the terms God, and Father, s perfectly synony-
mous ? When you thank Gop for the manifestation of
his love, in sending his dear Son to die for our offences,
do you not naturally consider the Son as a Being pro-
perly distinct from the Father, naturally subordinate
to the Father, but exalted with the Father's right
hand ? When you pray to God that he would pour out
H1s HoLy SpIRIT, is not this your real prayer, that
God would make a display of his power, wisdom, and
love, for the production of some desirable effect ? Do
you not mean to ask for some efficient, productive
emanation of his fulness ? If, in your habitual and de-
votional views, the Spirit were a distinct Person, co-
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equal with the Father, would it not be more natural
for you, in praying for the Spirit, to address your pe-
titions directly to the Holy Spirit, than to pray the
Father to send or pour out HIS SPIRIT? Does it not
then appear that your devotional and habitual views
are conformable to the theory I'hdve adopted, and in
opposition to your own? How then will you be able
to vindicate your conduct before God, from a charge
of inconsistency, in supporting a theory which is re-
pugnant to your own habitual and devotional views,
or in indulging habitual and devotional views which
are repugnant to the theory which you profess to be-
lieve? .And permit me to ask, which does God con-
sider the real sentiments of your heart, those which you
express in advocating your theory, or those which
you habitually and naturally express in your daily
prayers to him?

Iti is, gir, most sen81bly felt, that the theories, pre-
possessions, and learning, of the Christian world, are
at present not on myside. But no small consolation
is derived, by considering the general tenor and nat-
ural import of Bible language very clearly in favor of
each part of the theory set forth in the foregoing Let-
ters. It is also consoling to consider the language ot
Christian devotion in such agreement with my views,
that whatever may be objected against them, may,
with equal propriety, be objected against the most de-
vout feelings and language of my brethren. And as
long as these things shall appear so much on my side,
nothing can deprive me of the pleasing expectation
that the theory, now exposed to public view, will be
found substantially correct, approved of God, and that
which the whole family of Christ will ultamately Te-
ceive, and rejoice in forever.



PART 1V.

AN EXAMINATION OF DIFFICULT PASSAGES °
OF SCRIPTURE. N

LETTER I
RULES OF INTERPRETATION STATED AND APPLIED.

Rev. Sir,

IN the preceding Letters, my views of many pas-
sages of Scripture, which have been supposed to favor
the Athanasian theory, have been occasionally given.
But there are others to which no distinct attention
has been paid. It is my wish to have error detected,
if there be any in my views. Suffer me, therefore, to
lay before you my adopted rules of interpretation, and
give you a specimen of their application.

Rule I. “The Scriptures were inspired, to instruct
common readers, by using words according to their
common acceptation, and not to confound them by an
abuse of language.”

The language in which thisrule is expressed, is
borrowed from Dr. Spring’s sermon on the selfexist
ence of Christ, and is applied o the many thousands
of texts in which personal pronouns of the singular
number are used as substitutes for the nouns Gop,
Lorp Gob, &c., and the inference is, that God is one
Person only.

The same rule is applied to the numerous texts in
which Christ is represented as the SON of God, God’s
owN and ONLY SoN; and the inference is, that Christ
is mot the self-ex:stent God, but the SoN of the self-

existent God.
208



.AN EXAMINATION, &c. 209

Rule II. The terms used in Revelation must be un-
derstood in a sense corresponding with some analogy
known to men. _

According to this rule, also, it is inferred, that the
Son of God cannot be a self-existent Person. It is
likewise concluded, that there are no passages of
Scripture which were designed to teach us that three
Persons are but one intelligent Being ; nor that there
may be two intelligent Beingsin one Person. As ex-
traordinary as it may seem, both of these contradic-
tory hypotheses pertain to your theory. God you
suppose to be three distinct Persons; and yet but one
intelligent Being. You also suppose that Christ is
both God and a Man united in one Person. This, it
is thought, amounts precisely to the hypothesis of two
intelligent Beings in one Person. Is it not, sir, extra-
ordinary, that great and good men should adopt two
hypotheses so manifestly contradictory, while neither
of them can be supported by Scripture, nor illustrated
by any analogy in nature?

But did not Christ say, 7 and my FATHER are ONE?
Yes, sir; but he never said, I and my Father are
. but one intelligent Being. Nor have we any analogy
which can justify such an interpretation of the words.
There are many senses in which a Father and a Son
may be one, besides that of one Being. And in no
other case, in which the words are used by a Son,
should we have the least suspicion that this is the in-
tended import. God and Christ may be of one nature
as a Father and Son; they may beone in affection,
in interest, and in operation ; they may also be onein

t to fulness and authonty, as has been already
noted and explained. '

‘When Christ made this declarauon, the Jews ac-
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cused him of blasphemy, and of “making himself
God.” But Christ, in his answer, distinctly let them
know that his words imported no more than that he
was truly the Son of God, and as such united with
the Father—* Say ye of Him whom the Father hath
sanctified and sent into the world, Thou blasphemest,
because I said, I am the Son of God.” -

Rule ITI. So far as the Scriptures may interpret
themselves, by comparing Scripture with Scripture,
such interpretation is to be preferred to any human
hypothesis.

This rule has been found of extensive application.
The Divine names and titles given to the Son of God;
the Divine works and honors ascribed to him, and his
Divine fulness, are all distinctly accounted for in the
Scriptures, on the ground of the Father’s love and
pleasure. Therefore, these titles, these works, these
honors, or this fulness, may not be considered as evi-
dence of the personal self-existence of the Son of God.

Rule IV. In many instances, it is necessary to take
into view the customs of the people to whom the Scrip-
tures were originally communicated, and to consider
in what light they would most naturally understand
particular passages. .

The prophecies respecting the Messiah were prob-
ably originally written for the comfort and benefit of
the good people among the Israelites or Jews; at
least, this may be supposed to be one principal object
of the predictions. In the prophecies, the promised
Messiah was called by various names, and some of
them were Divine names, or names of Divine import.
He was not only called Davxd, and David the King,
but it was predicted that his name should be called
EMMANUEL, WONDERFUL, COUNSELLOR, the MigH-
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7Y Gob, the EVERLASTING FATHER, and the PRINCE
-OF PEACE.

If we would know how a Jew would be likely to
understand these names or titles, we should consider a
custom which was common among the Jews, viz. that
of giving significant names to persons, places, altars,
&c. At the close of our great Bibles we have a table
of the names used in the Old Testament, with their
several significations. If you will examine this ‘table,
you will find that other Persons had Divine names, be-
sides the Messiah.—See a few of these names, with
their signification—+FEliashib, the God of conversion—
Eljah, God the Lord, or the strong Lord—Elphalet,
the God of deliverance— Elisha, the salvation of God—
Lemuel, God with them, or him. They also gave Di-
vine names, or names of Divine import, to places and
altars—Jehovahjireh, the Lord will see or provide—
Jehovah-Nisst, the Lord my Banner—ZE!l-clohe-Israel,

‘God, the God of Israel

Now, sir, imagine yourself to have been a Jew, liv-
ing in the days of the prophets, and perfectly acquaint-
ed with the custom of giving significant names; then
consider what ideas you would naturally have taken
from the various names given to the promised Messiah.
If you had heard him called David, or David the
King, would you have supposed that the Man who
killed Goliah was to appear again as the promised
Saviour? If you had heard the prophet say, respecting
the promised Son, They shall call his name Emman-
uel, would you have supposed that God himself was
to come as the promised Messiah? Would you not
rather have supposed the Son to be one in whom God
would make some gracious manifestations of himselt
tomen? If you had heard him called the Mighty
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God, and Everlasting Father, would it not have been
natural for you to suppose that the Son was to be one
in whom the Mighty God and Everlasting Father
would make surprising manifestations of his power
and his kindness? If you had heard him called, * The
Lord our Righteousness,” what would have been more
natural than for you to have supposed, that the Mes-
siah was to be one in whom Jehovah would display his
righteousness, or one through whose righteousness
men should be benefited by Jehovah?

Accustomed as the Jews were to believe in one God
only, and to speak of that God as only one Person ;
accustomed as they were o the use of significant
names of high import; would it not have been un-
speakably more natural for them to understand the
names of the Messiah as significant, importing some
such ideas as I have mentioned, than to suppose that
the Sox to be born was the VERY Gob who had prom-
ised to SEND HIM into the world.

The prophet did not say the SoN shall BE Emman-
uel, but ‘“they shall call his name Emmanuel.” He
did not say, the Son shall Bk the Mighty God and Ev-
erlasting Father, but “hss name shall be called,” &ec.
And this phraseolgy was probably used with direct
reference to the custom of the Jews in giving signifi-
cant names. And the Son’s having the Divine names
thus given him by the spirit of prophecy, is no proof
that he is personally the self:existent God, any more
than his being called David, or David the King, is a
proof that he was personally David the son of Jesse.

It may be useful, in this connection, to consider what
expectations were in fact excited among the Jews, by
the Divine names given to the promised Messiah.
And is there, sir, any evidevce, that any Jew, whether
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learned or unlearned, good or bad, ever understood
the Divine names given to the Messiah, as importing
that he should be the self-existent God? If no such
idea was excited in the minds of pious Jews, by the
use of those names, we may reasonably suppose that
no such idea was intended in the predictions.

LETTER II.

A FIFTH RULE OF INTERPRETATION STATED AND
APPLIED.
REv. S,

PERMIT me now to state and apply another rule of
interpretation.

Rule V. Particular phrases, terms, and epithets,
are to be understood in a sense which is consistent
with the general tenor of the gospel, and the charac-
ter of the objects to-which they are applied. :

There are two things respecting Jesus Christ, which
are, in my view, supported by the general temor of
the gospel, viz.

1. That he is truly the Son-of God.

2. That he obeyed, suffered, and died, to open the
way for our salvation.

These two points are not only supported by the gen-
eral tenor of the gospel, but they appear to be essential
%o the gospel plan of salvation. If we deny these, do
we not in effect deny the gospel? If we deny these, do
we not make God a liar ?

If these are points unquestionably revealed, and
supported by the general tenor of the gospel, then all
the particular phrases, terms and epithets, used in re-
spect to the Son of God, are to be understood in a
gense which is consistent with these leading truths of

the gospel.
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There are several texts of Scripture which have
been understood as supporting the idea that the Son
of God is absolutely self-existent, independent, and
immutable. But as this doctrine is, in my view, in-
consistent with what have been stated as truths sap-
ported by the general tenor of the gospel, let us exam-
ine those texts, and see whether they do necessartly
import what you and others have imagined.

John x. 18. “I have power to lay it down, and I
have power to take it again. This commandment have
I received of my Father.” ‘

If, in any instance, the Son of God said any thing
which imported that he had independent power, this is
the instance—But Christ did not say, “I have ¢nde-
pendent power.”—Besides, it is believed, that in this
case the word poweris the same as authority. And
this authority or this commandment Christsays he re-
ceived of his Father. We may add, the resurrection
of Christ from the dead is abundantly and explicitly
attributed to God in distinction from the Son—* God
raised HIM from the dead.”

Micah v. 2. * Whose goings forth have been from
of old, from everlasting.”

Whatever existed before the world, may be said to
be of old, from everlasting. In the eighth chapter of
Proverbs, Wisdom, or Christ under the name of Wis-
dom, is represented as using language similar to that
in the text before us.—** The Lord possessed me in the
beginning of his way, before his works of old - 1 was
set up from everlasting, from the beginning, or ever the
earth was.” But Wisdom adds, “ When there were
no depths, I was brought forth’—Before the hills,
was I brought forth—*Then I was by -him as ore
brought up with him, and 1 was daily his delight”—
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Brought up with him as a Son with a Father; and as a
Son, was daily his delight. The Son was from ever-
lasting, as he was brought forth before there were either
depths or hills.

Rev.i. 17. “I am the First and the Last.”

In the forty-fourth chapter of Isaiah, the Lord of
Hosts adopts this title, and says, “I am the First and
the Last, and besides me there is no God.”

In view of these texts, Mr. Jones forms this argu-
ment—* There is no God besideshim who is the First
and the Last; but Jesus Christis the First and the
Last ; therefore, besides Jesus Christ there is no God.”
If this be fair reasoning, we may draw another con-
clusion, viz. “ The Gop and FATHER of our LORD
JEsus CHRist,” 1s not Gop. Isit not amazing, that
Mr. Jones should reason in such a manner? In
several instances, his conclusions as fully exclude the
FATHER from being Gob, as it is possible that lan-
guage should do it. .

In Isaiah, God did not say, Besides US there is no
God; but, ‘“Besides ME there isno God.” His words,
therefore, as fully exclude every other Person as every
other Being.

When Christ said, “Iam the First and the Last,”
he immediately added, “I am he that luveth, and was
dead.” He is therefore to be considered as the First
and the Last in a sense which is consistent with his
having been DEAD. There are several senses in
which Christ may style himself ¢ the First and the
Last "—He may be s0 called as the constituted Head
and Chief of creation ; and as in his glory, as well as
the glory of the Father, all things will terminato—
He may be so called as the Author and Finisher of
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faith ; or, as a Son, he may bear the Divine titles of
his Father

Heb. xiii. 8. * Jesus Chnst, the same yesterday,
and to-day, and forever.”

This text on which so much reliance has been plac-
ed, has no verd init; and, therefore, considered by it-
self, it contains no affirmation. For the beginning of
the sentence, and the sense of the text, we have to
look back to the preceding verse, * Remember them
who have the rule over you, who have spoken unto
you the word of God; whose faith follow, consider-
ing the END of their conversation, Jesus Christ, the
same yesterday, and to-day, and forever

It is evident, that it is as the END of Christian con-
versation that Christ is here brought into view. And
by Jesus Christ, we may understand not merely his
Person, but his interest and glory. This END of our
conversation is of immutable and perpetual import-
ance—the same yesterday, to-day, and forever.

Heb. i. 12. * But thou art the same, and thy years
shall not fail.”

This text was quoted from Psalm cii. and there
was used in an address to God. This circumstance
is worthy of note, and in my view, is the only diffi-
culty presented by the text. 'Why were words, which
were first addressed to God, quoted and applied to the
Son? Perhaps you will not find me able to answer
the question; but ifso, it will not hence follow that
it is unanswerable.

In the 5th verse, the apostle quoted a passage from
the Old Testament, and applied it to Christ, which
was originally used in respect to Solomon—*“I will
be to him a Father, and he shall be to me a Son.”
These words are to be found three times in the Old
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Testament, and each time they are contained in a
gracious promise of God to David respecting his son
Solomon. Why then did the apostle quote these
words and apply them to Christ, as though they had
been originally used in respect to him ? The answer
must probably be this, that Solomon was a type of
Christ. May we not then suppose, that the words,
which were first addressed to God, were quoted by
the apostle and applied to Christ as the Son and * im-
age of the invisible God ?”

Let us now attend to the import of the text: . But
thou art the same, and thy years shall-not fail.” Here
we have exhibited a'contrast between the material
world and its constituted Creator. And what is the
contrast? One waxes old and is liable to perish, and
the other will remain the same without end. This,
it is conceived, is the most which can be supposed to
be necessarily implied in the text. And what is here
affirmed of Christ, agrees with what he said of himself,
¢ am the First and the Last. Iam he that liveth
and was dead ; and, behold, I live forevermore.”

'Y ou suppose the textimports absolute immutability.
But, sir, was it no change in the Son of God to pass
from the form of God to the form of a servant? Was
it no change to die, and to be raised again from the
dead? Is he now at the Father's right hand, in all
respects the same that he was when he cried with a
loud voice, “My God, my God, why hast thou for-
saken me?”

Permit me, sir, to ask, whether the Greek word
avres, which in the text is translated same, is-any
where in the New Testament used as importing ab-
solute immutability, unless it be in the two texts
which I have been last considering? If the clause

10
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had been translated * But thou art He,” mesning n
with peculiar emphasis and distinction, would it not
have been a literal and correct translation ?

But let the translation be as it is, only let the word
same be understood in a sense which will not contra-
dict the gospel of Divine Love.—It is my choice to
believe that God has spared not his own Son;” and
not to believe that he made a mere show of so loving
the world, when he did not in reality. It affords me
far greater satisfaction to believe that.the Son of God
was capable of personally doing and sufferiny accord-
ing to the representations of Scripture, than I could
find in believing that there is a want of strict truth and
simplicity in the gospel representationsof Divine Love,

LETTER III. ‘
OTHER TEXTS CONSIDERED,
Rzv. Sm, ;- ,

SoME texts on which Mr. William Jones has
placed great reliance, may now be introduced.
John iii. 29, ¢ Heathat hath the Bride, is the

Bridegroom.”
Isaiah liv. 5. “Thy Maker is thy husband, the
Lord of Hosts is his name.”

Mzr. Jones says, “ The church, which is the Bride,
can no more have two Husbands, than Christ can
have two churches.”

‘Whatever difficulty may be mvolved in the idea of
two Husbands to the church, the difficulty cannot be
diminished by supposing a -greater number. Yet Mr.
Jones’ theory plainly supposes three distinct Persons,
or agents, each of whom is the Husband of the church,
- The truth is, that there is in no other sense twe
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Husbands to the church, than there are two Oreators,
Saviours, or Lords. As GOD creates and saves by his
SoN, so by his Son he shows the kindness of a Hus-
band to the church. The SoN is the constituted Crea-
tor, Saviour, and Lord; so he is the constituted Head
and Bridegroom of the church. Accordingly * The
kingdom of heaven is like unto a certain Kina, who
made a marriage for His SoN.” '

Rom. ix. 5. “Whose are the fathers, and of whom,
as concerning the flesh, Christ came, who is over all,
God blessed for ever. Amen.”

That Christ is, in this text, called God, will not be
positively denied. But if he be, we may reasonably
suppose that it is in the same sense that the Father
calls him God, in his address, Heb. i. 8, 9—that is, on
the ground of a constituted character. See Part 1L
Letter IV.—But it is my prevailing opinion, that the
latter clause of this text ought to be understood as an
expression of gratitude and praise to God, the Father,
for giving his Son to come in the flesh, and exalting
him as Lord over all; and that the verb be is under-
stood in the original, and should be supplied in the
translation, so as to have the clause read, *“God be
blessed forever. Amen.” The verb b, you know, is
often understood in the Greek, and often supplied in
the translation ;* and it is so several times between
the words blessed and God. By comparing the Greek
word in this text, with other texts in which it is trans-
lated blessed, it appears to me clearly to import grati-
tude, and praise ;4 and such exclamations of gratitude

* See Luke i. 68. 2 Cor.viii 16—ix 15. Eph. i 2, 3.—iii. 21.
Rom. vi. 17. .

t Was not our ward eulogize, from the Greek word, in this text,
which is translated dlessed? ~ And if it were common to speak of ewlo-
gizing God, might not the sense of the text be thus exprossed, Whose
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and praise to God, are common in the writings of the
apostle Paul. You will be pleased to examine and
judge for yourself. As it respeots the point in ques-
tion, it is to me a matter of perfect indifferency in
which of the two senses the text is understood. :

2 Cor. v. 19. “God was in Christ, reconciling the

world to himself.”’
. Mr. Jones says, “Were there no other passage of
Secripture to be found, this alone is sufficient to over-
throw the whole doetrine of Arianism.”—However
true this observation may be as it respects Ariantsm,
the text will be found perfectly harmonious with my
views. God is evidently spoken of as one Person on-
Iy ; and Christ as another Person distinct from Gop.
“Gop was 1 Christ reconciling the world to HIMSELF.”
Himself is a proper. pronoun for one Person, and Gop
is the antecedent. This one Person called Gob, was
in another Person called CHRisT. If Christ were him-
self God, and, as Mr. Jones affirms, the only true God,
let me be informed whkat God was in Christ.

In remarking on this very text, Mr. Jones says, ‘“the
word Gob, though of the singular number, is of plural
comprehension ; and he explains himself to mean that
it comprises three Persons. The import of the text
would then be, that three Persons called God, were IN .
CHRIST, reconciling the world to Aimself. It may be
asked, ought not the pronoun to be themselves? Be-
sides, if by God be meant three Persons, Christ is a
Tourth Person, and not one of the three included in the
name GoD. The same would be true of the phrase,
“the Son of God.”

1. John v. 20. “ And we are in him that is true,

m&ohﬂnmhddwhmummmgmm%m“mwho
bmdl.ﬂodlnenhgmdfwevc Amen !
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even in his Son Jesus Chnst. This is the true God,
and eternal life.”

With great conﬁdenoe this text has been urged as
an infallible proof that Jesus Christ is personally the
true and self-existent God. But let us, sir, examine
impartially, and take the connection into view—* And
we know that we are of Gop, and the whole world
lieth in wickedness. And we know that the SoxN of
GoD is come, and hath given us an understanding that
we may know HIM that IS TRUE; and we are in HIM
that IS TRUE, even in HI8 Son Jesus Christ. This is
the TRUE Gop, and eternal life.” -

Sometimes the sense of a passage is rendered ob-
scure by the repetition of pronouns; and it is ever safe
to substitute the nouns for the pronouns.” Let us do
80 in regard to this 20th verse. The apostle had men-
tioned GoD ‘in the preceding verse. He goes on to
say, “ And we know that the SoN of Gop is come, and
hath given us an understanding, that we may knew
Gob that ¢s frue; and we are IN GobD that s true,
even in God’s Son Jesus O‘m'st. This is the TRUE
Gop, and eternal life.”

Now, it may be asked, wlnch of the two is called
the “TRUE Gob” in the last sentence, he that is rep-
resented as the TRUE GOD repeatedly in the preced-
ing part of the verse, or the SoN of the TRUE GoD
who had come to give us an understanding that we
might know GoD that ¢s frue? Unless we are to be-
lieve that John meant to teach us that there are more
true Gods than one, we must suppose the TRUE GoOD
in the last sentence is the same Person as the TRUE
Gop in the preceding sentence, of whom CHRIST was
the SoN. .

Christ, in his prayer to the Father, whom he styled
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the ONLY TRUE GoD, said, “I have mantfested thy
name to the men thou gavest me out of the world.”
This perfectly agrees with John's account, that “ the
SoN of God is come, and hath given us an understand-
wng, that we may know Him that i true.” As Christ
was in the flesh; as.the only true God was in Christ ;
and as the business of the SON was to give us an un-
derstanding of hvm that is true, or to manifest the TRUR
Gop; so Gop was mantfested n the flesh. [1 Tim.
iii. 16.]

Isa. viil. 13, 14. “Sanctify the Lorp or Hosrs
himself; and let Him be your fear, andlet him be
your dread. And HE shall be for a Sanctuary : but
for a stone of stumbling and for a rock of offence to both
the houses of Israel.” -

1. Peterii. 7, 8.. *“The STONE which the builders
disallowed, the same is-made the head of the eorner,
and a stone of stumbling and a rock of offence.”.

From these two texts, compared, Mr. Jones draws
this conclusion, * Christ is the Lord of Hosts himself.”

That by the Lord of" Hosts 13 here meant the self-
existent God, is admitted. It is also admitted, that,
in the text quoted from Peter, Christ is called the stone
of stumbling and rock of offence. Isaiah says of the
Lord of Hosts, that “he shall be for a stone of stum-
bling,” &c. Butvhow shall he bethus? By some acs
of his providence, or some mansfestation of himself.
The event proved that the act or mantfestation pre-
dicted was that of sending his Son in the likeness of str-
ful flesh. As God thus manifested himself in the Per-
son of his Son, He became a stone of stumbling, that
is, he did that at which his people stumbled. And at
the same time, his Son was a stumbling block or stone
of stumbling. Accordingly, by the same prophet
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God said, “ Behold I LAY in Zion a STONE, a TRIED
STONE, a PRECIOUS CORNER STONE.” [Isa. xxviii
16.] This text is also quoted in the New Testament,
and applied to Christ. This precious corner stone was
a stone of stumbling and rock of offence: This STONE
was LAID in Zion by the Lord of Hosts HIMSELF;
and by this AoT of HIS PROVIDENCE, HE became a
STONE of stumbling to the unbelieving of “both the
houses of Israel.”. - .

Psalm Ixxviii. 56. “ They émpted and provoked
the Mosr Hier Gop.”

1 Cor. x.9. ‘“Neither let us tempt CHRIST, as some
of them also tempted.”

“Therefore,” says Mr. Jones, * CHBIsT is the MosT
Hiema Gopn.”

Christ said to his disciples, ‘‘He that despiseth XE,
despiseth &M that SENT ME.” On the same ground
we may say, he that TEMPTED CHRIST, or the Angel
of God's Presence, TEMPTED, Gop. But if we must
hence infer, that God and Christ are the same Person
or Betng, what will be the inference from these words
of Christ, “ He that despiseth YOU, despiseth ME?”
Must we not infer, that Christ and his apostles are the
same Person or Being 2

In Rom. x. 19—21, we read, *First, Moses saith,
I will provoke you to Jea.lousy by them that are no
people. But Eeaias is very bold and saith, I was
found of them that sought me not. But to Israel he
saith, All day long have I stretched forth my hands
to a disobedient and gainsaying people.” But if we
Jook into the Old él'estament, we find that all these
things were said by JEHOVAH, the GOD OF ISRAEL.
Moreover, we read, “ As for Saul, he made havock of
the church, entering into every house, and haling men

*
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and women, committed them to prison.” But Christ
considered this as persecuting himself; and said to
him, “Saul, Saul, why persecutest thou me?” Now,
sir, if it were safe to follow Mr. Jones in his method
of drawing conclusions, it might be inferred that Moses
and Jsatah were the GoD OF ISRAEL, yea, “ the LorRD
or Hosts HIMSELF,” and that the men and women,
persecuted by Saul, were CHRIST HIMSELF.

If a King has an own Son, whom he delights to hon-
or, and who is united with him in government, what-
ever the King does by his SON, may be properly at-
tributed to either the Father, or the Son: And the
disrespect shown to the Son may be considered as dis-
respect to both the Futher and the Son. Had these
ideas been duly considered and applied by Mr. Jones,
a great part of his inferences and conclusions ‘would
probably have never appedred in print. But by dis-
regarding such analogles, he compelled the BIBLE to
speak his mind

LETTER V.
THE SON OF GOD NOT THE SAME PERSON AS THE
GOD OF ISRAEL. ‘

Rev. S,

MucH time and - labor have been expended, and
much ingenuity displayed, in attempts to prove that
Jesus Christ is the very Person who is called the God
of Abraham, and the God of Israel, in the Old Testa-
ment. That he was the Angel of God, and the Med:-
. um of Divine manifestations, has been alresdy admit-

‘ted ; but that the Angel of God and the God of Israel
mean the same Person, is not admitted. For the
phrase the Angel of God as clearly presents to the
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mind fwo distinct Beings, one of which is sent by the
other, as the phrase the Messenger of David. Besides,
the God of Israel said respecting this Angel, “Be-
ware of him, provoke him not, for he will not pardon
your transgressions; for MY name is in HIM.” In-
these words, the God of Israel is, in the most decided
manner, distinguished from the Angel of his presence,
as another Being or Agent.

That the Son of God is not the same Person as the
God of Abraham, or the God of Israel, may appear
from the following considerations :

1. It was the God of Israel who gave the promise
of the Messiah. He never promised that he would
be the Messiah; but the Messiah was to be a Son
whom the God of Israel was to raise up. -

2. The title given to Christ as the Son of God, will
naturally lead us to the same conclusion.. It was the
God of Israel who proclaimed from heaven respeoting
the Messiah, “This is my beloved Son.” As Christ
was made known to the Jews as the SoN of God,
would they not naturally be led to conclude, that it
he were the Son of any God, he was the Son of the
God of Israel? . And if you, sir, suppose that he is
the very Person who was called the God of Israel,
please to inform me of what God he was the Son.
‘Will it not follow inevitably from your hypothesis,
either that Christ was not the SON OF GoOD, or that
the God of Israel was the SON of some OTHER Gop?

2. We have the most decided testimony, both of
Christ and his apostles, that the Person who is called
the God of Abraham and the God of Israel, was the
FATHER of CHRIST. In John viii. 54, we have the
testimony of Christ himself—‘ Jesus answered, If I
honor myself, my honor is nothing ; it is my FATHEER

o )
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that honoreth me, of whom ye say that HE is-yoUr
Gop.” What God, sir, did the Jews say was thetr
God? Was it not the God of Israel? If so, then the
God of Israel was the Father of Christ. And is not this
‘testimony of Christ sufficient to overbalance all the ar-
guments on your side of the question? And unless
you can persuade yourself, that Christ might be both
the Father and the Son of HIMSELF, must you not
either relinquish your hypothesis, or call in question
his veracity? -

Moreover, from this portion of Christ’s testimony,
we may learn, that when he spake of Gob, he meant
his FATHER ; and when he spake of his FATHER, he
meant the Gop OF ISRAEL. Therefore, whenever he
spake of Gop, or his FATHER, his language implied
that ke htmself was not the Person who had been
called the God of Israel. .

Let us now listen to the langtmge of Peter, Acts
iii. 18. “The God of Abraham, and of Isaac, and of
Jacob, the God of our fathers; hath glorified s Son
Jesus.” This Mmony is too plain to need any
comment.

Paul, ‘in his address ‘to the dlspersed Israelites,
whom he found at Antioch in Pisidia, said, % The God
of this people of Israel chose our fathers, and exalted
the people where they dwelt as strangers in the land
of Egypt.” He then rehearsed a number of events
between that period and the days of David ; and hav-
ing mentioned David as a man “after God's own
heart,” he added, “Of this man's seed hath God,
according to his promise, RAISED unto Israel a Sa-
VIOUR, JE8US.” [Acts xiii. 28.]

In the first verse of the epistle to the Hebrews, we
. bead that “GoD, who &t sundry times and in divers
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manners spake in time past unto the fathers, by the
prophets, hath in these last days spoken to us BY
HIs SoN.” Was it not the God of Israel who spake
by the prophets? 1If so, Christ was the SoN cf the
GoD OF ISRAEL. .

In support of the idea now before us, a very consi-
derable part of the New Testament might be quoted ;
for at the very foundation of the gospel this idea is
laid, that Jesus Christ is the SoN of the God of Israel ;
and this idea runs through the writings of the evan-
gelists, and the sermons and epistles of the apostles.
The matter is so clearly and so abundantly expressed, -
that it is amazing that any one, acquainted with the
Scriptures, should ever entertain the idea that JEsUs
CHRIST was the very Person who had been called the
God of Israel.

In regard to the texts which have been relied on to
prove that Christ is the very Person who was called
the God of Israel, it may be observed, that the most
of them would be easily explained, and the argument
set aside, by only making e proper distinction between
the ANGEL of God as the MEDIUM of Divine mani-
Jestation, and the GOD who was manifested through
that Medium; or by only observing that whatever
Grod does by Christ, may be properly attributed either
to God or his Son. Many of the principal texts of
this class have been already examined; and it is
hoped enough has been said to convince you, that the
hypothesis that Christ is the Person who is called the
GoD OF ISRAEL, is without any solid foundatien in the
Bible. But the circumstance, that this hypothesm
has been s0 long and so generally admitted by pious
Christians, may be considered as evidence, that it has
had advocates who were esteemed eminent for prety
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and ability. For it is difficalt to conceive, how any
thing short of distinguished eminence of character in
its advocates oould ever have given currency and pop-
wlarity to an opinion so manifestly repugnant to the
express declarations of CHRIST and his aposﬂes, and
tothegenemltenorofthegospel.

If you, air, shonldbedxsposedmsay,tbatyon never
tmplicitly denied that Christ is the SoN of God, let
me ask, Is not an attempt to prove that Christ is the
very Person who is called the God of Israel, an tmplicit
dental that he is the SoN of God? Would not a seri-
ous attempt to prove that Isaac was the very person
who was called Abraham, tmply a denial that Isaac
wastheSonof Abraham? -

LETTER VI.
oN 1 JomN V. 7, 8.
Rzv. 8m,

_IN the first edmonofmylettm's to you, I admitted,
as genuine, 1 John v. 7, and endeavored to show that
it contaired nothing inoonsistent with my own views.
I was not then ignorant of the fact that the genuine-
ness of the text had been denied ; but I had not seen
the evidence of its being spurious. Since that time, I
have seen evidence which, I think, must be safficient
to satisfy any mind which is free from prepossessions:
To admit the text, and remark upon it as genuine,
after such conviction, would be little better than to
countenance forgery.. Instead, therefore,” of again
admitting the text, I shall exhibit the evidence by
which I was convinced that it was an wniaerranted
sterpolation. As the evidence will be taken from &
Trinitarian author, it is hoped that it will ‘be saiis-
factory to you a.nd many others,
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The writer of the “Eclectic Review” of the “Im-
proved Version,” and of *Griesbach’s Greek Testa-
ment,” decidedly approves of the omission of the text
in those works, and says, “It is found in no Greek
MS. ancient or recent, except one to which we shall
presently advert; in no ancient version, being inter-
polated only in the later transcripts of the Vulgate.
Not one of the Greek fathers recognizes it, though
many of them collect every species and shadow of ar-
gument down to the most allegorical and shockingly
ridiculous, in favor of the doctrine of the Trinity;
though they often cite the words immediately con-
tiguous both before and after; and though with im-
mense labor and art they extract from the next words
the very sense which this passage has, in following
times, been adduced to furnish. Of the Latin fathers
not one has quoted it, till Eusebius of Lyons, in the
middle of the fifth century ; and in his works there is
much reason to believe that it has been interpolated.
Under these circumstances, we are unspeakably
ashamed, that any modern divines should have con-
tended for retaining a passage so indisputably spu-
rious.” :

This, sir, is the decision of one on your own side
of the question ; and one who has given evidence that
he possesses both learning and candor. In connection
with the text which has now been given up, I intro-
duced the following verse, * And there are three that
bear witness in earth, the spiri, the water, and the
blood, and these three agree in one.” Upon this text
Imade some observations to prepare the way for a
right understanding of the passage contained in the
apostles’ commission. But as considerable was then
said, which has no immediate connection with the

™~
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main subject of inquiry, I shall here give only the
leading thoughts as they relate to the institution of
baptism.

By the Spirit is understood those communications
of the Holy Spirit which have been given for the con-
Jirmation of the truths of the gospel, and the promotion
of the Christian rehgxon. By the water and the blood
which bear witness, is supposed to be meant baptism
and the Lord's supper, as instituted memortals of the
tnauguration and the death of the Messiah.

The sabbath, circumeision, and the passover were re-
spectively memorials of extraordinary events. The
Lord’s day.is kept as a memorial of the resurrection of
the Son of God ; and the Lord’s supper as an institut-
ed memorial of his death. It is, therefore, reasonable
to suppose that baptism is, also, an instituted memorial
of some extraordinary event. 'When our Saviour was
baptized by John, he was inducted. into office, the
Spirit descended and abode upon him, and God from
on high proclaimed, “This is my beloved Son, in
whom I am well pleased.” No event, prior to this,
had been more worthy of a perpetual memorial. But
of this event we have no memorial unless it be that
of Christian baptism. Nor is there any event but
this, of which baptism can naturally be supposed the
memorial. Therefore, as by analogy we are led to
believe that baptism is a memorial of some interesting
event, and a8 no other event can be =0 naturally sup-
posed to be the one, it is believed that it was insti-
tuted as the memorial of the Messiah’s induction to
office, when he was baptized with water, endued with the
Spirit, and announced to the world as the Son of God.
It was on this occasion that *God anointed Jesus of
Nazareth with the Holy Ghost.” Accordingly, in in-
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stituting the memorial, the God who anovuted, the Son
who was the subject of the anointing, and the Holy
Sprit, with which the Father anom’oed the Son, are
all brought to view.

LETTER VII.

THE APOSTLES’ COIKISSION CONSIDERED.
Brv. Sm,

THE language of the Apostles’ commission, Matt.
xxviii. 18, 19, shall now be considered.

 And Jesus came and spake unto them, saying, All
power is given unto me in heaven and in earth. Go
ye, therefore, and teach all nations, baptizing them in
the name of the Father, and of the Son, and of the
Holy Ghost.”

That the text, as it stands in our translation, does
very naturally suggest the idea of baptizing by the
authority of three Persons, is admitted ; and of course
it suggests the idea that the Holy Spirit is a Person.
But when this view of the text is urged, as the only
possible meaning, there is perhaps one thing overlooked,
which ought:-to be considered; and some things taken
Jor granted, which require proof that is not easily ob-
tained.

In the verse already quoted, immediately preceding
the one so much relied on, Christ had said, * All pow-
eris given unto me in heaven and earth.” And what
is here asserted appears to be overlooked. It was, sir,
on this very ground, that he added, * Go ye, therefore,
into all the world,” &c. Now, if Christ had all autho-
rity in heaven and earth, his authority must have been
sufficient for daptizing in his own name, without con-
necting any other.—Nor does it appear very natural
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to suppose that Christ would say to this effect, I have
all authority; go ye, therefore, and baptize by the joint-
authority of myself and two other Persons. And has
it not been also too much overlooked, that we have
no example for baptizing in any other name than that
of the Lord Jesus? If it be a matter of so much mo-
ment as has been supposed, that baptism should be
administered in the name of three Persons, is it not
somewhat extraordinary that we are not able to find
so much as one example of the apostles to support the
practice?

But perhaps some things are taken for granted as
well as overlooked. The things which seem to have
been taken for granted, that require proof, are
these— ‘

1. That the preposition, which is translated ¢n, does
not mean 2nlo, to, for, or unto—

2. That the word name, unquestionably means au-

8. That the design of Christ, in the passage was to
show the authority by which baptism is to be administer- -
ed, and not the END for which it is to be administered.

Respecting the Greek preposition s, you are
doubless sensible that this is much more frequently
translated ¢nto, to, or for, than it is #n. And had
either of those words been used in the text instead of
in, this would have entirely precluded the idea of
baptizing by the authority of three Persons.

And the word name is abundantly used in the Secrip-
tures, as of the same import as the word character: it
is also used for renown, glory, or praise ; and it is some-
times used asof similar import with the word memorial.
In one or other of these senses the word is used
much meore frequently than as importing authority.
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It is, sir, my present opinion of the words in dis-
pute, that it was the design of Christ to express the
OBJECT or END for which, and not the AUTHORITY
by whach, baptism is to be administered ; and that the
preposition would be more properly translated so as
to read “to the name,” or “for the name,” than “in
the name.”

Some reasons or analogies, to justify this explana-
tion or construction of the text, may now be stated.

1. This construction agrees with the character of
the Holy Spirit, as already illustrated from the general
and natural import of Scripture language. )

2. This construction corresponds with the idea that
baptism is a standing witness and memorial in the
church, that the Son of God came by water, and was
publicly inaugurated, endued, and announced, as the
promised Messiah, the Son of God. )

8. It agrees with the frequent use of the word name,
as signifying renown, glory, praise, oy memorial.

‘When monuments are erected, or memorials insti-
tuted, to perpetuate the memory of illustrious charac-
ters ‘or illustrious events, renown, glory, and praise,
are the object of these memorials. When memorials
are instituted to perpetuate the memory of remarkable
and distinguishing events of Divine providence, they
are designed for the renown, glory, and praise of God.

4. When, in the New Testament, any thing is said
to be done, or required to be done, for a witness, for
a sign, for a testimony, for a memorial, or to the
glory, or to the praise of God, this same preposition,
ess, is used, and translated for or to. And can one in-
stance to the contrary be found in the New Testament ?

Thus, sir, you have before you some of the analo-
gies which at least seem to justify me in supposing,
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that it was the design of Christ, in the apostles’ com-
mission, to express the END for which, and not mere-
ly the AUTHORITY by which, baptism is to be admin-
istered. The AUTHORITY by which, is indeed express-
ed in the introductory words, “All power is given
unto me in heaven and earth; go ye, therefore ;” but
the clause in dispute appears to me not designed to
re-express the authority, but to show the END for which
baptism was instituted.

Can you, sir, produce such analogies in support of
the common construction of this passage? Can you
produce one analogy from the Bible which will justify
you in saying that this text requires us to baptize by
the authority of the Holy Spirit as a distinct Person ?

If the construction now given of the passage should
be admitted and adopted, it would occasion no change
in the form of words to be used in baptizing, but
simply that of using to, or for, or unto, instead of in.
The adoption would, however, open a door for much
to be pertinently and profitably said, respecting that
momentous event in which the promised Messiah was
publicly tnaugurated, endued, and ennounced to the
world as the SoN oF Gop; and the grace and glory
.which was displayed on that memorable occasion.

In this tnauguration we may contemplate a fulfil-
ment of what had been promised and predicted, and al-
so of what had been #ypified in the manner in which
prophets, priests, and kings, had been invested with
their respective offices. The Aoly ol was poured on
the heads of prophets and kings, as an emblem of
the Holy Spirit, with which the Messiah was to be
endued. Aaron was first washed with water, and then
had the ol of consecration poured on his head, as the
Son of God was first washed or baptized, and then endu-
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ed with the Spirit of God. If we may connect, in one
view, the Old and the New Testament forms of inaug-
uration or ordination ; in that event we may behold the
Messiah condescending to come to John, his herald, to
be washed with water as Aaron was; then we behold
him making his own ordination prayer; and what is
still more august, we may behold the ETERNAL Fa-
THER performing the solemn rites of laying on of hands,
and giving the Right Hand of Fellowship—He first sent
down his Holy Spirit, which is often represented as
his Hand : this abode on the Son ; then, with an audible
voice, God proclaimed, in the ears of attending angels
and men, “THIS IS MY BELOVED SON, IN WHOM I
AM WELL PLEASED.” A scene more august, and more
expressive of GRACE and GLORY, had perhaps never
been seen in heaven or earth.

POSTSCRIPT.

LET it be distinctly understood, that the opinion,
that baptism was instituted as a memorial of the in-
auguration of the Messiah, is not viewed by me as
essential to the main theory respecting the Father,
Son, and Holy Ghost. The opinion resulted from a
serious inquiry into the meaning of Christ's coming
by water, and of the water’s bearing witness. It is
proposed, for examination, as that which appears to
me probably true. But the main things had in view
do not depend on the correctness of that opinion.
Various reasons may be given for the use of the terms
Holy Spirit in the apostle’s commission, which do
not imply the personality of the Spirit. But what,
gir, if no such reason could be given by me, or by
yourself? Shall one clause of a text, of doubtful 1m-
port, be admitted as proof of a fact, in -opposition to
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the general tenor of plain and inspired representations 8
More, it is believed, than two hundred times, the Ho-
ly Spirit of God is brought into view in the Secrip-
tyres, in & manner which clearly conveys the idea,
that, by the Spirit, a self-existent Person is not intended.
And shall one, two or three texts, which seem to favor
your opinion, be allowed more weight than two hun-
dred others which are clearly in opposition? Suppose,
sir, that after long and laborious inquiry, I could ob-
tain no satisfactory exposition of the disputed clause
in the apostle’s commission, which would accord with
my present views of the Holy Spirit; and on that
ground should give up the whole theory, and return to
your doctrine of the Trinity ; what then would be my
situation? I must cease to reflect, or must take into
view the numerous texts which naturally oppose your
idea of the Spirit, with the multitude which are op-
posed to the self-existence of the Son of God, and the
many thousands which distinctly represent God as one
Person only. On the whole, then, instead of one per-
plexing text, I should have to encounter many thou-
sands, each of which, according to the natural import
of language, would be opposed to the doctrine that I
should profess to believe. If you will show me how
those numerous classes of texts can be fairly reconcil-
ed to your doctrine, and how the representations of
D1vINE LOVE in the gospel can be consistent with your
views of the Son of God, you will easily reclaim me
from my supposed error. For whatever may have
been your views of my feelings or my motives, this is
a fact, that it is far from being a pleasant thing to me
to be obliged to dissent in opinion from such a mul-
titude of worthy characters.

There is one consideration which will probably
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have influence against the admission of the senti-
ments of these Letters, viz., That the writer is a per-
son obscurely situated, of private education, and unpro-
mising advantages. All this may, in truth, be said.
But sometimes God has “chosen” weak and unpro-
mising tnstruments to carry on his work, “ thatno flesh
should glory in his presence.” Besides, if ‘“the Scrip-
tures were inspired to instruct common readers, by
using words according to their common acceptation,” it
is possible that a person, under all my disadvantages,
may investigate the truth, by making the Scriptures
his only guide. It has been no part of my object to
tnvent a NEW THEORY. My aim has been to investi-
gate, Tepresent, and support, such sentiments as are
revealed in the BIBLE, admitting words to be used
“ according to their common acceptation,” comparing
Scripture with Scripture. If, on due examination, it
shall be found that any sentiment, in these Letters,
may be properly ascribed to me as the author, let it
be rejected. But you will allow, that sentiments, of
which God is the Author, should not be rejected,
whoever may be the writer. “Can there any good
thing come out of Nazareth?” This, you will re-
member, was a question which once arose in the mind
of an “Israelite indeed ;” and, perhaps, on the same
ground, thousands of others, to their own ruin, rejected
the SAVIOUR OF THE WORLD. On no better ground,
it may be, that thousands will reject the SENTIMENTS
contained in these Letters, even if they are sanctioned
by the ORACLES OF GoD. .



288 CONCLUSION.

LETTER VIII.
CONCLUBSION.
Rzv. S,

THis series of Letters has already been extended
beyond my original design. It shall now be closed.
I am not insensible, that publishing my views exposes
me to attacks from every denomination of professing
Christians. Yet no man can have lkss desire to be
engaged in public controversy. But being not my
own, it would be wrong to suppress what to me ap-
pears honorary to Christ, for the sake of private ease,
quieh, or popularity.

Freedom has been used in exmmmng your opinions,

and the opinions of others; but, at the same time, it
bas been an object of ‘my care to cultivate, in my
heart, feelings of tenderness and respect for my fellow
Christians of different opinions. In writing, it has
been my aim not to wound your feelings, or the feel-
ings of any other man. While writing this last Let~
ter of the series, my conscience bears me witness,
that not one sentence in the whole has been dictated by
the feelings of displeasure against any one of my fel-
low creatures.

These Letters are addressed to You, in hope, that if
there must be an opponent, it may be one who is able
and willing to investigate ; and one who has learned
of Him who was meek and lowly in heart. This
being your character, should you see cause to answer
my Letters, you will look thoroughly and prayerfully
into the subject, and not write at random. You will
not shelter yourself under the popularity of your own
theory, and on that ground think yourself justified in
treating with contempt the views of your friend.—
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You will not sneer at arguments which you cannot
refute by fair reasoning ; nor substitute sarcastic and
censorious declamation, for argument. You will not
maisrepresent my real views, for the sake of having
something before you which you can easily refute. But
if you view me in an error, you will pity and pray for
me; and, in the spirit of meekness and love, you will
endeavor to show me my mistakes and errors. And
you will write as one who expects to give account.
And if I am in an error, be assured, sir, that it is my
cordial desire that you may be enabled to detect it,
and to set it before me, and before the world, in a
convincing light.

- You will readily perceive, that there may be mis-
takes in explaining some particular texts, and yet the
theory may be correct. In attempting to explain so
many texts, it is very possible that there are instances
of incorrectness. For one so fallible, it is enough to
say, that my labor has been to investigate the real
truth, without perverting or misapplying the Scrip-
tures ; and that it has been my sincere desire to make
the theory square with the Scriptures as a DIVINE
STANDARD, and not to make the Scriptures bend to
the theory.

Should you think it to be your duty to express your
disapprobation of the theory, by way of a REVIEW in
some periodical work, you will give an impartial re-
Ppresentation of my real sentiments, that those who read
the REVIEW may have some opportunity to judge as
to the correctness of the opinion you may express.

After you shall have written your objections by
way of REVIEW, be pleased to turn to John xvii. and
review the prayer of the Son of God; examine the na-
tural import of every sentence distinctly; then ask
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yourseit these questions—Does not every senfence in
this prayer perfectly harmonize with the sentiments
against which I have been writing ?—Yea, does not
this prayer clearly contain the principal sentiments which
the writer of the Letters has aimed to establish ?—If
he had forged a prayer for the Son of God, in support
of his own theory, could he have written any thing
more to his purpose than that which really proceeded
from the lips of Christ 7—Are not, then, my objections
to his views as really objections to the sentiments con-
tained in the prayer of the Son of God ?

And may that DIVINE LoRD, in whom is our hope,
lead us to a more perfect knowledge of himself; and
grant, that not only you and I, but all who may read
these Letters, may experience the truth of the decla-
ration which he made in his prayer to the Father,
“ And this is life eternal, to know THEE the ONLY
TRUE Gop, and JESUS CHRIST whom thou has SENT.”
And while it shall be our lot to differ in sentiment,
let us daily unite in the prayer of Christ, that we all
may be one, even as HE and the FATHER ARE ONE.

Adieu.
NOAH WORCESTER.





